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In the time since the staff report was distributed, both the Applicant (City and County of San 
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department) and the project opponents (Wild Equity) have 
raised several issues by submittal of letters regarding staff’s recommendation on this project.  A 
letter dated April 13, 2015 from Wild Equity states that the staff report has “many unsupported 
assertions and factual errors” and requests a continuance of the hearing because information 
submitted by them is “not presented to the commission as part of the staff report.”  See pages 
407-409 and 414-415 in the North Central Coast District Deputy Director’s Report for Item Th8a 
on the Commission’s April 16, 2015 agenda.  A letter dated April 13, 2015 from San Francisco 
Recreation and Parks Department states they “agree with most of the Special Conditions in 
staff’s recommendation” but raise some specific questions regarding conditions that will be 
discussed below (see pages 545-547 in the North Central Coast District Deputy Director’s 
Report for Item Th8a on the Commission’s April 16, 2015 agenda).  In addition, staff has 
received other correspondence of both support (approximately 20 communications) and 
opposition (approximately 30 communications) for the staff recommendation as well as Coastal 
Commissioner ex parte disclosures (see also separately included in the Deputy Director’s report).  

The purpose of this addendum is to modify and clarify the staff recommendation for the above-
referenced item and to respond to various issues raised. Modifications to the staff 
recommendation range from fairly minor (in terms of clarification to condition language in 
special conditions 4(f) and 7(c)) to major (modifications to the required Pumping Protocol Plan 
required by special conditions 2(a)-(g)). These changes do not modify the basic staff 
recommendation, which is still approval with conditions, but the major change requires some 
discussion, as do the various issues raised. The additional findings in the “Response to Issues 
Raised” section below will be incorporated into the relevant portion of the staff report should the 
Commission adopt the staff recommendation. 

The response letters and emails to the initial staff recommendation from both the project 
Applicant, as well as the project opponents, raise concerns regarding the Pumping Protocol Plan 
required by the special conditions.  Both parties asked for specificity of certain language and 
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requirements of the condition language in Special Condition #2.  Project Opponents inquired 
exactly how the required submittal of the Pumping Protocol Plan required by Special Condition 
#2 will go beyond what is required as a part of the protocol in the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinion (BO).  Further, they raised issues about how this 
particular condition will protect not only the sensitive species that are present at Sharp Park (and 
in breeding locations where frogs have been most prolific), but also how it will be protective of 
the sensitive wetland habitats present.  The original condition language required the plan to 
contain criteria to protect sensitive species and the wetland habitat at the pumping site, but 
further specificity and refinements are added to define what will specifically be required by 
Special Condition #2. Thus, the staff report is modified as shown below (where applicable, text 
in underline format indicates text to be added, and text in strikethrough format indicates text to 
be deleted): 

Changes to the Staff Recommendation 
1. Modify Special Condition #2 on staff report page 6-7 as follows to better clarify the intent 
of the special condition in protecting sensitive species and the wetland habitats.  

 

2. Pumping Protocol Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two copies of a five-year Pumping Protocol Plan 
(the Pumping Plan) to the Executive Director for review and approval that shall, at a 
minimum, include the following:  

(a) Technical Operations. The Pumping Plan shall include details of the proposed pump 
operations that comply with all protocols in the October 2, 2012 United States Fish 
and Wildlife Biological Opinion, Conservation Measure #15 (see Exhibit 2). The 
Pumping Plan should contain verifiable criteria to protect sensitive species and the 
wetland habitat at the pumping site. The Pumping Plan shall not allow for pumping 
prior to rainfall events nor pumping to low levels after California red-legged frog egg 
masses have hatched. The Pumping Plan shall also establish a minimum water 
elevation as required by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service Biological 
Opinion that is protective of both the sensitive species and the on-site wetlands. 

(b) Water Level Monitoring. The Pumping Plan shall require water levels in Horse 
Stable Pond (HSP) and Laguna Salada (LS) be continually monitored and recorded 
in NAVD88 vertical datum as a way to document continual pump operations and the 
hydrologic conditions of these two wetlands. The location of all continuous 
automated monitoring devices shall be indicated in the Pumping Plan.  

(c) Salinity Monitoring. The Pumping Plan shall require that salinity in both LS and 
HSP be continually monitored. Monitoring can occur by use of continuous automated 
devices or by periodic physical readings. The plan shall justify the periodicity and 
instrumentation used for monitoring. Changes in water quality and hydrological 
conditions shall be documented.  

(d) Groundwater Monitoring. The Pumping Plan shall require shallow piezometers be 
installed to monitor groundwater levels and groundwater salinities around LS. The 
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plan shall justify the periodicity used for monitoring. Salinity intrusions shall be 
documented. 

(e) Emergent Vegetation Monitoring. The Pumping Plan shall require monitoring of the 
growth and spread of emergent vegetation such as cattails and tules. The Plan shall 
set a baseline of the initial percent of cover of emergent vegetation in both LS, and 
HSP, and the connecting channel at the beginning of the monitoring period. The Plan 
shall require periodic evaluation of the changes in percent cover of emergent 
vegetation and their effects on wetland functioning and California red-legged frog 
habitat. including the rate of growth from one monitoring event to the next with the 
goal of evaluating the current protocol and its contribution to the spread of emergent 
vegetation. The plan shall justify the periodicity determined for monitoring. 

(f) Protection of Sensitive Breeding Locations. The Pumping Plan shall detail how and 
where staff will conduct searches for egg masses. The most productive areas as 
indicated by past egg mass location data shall be included in the monitoring areas of 
the Plan and shall be protected. 

(g) Monitoring and Reporting. The Permittee is required to submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, an annual monitoring report prepared by a 
qualified specialist that certifies the ongoing maintenance pumping activities are 
being conducted in conformance with the approved Pumping Plan.  Reports will be 
due annually and due at an appropriate time as designated by the approved Plan. The 
Permittee shall submit a total of 5 annual monitoring reports for a period of 5 years.  
The first annual report is due one year after completion of approved project. If the 
first annual monitoring report indicates that the pumping activities are causing 
salinity intrusions into the groundwater or wetlands, drawdown of groundwater 
stores, or significant impacts to sensitive species, the Permittee shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, within 90 days, a revised or 
supplemental Pumping Plan that incorporates pumping protocols to minimize any 
such impact that would be adverse to the groundwater stores, sensitive species or the 
health of the wetlands. After approval by the Executive Director, the Permittee shall 
implement the revised or supplemental plan and perform monitoring for an additional 
5 years. If the final monitoring report indicates that the current pumping protocol 
there has been an increased in emergent vegetation based on the increased cover of 
cattails and tules that has degraded wetland functions or the habitat of California 
red-legged frogs, the Permittee shall submit, for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director, within 90 days, a vegetation management plan, including a 
revised Pumping Plan that proposes to will manage water levels in an alternative 
way that will not lead to the shallow water spread restrict the abundance of of new 
emergent vegetation to levels considered beneficial to California red-legged frog 
habitat and general wetland functioning over the percent of cover established at the 
beginning of the monitoring period. After approval by the Executive Director, the 
Permittee shall implement the revised or supplemental plan and monitor its success 
for a period of 5 years. 

The Permittee shall undertake all development in accordance with the approved Pumping 
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Protocol Plan.  
 

2. Modify Special Condition #4(f) on staff report pages 9 as follows: 
 

(f) Restoration. All areas impacted by construction activities shall be restored to their 
pre-construction physical condition or better within three days of completion of 
construction. Restoration of disturbed sites will be completed within 3 weeks of the 
first major rain event (greater than 0.25 inches) of the fall. Erosion control measures 
shall be put in place within three days of completion of construction. 

 
3.  Modify Special Condition #7(c) as follows: 

(c) Future Removal of Development. The Permittee shall remove or relocate, in part or 
in whole, the development authorized by this CDP, including, but not limited to, 
pumping infrastructure and outfall, and other development authorized under this 
CDP, when any state or federal government agency orders removal of the 
development in the future or when the development becomes threatened by coastal 
hazards, whichever happens sooner. Development associated with removal of 
authorized development shall require an amendment to this CDP. In the event that 
portions of the development fall to the water or ground before they are removed, the 
Permittee shall remove all recoverable debris associated with the development from 
the ocean, intertidal areas, and wetlands and lawfully dispose of the material in an 
approved disposal site. Such removal shall require an amendment to this CDP. 

 

Response to Issues Raised 
1. Request for a Continuance 
In their letter of April 13, 2015 the project opponents requested a continuance of the hearing 
because information submitted by them is “not presented to the commission as part of the staff 
report.”  Further, they state that it is not clear if the documents they reference were reviewed by 
Staff in producing the staff report.  The documents the project opponents refer to were comment 
letters sent to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Army Corps of Engineers 
pertaining to the Biological Assessment for this project, and prior to the development of, and 
incorporation of comments and concerns into, the final United States Fish and Wildlife 
Biological Opinion.  Commission staff was copied on this 2012 correspondence and had these 
letters in the project file.  However, Commission staff substantially relied on the final USFWS 
Biological Opinion for the analyses contained within the initial staff report.  The referenced 
letters are included in the North Central Coast District Deputy Director’s Report for Item Th8a 
on the Commission’s April 16, 2015 agenda. 
 
2. Historic Ecology of Sharp Park 
 
In their letter of April 13, 2015 the project opponents claim that contrary to the staff report 
findings, “Sharp Park was historically a backbarrier lagoon/beach ecosystem, and was not 
influenced by daily tides.” 
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While there is still some question as to the extent of which the historical wetlands within Shark 
Park were brackish, all references in the staff report refer to the wetlands in the seaward portion 
of the course, near the beach, to be those that were historically, tidally influenced. Specifically, 
Dr. John Dixon’s memo describes the historic ecology of the course similar to that of the project 
opponents as follows: 
 

In the mid-1800s, Laguna Salada appears to have been a back beach lagoon that was 
generally non-tidal and principally formed by rainfall runoff delivered by sheet flow and 
by Sanchez Creek (ESA PWS et al. 2011). The southern limit of the lagoon was very near 
Mori Point (Figure 1). The watershed is too small for runoff to maintain on open inlet or 
regularly breach the barrier beach, but the lagoon was probably intermittently and 
briefly connected to the ocean through an outlet channel and it periodically received sea 
water that overtopped the sand berm adjacent to the beach. These hydrological 
characteristics probably resulted in a salinity gradient from brackish near the beach to 
fresh at the landward edge. No riparian vegetation was indicated in the 19th century 
maps, suggesting that the area may have been grazed. The plant species that dominate 
Laguna Salada today are adapted to a fresh to brackish salinity regime and probably 
include many of the same species that were dominant 100 years ago. [emphasis added] 

 
Thus, in regards to the historic ecology of Sharp Park staff does not see a significant area of 
disagreement between what has been presented in the staff report and what was presented by the 
project opponents.   
 
3. Support for the Golf Course 
In their letter of April 13, 2015 the project opponents claim that the findings in the staff report 
regarding the popularity of Sharp Park Golf Course are not supported by facts but are a 
“regurgitation of the Golf Alliance’s advocacy.”  
The San Francisco Public Golf Alliance submitted a letter of support for the project that provides 
substantial evidence that people use Sharp Park and that it is a popular course (see Public 
Correspondence in Exhibit 6). The Golf Alliance works to “research and educate the public 
about recreational facilities in San Francisco, specifically about the beneficial aspects of San 
Francisco’s endangered municipal golf courses.”  Their “goal is to preserve affordable, eco-
friendly golf in San Francisco for future generations of golfers by making sure that Sharp Park 
and Lincoln Park golf courses remain open for play.” 

Regarding the popularity of the course, Commission staff has received approximately 25 letters 
of support from individuals urging the approval of this project, which have voiced their desire for 
Sharp Park and the Golf Course to remain, and have expressed their frequent use of the Golf 
Course facilities.  Letters of support received also include letters from the City of Pacifica and 
the Pacifica Chamber of Commerce, from the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors and from 
Congresswoman Jackie Speier.   

The statistics presented by the project opponents cite numbers of golf play from, most recently, 
2006. Estimates provided in the findings of the staff report were from San Francisco Recreation 
and Parks Department (SFRPD) from 2013-2014. The estimates of rounds played from 2013-
2014 are much higher than those reported in 2006 (i.e., 45,622 in 2014 as compared to 35,197 in 
2006).  
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The recommendation for Sharp Park presented in the Pros Consulting Report on pages 9-10 
which was submitted by the project opponents (see the North Central Coast District Deputy 
Director’s Report for Item Th8a on the Commission’s April 16, 2015 agenda) states, “Allow 
Sharp Park Golf Course to be redesigned to build back as much as possible the Alister 
MacKenzie design and privately raise the money for the capital improvements over a period of 
five years combined with public funds for environmental mitigation/management to protect the 
endangered species on the golf course.” These efforts are currently being undertaken by SFRPD. 
As the original staff report noted, the long term plan for the course includes reconfiguration and 
a larger restoration plan that will be implemented in accordance with the requirements of other 
regulatory agencies.  
 
While page 6 of The National Golf Foundation consulting report, which was submitted by the 
project opponents (see the North Central Coast District Deputy Director’s Report for Item Th8a 
on the Commission’s April 16, 2015 agenda), does speak to the lack of loyalty of Sharp Park 
golfers, as compared to the national benchmarks, the report also notes that location, aesthetics, 
and appreciation of the affordability and overall value were rated very high.   
 
Thus, in regards to the popularity among golfers and general viability as a golf course of Sharp 
Park, staff does not see a significant area of disagreement between what has been presented in 
the staff report and what was presented by the project opponents.   
 
4. Historic Landmark 
In their letter of April 13, 2015, the project opponents claim the statements that the Golf Course 
is a designated historic site in Pacifica and that the Golf Course and Club House are historic 
landmarks are “demonstrably false.” 
 
The golf course and the clubhouse were separately designated as historic landmarks by the City 
of Pacifica in 2009. The property is not listed on the state or national registries. The property is 
considered a "Category A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the City of 
San Francisco’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. This is 
consistent with how the course is described in the project description section of the staff report.  
 
5. Shoreline Protection 
On April 10, 2015, Staff received a letter from Surfrider Foundation urging denial of this project, 
due to the inevitability of hazards such as sea level rise and erosion at the project site, or at the 
least, urging the amendment of conditions to explicitly prohibit any and all coastal armoring and 
require managed retreat be implemented at the property. 
 
Staff has included special conditions of approval that require removal of the proposed 
development when it is threatened with coastal hazards that would require a response beyond 
ordinary repair and maintenance.  Further, special conditions also prohibit additional future 
expansions of protective structures.  Therefore, staff feels the concerns raised in the letter 
regarding future hazards at the site have been addressed.   
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6.  Public Access to Water Gauges 
Staff also received a letter regarding the desire of a number of individuals who are residents of 
Pacifica who are keenly interested in monitoring water levels in Sharp Park wetlands to have 
access to a water gauge in order to monitor the water levels.  SFRPD expressed liability and 
safety concerns, as well as protection of species concerns, in opening this area to the public.  In 
the alternative, one letter requests that SFRPD install a new gauge, calibrated to the current one, 
and visible to members of the public standing on the berm using binoculars. 
 
Commission staff will not amend the conditions to require such a gauge because monitoring 
water levels will be accomplished through the requirements of Special Condition #2, the 
Pumping Protocol Plan.  These materials submitted to the Commission are public records, and 
the public may obtain access to them, including any monitoring data there, and further conditions 
aren’t necessary on this point.  
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STAFF REPORT:  REGULAR CALENDAR 

Application Number: 2-12-014 
 
Applicant: City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Parks 

Department 
 
Project Location:   Sharp Park Golf Course, Pacifica, San Mateo County (APN 016-

430-020) 
 
Project Description: Infrastructure improvements at Sharp Park Golf Course including  

after-the-fact permit approval of pump replacements, removal of 
sediment (dredging) and emergent vegetation from both Horse 
Stable Pond and Laguna Salada wetlands, installation of steps, a 
gate, a walkway and retaining wall in association with the 
pumphouse, and relocation of a golf cart path. 

 
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD) proposes an infrastructure 
improvement project at Sharp Park Golf Course that would include the following project 
elements: after-the-fact permit approval for pump replacements, removal of sediment (dredging) 
and emergent vegetation from both Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada wetlands, installation 
of steps, a gate, a walkway and retaining wall in association with the pumphouse, and finally the 
relocation of a golf cart path. As directed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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(USFWS) Biological Opinion (BO) prepared for the proposed project activities and ongoing 
operations and maintenance activities occurring at the golf course, the project would also include 
creation of a pond to function as additional breeding habitat for sensitive species.  
 
Violations of the Coastal Act exist on the subject property including, but not limited to, the 
replacement of two existing pre-Coastal pumps that were installed in 1959 (capacity of 500 gpm 
and 250 gpm respectively) with two new pumps (1,500 gpm and 10,000 gpm, respectively);  and 
the 2010 replacement-in-kind of the 10,000 gpm pump. The Applicant applied to perform 
infrastructure improvements in association with the pumphouse and it was discovered in 
discussions between Commission staff, the Applicant and those keenly interested in the project 
that the above-referenced actions occurred without the benefit of a coastal development permit 
(CDP). Approval of this application pursuant to the staff recommendation, issuance of the 
permit, the Applicant’s subsequent compliance with all terms and conditions of the permit and 
final project implementation will result in resolution of the above described violations. 
 
The proposed project would improve flood control of the golf course, a public, visitor-serving, 
low-cost recreational asset that provides access to and spectacular views of the coast. The Sharp 
Park Golf Course is a popular course (in a recent fiscal year, SFRPD reports more than 45,000 
18-hole rounds were played), offering relatively inexpensive opportunities for the public to enjoy 
the sport, especially compared to prices to play at private golf courses in the area. The current 
rate for seniors who are residents of San Francisco is $16 on weekdays and $24 on weekends. 
Coastal Act policies set a priority for and encourage the protection of recreational uses and lower 
cost visitor serving uses. The project activities are proposed to protect, maintain, and improve an 
existing public, visitor-serving, low-cost recreational activity. Therefore, the proposed project is 
consistent with the public access and recreation requirements of the Coastal Act. 
 
Aspects of the infrastructure improvements would result in temporary and permanent impacts to 
the environmentally sensitive wetland and wetland buffer areas of Horse Stable Pond and 
Laguna Salada, which contain the federally-listed threatened California red-legged frog (CRLF), 
and uplands that may also be considered environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) due to 
the possible foraging of the federally-listed endangered San Francisco garter snake. When a 
dredging or fill project occurs in wetlands that are also ESHAs, Section 30233 allows for such 
dredging and fill in wetland ESHAs, subject to certain criteria, importantly including that such 
projects incorporate feasible mitigation measures and are limited to certain purposes, including 
incidental public service purposes. The primary purpose of the proposed infrastructure 
improvements resulting in dredging and fill of wetlands (including vegetation and sediment 
removal, piers to support the walkway around the pumphouse, repair and slight expansion of the 
retaining wall, and after-the-fact pump replacement) appears to be a flood control purpose for 
public recreational use and to improve worker safety. Thus, the Commission finds that the uses 
proposed in wetlands can be characterized as incidental public service uses for the purposes of 
evaluation under Coastal Act Section 30233(a). Additionally, clearing sediments and vegetation 
from Horse Stable Pond will maintain the long-term functional capacity of the wetland complex 
and may eventually increase such capacity consistent with Coastal Act Section 30233(c). Finally, 
the proposed activities in wetlands will result in the creation of more open water breeding habitat 
for CRLF and better maintenance of water levels consistent with the requirements of the USFWS 
BO.  
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However, the Commission also recognizes that the work conducted in wetlands has the potential 
to result in adverse impacts to sensitive species from construction activities and from the 
continuation of the ongoing pumping. Specifically, ongoing pumping may continue to maintain 
low water levels that will potentially aggravate the spread of emergent vegetation which 
compromises open water breeding habitat for CRLF and could potentially lead to salinity 
intrusion in the Laguna Salada wetlands. As such, staff recommends special conditions be 
required to ensure that the development occurs in a manner that avoids and minimizes adverse 
environmental impacts, then employs feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less 
than significant level. The recommended special conditions include: submission of more 
specific, technical pumping protocol; a plan to monitor water levels, salinity, groundwater levels, 
and cattail and tule cover; submission of a final dredging plan; and a construction plan. 
 
Aspects of the proposed project that would be located in non-wetland ESHA (in the wetland 
buffer areas and in the adjacent upland areas) include construction of the steps and gate that are 
part of the pumphouse infrastructure improvements; the golf cart path relocation out of wetland 
buffers into upland areas; and the creation of a pond to provide breeding habitat for the CRLF to 
comply with the USFWS BO. The Coastal Act restricts development in ESHA to resource-
dependent uses, and requires protection from any significant disruption of habitat values. Project 
opponents view the development as a major disruption to habitat and the USFWS BO indicates 
potential impacts to ESHA from project activities. Further, the development, other than the 
creation of a frog-breeding pond required by USFWS, is not a resource-dependent use. To 
resolve the conflict between the protection of low-cost visitor-serving recreational uses and the 
unavoidable impacts to ESHA, Commission staff additionally analyzes the development under 
the Coastal Act’s conflict resolution provision. Staff concludes that, assisted by the numerous 
mitigation measures contained in the USFWS BO, the features of the project description that 
avoid and minimize impacts to species and the wetlands, the installation of a pond that creates a 
wetland to encourage CRLF breeding, and the Commission’s further required conditions of 
approval, impacts to ESHA have been minimized to the extent feasible, and that on balance, the 
recreational resource should be preserved. 
 
The project as proposed has been designed to protect existing views of a scenic coastal area, and 
is compatible with the character of the surrounding area consistent with Coastal Act Section 
30251. Special conditions are required to assure development will be removed from hazardous 
areas if necessary, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253, which requires that new 
development minimize risks to life and property in areas of high flood hazard risk. Staff also 
recommends conditions mandating timely condition compliance and submission of evidence 
demonstrating necessary authorization from other agencies.  
 
Thus, staff recommends approval of the CDP application as conditioned. The motion is found on 
page 5 below.  
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION  
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve a coastal development 
permit for the proposed development. To implement this recommendation, staff recommends a 
YES vote on the following motion.  

Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Number 2-
12-014 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the CDP as 
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 

Resolution to Approve CDP: The Commission hereby approves Coastal Development 
Permit Number 2-12-014 and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the 
development as conditioned will be in conformity with Coastal Act policies. Approval of 
the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) 
feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) there 
are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 
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II. STANDARD CONDITIONS  
This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions: 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not 
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the Permittee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned 
to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the 
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a 
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of 
the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by 
the Executive Director or the Commission. 

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files 
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, 
and it is the intention of the Commission and the Permittee to bind all future owners and 
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.  

III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS  
This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:  

1. Condition Compliance. WITHIN 180 DAYS OF COMMISSION ACTION ON THIS CDP 
APPLICATION, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good 
cause, the Applicant shall satisfy all requirements specified in Special Conditions 2-4. Failure 
to comply with this requirement or any other aspect of the permit and its conditions may 
result in the institution of enforcement action under the provisions of Chapter 9 of the 
Coastal Act. 
 

2. Pumping Protocol Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two copies of a five-year Pumping Protocol Plan (the 
Pumping Plan) to the Executive Director for review and approval that shall, at a minimum, 
include the following:  

(a) Technical Operations. The Pumping Plan shall include details of the proposed pump 
operations that comply with all protocols in the October 2, 2012 United States Fish and 
Wildlife Biological Opinion, Conservation Measure #15 (see Exhibit 2). The Pumping 
Plan should contain verifiable criteria to protect sensitive species and the wetland habitat 
at the pumping site. 

(b) Water Level Monitoring. The Pumping Plan shall require water levels in Horse Stable 
Pond (HSP) and Laguna Salada (LS) be continually monitored and recorded in NAVD88 
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vertical datum as a way to document continual pump operations and the hydrologic 
conditions of these two wetlands.  

(c) Salinity Monitoring. The Pumping Plan shall require that salinity in both LS and HSP be 
continually monitored. Changes in water quality and hydrological conditions shall be 
documented.  

(d) Groundwater Monitoring. The Pumping Plan shall require shallow piezometers be 
installed to monitor groundwater levels and groundwater salinities around LS. Salinity 
intrusions shall be documented. 

(e) Emergent Vegetation Monitoring. The Pumping Plan shall require monitoring of the 
growth and spread of emergent vegetation such as cattails and tules. The Plan shall set a 
baseline of the initial percent of cover of emergent vegetation in both LS and HSP at the 
beginning of the monitoring period. The Plan shall require periodic evaluation of the 
changes in percent cover of emergent vegetation, including the rate of growth from one 
monitoring event to the next with the goal of evaluating the current protocol and its 
contribution to the spread of emergent vegetation.  

(f) Monitoring and Reporting. The Permittee is required to submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, an annual monitoring report prepared by a qualified 
specialist that certifies the ongoing maintenance pumping activities are being conducted 
in conformance with the approved Pumping Plan.  Reports will be due annually and due 
at an appropriate time as designated by the approved Plan. The Permittee shall submit a 
total of 5 annual monitoring reports for a period of 5 years.  The first annual report is due 
one year after completion of approved project. If the first annual monitoring report 
indicates that the pumping activities are causing salinity intrusions into the groundwater 
or wetlands, drawdown of groundwater stores, or significant impacts to sensitive species, 
the Permittee shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, within 
90 days, a revised or supplemental Pumping Plan that incorporates pumping protocols to 
minimize any such impact that would be adverse to the groundwater stores or the health 
of the wetlands. After approval by the Executive Director, the Permittee shall implement 
the revised or supplemental plan and perform monitoring for an additional 5 years. If the 
final monitoring report indicates that the current pumping protocol has increased 
emergent vegetation based on the increased cover of cattails and tules, the Permittee shall 
submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, within 90 days, a revised 
Pumping Plan that proposes to manage water levels in an alternative way that will not 
lead to the shallow water spread of new emergent vegetation over the percent of cover 
established at the beginning of the monitoring period. After approval by the Executive 
Director, the Permittee shall implement the revised or supplemental plan and monitor its 
success for a period of 5 years. 

The Permittee shall undertake all development in accordance with the approved Pumping 
Protocol Plan.  

3. Final Dredging Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two sets of the Final Dredging Plan (Dredging Plan) for 
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the Executive Director’s review and approval. The Dredging Plan shall demonstrate the 
following:  

(a) Dredging Areas. All areas where dredging will occur shall be clearly labeled in the 
Dredging Plan including with estimated volumes of vegetation/sediment to be removed. 
The Dredging Plan and proposed areas for dredging shall be in substantial conformance 
with Map 1 shown in Exhibit 3 of this CDP application which illustrates excavation/fill 
areas of the project. 

(b) Work in Wetland Areas Minimized. All dredging and vegetation removal will be 
accomplished from the banks of the wetlands to the maximum extent feasible. For work 
performed in the connecting channel between HSP and LS, all work shall be performed 
from the banks of the channel. For work in HSP, work will be accomplished from the 
banks of HSP to the maximum extent feasible. Access points required in order to wade 
into HSP as necessary to remove sediments and vegetation shall be minimized to the 
maximum extent feasible. Access points shall be in substantial conformance with Map 1 
shown in Exhibit 3 of the CDP application which illustrates one single area for access to 
the wetlands. 

(c) USFWS Biological Opinion Conservation Measures. At a minimum, all conservation 
measures and best management practices for dredging included in the October 2, 2012 
United States Fish and Wildlife Biological Opinion (listed on pages 11-19 of Exhibit 2) 
for the removal of sediments and emergent vegetation aspect of the project shall be 
included in the Dredging Plan. 

(d) Monitoring for Acid Sulfides. Monitoring for the release of acid sulfides shall be 
accomplished in substantial conformance with the Mitigation Measure M-BIO-2b of the 
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (see Exhibit 4 pages 85-87). 

The Permittee shall undertake all development in accordance with the approved Final 
Dredging Plan.  

4. Construction Site Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two copies of a Construction Site Plan to the Executive 
Director for review and approval. The Construction Site Plan shall, at a minimum, include 
the following: 

(a) Construction Areas. The Construction Plan shall identify the specific location of all 
construction areas, all staging areas, and all construction access corridors in site plan 
view. All such areas within which construction activities or staging are to take place shall 
be minimized to the extent feasible, in order to have the least amount of impact on public 
access and coastal resources, including by using upland portions of the subject property 
for staging and storing construction equipment and materials as feasible. Construction, 
including but not limited to construction activities and materials and equipment storage, 
is prohibited outside of the approved and defined construction, staging, and storage areas. 

(b) Construction Methods and Timing. The plan shall specify the construction methods to 
be used, including all methods to be used to keep the construction areas separate from 
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wetland habitat. All work shall take place during daylight hours and lighting of wetland 
habitat is prohibited. No earthmoving or soil disturbing work shall occur from October 31 
to June 1 (breeding season for the California Red Legged Frog (CRLF)) in order to avoid 
breeding CRLF.  

(c) BMPs. The plan shall identify the type and location of all erosion control/water quality 
best management practices (BMPs) that will be implemented during construction to 
protect coastal water quality, including the following: (a) silt fences, straw wattles, or 
equivalent apparatus shall be installed at the perimeter of the construction site to prevent 
construction-related runoff or sediment from discharging to wetland areas; (b) equipment 
washing, refueling, and servicing shall take place at least 50 feet from the delineated 
wetlands (c) all construction equipment shall be inspected and maintained at an off-site 
location to prevent leaks and spills of hazardous materials at the project site; (d) the 
construction site shall maintain good construction housekeeping controls and procedures 
(e.g., clean up all leaks, drips, and other spills immediately; keep materials covered and 
out of the rain, including covering exposed piles of soil and wastes; dispose of all wastes 
properly, place trash receptacles on site for that purpose, and cover open trash receptacles 
during wet weather; remove all construction debris from the site); and (e) all erosion and 
sediment controls shall be in place prior to the commencement of construction as well as 
at the end of each work day. 

(d) Construction Site Documents. The plan shall provide that a copy of the signed CDP and 
the approved Construction Plan shall be maintained in a conspicuous location at the 
construction job site at all times, and that the CDP and the approved Construction Plan 
are available for public review on request. All persons involved with the construction 
shall be briefed on the content and meaning of the CDP and the approved Construction 
Plan, and the public review requirements applicable to them, prior to commencement of 
construction. 

(e) Construction Coordinator. The plan shall provide that a construction coordinator be 
available 24 hours a day for the public to contact during construction should questions 
arise regarding the construction. Contact information for the coordinator, including a 
mailing address, e-mail address, and phone number shall be conspicuously posted at the 
job site in a place that is visible from public viewing areas, along with information that 
the construction coordinator should be contacted in the case of any questions regarding 
the construction. The construction coordinator shall record the name, phone number, and 
nature of all complaints received regarding the construction, and shall investigate 
complaints and take remedial action, if necessary, within 72 hours of receipt of the 
complaint or inquiry. 

(f) Restoration. All areas impacted by construction activities shall be restored to their pre-
construction condition or better within three days of completion of construction. 

(g) Notification. The Permittee shall notify planning staff of the Coastal Commission’s 
North Central Coast District Office at least three working days in advance of 
commencement of construction, and immediately upon completion of construction. 
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Minor adjustments to the above construction requirements may be allowed by the Executive 
Director if such adjustments: (1) are deemed reasonable and necessary; and (2) do not 
adversely impact coastal resources. The Permittee shall undertake construction in accordance 
with the approved Construction Plan. 

5. Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two sets of the Final Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan (Mitigation Plan) for the Executive Director’s review and approval. The 
Mitigation Plan shall demonstrate the following: 

(a) Documentation of Temporary Impacts. All expected temporary impacts associated 
with removal and relocation of the golf cart path, as well as with the construction of the 
CRLF breeding pond, shall be documented in the Mitigation Plan. Such impacts are 
expected to include any upland staging areas not located on the existing cart paths, any 
areas on the margins of the to-be-constructed breeding pond 

(b) Mitigation of Temporary Impacts. The Mitigation Plan shall propose mitigation 
measures for all temporary impacts associated with the construction activities for the golf 
cart path removal and relocation, as well as for the construction of the CRLF breeding 
pond. Such mitigation would include at a minimum, revegetation plans for impacted 
areas, installation of erosion control devices and conducting construction from upland 
areas. 

(c) Monitoring for Success of Revegetated Areas and Breeding Pond. The Mitigation 
Plan will include success criteria for monitoring all revegetated areas as well as the CRLF 
breeding pond including at a minimum, that monitoring for success criterial should occur 
for a minimum of five years, that monitoring for success of native species will occur, that 
a goal of the revegetation efforts will be to achieve a reduction in non-native cover and 
approximately 90% cover of grassland and shrub species after five years and that 
monitoring for success of the CRLF breeding pond will be conducted according to 
Conservation Measure 29 of the USFWS BO (see Exhibit 2). 

(d) Remedial Plantings. If required because original plantings fail, the Mitigation Plan 
should make clear that remedial plantings will be occur in order to achieve required 
success criteria. 

(e) Annual Reporting. The Permittee is required to submit, for the review and approval of 
the Executive Director, an annual monitoring report prepared by a qualified biologist that 
certifies the ongoing monitoring is being conducted in conformance with the approved 
Mitigation Plan. Reports will be due annually and due at an appropriate time as 
designated by the approved Mitigation Plan.  

6. Other Agency Review and Approval. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF 
CONSTRUCTION, the Permittee shall submit to the Executive Director written evidence 
that all necessary permits, permissions, approvals, and authorizations for the approved 
project have been granted by all applicable agencies or evidence that no additional 
authorizations are necessary. Any changes to the approved project required by these agencies 
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shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved project shall occur 
without a Commission amendment to this CDP unless the Executive Director determines that 
no amendment is legally necessary. 

7. Coastal Hazards Response. By acceptance of this CDP, the Permittee acknowledges and 
agrees, on behalf of itself and all successors and assigns, that: 
 
(a) Coastal Hazards. The site is subject to coastal hazards including but not limited to 

episodic and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion, high seas, ocean waves, 
storms, tsunami, tidal scour, coastal flooding, and their interaction. 
 

(b) Permit Intent. The intent of this CDP is to allow for the approved project to be 
constructed and used consistently with the terms and conditions of this CDP for only as 
long as the development remains safe for use, without additional substantive measures. 
 

(c) Future Removal of Development. The Permittee shall remove or relocate, in part or in 
whole, the development authorized by this CDP, including, but not limited to, pumping 
infrastructure and outfall, and other development authorized under this CDP, when any 
government agency orders removal of the development in the future or when the 
development becomes threatened by coastal hazards, whichever happens sooner. 
Development associated with removal of authorized development shall require an 
amendment to this CDP. In the event that portions of the development fall to the water or 
ground before they are removed, the Permittee shall remove all recoverable debris 
associated with the development from the ocean, intertidal areas, and wetlands and 
lawfully dispose of the material in an approved disposal site. Such removal shall require 
an amendment to this CDP. 

 
8. Coastal Hazards Risk. By acceptance of this CDP, the Permittee acknowledges and agrees, 

on behalf of itself and all successors and assigns: 
 
(a) Assume Risks. To assume the risks to the Permittee and the property that is the subject of 

this CDP of injury and damage from coastal hazards as described in Special Condition 
7(a) in connection with this permitted development; 
 

(b) Waive Liability. To unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against the 
Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from such coastal 
hazards; 
 

(c) Permittee Responsible. That any adverse effects to property caused by the permitted 
project shall be fully the responsibility of the Permittee. 
 

(d) Indemnification. The Permittee indemnify and hold harmless the Coastal Commission, 
its officers, agents, and employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the 
project against any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and 
fees incurred in defense of such claims), expenses, or amounts paid in settlement arising 
from any injury or damage due to such hazards 
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9. Liability for Costs and Attorney Fees. The Permittee shall reimburse the Coastal 
Commission in full for all Coastal Commission costs and attorneys’ fees (including but not 
limited to such costs/fees that are: (1) charged by the Office of the Attorney General; and (2) 
required by a court that the Coastal Commission incurs in connection with the defense of any 
action brought by a party other than the Permittee against the Coastal Commission, its 
officers, employees, agents, successors and assigns challenging the approval or issuance of 
this CDP, the interpretation and/or enforcement of permit conditions, or any other matter 
related to this CDP. The Permittee shall reimburse the Coastal Commission within 60 days of 
being informed by the Executive Director of the amount of such costs/fees. The Coastal 
Commission retains complete authority to conduct and direct the defense of any such action. 

 

IV. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DETERMINATION 
The proposed project location is within a public Golf Course, located adjacent to the shoreline in 
the City of Pacifica, which has a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). However, the proposed 
project involves development to be located in an area of the Commission’s retained coastal 
development permitting (CDP) jurisdiction because development is proposed in an area that is 
defined as former tidelands, submerged land or land subject to the public trust (see Exhibit 5). 
Therefore, the standard of review for this CDP application is the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act, and the appropriate permitting entity is the Coastal Commission.  

A. PROJECT LOCATION 
The proposed work will take place at Sharp Park Golf Course in Pacifica, San Mateo County. 
Sharp Park Golf Course is located within the City of Pacifica just inland of the Pacific Ocean, 
south of Pacifica’s Municipal Pier and north of Mori Point. See Exhibit 1 for project location 
and vicinity maps. The Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which is managed by the 
National Park Service, borders Sharp Park to the south. The Golf Course is part of the larger 
Sharp Park complex, a public park physically located in Pacifica but owned by the City and 
County of San Francisco and operated by San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
(SFRPD). The Sharp Park complex is approximately 417 acres, and, besides the Golf Course, 
contains an archery range, a remediated former rifle range, a clubhouse, and a parking lot. The 
Sharp Park complex is bisected by Hwy 1. The 18-hole Golf Course is located mostly on the 
seaward portions of the park and is separated from the beach by a berm built in 1941 to keep the 
ocean from flooding the course.1 This earthen berm, with a rock revetment on its western side 
adjacent to the sandy beach and ocean, eliminated the hydrologic connection between the Pacific 
Ocean and the wetland areas found within the Golf Course. As a result of the berm, the wetlands 
found within the Golf Course transitioned from historically tidally influenced saltwater wetlands 
that were brackish near the beach, to modernly freshwater wetlands (see Dr. John Dixon’s Memo 
Exhibit 7).2 
 
                                                      
1 Historic Resource Evaluation Response. February 8, 2011, pages 4-4 
2 Letter from San Francisco Public Golf Alliance, March 10, 2015, page 3.  
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The Golf Course is interspersed with wetland areas, and in total Sharp Park Golf Course contains 
27 acres of wetlands. These wetlands, as well as the upland areas surrounding them, support both 
threatened and endangered species of concern. Specifically, the California red-legged frog 
(CRLF) is federally listed as threatened and the San Francisco garter snake (SFGS) is federally 
listed as endangered. The project will take place in and around Laguna Salada (LS) and Horse 
Stable Pond (HSP) - two wetland areas in the western part of the Golf Course, located just inland 
of the berm - and in a channel that connects these two wetlands.  
 
Sharp Park is located within a large 845-acre watershed. LS is a freshwater wetland maintained 
by groundwater when surface flow is low (i.e., during the summer). HSP is located south of LS 
and consists of open water pond and freshwater wetland habitat and is also fed by groundwater 
during periods of low precipitation. In addition to watershed/groundwater drainage, the wetlands 
in Sharp Park receive runoff from Highway 1, surrounding residential streets and subdivisions 
located within Pacifica, and the Golden Gate National Recreation area that is adjacent to the 
park.3 The two wetlands at issue in this permit application are connected by a 1,000-foot long 
channel that was constructed in 1941 to drain water from LS to HSP, where a pumphouse is 
located. The pumphouse, which is situated on the southwest corner of HSP, contains a flood 
control pump system used to drain excess water from the wetlands to the Pacific Ocean. The 
existing pump system consists of a large pump (rated 10,000 gallons per minute or gpm) and a 
small pump (rated 1,500 gallons per minute or gpm).  

B. PROJECT BACKGROUND 
Alister Mackenzie, noted master golf architect, was commissioned to build Sharp Park Golf 
Course in 1929 and the course was completed in 1932. The Golf Course is designated an historic 
site by the Pacifica General Plan, the Golf Course and Club House are historic landmarks in the 
City of Pacifica, and the property itself is designated a known historic resource for the purposes 
of the SF City and County Planning Department’s CEQA determination.4 Sharp Park Golf 
Course is one of two low-priced, full 18-hole courses available in San Mateo County and is one 
of the most-played municipal courses operating in San Francisco and the surrounding areas.5 
 
As previously stated, the Golf Course is located in the seaward portions of the Sharp Park 
complex and is separated from the beach by a berm originally built in 1941 to keep the ocean 
from flooding the course.6 This berm eliminated the hydrologic connection between the Pacific 
Ocean and any wetland areas found within the Golf Course. Prior to installation of the berm the 
seaward portions of the property were occupied by sand dunes and even some portions of the 
Golf Course fairways were located within the existing sand dunes. Prior to the elimination of the 
hydrologic connection between the Pacific Ocean and the wetland areas in the seaward portions 
of the Golf Course, the wetlands were tidally influenced salt water wetlands. It is likely that the 

                                                      
3 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Biological Opinion (BO), October 2, 2012, page 8.  
4 Historic Resource Evaluation Response. February 8, 2011, pages 1-2 
5 San Francisco Public Golf Alliance letter, March 10, 2015, page 2  
6 Historic Resource Evaluation Response. February 8, 2011, pages 4-4 
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wetlands would not have been suitable habitats for CRLF prior to the berm installation because 
of the saline influence from ocean water.7  
 
The water levels of HSP and the LS wetlands have been actively managed since the construction 
of the berm in 1941. Historically, SFRPD utilized the pumping infrastructure in the pumphouse 
at the southwest corner of HSP to manage flood waters on the Golf Course in order to maintain 
year round full play of all 18 holes. In 1959 SFRPD installed two pumps to help with the 
flooding of LS.8  Currently, as stated above, existing pumps in the pumphouse are rated 1,500 
and 10,000 gpm respectively.9 
 
SFRPD began managing the natural areas within the park complexes throughout San Francisco 
and Pacifica in the late 1990’s, including Sharp Park Golf Course, through the development of a 
Natural Areas Program and Significant Natural Resource Area Management Plan (SNRAMP). 
The SNRAMP being implemented at Sharp Park and the Golf Course was published in 2006. 
The SNRAMP is the chief guidance for natural resource protection, habitat restoration, 
maintenance activities and other capital projects at Sharp Park through 2026.10 The SNRAMP 
project goals at Sharp Park Golf Course include:  deepening of open water areas within LS and 
HSP by 2-3 feet; and restoration actions to increase habitat and ensure ample edge habitat 
consisting of open water interlaced with emergent vegetation to support and benefit CRLF.  
 
The current pumping scheme at Sharp Park manages water levels with the purpose of 
maintaining the recreational golfing areas within Sharp Park Golf Course. The Applicant states 
that the determination as to whether, how, and when to operate the pumps is guided by pumping 
criteria specified in detail within the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Biological Opinion (BO) prepared for the long-term Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat 
Enhancement Project at Sharp Park. The Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat Enhancement 
Project was proposed in 2012 by the Applicant to further the goals of the SNRAMP. The 
USFWS BO includes an incidental take statement for CRLF and SFGS in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of the incidental take associated with the proposed project activities and 
ongoing operations and maintenance at the Golf Course. The BO lays out the proposed project 
activities, as well as the operation and maintenance activities at the Sharp Park complex, with 
appropriate mitigation and conservation measures that were evaluated and authored up by the 
USFWS.  
 
With regard to flood control and drainage, SFRPD controls the pumps in the pumphouse with 
adjustable electric probes. Water levels are monitored by a mounted gauge board. Pumping 
occurs mainly in the rainy season months between November and May. BO Conservation 
Measure 15 requires specific pumping protocols, including:  1) pump operations to ensure, to the 
maximum extent feasible, that CRLF in HSP, LS and the connecting channel are protected from 
desiccation; 2) the presence of a biological monitor; 3) water levels to be maintained as 
                                                      
7 Personal Communication, Lisa Wayne, SFRPD Open Space Manager, March 18, 2015. 
8 Historic Resource Evaluation Response. February 8, 2011, pages 4-4 
9  Letter from Lisa Wayne, March 16, 2015, page 3. 
10 Sharp Park Golf Course Historical Resources Evaluation Report, page 3-2 
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determined by visual surveys for CRLF egg masses beginning at the first rain events in 
November and throughout the breeding season until all tadpoles have hatched (or during drought 
years whenever the first heavy rains occur); 4) visual surveys to track CRLF data including egg 
mass attachment type,  water depth, size of egg masses and potential for stranding; 5) when 
CRLF masses are observed, water levels be set so as to assure that sufficient water surrounds egg 
masses, if sufficient water is not present, water levels are adjusted upward, regardless of any risk 
of flooding the course; 6) water levels also be set to protect the most vulnerable egg masses 
present; 7) once all tadpoles are hatched and aggregation around egg masses is no longer 
occurring, water levels may be adjusted downward insofar as to assure tadpoles will not be 
stranded by receding waters; 8) water levels never be set below a level that provides at least 6 
inches of depth on the inboard margin of the vegetation; and 9) when no masses are present, 
water levels may be adjusted downward to reduce flooding in anticipation of rain events (but 
never below 6 inches of depth on vegetation inboard margin). For a full text of the pumping 
protocol approved by USFWS, please see the Exhibit 2, USFWS BO, pages 13-14.  
 
The stated purpose of the proposed project is to ensure the ongoing operation of the flood control 
pumps to reduce flooding of the Golf Course and maintain recreational activities; to ensure 
worker safety when operating/maintaining the pumps and pumping infrastructure; to relocate a 
golf cart path out of wetland areas; and to prevent stranding and desiccation of egg masses of the 
threatened California red-legged frog (CRLF). The Applicant states that currently two factors 
impact the ongoing operation of the pumps: 1) operation of the pumps are impaired by sediment 
buildup and vegetation growth around the pump intake structure and along the connecting 
channel between LS and HSP; and 2) operation of the pumps is impaired by buildup of 
vegetation on pump intake screens. This diminished capacity of the pumps contributes to 
flooding of certain playable areas of the Golf Course and also affects the ability of Golf Course 
staff to effectively manage flood levels consistent with the requirements of Conservation 
Measure 15 of the BO.  
 
Flooding of the Golf Course affects the playability of the course, as well as Golf Course 
maintenance activities. In past years, flooding on the Golf Course has rendered entire holes or 
portions of holes unplayable, including holes 9, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 17, during winter and early 
spring months.11 In most if not all years, portions of the Golf Course flood for a period of the 
rainy season.12 Flood waters back up onto the Golf Course such that players cannot access greens 
and tees, and holes are shortened by SFRPD to avoid flooded areas. Operationally, the Golf 
Course cannot be mowed or otherwise maintained under flooded conditions. The biological 
assessment prepared for the project by the Applicant states that optimal operation of the flood 
control pumps can limit and lessen the extent of such flooding. According to the biological 
assessment, operation of the flood control pump system is necessary to manage floodwaters both 
on the Golf Course property, as well as the surrounding areas. During normal rainfall level years, 
floodwaters back up from LS onto the Golf Course paths, blocking play and access across the 
fairways to greens, and tees and holes are shortened to avoid flooded areas, diminishing the 

                                                      
11 Supplemental Information for Coastal Development Permit for the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat 

Enhancement Project, March 16, 2015, page 5.  
12 Id.  
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ability of the public to enjoy golf at Sharp Park Golf Course. Absent the pumping of the water, 
the Golf Course is not fully functional. Absent active management, the extent and duration of 
flooding on the course is worsened, encompassing about half of the 18 holes. As a result, the 
course would be shut down for extended periods of time every winter and into spring, except in 
years with little rain. 
 
Ongoing maintenance and management activities at Sharp Park Golf Course are covered by the 
above-referenced SNRAMP. The USFWS BO covers the Infrastructure Improvement and 
Habitat Enhancement Project at Sharp Park, as well as the ongoing operations and maintenance 
activities, and was drafted in furtherance of the goals of the SNRAMP. The SNRAMP, as well as 
the stated intentions of SFRPD indicate that Sharp Park Golf Course is in need of long-term 
management solutions and potential course reconfiguration in order to remedy the ongoing 
flooding and habitat issues which occur at the course. The current proposed project activities 
include dredging, removing emergent vegetation, and improving pumphouse infrastructure to 
remedy flooding and habitat issues currently occurring at Sharp Park Golf Course. However, 
both the USFWS BO and the Applicant’s Biological Assessment point out that shallow water, 
which in one sense, benefits egg laying by the CRLF because the frogs prefer warmer waters, 
also promotes the growth of cattails and tules, causing the encroachment of emergent vegetation 
within LS and HSP. This spread of emergent vegetation not only compromises the pumping 
operations, but also leads to loss of open water habitat needed by CRLF.13 SFRPD has explained 
that the current project activities proposed in this CDP application consist of a short-term 
solution to an ongoing problem. SFRPD is currently considering long-term solutions, including 
reconfiguration of the layout of greens, tees, and holes at the Golf Course in order to remove 
play areas from areas more vulnerable to flooding, in conjunction with a more robust plan to 
restore a greater area of wetlands to improve habitat values for sensitive species. 

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The SFRPD proposes to implement the proposed project in two locations within Sharp Park to 
address flooding and allow for continued recreational opportunities, improve worker safety, and 
restore CRLF breeding habitat. The majority of the proposed infrastructure work would be 
performed on the southwest corner of the existing Golf Course, at the pumphouse near HSP. 
Dredging and vegetation removal will occur at HSP and the channel that connects LS and HSP. 
In addition, one segment of an existing golf cart path is proposed to be realigned as part of this 
project. This golf cart path segment is located in upland areas adjacent to the northeast portion of 
LS and to the southwest of Lakeside Avenue (Exhibit 3).  
 
Specific proposed project elements include the following:  
 

• removal of sediments and emergent vegetation within HSP near the intake structure; 
removal of sediment and emergent vegetation that impedes water flow in select locations 
within the connecting channel and culverts that link HSP and LS;  

                                                      
13 BO, page 34. 
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• installation of steps leading down the slope from the access road to the pumphouse and 
the intake structure; construction of a walkway on concrete support structures that will 
wrap around the intake structure around the front of the pump intake box;  

• replacement of the failing wooden retaining wall next to the pump house (at the base of 
the levee slope between the uplands and the wetland) with a concrete retaining wall to 
prevent further soil deposition from the uplands from entering the waterway, that will 
result in 6 square feet of fill in wetlands;  

• relocation and removal of approximately 100 linear feet of a golf cart path 
(approximately 700 square feet or 0.016 acres) located adjacent to the LS wetland; and 

• construction of a new pond approximately 1,600 square feet in size in a location to be 
determined, proposed to facilitate breeding habitat for CRLF with a monitoring plan for 
breeding success (this restoration pond will be modeled after the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area frog restoration ponds that have been successful).  

 
The Applicant proposes that emergent vegetation will be removed to a depth of no more than 3 
feet. Current existing ground elevations at the bottom of HSP and the connecting channel, where 
vegetation will be removed, are between 3 and 8 feet NAVD. Biological monitors will be present 
during vegetation/sediment removal, no dredging activities will be conducted during CRLF 
breeding season, erosion control BMPs will be employed during all dredging activities and to the 
maximum extent feasible, vegetation removal will be accomplished from the banks or edges of 
the wetlands to minimize project impacts to wetlands and species. Please see the Exhibit 2, 
USFWS BO, pages 11-13 for the conservation measures associated with the removal of emergent 
vegetation.  
 
Dredging, vegetation removal and installation of the walkway piers and replacement of the 
failing retaining wall at the pumphouse will take place in wetland areas. In addition, SFPRD’s 
ongoing maintenance practice of pumping and the proposed improvement of those pumping 
activities have the potential to impact the sensitive wetlands and habitat for threatened and 
endangered species, CRLF and SFGS, respectively.  
 
Finally, the Applicant proposes after-the-fact approvals of previous pump replacements at the 
pump house including:  the replacement of two existing pre-Coastal pumps that were installed in 
1959 (capacity of 500 gpm and 250 gpm respectively) with two new pumps (1,500 gpm and 
10,000 gpm respectively); and the 2010 replacement-in-kind of the 10,000 gpm pump. SFRPD 
has so far been unable to provide specific information as to when these pumps were installed to 
replace the original pre-Coastal pumps. Additionally, no permit information has been provided 
for when, in 2010, the large-capacity 10,000 gpm pump was replaced in-kind. These actions 
would have required a Coastal Development Permit by the Coastal Commission and absent proof 
of such a permit, the pumps (the original 1,500 gpm pump, the original 10,000 gpm pump and 
the replacement-in-kind 10,000 gpm pump) are currently unpermitted and require after-the-fact 
approval. As a result of the discovery of alleged unpermitted development, the Coastal 
Commission Enforcement Staff has opened an investigation into this matter. The installation of 
replacement pumps occurs in the wet wells that contain the pumps. The wells draw water from 
an existing cement vault currently located in association with the pumphouse infrastructure, a 
few feet below the bottom surface of the pond. The pump replacement events consist of changing 
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the pump from within the well and no digging, fill or disturbance to the wetlands would be 
required. 
 
See Exhibit 3 for detailed project description and plans. 

D. RECREATION AND PUBLIC ACCESS  
Applicable Policies 
The Coastal Act grants a high priority to recreational uses along the coast and to public access to 
the coast. The Act protects and encourages lower-cost visitor and recreational facilities where 
feasible and states a preference for developments providing public recreational opportunities. In 
addition, the Coastal Act requires that oceanfront land and upland areas suitable for recreational 
use be protected for recreational uses.  
 
Coastal Act Section 30210 states: 
 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

 
Coastal Act Section 30213 states:   
  

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 
feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 
preferred. 

 
Coastal Act Section 30221 states: 

 
Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and 
development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial 
recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is already adequately 
provided for in the area. 
 

Coastal Act Section 30223 states: 
 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for such 
uses, where feasible.  

 
Sharp Park is a public park that provides recreational opportunities for all people. In addition 
to the golf course, it offers breathtaking views to hikers, runners, cyclists, and due to the easy 
access by car and on foot, to visitors who may only have a short time available to see the 
ocean. Sharp Park qualifies as a sensitive coastal resource area due to its significant 
recreational value and because it is a highly scenic area. (See § 30116(b) and (c).)  The Park 
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contains public pathways that the public may use to reach the coast and to observe the 
interplay of the wetland areas and the coastal environment. 
 
In particular, Sharp Park Golf Course is open to the public. It is a highly popular course 
enjoyed by golfers who appreciate its historic architecture, dramatic views, and inexpensive 
rates. In fiscal year 2013-2014, SFRPD reports 45,622 18-hole rounds were played. 
According to the San Francisco Public Golf Alliance, the course is considered the “poor 
man’s Pebble Beach,” and is a favorite among senior and ethnic minority golf associations.  
 
The golf course offers relatively inexpensive opportunities for the public to enjoy the sport, 
especially compared to private golf courses in the area. The current rate for seniors who are 
residents of San Francisco is $16 on weekdays and $24 on weekends, with junior (youth) 
rates less than that. Adult residents may play for $26 on weekdays and $31 on weekends. 
Nonresidents play for less than $50. By contrast, private courses range from $34-$77 for 
senior residents at the Presidio Golf Course in San Francisco, to as high as $185 at the Half 
Moon Bay Golf Links Ocean Course. The other public course in San Mateo County, Poplar 
Creek, offers rates that run about $10 higher and Poplar Creek restricts the residency 
discount to residents of the City of San Mateo. Staff has received support letters from the 
City of Pacifica and San Mateo County stressing that Sharp Park and the Golf Course, 
specifically, provide an important recreational area for golfers and a public access asset to 
other residents (See Exhibit 6).   
 
The proposed project will allow for improved management of these recreational assets. The 
improvement and increased efficiency of the infrastructure SFRPD uses to manage flood 
waters at the course will assure that the course is fully playable and that public access paths 
remain open and free of obstruction to the maximum extent feasible consistent with the 
requirements of the USFWS BO. The Applicant has stated that if the proposed project 
management activities or infrastructure improvements are not completed, especially during 
the rainy season, up to half (or more) of the existing 18-hole Golf Course could be impacted 
and/or closed off to recreational/access uses. Figure 1 below illustrates the approximate 
extent of the high water mark of typical winter/early spring flooding on the Golf Course even 
with current management practices (9 feet NAVD88).14 At these levels, flooding already 
impacts a large portion of the Golf Course. The Applicant asserts that if flood waters were 
allowed to accumulate even 3 additional feet NAVD88 to 12 feet, this would substantially 
increase the extent and duration of flooding on the course, and encompass about half of the 
18 holes (9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18).15 As a result, the course would be shut down 
for extended periods of time every winter and into spring, except in the very lowest of 
precipitation years, and public use could significantly decrease.16 Project activities, as 
proposed, will enhance the ability of SFRPD staff to manage flood waters so that playability 

                                                      
14 Supplemental Information for Coastal Development Permit for the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat 

Enhancement Project, March 16, 2015, page 5.  
15 Id. 
16 Id. 
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of the Golf Course and the accessible path areas are better maintained for the benefit of the 
public. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
One project activity, the proposed golf cart path realignment area to the northeast of LS, will 
temporarily block a public path for a short period of time while the path is reconfigured and 
relocated. However, this path is already in a damaged state, it is primarily used by golfers 
and impacts to access and recreation will only be for a short time (a maximum expected 5 
days). Further, other publicly available paths exist throughout Sharp Park so that impacts to 
access throughout the park and to areas seaward of the park will be limited to the temporary 
closure of the pertinent golf cart path for the project construction. 
 

Figure 1. Typical winter-spring flooding levels (around 9 feet NAVD88) and accumulated 
water (around 12 feet NAVD88) at Sharp Park Golf Course. 

Typical High 
Water Mark of  
9 NAVD (Winter-
Early Spring) 

High Water Mark 
of 12 NAVD 



2-12-014 (Sharp Park) 

21 

Conclusion 
Because the project activities are proposed to protect, maintain, and improve an existing 
public, visitor-serving, low-cost recreational activity and because any impacts to access are 
temporary in nature and alternative routes to the sea are provided, the proposed project is 
consistent with the public access and recreation requirements of the Coastal Act. 

E. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. Permissible use in Wetlands 
 

Applicable Policies 
Coastal Act Section 30233 allows for dredging of wetlands where there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative and where feasible mitigation measures have been 
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects and are limited to certain circumstances 
such as incidental public services. Coastal Act Section 30233 states: 
 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes 
shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, where 
there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible 
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and 
shall be limited to the following: 
… 

(4) Incidental public service purposes...  
(6) Restoration purposes. 

 
(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid significant 
disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation... 
 
(c)  ... diking, filling, or dredging in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or 
enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or estuary. 
 

When a dredging or fill project occurs in wetlands that are also environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas (ESHAs), Section 30233 allows for such dredging and fill in wetland ESHAs, subject to 
certain criteria, importantly including that such projects incorporate the feasible mitigation 
measures. As stated in Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court, “...the ESHA protections 
provided by section 30240 are more general provisions and the wetland protections provided by 
section 30233 are more specific and controlling when a wetland area is also an ESHA.... Section 
30240, a more general policy, also applies, but the more specific language in the former sections 
is controlling where conflicts exist with general provisions of Section 30240.”  ((1999) 71 
Cal.App4th 493, 515.)   
 
Analysis 
Sharp Park contains two species of particular concern: the California red-legged frog (CRLF), 
which is federally-listed as threatened and state listed Species of Special Concern, and the San 
Francisco garter snake (SFGS) which is state and federally-listed as endangered. Areas within 
Sharp Park and within the confines of the Golf Course including Sanchez Creek, LS and HSP are 
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significant foraging areas for SFGS because these wetland areas are freshwater breeding habitat 
for CRLF and other species that SFGS feed on. CRLF egg masses have been observed at Sharp 
Park Golf Course every year from 2004-2011 and the California Natural Diversity Database also 
reports known occurrences of CRLF at the park.17 Since these threatened and endangered species 
use the wetland areas as both breeding and foraging habitat, the wetland areas meet the definition 
of ESHA under Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act because they support rare species and are 
therefore subject to the provisions of Section 30240.  The wetlands also meet the definition of 
ESHA because they are especially valuable due to their role in the ecosystem of providing 
essential habitat for a diverse assemblage of wetland species.  
 
The aspects of the proposed project that directly impact wetland ESHAs include removal of 
vegetation and sediments; placement of the walkway that will hang over the water and require a 
small amount of fill for supporting piers; the minor expansion of the existing retaining wall; and 
the periodic draining of water from the wetlands. The Applicant proposes to dredge sediment and 
emergent vegetation (cattails and tules) from HSP and the connecting channel between HSP and 
LS (the approximate areas are indicated in Exhibit 3). The installation of a walkway on piers and 
replacement of a retaining wall at the pumphouse will result in approximately 1.7 cubic yards of 
fill in wetlands and impact 12 square feet (1.33 square yards) of the water’s surface area. 
  
The Applicant presents the project, in part, for purposes of restoration. The Applicant documents 
that there has been an overall loss of open water habitat in HSP over the last 7 years due to the 
spread of emergent wetland vegetation such as cattails and tules in the wetlands of HSP.18  The 
Applicant also asserts that the proposed dredging of sediment and removal of emergent 
vegetation (cattails and tules) will open up additional open water habitat and therefore, restore 
open water CRLF breeding habitat in HSP and parts of the connecting channel between HSP and 
LS. The USFWS BO agrees with this assertion, by stating that the “tule and cattail removal 
proposed as part of the project will likely improve breeding habitat for [CRLF] by creating 
additional open water habitat.”19 The Applicant also asserts that the infrastructure improvements 
proposed at the pumphouse will improve worker safety, and allow for the improved monitoring 
and maintenance of flood levels to protect CRLF egg masses during the rainy season.  
 
Coastal Commission Biologist, Dr. John Dixon states that although removal of vegetation “is 
likely to have some ancillary benefits to the [California red-legged] frog, these activities are 
primarily to increase water flow to the pumps.” (See Exhibit 7). Dr. Dixon also finds that 
removal of vegetation is the minimum necessary to operate the pumps efficiently and to facilitate 
water movement from the LS to HSP which will at least maintain, and may potentially increase, 
the existing functional capacity of the wetlands. Thus, because the primary purpose of the 
proposed vegetation and sediment removal appears to be to allow for flood control for public 
recreational use and the pumphouse infrastructure improvements are primarily to improve 
worker safety, the Commission finds that the use proposed in wetlands is more accurately 

                                                      
17 BO page 29.  
18 Supplemental Information for Coastal Development Permit for the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat 

Enhancement Project, March 16, 2015, page 1. 
19 BO page 34. 
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characterized as incidental public services for purposes of evaluation under Coastal Act Section 
30233.  
 
The Commission has considered what constitutes an incidental public service many times. First 
and foremost is whether the project is initiated by a public agency for a public purpose, such as 
replacement of old railroad bridges (CC-059-09); expansion of a railroad line (CC-052-05, CC-
086-03) or modifications to an airport (CC-058-02). In this case, the pumps owned by the City of 
San Francisco and operated by SFRP are for the purposes of maintaining the public golf course.  
 
Second, the use must be incidental. Bolsa Chica, cited above, supported the Commission’s 
interpretive guidelines regarding incidental public service purposes and elaborated: 
 

In particular we note that under Commission's interpretation, incidental public services 
are limited to temporary disruptions and do not usually include permanent roadway 
expansions. Roadway expansions are permitted only when no other alternative exists and 
the expansion is necessary to maintain existing traffic capacity. 
 

By analogy, clearing of the vegetation and sediment is a temporary action to maintain the 
existing capacity of the pumps. No other feasible less damaging alternative exists that would 
support existing capacity. 
 
However, project opponents, Wild Equity Institute, have asserted that despite the incidental 
public service purpose of the proposed project, this project does not comply with Coastal Act 
Section 30233(a), as there is a less environmentally damaging alternative to dredging and active 
vegetation removal. Wild Equity’s proffered less environmentally damaging alternative is to 
prevent the spread of this emergent vegetation by drowning it out. Specifically, Wild Equity 
asserts that if wetland water depths were maintained at the lower edge of vegetation at 4 feet, the 
spread of this type of vegetation growth would cease and result in the natural die off of tules and 
cattails. Wild Equity states that since these types of vegetation spread by lateral clonal growth by 
creeping rhizomes, as opposed to general vegetative or reproductive growth, this higher water 
level maintained in HSP would stop the spread of the emergent vegetation and create more open 
water CRLF breeding habitat.20 It should be mentioned that this alternative approach may require 
amphibious equipment to mow tules and cattails to stumps before the winter flooding and frog 
breeding season begins.21 
 
The USFWS BO would seem to support the statement that shallow water promotes the growth of 
cattails and tules causing the gradual encroachment of vegetation and loss of open water 
habitat.22 However, the Applicant states that Wild Equity’s proposal is not feasible for a number 
of reasons. First, the SFRPD Natural Areas Program Director states that maintaining the water 
levels high enough to allow natural die off of emergent vegetation is dependent on sufficient 
precipitation in the region which the Applicant cannot control. In addition, assuming there is 
                                                      
20 Sharp Park Memorandum for CCC staff 3.2.15, Wild Equity Institute, page 3. 
21 Letter from Ralph Faust, Consulting Attorney for Wild Equity Institute, March 28, 2015, page 8. 
22 BO page 34.  
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sufficient precipitation in the region, water levels required for such a process would be up to 
three23 to four24 feet higher than the very highest winter/spring flooding ever recorded to have 
occurred at the Golf Course (see above, 12 feet NAVD88 inundation line on Figure 1), 
effectually closing down the entire Golf Course for a longer duration of time. This longer 
duration of closure would result in a decrease in available playing area and would cause impacts 
to low cost recreational opportunities at the Golf Course in the short-term, while flooding is 
occurring, and in the long-term, due to the inability of Park staff to maintain the course for 
ongoing and future use while the areas are flooded.  
 
Dr. Dixon agrees that cattails and tules proliferate in shallow water less than 2.5 ft. and agrees 
that if the water levels were maintained at a very high level, theoretically all the cattails might 
die. Since the water levels at Sharp Park depend on rainfall and pumping, without rainfall there 
will not be the opportunity to manipulate water levels other than to reduce them. Dr. Dixon goes 
on to conclude that for this method to be effective, the desired water levels would have to be 
maintained for several years and, since the only source of water is rainfall, this method may not 
be feasible during a drought.  
 
The Applicant’s biologist, Karen Swaim, states that managing the waters to allow for increased 
inundation of the course, also increases the likelihood that CRLF would deposit egg masses in 
seasonal, perennial waters25 on the 11th, 13th, 14th and 18th fairway outside of the delineated LS 
wetlands. These are areas within the Golf Course where water recedes faster and the areas 
become hydraulically disconnected from the waters of the LS wetland complex. This would in 
turn create a supposed population sink for CRLF because the early life stages (eggs and tadpoles) 
would become stranded in these ephemeral waters as they dry up, likely killing the juveniles, 
before they are able to translocate to more permanent bodies of water.26 The USFWS BO agrees 
with this assertion as there are conservation measures required in the BO to assure that pumps 
are operated according to the specified protocol to prevent such strandings. Further, the aquatic 
mowing that may be required in this alternative could have similar or worse environmental 
impacts than dredging for emergent vegetation.  Thus, the Commission finds that the alternative 
as proposed by project opponents may not be the least environmentally damaging alternative 
with regards to wetland ESHAs, and is not feasible given this alternative relies on environmental 
factors such as rainfall that are out of the Applicant’s control. 
 
While the proposed project aspects to remove sediment and emergent vegetation from the 
wetlands will improve CRLF breeding habitat and maintain the functional capacity of the 
existing wetland, the Commission recognizes that this alternative has the potential to result in 
adverse impacts to sensitive species. According to the USFWS BO, construction activities for the 
proposed project have the potential to result in adverse effects to the sensitive species in the 

                                                      
23 Supplemental Information for Coastal Development Permit for the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat 

Enhancement Project, March 16, 2015, page 5. 
24 Sharp Park Memorandum for CCC staff 3.2.15, Wild Equity Institute, page 3. 
25 Letter from Swaim Biological, August 5, 2014. 
26 Supplemental Information for Coastal Development Permit for the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat 

Enhancement Project, March 16, 2015, page 6. 
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following ways:  injury or mortality may result from being crushed by earth moving equipment, 
debris or foot traffic; injury, exposure or disruption of normal behaviors will likely result from 
removal or disturbance of vegetation and sediments from HSP and the connecting channel 
between HSP and LS and from the construction of the infrastructure improvements of the 
walkway and retaining wall at the pumphouse; and work activities including noise and vibration 
may result in adverse effects to CRLF and SFGS by causing them to evacuate normal habitats in 
association with any work areas. Finally, disturbed sediment layers in HSP may re-suspend 
anoxic hydrogen sulfide sediments which could result in pulses of low oxygen in the water, 
leading to CRLF larvae and juvenile mortality. The USFWS BO for the project addresses the 
above adverse impacts by including significant conservation measures which address impacts 
associated with construction activities (please see Exhibit 2 pages 11-13); and the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration also includes mitigation measures to address such impacts (see Exhibit 4).  
 
In addition, the project represents a temporary solution to an existing problem that may be 
already aggravated by the ongoing maintenance activities at the Golf Course. Specifically, 
ongoing pumping activities at the Golf Course, which will continue as a result of the 
infrastructure improvements and replacement pumps, may continue to maintain low water levels 
that all parties agree aggravate the spread of emergent vegetation which compromises open water 
breeding habitat for CRLF. So, while this project proposes a temporary feasible management 
solution, the ongoing pumping may continue to exacerbate the problem in the long-term. Further, 
ongoing pumping activities at the Golf Course, which maintain lower water levels, may cause 
salinity intrusions into the LS and HSP wetlands, altering the pH of these wetlands and 
impacting groundwater.27 Dr. Dixon agrees that this salinity impact may occur, stating that there 
“is also a possibility that pumping may result in salt water intrusion and a deleterious change in 
the salinity regime of both Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond.” The USFWS BO for the 
project also requires conservation measures for ongoing operations, including pumping, at the 
Golf Course (please see Exhibit 2 Conservation Measure 15, pages 13-14).  
 
In order to assure that proposed project components occurring within wetlands are consistent 
with Coastal Act Section 30233 in that the project will minimize adverse environmental impacts 
and maintain or enhance the functional capacity of these wetlands, further special conditions are 
required. Specifically, Special Condition #2 requires submission of a Pumping Protocol Plan. 
The plan must be in conformance with the USFWS BO pumping conservation measures, as well 
as provide verifiable success criteria. In addition, Special Condition #2 requires that wetland 
water levels, salinity, groundwater levels, and cattail and tule cover in LS and HSP wetlands be 
analyzed and monitored in order to assure that pumping is not adversely impacting sensitive 
species and coastal resources and is minimizing adverse environmental impacts in accordance 
with Coastal Act Section 30233. 
 
Special Condition #3 requires submission of a Final Dredging Plan to assure emergent 
vegetation and dredging areas are identified and labeled, work in wetlands is minimized to the 
greatest extent feasible, and that the USFWS BO conservation measures for dredging and 
construction activities are incorporated into the Final Dredging Plan. As previously discussed, 

                                                      
27 BO page 34-35. 
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the construction activities and ongoing pumping proposed as a part of this project have the 
potential to impact ESHA wetlands in that dredging and construction activities could kick up 
acid sulfides which could result in pulses of low oxygen in the water. The BO contains 
significant conservation measures and the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) also 
contains significant mitigation measures to protect the wetland’s water quality from the potential 
adverse impacts described above (see full text of BO in Exhibit 2 and MND in Exhibit 4). 
Special Condition #3 also ensures that monitoring for acid sulfide release from soils is 
conducted in accordance with the mitigation measures in the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the project. Further, Special Condition #4 requires the submittal of a 
Construction Site Plan that assures construction areas are labeled, construction is timed not to 
interfere with CRLF breeding season, that BMP’s for erosion control and water quality are 
incorporated, and that a designated construction site coordinator is available to be contacted if 
there are problems or questions regarding construction.  
 
Therefore, due to the requirement that the Applicant conform to measures in the USFWS BO, the 
features of the project description that avoid and minimize impacts to species and the wetlands, 
the installation of a new pond that creates a wetland to encourage CRLF breeding, and the 
Commission’s further required conditions of approval, the Commission finds the proposed 
project is the least damaging alternative that is feasible for meeting the project goals consistent 
with Coastal Act Section 30233(a). Further, removal of the vegetation and sedimentation will 
maintain the existing functional capacity of the wetland consistent with Coastal Act Section 
30233(c).  

Conclusion 
As proposed, and as conditioned by the Commission, including the requirement to adhere to 
measures described in the USFWS BO, there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
construction alternative. Feasible mitigation measures provided minimize the adverse 
environmental effects associated with potential dredging and fill activities, construction and post 
construction-related impacts to the wetlands and sensitive species. Thus, as conditioned, the 
proposed project is consistent with Coastal Act Sections 30233. 

2. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
 

Applicable Policies 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) are defined in Section 30107.5 of the Coastal 
Act as areas in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable 
because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem, and which could be easily disturbed or 
degraded by human activities and developments. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that 
ESHAs shall be protected against disruption of habitat values and that only uses dependent on 
the resources shall be allowed within an ESHA. Section 30240 also requires that development 
adjacent to such areas be sited and designed to prevent impacts that would significantly degrade 
those areas, and to be compatible with the continuance of the ESHA. Coastal Act Section 30240 
states:   
 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed 
within those areas. 
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(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas. 

 
Analysis 
As discussed above, Sharp Park contains two species of particular concern: the California red-
legged frog (CRLF), which is federally-listed as threatened and a state Species of Special 
Concern, and the San Francisco garter snake (SFGS) which is federally- and state-listed as 
endangered. Areas within Sharp Park and within the confines of the Golf Course including 
Sanchez Creek, LS and HSP are significant foraging areas for SFGS because these wetland areas 
are freshwater breeding habitat for CRLF and other species that SFGS feed on. CRLF egg 
masses have been observed at Sharp Park Golf Course every year from 2004-2011 and the 
California Natural Diversity Database also reports known occurrences of CRLF at the park.28 
Since these threatened and endangered species use the wetland and wetland buffer areas as both 
breeding and foraging habitat and the upland areas to aestivate or burrow, the wetland areas and 
adjacent upland areas of LS and HSP are considered ESHA under 30240. As discussed in the 
previous section, the wetlands also meet the definition of ESHA because they are especially 
valuable due to their ecosystem role of providing essential habitat for a diverse assemblage of 
wetland species. 
 
Section 30240 also applies to aspects of this project that would develop in the wetland buffer 
areas and in the adjacent upland areas including construction of the steps and gate that are part of 
the pumphouse infrastructure improvements; the golf cart path relocation out of wetland buffers 
into upland areas; and the creation of a new pond to provide breeding grounds for the CRLF and 
to comply with the USFWS BO. An alternative that avoids impacting ESHA is not feasible for 
the pumphouse infrastructure, as the pumphouse is existing development within the buffer. The 
relocation of the golf cart path will lessen impacts to ESHA, as the path will be moved out of the 
wetland buffer and into the uplands. To avoid ESHA uplands and wetland buffers completely, 
the Applicant would have to loop the cart path much further inland from its current location, 
which would require more grading and fill and create associated impacts. The current proposal 
minimizes disturbance and is the least damaging environmental alternative.  Finally, the creation 
of the breeding pond will benefit ESHA by providing additional wetlands, additional breeding 
ground for CRLF, and perhaps additional food for the SFGS. 
 
As described above, only resource dependent uses and development are allowed in ESHA. Of the 
above-described aspects of the project, only the pond is clearly a resource-dependent use, 
although the improved pumphouse infrastructure should help workers adjust the pumps during 
the rainy season, conceivably fine-tuning the execution of the pumping protocol to avoid impacts 
to the CRLF. 
 

                                                      
28 BO page 29.  
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Assuming, however, that the uses are allowed, the Coastal Act further requires that uses are 
allowed in ESHA only where it will not lead to significant habitat disruption. In addition, 
adequate ESHA buffers and other measures are required to protect against significant 
degradation, as Section 30240 states development in areas adjacent to ESHA should be designed 
to prevent impacts. Ongoing operations of Sharp Park Golf Course already impact both CRLF 
and SFGS. According to the Applicant’s biological assessment as well as the USFWS BO, the 
project activities including infrastructure improvements at the pumphouse, may result in 
additional adverse impacts to the ESHA for CRLF and SFGS because both sensitive species are 
known to occur in proposed project areas. Specifically, injury, exposure and disruption of normal 
behavior have the potential to result from the construction activities.29 Though the BO and 
Biological Assessment (BA) both propose conservation and mitigation measures to lessen 
impacts to these sensitive habitats, and the species that use them, the proposed project activities 
in ESHAs may cause significant habitat disruption.  
 
In addition, according to the USFWS BO for this project, both CRLF and SFGS are already 
affected by ongoing operation and maintenance activities at the Golf Course.30 Specifically, 
pumping to control flood waters can affect these sensitive species through entrainment of egg 
masses and juvenile frogs in the pumps, through stranding and desiccation of egg masses, and 
because pumping can, over time, reduce habitat quality in the wetlands by encouraging the 
encroachment of cattails and tules, or by altering the salinity and/or pH profiles of the water.31 
The USFWS BO requires numerous conservation measures that both protect sensitive species 
and  have the added benefit of creating additional breeding habitat for CRLF including:  presence 
of biological monitors, required timing of construction, surveys for sensitive species, required 
reporting of sensitive species, erosion control BMPs, revegetation with native plants and required 
restoration efforts for the CRLF pond onsite. Even with the BO and BA proposed conservation 
and mitigation measures, the proposed project activities that affect pumping capacity - including 
the installation of permanent infrastructure in wetland buffers to allow for ongoing pumping 
operations - all raise significant Coastal Act ESHA concerns. 
 
Conclusion 
The proposed project would result in development in ESHA buffers. The proposed development 
and its associated activities would result in significant disruption of and degradation to the 
environmentally sensitive wetland and upland areas and buffers. The proposed development of 
the infrastructure improvements does not constitute development activity that is dependent on the 
wetland resource and therefore are not allowable uses in wetlands. Therefore, this project as 
proposed cannot be found consistent with the ESHA protections laid out in Coastal Act Section 
30240.  
 
 

                                                      
29 BO page 31. 
30 BO page 29.  
31 Id.  
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F. HAZARDS 
Applicable Policies 
Coastal Act Section 30253 addresses the need to ensure long-term structural integrity, minimize 
future risk, and to avoid the need for landform altering protective measures in the future. Section 
30253 provides, in part: 
 

New development shall do all of the following: 
 
(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 
 
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding 
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially 
alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs…. 

 
Analysis 
The proposed development must comply with all applicable Coastal Act requirements, including 
Section 30253. The subject property is located just inland from the Pacific Ocean and parts of it 
are situated in the mapped FEMA 100 year flood plain. Therefore, while the project activities of 
increasing the efficiency and safety of pumphouse infrastructure to improve the capacity of LS 
and HSP wetlands as flood control devices, there are aspects of the proposed project activities 
that may denigrate the stability of natural landforms or contribute to erosion and the spread of 
flood waters. Specifically, the installation of infrastructure improvements of the retaining wall, 
steps, gate and walkway around the pumphouse, will all be occurring in the mapped FEMA 100 
year flood plain. The addition of the retaining wall, the steps and walkway could aggravate 
flooding to surrounding areas by pushing flood waters off to other areas, inconsistent with 
Coastal Act Section 30253. In addition, given the location of the property just inland from the 
Pacific Ocean, there is inherent uncertainty associated with coastal hazards, including in relation 
to sea level rise and its projections at this site.  
 
Coastal Act Section 30253 requires the project to assure long-term stability and structural 
integrity, minimize future risk, and avoid additional, more substantial protective measures in the 
future. This is particularly critical for the proposed project given the dynamic shoreline 
environment within which it would be placed. The nature of the potential hazards at the site may 
put the proposed project elements, as well as the ongoing operation of the Golf Course, at risk 
within its lifetime. This future risk could be avoided, however, as required by the Coastal Act, 
through a requirement to remove the proposed development when it is threatened with coastal 
hazards that would require a response beyond ordinary repair and maintenance. Therefore, the 
Commission requires Special Condition #7 to require such removal to occur. Further, Special 
Condition #7 prohibits additional future expansions of protective structures. In short, although 
long-term stability cannot be assured, as conditioned, the project would not require additional, 
more substantial protective measures in the future, because it would be removed when it is in 
danger, as opposed to being further protected, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253.  
 
In terms of recognizing and assuming the hazard risks for shoreline development, the 
Commission’s experience in evaluating proposed developments in areas subject to hazards has 
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been that development has continued to occur despite periodic episodes of heavy storm damage 
and similar occurrences. Development in such dynamic environments is susceptible to damage 
due to such long-term and episodic processes. Past occurrences statewide have resulted in public 
costs (through low interest loans, grants, subsidies, direct assistance, etc.) in the billions of 
dollars. As a means of allowing continued development in areas subject to these hazards while 
avoiding placing the economic burden for damages onto the people of the State of California, 
Applicants are regularly required to acknowledge site hazards. Accordingly, Special Condition 
#8 requires the Applicant to assume all risks for developing at this location. 
 
Conclusion  
Thus, as conditioned, the project is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253, which requires 
that new development minimize risks to life and property in areas of high flood hazard risk. 

G. VISUAL RESOURCES 
Applicable Policies 
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas are protected under Coastal Act Section 30251. 
Coastal Act Section 30251 states: 

 
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration 
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

 
Analysis 
The proposed project’s impacts to visual resources will be minimal. New infrastructure will be 
installed at the pumphouse in the form of adding a retaining wall, steps, gate and a walkway. 
However, these structures will be at lower elevations than existing public trail elevations 
adjacent to the project site and the structures themselves will be minimal in scale and will not 
obstruct or restrict existing views and will be generally unnoticeable to recreational users at the 
park. 
 
Conclusion 
The proposed development has been designed to protect views of a scenic coastal area as much 
as possible, and is found to be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area and 
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251.  

H. CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
Applicable Policy 
Coastal Act Section 30007.5 states: 
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The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one or more 
policies of the division. The Legislature therefore declares that in carrying out the provisions 
of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is the most 
protective of significant coastal resources. In this context, the Legislature declares that 
broader policies which, for example, serve to concentrate development in close proximity to 
urban and employment centers may be more protective, overall, than specific wildlife habitat 
and other similar resource policies. 

 
Coastal Act Section 30200(b) states: 
 

Where the commission or any local government in implementing the provisions of this 
division identifies a conflict between the policies of this chapter, Section 30007.5 shall be 
utilized to resolve the conflict and the resolution of such conflicts shall be supported by 
appropriate findings setting forth the basis for the resolution of identified policy conflicts. 

 
As noted previously in this report, the proposed project is inconsistent with Section 30240  of the 
Coastal Act. However, as explained below, denying or modifying the proposed project to 
eliminate these inconsistencies would lead to nonconformity with other Coastal Act policies, 
namely Sections 30210, 30213, 30221, and 30223. In such a situation, when a proposed project 
is inconsistent with a Chapter 3 policy, and denial or modification of the project would cause 
inconsistency with another policy, Section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act provides for resolution of 
such a policy conflict. 
 
Analysis 
Based on the Commission’s history and practice, resolving conflicts through application of 
Section 30007.5 involves the following seven steps: 
 

1) The project, as proposed, is inconsistent with at least one Chapter 3 policy; 

2) The project, if denied or modified to eliminate the inconsistency, would affect coastal 
resources in a manner inconsistent with at least one other Chapter 3 policy that 
affirmatively requires protection or enhancement of those resources; 

3) The project, if approved, would be fully consistent with the policy that affirmatively 
mandates resource protection or enhancement; 

4) The project, if approved, would result in tangible resource enhancement over existing 
conditions; 

5) The benefits of the project are not independently required by some other body of law; 

6) The benefits of the project must result from the main purpose of the project, rather than 
from an ancillary component appended to the project to “create a conflict”; and, 

7) There are no feasible alternatives that would achieve the objectives of the project without 
violating any Chapter 3 policies. 

 
The proposed development meets all of the above criteria for applying conflict resolution, as 
follows: 
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Step 1 
For the Commission to apply Section 30007.5, a proposed project must be inconsistent with an 
applicable Chapter 3 policy. Approval of the proposed development would be inconsistent with 
Coastal Act Section 30240, which protects ESHA. Parts of the proposed development take place 
within wetland buffers constituting ESHA, and may also impact uplands that may be considered 
ESHA as they can supply foraging areas for the SFGS. In addition, aspects of the project 
occurring in these areas which provide for ongoing pumping may also result in impact to 
sensitive species. These aspects of the development may result in a significant disruption of the 
habitat. Additionally, the development aspects occurring in these areas are not a resource-
dependent uses as required by Section 30240. 
 
Step 2 
The project, if denied or modified to eliminate the inconsistency, would affect coastal resources 
in a manner inconsistent with at least one other Chapter 3 policy that affirmatively requires 
protection or enhancement of those resources. A true conflict between Chapter 3 policies results 
from a proposed project which is inconsistent with one or more policies, and for which denial or 
modification of the project would be inconsistent with at least one other Chapter 3 policy. 
Further, the policy inconsistency that would be caused by denial or modification of a project 
must be with a policy that affirmatively mandates protection or enhancement of certain coastal 
resources.  
 
Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30213, 30221, and 30223 affirmatively require that recreational 
opportunities along the coast be provided for all people, that lower-cost visitor and recreational 
facilities be protected and encouraged, especially when they provide recreation to the public; that 
oceanfront land suitable for recreational use be protected for that use; and that upland areas 
necessary to support coastal recreational uses be reserved for such uses, when feasible.  
 
In most cases, denying a proposed project will not cause adverse effects on coastal resources for 
which Coastal Act mandates protection or enhancement, but will simply maintain the status quo. 
However, in this case, denial of the proposed project would result in continued significant 
impacts to recreation, as the golf course would continue to be flooded for significant portions of 
the year. Thus, a conflict between or among two or more Coastal Act policies exists. 
 
Step 3 
The project, if approved, would be fully consistent with the policy that affirmatively mandates 
resource protection or enhancement. For denial of a project to be inconsistent with a Chapter 3 
policy, the proposed project would have to protect or enhance the resource values for which the 
applicable Coastal Act policy includes an affirmative mandate. That is, if denial of a project 
would conflict with an affirmatively mandated Coastal Act policy, approval of the project would 
have to conform to that policy. If the Commission were to interpret this conflict resolution 
provision otherwise, then any proposal, no matter how inconsistent with Chapter 3 that offered a 
slight incremental improvement over existing conditions could result in a conflict that would 
allow the use of Section 30007.5. The Commission concludes that the conflict resolution 
provisions were not intended to apply to such minor incremental improvements.  
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In this case, the proposed project would protect and enhance recreational resources, by 
preventing the flooding of major portions of the golf course for significant portions of the year. 
The proposed project is fully consistent with the Coastal Act recreation policies.  
 
 
 
Step 4 
The project, if approved, would result in tangible resource enhancement over existing conditions. 
This is the case here as the goal is to prevent flooding, and improve the playability and 
recreational use areas of Sharp Park and the Golf Course. 
 
Step 5 
The benefits of the project are not independently required by some other body of law. The 
benefits that would cause denial of the project to be inconsistent with a Chapter 3 policy cannot 
be those that an Applicant is already being required to provide pursuant to another agency’s 
directive under another body of law. In other words, if the benefits would be provided regardless 
of the Commission’s action on the proposed project, the Applicant cannot seek approval of an 
otherwise unapprovable project on the basis that the project would produce those benefits — that 
is, the Applicant does not get credit for resource enhancements that it is already being compelled 
to provide. The proposed project’s benefits are not required by another agency under another 
body of law. 
 
Step 6 
The benefits of the project must result from the main purpose of the project, rather than from an 
ancillary component appended to the project to artificially create a conflict. A project’s benefits 
to coastal resources must be integral to the project purpose. If the project is inconsistent with a 
Chapter 3 policy, and the main elements of the project do not result in the cessation of ongoing 
degradation of a resource the Commission is charged with enhancing, the Applicant cannot 
“create a conflict” by adding to the project an independent component to remedy the resource 
degradation. The benefits of a project must be inherent in the purpose of the project. If this 
provision were otherwise, Applicants could regularly “create conflicts” and then request that the 
Commission use Section 30007.5 to approve otherwise unapprovable projects. The balancing 
provisions of the Coastal Act could not have been intended to foster such an artificial and easily 
manipulated process, and were not designed to barter amenities in exchange for project approval. 
In this case the recreational benefits of the project directly result from its primary purpose of 
improving the functionality of infrastructure used to manage flooding on the Golf Course.  
 
Step 7 
There are no feasible alternatives that would achieve the objectives of the project without 
violating any Chapter 3 policies. Possible alternatives for the proposed project include: 1) a “no 
project” alternative; 2) flooding the vegetation; 3) habitat-only restoration; and 4) installing a 
larger-capacity pump.  
 
1) No Project Alternative 

A no project alternative maintains the status quo. First and most simply, the golf course 
would continue to flood and the flooding would continue to interfere with recreation use. 
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There would be biological impacts as well. The lack of wetlands management in years of low 
precipitation could potentially further allow sedimentation and vegetation to continue to 
build up, eventually “choking off” the pond, reducing CRLF open water breeding habitat. 
The pumps could also clog, perhaps to the point where they would be unusable.  
 
The safety improvements for workers would not take place, which would make it more 
difficult to maintain the pumphouse, would put the City at risk of worker claims, and 
discourage fine-tuning of the pumping protocol consistent with the USFWS BO due to the 
difficulty in reaching the site.  
 
Sharp Park is unusual in that natural conditions are not necessarily the best conditions for the 
sensitive species in question here.  Under completely natural conditions, without the berm 
and with no pumping, CRLF would probably not exist at the site as the water would be too 
brackish. The CRLF began surviving at the site after the water became less salty. Further, if 
the quantity of water completely followed nature, uncontrolled precipitation levels could 
result in marginal breeding habitat on the edge of the course, disconnected from the wetlands 
and isolating the CRLF egg masses. 
 
The no project alternative is not feasible as it compromises the recreational resources on site, 
has not been shown to be the least environmentally damaging alternative with regard to 
sensitive species, and it fails to be consistent with all relevant Chapter 3 policies. 
 

2) Flooding of the Vegetation 
Project opponents suggest “conventional” water depth management of the marsh and ponds. 
This entails raising the amount of water around the lower edges of tules and cattails from 2 to 
4 feet deep to a minimum of 4 feet deep. The alternative also calls for amphibious equipment 
to mow tules and cattails to stumps before the winter flooding and frog breeding season 
begins. Opponents assert the submerged tule and cattail stumps will die off due to the lack of 
oxygen, solving the problem of emergent vegetation. 
 
Allowing this much water to accumulate would impact recreation substantially (see above 
Figure 1 for analysis of excess water and impacts to the Golf Course.)  Therefore, it is not a 
feasible alternative and results in recreational resource impacts. 
 
Therefore, this is not a not a feasible alternative and is not consistent with all relevant 
Chapter 3 policies.  
 

3) Habitat Only Restoration 
This is a reduced project alternative that would eliminate the worker safety improvements 
and the relocation of the golf cart path, leaving the sediment and vegetation removal 
components of the project.  
 
Under this alternative, personnel working in the pumphouse would continue to work in 
unsafe conditions. Avoiding the work in the pumphouse is not feasible. Workers must adjust 
pumping, remove debris from the screens, and generally maintain the pumps. The Applicant 
states that during the rainy season, maintenance may be necessary every day and it often 
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takes place under poor conditions, including hampered visibility while walking on slippery 
surfaces and with an ongoing risk of high water levels. This could lead to flooding on the 
course that will adversely impact the recreation resources onsite. 
 
Not moving the golf cart path increases the chances that the path will be flooded and that 
golfers will use their carts off the path. The relocation of the cart path will take the path out 
of the wetland buffer and into upland areas, further away from Laguna Salada.  
 
This alternative is inconsistent with Chapter 3 policies. 
 

4) Larger Capacity Pump  
The Applicant also considered installing a larger capacity pump, which would better handle 
large storm events. However, the larger capacity in turn creates higher pumping levels, which 
could negatively impact the CRLF even further than the proposed project. The Applicant also 
describes this alternative as not cost-effective, as the larger pump would only be used during 
the most extreme storm events, and may require further construction of a new outfall pipe 
through the existing seawall. This alterative is not effective at meeting the project goals and 
is infeasible. 

 
None of the identified alternatives to the proposed project would be both feasible and fully 
consistent with all relevant Chapter 3 policies. 
 
Conclusion 
Based on the above, the Commission finds that the proposed project presents a conflict between 
Section 30240, on the one hand, and Sections 30210, 30213, 30221, and 30223, on the other, 
which must be resolved through application of Section 30007.5, as described below. 
 
With the conflict among several Coastal Act policies established, the Commission must resolve 
the conflict in a manner which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources. 
In reaching this decision, the Commission evaluates the project’s tangible, necessary resource 
enhancements over the current state and whether they are consistent with resource enhancements 
mandated in the Coastal Act. In the end, the Commission must determine whether its decision to 
either deny or approve a project is the decision that is most protective of significant coastal 
resources. 
 
In this case, the Commission finds that the impacts on recreational resources from not 
constructing the project as conditioned, would be more significant than the project’s potential 
adverse effects to sensitive EHSA buffer areas and upland habitat. Denying the proposed project 
because of its inconsistency with Section 30240 would result in the continued flooding of the 
golf course, which over time may discourage its use and deprive low-income users of the 
opportunity to play golf with coastal views. In contrast, approving the development as proposed 
protects and continues recreational uses, and provides some habitat enhancement.  
 
The test for approval is not for the project to be “more” protective of resources; it must be 
“most” protective. In order for that finding to be made, the adverse coastal resource impacts 
caused by the project must be avoided, minimized and mitigated to the maximum feasible extent.  
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Improving the pumping infrastructure and pumping protocol, as conditioned, minimize the 
impacts to sensitive species and over time should create additional habitat for the CRLF. 
 
The Applicant analyzed three alternative scenarios:  the no-project alternative, the habitat 
restoration only alternative, and the larger capacity pump alternative. (See Exhibit 4). Project 
opponents suggested another alternative, that of flooding the HSP in order to “drown” the 
vegetation instead of clearing it. As explained above in Step 7 of the Conflict Resolution, none of 
the alternatives is both feasible and fully consistent with Chapter 3 policies. 
 
Thus, on balance, the proposed project would result in improvements to recreational resources 
and may improve habitat for the CRLF and in turn, the SFGS; however, the proposed project 
would not be completely consistent with Chapter 3 ESHA policies. To ensure that the 
maintenance and enhancement of wetland habitat and the protection of sensitive species is 
achieved, the Commission requires Special Conditions 2 through 4 as further discussed in the 
sections above. In addition, the Commission recommends Special Condition 5 which would 
require preparation of a mitigation and monitoring plan for the breeding pond and path removal 
activities. As described throughout the other sections of this report, the proposed project, as 
conditioned, is consistent with all other applicable Coastal Act policies. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that, approving the project, as conditioned, is, on balance, most protective of 
coastal resources.  

I. VIOLATION 
Violations of the Coastal Act exist on the subject property including, but not limited to, the 
replacement of two existing pre-Coastal pumps that were installed in 1959 (capacity of 500 gpm 
and 250 gpm, respectively) with two new pumps (1,500 gpm and 10,000 gpm, respectively); and 
the 2010 replacement-in-kind of the 10,000 gpm pump. The Applicant applied to perform 
infrastructure improvements in association with the pumphouse and it was discovered in 
discussions between Commission staff, the Applicant and those keenly interested in the project 
that the above-referenced actions occurred without the benefit of a CDP. The approval of the at-
issue project, pursuant to the staff recommendation, and in association with the special 
conditions required, after the project is completed, will resolve the violations. This approval will 
require the Applicant to do submit a refined pumping protocol as required by Special Condition 
#2. The pumping protocol requires conformance with the USFWS BO pumping conservation 
measures, as well as verifiable success criteria. In addition, the pumping protocol requires that 
wetland water levels, salinity, groundwater levels, and cattail and tule cover in LS and HSP 
wetlands be analyzed and monitored in order to assure that ongoing pumping is not adversely 
impacting sensitive species and coastal resources and is minimizing adverse environmental 
impacts in accordance with Coastal Act. Issuance of the CDP compliance with all of the terms 
and conditions of the permit and actual completion of the approved project will result in 
resolution of the aforementioned violations of the Coastal Act on the subject property.32 
 

                                                      
32  This is not a comprehensive resolution of all alleged violations on the site. 
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Although development has taken place prior to submission of this permit application, 
consideration of this application by the Commission has been based solely upon the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act. Commission review and action on this permit does not constitute a 
waiver of any legal action with regard to the alleged violations, nor does it constitute an implied 
statement of the Commission’s position regarding the legality of development, other than the 
development addressed herein, undertaken on the subject site without a coastal permit. In fact, 
approval of this permit is possible only because of the conditions included herein and failure to 
comply with these conditions would also constitute a violation of this permit and of the Coastal 
Act. Accordingly, the Applicant remains subject to enforcement action just as it was prior to this 
permit approval for engaging in unpermitted development, unless and until the conditions of 
approval included in this permit are satisfied and the approved project completed, fully 
implementing all required mitigation. 

J. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in 
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be 
consistent with any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA 
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
effect which the activity may have on the environment.  

The City of San Francisco is the lead agency responsible for CEQA review. The City approved a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project on January 17, 2014. The Coastal Commission’s 
review and analysis of land use proposals has been certified by the Secretary of Resources as 
being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQA. The Commission has 
reviewed the relevant coastal resource issues associated with the proposed project, and has 
identified appropriate and necessary modifications to address adverse impacts to such coastal 
resources. The preceding CDP findings in this staff report have discussed the relevant coastal 
resource issues with the proposal, and the permit conditions identify appropriate mitigations to 
avoid and/or lessen any potential for adverse impacts to said resources consistent with the 
requirements of Section 30235 of the Coastal Act. All public comments received to date have 
been addressed in the findings above. All above findings are incorporated herein in their entirety 
by reference.  

The Commission finds that only as modified and conditioned by this permit will the proposed 
project avoid significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. As 
such, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which 
would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects that approval of the 
proposed project, as modified, would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. If 
so modified, the proposed project will not result in any significant environmental effects for 
which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(A).  
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APPENDIX A:  SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 

1. Historic Resource Evaluation Response. February 8, 2011. 

2. San Francisco Public Golf Alliance Letter, March 10, 2015. 

3. Supplemental Information for Coastal Development Permit for the Sharp Park Safety, 
Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat Enhancement Project, March 16, 2015. 

4.  Significant Natural Resource Area Management Plan (SNRAMP) for Sharp Park, 
February 2006. 
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CCSF100637

United States Department ofthe Interior 

In Reply Refer To: 
08ESMF00-20 12-F -0082-2 

Ms. Jane M. Hicks 
Chief, Regulatory Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
San Francisco District 
1455 Market Street 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 
Sacramento, California 95825-1846 

San Francisco, California 94103-1398 

OCT 0 2 2012 

Subject: Formal Endangered Species Consultation on the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure 
Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement Project in San Mateo County, California 

Dear Ms. Hicks: 

This letter is in response to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps) October 25, 2011, request 
for the initiation offonnal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) for \M 
San Francisco Recreation and Parks Depmiment (SFRPD) proposed Sharp Park Safety, i ' 
Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement Project in San Mateo County, California. 
Your request for formal consultation was received by this office on October 28, 2011, and was 
subsequently modified through discussions between the Corps, SFRPD and the Service, 
culminating in submission of a final Biological Assessment on August 16,2012, which 
constitutes the Project description relied upon for this consultation. At issue are effects to the 
federally threatened California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), the endangered San Francisco 
gmier snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia), and the endangered mission blue butterfly 
(lcaricia icarioides missionensis). 

The Service has determined that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the mission 
blue butterfly. There are no project activities proposed on or near the mission blue butterfly 
habitat. Project activities will all occur at least 0.5 mile away from mission blue butterfly habitat 
and the mission blue butterfly is not expected to occur in the intervening areas. Based on habitat 
conditions in the action area and the distance to mission blue butterfly habitat from the action 
area, the Service has determined that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the 
mission blue butterfly because effects will be insignificant and discountable. Therefore, we will 
not address the mission blue butterfly further in this biological opinion. 

This document represents the Service's biological opinion on the effects of the proposed action 
on the San Francisco garter snake and on the California red-legged frog. This document is 
issued under the authority of the Endangered Species Act, as mnended 
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (Act). Because the Project will not occur within designated critical 
habitat for the Califomia red-legged frog, no adverse effects to the primary constituent elements 
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Ms. Jane M. Hicks 

of critical habitat are anticipated. Moreover, critical habitat has not been designated for the San 
Francisco garter snake. Therefore, we do not address critical habitat in this biological opinion. 

Moreover, the incidental take authorization that accompanies this biological opinion exempts 
from the prohibitions of the Act, take of California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter 
snake carried out in accordance with the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement. 
This biological opinion and its incidental take statement do not authorize other actions nor do 
they address the restrictions or requirements of other applicable laws. 

This document is based on: (I) the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat 
Enhancement Project Biological Assessment received August 16,2012 and associated 
attachments; (2) the Corps' October 25,2011, letter requesting initiation of formal consultation; 
(3) numerous phone calls and emails between SFRPD and the Service; and (4) and other 
information available to the Service. 

Consultation History: 

October 7, 2008: The Service issued a biological opinion addressing the Proposed 
Sharp Park Golf Course Storm Drain Repair Project, Pacifica, San 
Mateo County, California (Service File No. 81420-2008-F-1952). 

November 3, 2010: The City asked the Service to amend the October 7, 2008 
biological opinion to include sediment removal at the pump house 
intake in Horse Stable Pond in the Sharp Park Golf Course Storm 
Drain Repair Project. 

2 

November 18,2010: The Service reinitiated formal consultation on the Sharp Park Golf 
Course Storm Drain Repair Project, Pacifica, San Mateo County, 
California and amended the October 7, 2008 biological opinion 
(Service File No. 81420-2008-F-1952-2). 

January 20 II - March 2011 : The Service provided emergency authorization for relocation of 
multiple California red-legged frog egg masses on the Sharp Park 
Golf Course. 

January 12, 2011: The Service recommended to the City that it engage in consultation 
under section 7(a)(2) or obtain a permit under section IO(a)(l). 

May 10,2011: The City asked the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to 
initiate consultation. 

August 24, 2011: The City submitted a section 404 permit application to the Corps 
for the Sharp Park Pump House Safety and Infrastmcture 
Improvement Project. 
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October 25, 2011: 

January 4, 2012: 

January 18,2012: 

February 6, 2012: 

March 5, 2012: 

March 14,2012: 

April17, 2012: 

May 2, 2012: 

May 10, 2012: 

July II, 2012 

August 16, 2012 

August 29,2012 

September 21, 2012 

September 24, 2012 

September 28, 2012 

3 

The Corps requested formal consultation on the City's application 
for a section 404 permit for the Sharp Park Pump House Safety and 
Infrastructure Improvement Project. 

Staff from the Service and the Corps met with representatives of 
the City to discuss consultation. 

The Service requested additional information about the proposed 
project. 

The City submitted a draft biological assessment to the Service and 
the Corps. 

Staff from the Service met with representatives of the City to 
discuss the draft biological assessment. 

The City submitted a revised biological assessment to the Service 
and the Corps. 

The Service requested additional information and provided 
comments on the proposed project. 

The City submitted a revised biological assessment to the Service 
and the Corps. 

The Service informed the City and the Corps that the revised 
biological assessment contained enough information to begin 
consultation on the proposed project. 

The Corps submitted the May 2, 2012, revised biological 
assessment to the Service. 

The City submitted a further revised biological assessment to the 
Service and the Corps. 

The Corps authorized the Service to communicate directly with the 
City on matters regarding the ongoing consultation. 

The Service issues draft biological opinion to the Corps. 

The Service receives comments from the City on the draft 
biological opinion. 

The Service receives comments from the Corps on the draft 
biological opinion. 
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BIOLOGICAL OPINION 

Description of the proposed action 

The description stated below of the proposed action was provided by SFPRD in the Sharp Park 
Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat Enhancement Project Biological Assessment. 
Additional information has been added where needed for clarity. 

Project Background 

4 

Sharp Park is a public park located in the City of Pacifica in San Mateo County. The Park is 
approximately 417 acres. The Pacific Coast Highway runs through Sharp Park. To the west, the 
Park is bordered by the Pacific Ocean. To the north and south, portions of the Park are bordered 
by residential development. To the south and east, Golden Gate National Recreation Area, 
which is managed by the National Park Service, borders the Park. 

The Project site contains an 18-ho!e golf course, an approximately 27 acre wetland complex, an 
archery range, a remediated former rifle range, a clubhouse, parking lot, and extensive natural 
areas. The wetlands complex is composed of Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, a charmel that 
connects the two water bodies, and adjacent wetlands. A seawall on the western boundary of 
Sharp Park eliminated the historic hydrologic connection between the Pacific Ocean and the 
wetlands complex. The wetlands are believed to be maintained by ground water but are also fed 
by surface water inflow due to precipitation in the winter. A flood control pump system in Horse 
Stable Pond affects water levels in that body, and it may affect water levels in Laguna Salada 
when the charmel connecting the two water bodies creates a surface water connection between 
them. The pump system consists of a large pump (rated 10,000 gallons per minute) and a small 
pump (rated 1,500 gallons per minute) located in a pumphouse adjacent to Horse Stable Pond 
and pipes built through the seawall to an outfall. 

According to the biological assessment, operation of the flood control pump system is necessary 
to manage floodwaters both on the Property and on adjacent properties. During normal rainfall 
years, floodwaters into Laguna Salada back up onto the golf course path. As a result, carts must 
venture off the cart path onto the fairway and other vegetated areas in order to continue play. 
During heavy rainfall years, extensive flooding can occur in areas of play on the golf course and 
can also threaten adjacent residential areas. Flooding of the golf course affects the playability of 
the course as well as golf course maintenance activities. In past years, flooding on the course has 
rendered entire holes or portions of holes unplayable including holes 9, 12 and 14. Flood waters 
back up onto the course such that players carmot access greens and tees and holes are shortened 
to avoid flooded areas. Operationally, the course carmot be mowed or otherwise maintained 
under flooded conditions. The biological assessment states that operation of the flood control 
pumps can limit the extent of such flooding. 

The Project Description submitted to the Service for this consultation includes two parts: (1) the 
construction action and (2) golf course maintenance and operations (together referred to as 
Project). 
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Construction Action 

As described in the biological assessment, the construction action is intended to I) ensure the 
ongoing operation of the flood control pumps and worker safety when operating and maintaining 
the pumps and 2) to replace minor infrastructure (pathways). 

Currently, the biological assessment states that two factors adversely affect the operation of the 
pumps. First, pump operation is impaired by sediment buildup and vegetation growth around the 
pump intake structure and along the connecting channel between Laguna Salada and Horse 
Stable Pond. Second, pump operation is impaired by the buildup of vegetation on the pump 
intake screens. In order for the pumps to function properly, the existing screens at the intake 
must be kept clear of vegetation buildup. The maintenance of the screens, including the removal 
of debris buildup, can be necessary as frequently as daily during the rainy season. Such 
maintenance often occurs while the pumps are being operated during or immediately after storm 
events when poor visibility, slippery conditions, and high water levels present hazards to access 
and maintenance. Currently, there is no safe walking and working surface and access to the 
screens is only possible by lifting a heavy piece of chain link fence while clearing the screens. 

Portions of the golf cart paths along the eastern side of Laguna Salada regularly flood, even 
during drought years. Two sections of cart path, which total approximately 190 feet, are located 
in low lying depressions such that water does not drain to Laguna Salada and ponds on the 
pathway. California red-legged frogs have deposited egg masses on these sections of cart path. 
Because the paths flood, golfers using carts must venture off the pathway in order to continue 
play. 

In order to address these issues, the following water flow, safety and path repair components are 
proposed: 
• Removal of sediments and emergent vegetation within the Horse Stable Pond wetland near 

the intake structure in order to reduce obstructions to water flow to the pump intake. 
Approximately 435 cubic yards of sediment in an area of approximately 5,900 square feet 
(0.14 acres) would be removed. Approximately 2,350 square feet (0.05 acres) of this 5,900 
square foot area is occupied by cattails and bulrush; the remaining area is open water. 

• Removal of sediment and emergent vegetation that impedes water flow in select locations 
within the connecting channel and culverts that link Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada. 
This removal work would not exceed 480 cubic yards of removed sediment and vegetation, 
within an area of approximately 6,500 square feet or 0. I 5 acres. 

• Installation of steps leading down the slope from the access road to the pumphouse and the 
intake structure (approximately 47 square feet or 0.001 acres). A fence with a locking gate 
will restrict access to the steps and boardwalk. 

• Construction of a walkway on concrete support structures around the front of the pump 
intake box. This walkway, which will be approximately 42 feet long at the perimeter and 4.6 
feet wide, will wrap around the intake structure. The walkway will be made of wood and 
supported by approximately 6 concrete support structures to be placed in the water 
(approximately 6 square feet). It is anticipated that the footings will be placed by installing 
cylindrical metal casings into the water, dewatering and excavating sediment from the inside 
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of the casings and then filling the casings with concrete. If feasible, a secondary screening 
system may be installed below the walkway surface and between the pilings to further reduce 
the amount of detritus, such as dead floating cattails, from entering the pumps. It is 
anticipated that if feasible1 the secondary screening system will be similar to the existing 
screens that separate the pump from the pond. This screen is a metal mesh with holes 
measuring approximately one inch by one half inch. It is estimated that this component of 
the project will require the placement of approximately 1.2 cubic yards of fill (concrete) in 
wetlands and waters of the United States. 

• Replacement of the failing wooden retaining wall next to the pump house (at the base of the 
levee slope between the uplands and the wetland) with a concrete retaining wall to prevent 
further soil deposition from the uplands from entering the waterway. The retaining wall, 
which will measure approximately 12 feet long and five feet high, will be placed in 
jurisdictional wetlands and is estimated to result in 0.4 cubic yards of fill (approximately 6 
square feet surface area). 

• Repair of two cart paths (total of approximately 570 square feet or 0.01 acres) located 
adjacent to, but not within, the Laguna Salada wetland. Repairs to the cart paths will involve 
moving the paths away from the wetland and into the golf course, installing interlocking 
pavers to support the downslope embankment and backfilling tbe area with drain rock to 
raise elevations. 

Excavation of sediments and vegetation will be conducted from the golf course uplands 
wherever possible, thus minimizing impacts to the wetlands. The sediment and vegetation 
removal along tbe connecting channel between Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada can be 
accomplished with little or no impact to the adjacent wetland. It is anticipated that an excavator 
or Grade-all stationed on the golf course would be used for vegetation and sediment removal 
along the channel. The excavation around the pumphouse will likely require establishing an 
equipment access route through the jurisdictional wetland on the north side of Horse Stable 
Pond. Due to limited bank access into Horse Stable Pond, the optimal method for sediment and 
vegetation removal from Horse Stable Pond would be to use a compact multi-purpose aquatic 
vessel (i.e., an Aquamog) or similar equipment with long boom and clam shell or bucket type 
attachment tbat can reach sediment and vegetation near tbe pumphouse. This would avoid 
impacts to steep intact upland habitats adjacent to Horse Stable Pond and allow a shorter 
construction window in the habitat without compromising tbe ability to avoid take of species. 
The emergent vegetation would first be removed from tbe sediment removal foot print using a 
bucket with a tbumb. After the vegetation is removed, the Aquamog would be fitted with a 
clamshell attachment for sediment excavation. Vegetation tbat is removed from both locations 
(the channel and Horse Stable Pond) will be placed in an elevated dewatering container located 
in an adjacent cleared upland or placed directly into a dump truck and hauled to either the 
organic dump or reclaimed rifle range east of the PCH. No at-grade dewatering vehicles or 
containers will be left on site overnight. 

1 The secondary screening will be deemed feasible if it will not compromise the operation and longevity of the 
pumps. 
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Construction at Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada and the connecting channel is expected to 
occur between June 1 and October 31. Pre-project clearing and construction actions occurring in 
the uplands (staging areas, pathway repair and step construction) would begin in June. This 
project phasing will minimize and/or avoid impacts to aquatic stages of the California red-legged 
frog. Implementation of the construction action is expected to be phased over a two year period. 

Golf Course Maintenance and Operations 

The SFRPD currently employs seven staff members who perform the year-round operation and 
maintenance of the golf course. These activities include mowing; application of water for 
irrigation; application of fertilizers and compost tea; controlling for gophers; tree removal and 
trimming; landscaping; maintenance of golf course features, structures, and cart paths; and 
plumbing and electrical operations. The duration of the action for which the City is seeking take 
coverage is limited to a 1 0-year period. 

Current Course Maintenance 
Mowing of the golf course occurs on fairways, tees, greens and surrounds. In general, greens are 
mowed daily, tees twice a week, and the fairways are mowed twice weekly during spring, 
summer, and fall, and weekly during the winter. The greens are mowed to a height of 1/8 inch 
while the tees, surrounds and fairways are mowed to 'lz inch. Although a triplex riding mower is 
used for greens, tees, and surroundings, hand mowing and trimming are necessary in some 
locations, such as around the clubhouse, tree basins, steep slopes and other small areas where the 
larger mowers cannot be used. The 2009 Compliance Plan describes employing a biologist to 
walk ahead of mowers to survey for California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. 
This level of monitoring has not been implemented because it was determined to be 
economically infeasible. An alternate protocol that will offer equivalent protection for the 
species has been initiated at Sharp Park. Rather than employing a daily biological monitor to 
walk the course each day, golf course mowing staff are trained and instructed to cease mowing if 
a frog or snake is observed on the course. 

The SFRPD uses an automated and quick coupler system to irrigate the golf course. Weather 
and climate conditions dictate how often the golf course is irrigated; however on average the 
course is irrigated twice a week in the dry season (May to October). 

Other maintenance actions include hand or mechanized application of organic fertilizer and seed, 
raking bunkers, rodent control, repairing divots and erosion, cleaning out drainage sumps and 
tree and vegetation prnning, removal and planting. Golf course staff manage bunkers daily, 
Monday through Friday, by raking the sand to remove foreign objects and pulling weeds as 
needed, and fill divots on the tees and fairways as needed by hand using a mixture of sand and 
seed mix as needed. A workman with a spreader placed on the dump bed is used to spread 
fertilizer. 

Sharp Park drainage sumps are below grade settling basins that separate large debris from the 
drainage system. Several drainage sumps are interspersed on one culvert system that enters the 
golf conrse from Francisco Boulevard and, running east to west, crosses tee number 3 in front of 
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number 2 Green, and numbers 1, 10, 11, and 13 fairways until it daylights into a ditch leading 
into Laguna Salada. Annually, the golf staff enters the sumps via an at-grade lid, to remove 
debris by hand. 

8 

Flood Control and Drainage 
Sharp Park Golf Course is located within an 845-acre watershed. Historical maps show a 
salty/freshwater brackish lake in the area now predominantly occupied by the lower golf course. 
Sanchez Creek and its tributaries provide a riparian corridor for the watershed that at one time 
drained by gravity into the ocean through a sandy barrier dune that seasonally formed along the 
beach, similar to that on many California coastal streams. In the 1930s, Sanchez Creek was 
blocked from discharging to the ocean, which transformed the marine influenced lake into a 
fresh water wetland (including Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond). In addition to watershed 
drainage, Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond receive runoff from the Pacific Coast Highway, 
residential streets in Pacifica, undeveloped areas managed by the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area (GGNRA), and surrounding subdivisions constructed after the golf course. 

The SFRPD currently pumps storm water from Horse Stable Pond to the Pacific Ocean. The 
pumps that control the water levels in Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada are located in a 
pumphouse at the southwest corner of Horse Stable Pond. There are two electric pumps located 
in the pumphouse, a large pump with a rated capacity of 10,000 gallons per minute (gpm) and a 
smaller pump with a rated capacity of 1,500 gpm. The pumps sit in a wet well and are controlled 
by electric probes, which are adjustable and set by SFRPD engineers. A gauge board is mounted 
to the outside of the pump house that allows monitoring of the water levels. Pumping takes place 
primarily during the rainy season between November and May. In accordance with the 2009 
Compliance Plan, the Director of the Natural Areas Program determines whether and when the 
pumps are operated and communicates target water levels to an SFRPD Stationary Engineer that 
adjusts the pump setting accordingly. Water management on the Property occurs among other 
reasons to facilitate recreational activity at Sharp Park. 

Integrated Pest Management 
The SFRPD recognizes unique linkages between the golf course and environmental attributes of 
the site that provide habitat for native species. In 2001, the SFRPD, in consultation with city, 
state, and federal agencies, began to examine fertilizer and pesticide application practices at the 
golf course. After a successful pilot study that analyzed the effectiveness of alternatives that 
lessen adverse environmental effects, the SFRPD implemented a bio-organic program for the 
entire golf course that is subject to an annual review by a Certified Pest Control Advisor working 
in the SFRPD's Integrated Pest Management Division. Today, only organic fertilizers are used 
at Sharp Park and only on the greens, tees and surrounds. Organic dry fertilizers are applied on 
average four times a year to the greens and three times a year to the tees. Liquid organic 
fertilizers such as compost tea are applied on average once a week throughout the year. At this 
time, the City does not use any chemical pesticides in any landscaped or natural area at Sharp 
Park. 

Gophers are common on golf courses. Gopher mounds may damage mowers, and gophers can 
damage turf roots as well as other plants. SFRPD staff manages gopher populations by raking 
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down gopher mounds. Mounds are raked away from the opening of the hole. If an active burrow 
is present on the fairway, greens, tees or roughs, traps may be set by removing a clump of dirt 
from the ground such that the middle of a main tunnel is exposed. A U-shaped wire sprung 
gopher trap (MacA bee trap) is placed in the burrow on either side of the hole. The access hole is 
then immediately filled in with the clump of turf that had been removed. Typically the traps are 
checked and removed before the end of the work day. The 2009 Compliance Plan describes 
restrictions on gopher control in the Management Area. While gopher holes and tunnels are not a 
concern in the no-mow zone, they do affect course playability. If gopher tunnels are left 
untreated in areas of play (that is, tees, greens, and fairways), sections of the course would be 
rendered unplayable. 

Park User Habits 
Park use includes foot and cart traffic on or aronnd the course. Golfers frequently deviate from 
the fairway searching for lost balls. However, within the last few years, golf course rules have 
been modified such that the rough adjacent to the wetlands is out of play and golfers are not 
allowed to seek lost balls there. The 2009 Compliance Plan limited golf cart use to pathways 
only. The SFRPD implemented this new course rule by posting signs and informing users to stay 
on pathways. SFRPD is aware that it has been unable to achieve 100 percent compliance with the 
rule, but it has limited enforcement authorities and resources. Further, in limiting carts to paths 
only, SFRPD has found that the golf course is less accessible to seniors and persons with 
impaired mobility. Such limitations affect the economic viability of the course by making it a 
less desirable course to play. Golf cart limitations are proposed to follow a 90-degree rule in 
areas adjacent to sensitive areas (see description below in Conservation Measure 20). SFRPD 
states that the implementation of a cart path only rule would have questionable beneficial effects 
for the species, inhibit course use by a subset of the population, and likely have an economic 
cost. 

The golf course and surronnding environs have also attracted dog walkers who use a strip of land 
between Laguna Salada and the seawall as an off-leash dog area even though this area is off 
limits to dogs under SFRPD policy and a fence has been installed. There is currently no barrier 
between this strip of land and Laguna Salada that prevents dogs from accessing the water body. 
Dog owners/walkers may be unaware that dogs are not permitted on the golf course or Laguna 
Salada because of insufficient signage on the course and surrounding areas. 

Circulation 
The golf course contains an interconnected system of paved paths intended for golf cart use and 
service roads used by SFRPD staff to access the golf course and by users of the archery range. 
Approximately 30-40% of the golf course users rent carts. Golf carts are used by players to 
access balls in between strokes and have a maximum speed of 10 miles per hour. West of 
Highway I, there are service roads between the number I tee and the number 2 tee and on the sea 
wall from the 16th tee to the pumphouse. On the east side of Highway I, a paved road runs east 
from Lundy Way along the north side of the number 7 fairway to a compost site, the defunct rifle 
range, and ends as a dirt and gravel road at the Archery Range. There are a series of unpaved 
roadways and trails within the Archery Range. The SFRPD also maintains an easement over a 
dirt road (Mori Point Road) along GGNRA property just south of the lower course that leads to 
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the seawall. Recently portions of this road were converted to a boardwalk and at that time the 
SFRPD relinquished its rights to use this easement as the regular vehicular access to the 
pumphouse and sea wall. While the easement is still considered an emergency access route, this 
access is maintained by a locked gate and the SFRPD' s only regular access on this route is on 
foot. The only current vehicle access to the pumphouse is via the sea wall road and the 
pump house access road off of Mori Pont Road. This route is used by City personnel that 
maintain and adjust the pumps at Horse Stable Pond and is also used regularly by the City of 
Pacifica, which maintains the garbage receptacles on the seawall. 

Application of Recycled Water for Irrigation 
State law prohibits the use of potable water for golf course irrigation wherever suitable recycled 
water is available at a reasonable cost. The North Coast County Water District is implementing 
the Pacifica Recycled Water Project to provide treated water from the City of Pacifica's Calera 
Creek Water Recycling Plant to irrigation sites within the City of Pacifica and San Mateo 
County, including Sharp Park Golf Course. The Calera Creek Water Recycling Plant currently 
discharges tertiary treated recycled water to Calera Creek. The Recycled Water Project is 
currently underway and is scheduled to be completed in 2012. The Park currently uses 
approximately 30 million gallons per year of imported surface water from the regional water 
system operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to irrigate the golf course. In 
December 2005, the Park discontinued use of the water in Arrowhead Reservoir (east of the 
Pacific Coast Highway) to irrigate the golf course. Flows to and from Sanchez Creek and 
Arrowhead Reservoir now function under natural conditions increasing with winter rains and 
decreasing with summer evaporation. 

Natural Areas Restoration 

The wetlands associated with Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada and the connecting channel are 
considered Natural Areas (SFRPD 2012). As such these areas are to be managed and restored 
for their biodiversity. Maintenance activities, such as hand removal of vegetation within and 
adjacent to Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada and the connecting channel, would be undertaken 
by the Natural Areas Program, a division of the SFRPD responsible for the conservation and 
management of biological resources including endangered species on SFRPD Natural Areas. The 
activities would include the removal of vegetation overhanging and shading the wetlands such as 
acacia, Monterey cypress, as well as vegetation within the wetlands such as cattails and bulrush 
that reduce the quality of California red-legged frog breeding habitat and therefore reduce prey 
availability and foraging habitat quality for San Francisco garter snake. In areas where 
appropriate, native plants and erosion control measures would be installed to replace and 
augment the wildlife habitat and reduce soil loss. 

Conservation Measures 

The following conservation measures are proposed as part of the Project in order to minimize its 
potential effects on the listed species or their habitat. 
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Conservation measures for construction activities 

1. All sensitive habitats outside the Construction site shall be avoided during and following 
Project implementation. All biologists working on the project and their roles will be 
approved by the Service and CDFG based on their qualifications. All approved biologists 
shall be part of the Project Implementation Team. SFRPD will designate one of the 
Service/CDFG approved biologists to oversee and coordinate all avoidance and survey 
tasks of the Project Implementation Team. Prior to commencement of any Project-related 
construction activity, an approved biological monitor will flag the sensitive areas and/or 
the limits of the Construction site with suitable markers that are easily discernible by 
construction equipment operators. No construction equipment or personnel will enter the 
sensitive areas designated for avoidance by the project. 

2. The lead Service-approved biological monitor will be present at all planning meetings 
prior to Project implementation. A Service-approved biological monitor shall present an 
educational program at one or more such meetings regarding the listed species and their 
habitats. Every person who works on Project implementation must receive this education 
program and sign a f01m indicating they have attended and agree to abide by the terms 
and conditions being implemented to avoid take of listed species and/or habitat. A 
Service-approved biological monitor will be present at the site during all construction 
activities including but not limited to, vegetation and sediment removal, placement of 
concrete support structures for the walkway, replacement of the retaining wall and 
pathway repair. The biological monitor will have the authority to stop work temporarily 
in order to protect the listed species or the flagged sensitive areas. 

3. Prior to commencement of any construction activities and daily prior to construction each 
day, a Service-approved biological monitor shall survey the site for the listed species. A 
Service approved biologist will also oversee the installation of exclusion fencing in 
segments or fully enclosing components of the construction site as appropriate. The 
biological monitor will inspect the integrity of the exclusion fencing on a daily basis. 

4. During dredging and vegetation removal activities, if required, up to three (3) biological 
monitors will be present to l) monitor the area of vegetation or sediment removal, 2) 
observe the material as it transferred to the shoreline and 3) to inspect material as it is 
loaded into a container/dump bed that will allow the water in the excavated sediment to 
drain out before removal from the site. 

5. Biological monitors will complete a daily monitoring log that records information on 
compliance and construction activities as well as avoidance measures implemented each 
day during the project. Each monitor will submit a daily monitoring form to the lead 
biologist before the start of the next construction day. Photographic documentation of 
project activities shall accompany each daily monitoring log. Within 60 days of 
completion of the Project, SFRPD will submit a report to Service documenting 
compliance with the terms and conditions and avoidance of unauthorized take of species 
or habitat. 
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6. No earthmoving or soil disturbing work shall occur starting October 31 and ending June 
I, the breeding season for the California red-legged frog and the season when San 
Francisco garter snake are less active on the site. 

7. Terrestrial vegetation in undisturbed areas around Horse Stable Pond and the connecting 
channel will be cleared by manual means to a height of 4 inches (or a height that allows 
visibility of the ground) under the supervision of an approved biological monitor and 
checked for the presence of California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. 

8. Prior to ground disturbing activities associated with construction, including the use of 
staging or vehicle access areas or the removal or placement of fill or construction 
materials, rodent burrows in the construction site will be hand excavated by a Service-
approved biologist until the burrow terminates or until a maximum depth of 30 
centimeters. 

9. Vehicle speeds in the project area will not exceed I 0 miles an hour. The Service-
approved biological monitor will inspect for snakes and frogs underneath any vehicle that 
is parked for 30 minutes or more prior to moving the vehicle. All construction personnel 
will inspect under their tires and vehicle if it is idle for more than 5 minutes and has not 
been inspected by the on-site monitor. Vehicles accessing the construction site will be 
limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. Project personnel shall park 
personal vehicles at a staging area located away from all aquatic habitats or areas of 
sensitive upland habitat. 

10. Any workers on the site that observe any frog or snake will immediately report their 
findings to the on-site biological monitor and immediately suspend work that may be 
harmful to the individual. The monitor will identifY the animal if it has not left the area. If 
a California red-legged frog is observed in the work area, it will be relocated by a 
Service-approved biological monitor to the nearest suitable aquatic habitat out of harm's 
way. Work may only recommence if the California red-legged frog moves out of harm's 
way or the animal is relocated by the biological monitor. Work may not recommence 
until the biological monitor has returned to the work area and gives approval. 

11. Only Service approved personnel will be allowed to capture or attempt to capture and 
move California red-legged frog or other non-listed wildlife (e.g., treefrogs, small 
rodents) in the work area. 

12. Erosion control best management practices (silt fences, coir rolls, straw bales) will be 
employed as part of the dewatering of sediments after removal and while soils are 
exposed. The erosion control measures will not include netting, plastic or natural 
monofilament netting or other materials that may entrap frogs or snakes. 
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13. After completion of the project, the access routes in the wetland will be revegetated with 
appropriate native plants and erosion control measures, as described in conservation 
measure 12, will be installed on exposed soils with slopes of3:1 or greater. 

14. All construction activities will occur in uplands and on the golf course. Stockpiling and 
staging areas will be located in the uplands and in areas cleared for species and the golf 
course. Construction materials (bricks, boards, shoring, concrete forms, etc.) shall be 
elevated approximately four to six inches above ground to minimize the potential for 
species to take cover under these items. If feasible materials will be staged on a 
trailer/truck bed to avoid contact with the ground. Construction materials will be brought 
to on-site staging areas as close to the time they are needed as possible. 

Conservation measures for golf course maintenance and operations 

15. During the 10 year duration of the Project, the water pumps will be operated pursuant to 
the following criteria: 

a. SFRPD staff will operate the pumps to ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, 
that California red-legged frog egg masses at Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada 
and the connecting channel are protected from desiccation as a result of pump 
operation by monitoring and adjusting pump levels to keep egg masses hydrated. 

b. A biological monitor from the SFRPD Natural Areas Program with appropriate 
experience, knowledge and permit authority from the Service, will monitor 
closely California red-legged frog egg masses and water levels. 

c. Appropriate water levels will be determined by conducting visual surveys of 
California red-legged frog egg masses in potential habitat areas around Horse 
Stable Pond, Laguna Salada and the connecting channel. 

d. Visual surveys will commence following the first rains in November or thereafter 
and continue throughout the California red-legged frog breeding season after each 
major rain event but not less than once every three weeks until all the tadpoles 
have hatched. If, for example during drought years, rains do not commence in 
November or December, surveys should begin in the first week of January. 

e. During the visual surveys, data on the California red-legged frog egg masses 
including attachment type, water depth, size of egg mass, and Gosner stage will 
be taken, and a determination of potential stranding will also be made. 

f. If California red-legged frog egg masses are observed at Horse Stable Pond, 
Laguna Salada, or the connecting channel and there is sufficient water 
surrounding the mass, no adjustments to the water level will be made. But if one 
or more egg masses in any of these three areas are observed to not possess 
sufficient water around it to prevent stranding, the water level that triggers 
operation of the pumps will be adjusted upwards, even at the risk of flooding the 
golf course. This minimization measure would not apply to egg masses observed 
outside of Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada, or the connecting channel. 

g. Pump levels will be set relative to the California red-legged fi"og egg mass in 
Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada, or the connecting channel with the least 
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amount of water around it; in other words, the pumps will be set to a level to 
protect the most vulnerable egg masses in Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada and 
the connection channel. 

h. Following pump adjustments, the site will be resurveyed to ensure that the new 
pump levels have been achieved and the vulnerable egg masses are safe from 
desiccation. 

i. Once all California red-legged frog eggs have hatched and the tadpoles are no 
longer aggregating about the egg mass, the water level may be lowered 
incrementally imd the lowering of water levels in Horse Stable Pond, Laguna 
Salada and the connecting channel will be monitored to ensure that California red-
legged frog tadpoles are not stranded by receding waters. The water level at the 
pump house will not be lowered below a level that provides the open water 
adjacent to the emergent vegetation is at least 6 inches deep on the inboard margin 
of the vegetation2 

j. When no egg masses are present, the water levels may be lowered to reduce 
flooding on the Property or in advance of the rainy season (typically in 
November) in order to increase flood storage capacity. The SFRPD will ensure 
that sufficient non-breeding habitat remains at Horse Stable Pond if water levels 
are to be lowered. Water level will be determined to be sufficient if the open 
water adjacent to the emergent vegetation is at least 6 inches deep on the inboard 
margin of the vegetation3• Prior to the rainy season, water levels in Horse Stable 
Pond may be lowered no more than five days prior to the first projected large rain 
event of the season. 

16. During the 10 year duration of the Project, if California red-legged frog egg masses on 
the fairways, greens, or roughs are determined to be at risk of stranding and desiccation, 
an SFRPD biological monitor with the Natural Areas Program will apprise Service of the 
situation and propose a relocation plan to the Service for review and approval. Such a 
relocation plan will describe the habitat, location and number of the at-risk egg masses as 
well as the remainder of the egg masses in the Project area that are not at risk. The 
relocation plan also will include protective measures above and beyond pump 
adjustments, such as bending vegetation to adjust the egg mass to the water level or 
relocating egg masses to more sustainable habitats. Relocation of egg masses will not be 
performed without approval of the Service. 

17. During the 10 year duration of the Project, mowing will occur pursuant to the following 
criteria: 

a. The area to be mowed will be the minimum required to maintain the golf course. 
A no-mow zone area, which includes the roughs adjacent to the wetlands, will be 

2 In 2011, SFRPD in consultation with a biological expert, determined that if water levels remain above 1.0 on the 
gage board that sufficient water existed in Horse Stable Pond to support wildlife species. This level may change over 
time as the distribution of emergent vegetation of Horse Stable Pond changes. 
3 In 20 II, SFRPD in consultation with a biological expert, determined that if water levels remain above 1.0 on the 
gage board that sufficient water existed in Horse Stable Pond to support wildlife species. This level may change over 
time as the distribution of emergent vegetation of Horse Stable Pond changes. 
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identified with stakes or other markers on the ground (see Figure 2-5 in biological 
assessment for boundaries of no-mow zone). Golf staff will be instructed not to 
mow in these areas. The land between Mori Point and Laguna Salada is an 
important movement corridor for the California red-legged frog and San 
Francisco garter snake. This area will be further evaluated by SFRPD biologists, 
in consultation with Service, to identify additional opportunities for movement 
and increases in the no-mow area. Based on this assessment, the extent of the no-
mow zones may be increased as long as the restrictions on mowing do not affect 
the playability of the golf course. 

b. To the extent feasible, mowing of fairways and greens adjacent to Laguna Salada 
would occur in the early morning hours before 9:00 a.m. 

c. If mowing occurs prior to dawn, for example in the winter, the SFRPD will ensure 
that the mowers are equipped with lights so that drivers can see the turf in front of 
them. Golf course staff trained in the identification of California red-legged frogs 
and San Francisco garter snakes will walk the edge of Horse Stable Pond, Laguna 
Salada, and the connecting chmmel prior to mowing to ensure that neither species 
is present on the greens or fairways. 

d. All mower operators will be trained to identify the California red-legged frog and 
San Francisco garter snake and instructed to stop any activities if they observe 
any frog or any snake on the course. 

e. If any frog or any snake is encountered in the pathway of a mower, the operator 
will cease the mowing activity and wait for the animal to remove itself from 
harm's way or discontinue the mowing activity in that area for the day. If the 
animal does not move out of harm's way, the SFRPD biological monitor with the 
Natural Areas Program will be contacted. Work may not recommence in the area 
until the area has been determined to be clear of California red-legged frog or San 
Francisco garter snake. 

18. During the 10 year duration of the Project, only organic fertilizers, such as pro-biotics, 
blood meal, lime, and compost tea, will be used at Sharp Park, and they will only be 
applied to the greens, tees and surrounds. No fertilizers will be applied to fairways. 

19. During the 10 year duration of the Project, the City will not use any chemical pesticides 
on the golf course or associated landscaped areas at Sharp Park. Golf course pests and 
weeds will be controlled either by hand weeding or promoting healthy soil ecosystems. 
Organic materials such as compost tea, ferrous sulphate (iron), chelated iron, liquid 
humate, liquid guano, yucca extract and EM! (effective microbes) will be applied to golf 
course to promote healthy soils. In the event of a major fungal outbreak on the golf 
course, the City will consult with the San Francisco Department of the Environment's 
Integrated Pest Management Program to identify the least toxic material to use to control 
the outbreak and would comply with labeling and other restrictions imposed by the U. S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. This biological opinion does not analyze any of the 
potential effects of pesticide application and does not authorize the use of any pesticides 
at Sharp Park. 
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20. During the 10 year duration of the Project, vehicle use on the golf course will be reduced. 
The City will reduce golf cart use on turf areas by establishing, posting, and enforcing 
90-degree rules (golfers may drive to their ball by entering the golf course from the cart 
path at 90 degrees to their ball and returning to the golf cart along the same route after 
completing the swing) in areas adjacent to sensitive habitats (i.e., Holes 9 through 17 
west of the Pacific Coast Highway and adjacent to Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, 
Sanchez Creek and the connecting channel). In order to implement these rules, the City 
will post signs throughout the course and in the golf carts stating where golf carts must 
stay on paths and where the 90-degree rule applies. The Golf Course lessee, marshals 
and golf course maintenance staff will be instructed to enforce these rules throughout the 
course. In the rest of the course, there would be no restrictions on golf cart use. 

If non-mowing vehicles associated with golf course maintenance must be taken off path 
on the golf course, the area must be visually surveyed in advance for California red-
legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. If a California red-legged frog or San 
Francisco garter snake is sited in the maintenance work area and the animal does not 
relocate itself to adjacent habitat and out of harm's way, the SFRPD biological monitor 
with the Natural Areas Program will be notified of the location and condition of the 
animal. If the animal is at risk due to other conditions (e.g., if it is located in the parking 
lot or maintenance area), the SFRPD biological monitor will relocate the animal to 
suitable nearby habitat and/or contact the Service and/or CDFG for guidance. If the 
animal is at risk, work must be suspended until the California red-legged frog or San 
Francisco garter snake removes itself from harm's way. 

21. The SFRPD will continue to conduct regular staff training. SFRPD staff will be taught 
how to identify species of concern, conduct activities incorporating the required 
minimization measures in project areas, and determine what conditions require cessation 
of work and what situations require notification of a biological monitor. Upon completion 
of additional training, staff will be able to perform routine maintenance tasks within the 
golf course footprint (excluding the no-mow zone) such as changing pin placements; 
removing ball marks from surfaces; roping off, repairing, and reporting damage to 
sensitive areas to the SFRPD Natural Areas Manager; filling divots with seed mixes; 
removing foreign objects; replenishing and raking sand in bunkers; removing debris and 
litter; conducting landscaping activities; mowing fairways and greens; hand or 
mechanized trimming of vegetation that cannot be mowed; applying organic fertilizers, 
compost tea and other soil health products with machinery, aerating, dethatching and 
irrigating play surfaces; controlling gophers; and maintaining plumbing, drainage and 
electrical systems. Landscaping activities within the golf course footprint include tree 
removal, pruning and stump grinding throughout; hand weeding and edging around areas 
of play, and groundcover, tree and shrub installation, pruning and weeding at the 
clubhouse and other ornamentally landscaped areas. SFRPD staff will also be able to 
perform minor maintenance activities such as hand litter and trash removal, inspections 
and clearing of irrigation valves, and hand removal of debris from culverts in the no-mow 
areas. 
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22. All major golf course related activities occurring in the no-mow zones adjacent to Laguna 
Salada, Horse Stable Pond, Sanchez Creek and adjacent wetlands must be overseen by 
the SFRPD biological monitor with the Natural Areas Program. Tree removal, tree 
pruning and stump grinding are the only major maintenance activities anticipated to occur 
in portions of the no-mow zone. These activities will only occur in the isolated no-mow 
zones located between the golf course fairways (i.e., not the no mow zones adjacent to 
Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada). Prior to the commencement of any work in these 
areas, the biological monitor with the Natural Areas Program must be contacted. The 
biological monitor will evaluate whether the activity requires that measures such as 
exclusion barriers, burrow collapsing or incremental vegetation removal be implemented 
in order to protect the species. The Natural Areas Program biological monitor will 
oversee the implementation of these measures. If unanticipated activities (activities not 
listed in conservation measures 21 and 22 above) are required in the no-mow zone and 
the Natural Areas Program manager determines that the activities may result in take, the 
Service will be consulted to determine whether additional measures are required. 

23. The SFRPD will distribute educational materials developed in cooperation with Service 
to staff, Park users, and golf patrons. These materials will include means to identify 
California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake, a synopsis of their natural 
history, including habitat requirements, information on their distribution and abundance 
at the facility, and procedures for avoidance and who to contact in case of a question. 

24. The SFRPD will distribute or install educational materials (brochures, or interpretive or 
regulatory signs) where appropriate around Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond, the 
golf course entrances, and in the clubhouse stating that golfers and park users and their 
pets are prohibited from entering Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond, dogs are to 
remain on leash, and that leaving food for cats is prohibited. The signs will also state that 
releasing animals in the park is prohibited. If a feral cat feeding station is discovered at 
Sharp Park, it will be removed as soon as practicable. The SFRPD will cooperate with 
GGNRA on their regional effort to address free-roaming cats at Mori Point and Sharp 
Park. The SFRPD will work with Service staff and other local agencies (the City of 
Pacifica, San Mateo County, Golden Gate National Recreation Area) to develop and 
implement an enforcement plan to control unauthorized access to the western side of 
Laguna Salada. Among the items to be considered in this plan are closing holes in the 
fence at the seawall, placing additional signs, and on-site enforcement. A draft 
enforcement plan will be provided to the Service within 18 months of the date of the 
Biological Opinion. The implementation of the plan will begin within 6 months of the 
Service approval of the final plan. 

25. The SFRPD will install and maintain a 3 foot wood fence around Horse Stable Pond and 
a 3 foot wire-mesh fence along the eastern edge of the seawall, to keep dog walkers and 
other park users from entering Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada fi·om the seawall. 
"No Access" signs will be installed on the fence. 
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26. The SFRPD will restrict the use of vehicles on Mori Point Road, from Moose Lodge to 
Horse Stable Pond, over which the City has an easement. 
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27. The SFRPD will prepare and implement, with Service approval, an Invasive Species 
Management Plan that includes monitoring and control of bullfrogs and other introduced 
species that potentially reduce California red-legged frog populations and habitat quality. 
Routine annual surveys for potentially detrimental non-native invasive animal species, 
particularly bullfrogs, predatory fish and non-native turtles, will be scheduled and 
supervised by the Natural Areas Program biological monitor. Monitoring surveys for 
bullfrogs would be conducted in the spring and could consist of searches for egg masses, 
calling surveys and visual surveys. If individuals of potentially destructive animal species 
are encountered, control methods will be developed and, with Service approval, 
implemented. Among the methods that could be employed include draining of the water 
body (Arrowhead Reservoir), hand removal of egg masses, dipnetting for tadpoles and 
culling of adults. These control activities would be conducted by a Service-approved 
biologist. 

28. The SFRPD will undertake actions to restore and enhance California red-legged frog 
habitat in Arrowhead Reservoir by eliminating known predators. Presently, Arrowhead 
Reservoir is the only area in the Project site where any invasive animals (bass) are known 
to occur. The SFRPD will drain the reservoir to eliminate the bass population and post 
signs prohibiting release of animals in order to reduce the potential for future 
introductions. Arrowhead Reservoir will be monitored to detect potentially detrimental 
animals (see Measure 27 above) 

29. The SFRPD will restore 0.5 acre of upland habitat around Horse Stable Pond and Laguna 
Salada. This restoration would occur in three locations 1) south of Horse Stable Pond in 
an area with significant radish, mustard and Cape ivy cover, 2) immediately north of 
Horse Stable Pond in an area dominated by iceplant, and 3) in the area west of Laguna 
Salada in an area dominated by iceplant. The restoration in this latter area would be 
coordinated with initiatives described in Measure 24 to reduce unauthorized access to 
sensitive areas. Within 9 months of the date of the Biological Opinion, the SFRPD will 
provide to the Service for review, a detailed draft restoration plan that includes a map of 
the restoration areas and a description of the proposed restoration, monitoring and 
maintenance actions. Surveys for infestations of invasive non-native and particularly 
aggressive native plant species that reduce habitat value for desired wildlife will also be 
conducted annually. Where feasible, additional hand removal of these aggressive species 
would be conducted in the no mow areas around Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada and 
the connecting channel. Invasive plant removal will occur incrementally and will be 
followed by re-vegetation by locally collected and habitat appropriate native plants. All 
habitat restoration work will be conducted or overseen by the Natural Areas Program 
staff and overseen by the Service-approved biological monitor. Large-scale mechanical 
control or eradication efforts will be initiated as part of the long-term restoration plan of 
the site. 
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30. Golf course staff engaged in activities and who detect any California red-legged frog or 
San Francisco garter snake on the course that does not move of its own accord and would 
otherwise be in ha:nn's way, must immediately report their finding to the biological 
monitor with the Natural Areas Program and attempt to prevent ha:nn to the individual(s). 

31. During and following completion of the Project, the SFRPD shall maintain and keep in 
good repair the sea wall road, which provides the only vehicle access for maintenance 
activities as described above. Maintenance of the roadway on the sea wall is expected to 
include filling ruts in the surface with aggregate or comparable materials and repairing 
drainage issues by outsloping the roadbed. The SFRPD does not anticipate hardening or 
further annoring of the sides of the sea wall. 

32. The SFRPD will construct a perennial Califomia red-legged frog pond approximately 
150 square meters in size and similar in scope and design to the breeding pond 
constructed by the GGNRA. The design and site selection will be provided to the Service 
for review and approval nine months from the date of issuance of the biological opinion. 
Construction of the Califomia red-legged frog pond will occur within two years and nine 
months of issuance of the biological opinion. San Francisco Parks Department will 
monitor the pond for breeding success by surveying for egg masses on an annual basis 
and documenting habitat conditions for a period of five years following pond 
construction and this information will be provided to the Service and the GGNRA. 

Action Area 

The action area is defined in 50 CFR § 402.02, as "all areas to be affected directly or indirectly 
by the Federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the action." For the 
proposed action, the action area includes all lands at Sharp Park associated with the footprint of 
the construction action and all lands associated with operation and maintenance of Sharp Park. 
Sharp Park is approximately 417 acres characterized by upland ruderal habitat, freshwater 
wetlands, open water, and an upland golf course including tees, greens, and fairways. 

Analytical Framework for the Jeopardy Analysis 

Section 7(a)(2) of the Act requires that Federal agencies ensure that any action they authorize, 
fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species. 
"Jeopardize the continued existence of' means to engage in an action that reasonably would be 
expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and 
recovery of a listed species in the wild by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of 
the species. 50 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) §402.02. 

In accordance with policy and regulation, the jeopardy analysis in this biological opinion relies 
on three components: (1) the Status of the Species, which evaluates the California red-legged 
frog and San Francisco garter snake's range-wide conditions, the factors responsible for that 
condition, and their survival and recovery needs; (2) the Environmental Baseline, which 
evaluates the condition of these listed species in the action area, the factors responsible for that 
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condition, and the relationship of the action area to the survival and recovery of these listed 
species; (3) the Effects of the Action, which determines the direct and indirect effects of the 
proposed Federal action and the effects of any interrelated or interdependent activities on these 
species; and (4) Cumulative Effects, which evaluates the effects of future, non-Federal activities 
in the action area on them. 

In accordance with policy and regulation, the jeopardy determination is made by evaluating the 
effects of the proposed Federal action in the context of the California red-legged frog and San 
Francisco garter snake's current status, taking into account any cumulative effects, to determine 
if implementation of the proposed action is likely to cause an appreciable reduction in the 
likelihood of both the survival and recovery of these listed species in the wild. 

The jeopardy analysis in this biological opinion places an emphasis on consideration of the 
range-wide survival and recovery needs of these listed species, and the role of the action area in 
the survival and recovery of these listed species as the context for evaluating the significance of 
the effects of the proposed Federal action, taken together with cumulative effects, for purposes of 
making the jeopardy determination. 

Status of the Species 

California Red-legged Frog 

Listing Status: The California red-legged frog was listed as a threatened species on 
May 23, 1996 (61 FR 25813) (Service 1996). Critical habitat was designated for this species on 
April13, 2006 (71 FR 19244) (Service 2006c) and revisions to the critical habitat designation 
were published on March 17, 2010 (75 FR 12816) (Service 2010). At this time, the Service 
recognized the taxonomic change from Rana aurora draytonii to Rana draytonii. A Recovery 
Plan was published for the California red-legged frog on September 12, 2002 (Service 2002). 

Description: The California red-legged frog is the largest native frog in the western United 
States (Wright and Wright 1949), ranging from 1.5 to 5.1 inches in length (Stebbins 2003). The 
abdomen and hind legs of adults are largely red, while the back is characterized by small black 
flecks and larger irregular dark blotches with indistinct outlines on a brown, gray, olive, or 
reddish background color. Dorsal spots usually have light centers (Stebbins 2003), and 
dorsolateral folds are prominent on the back. Larvae (tadpoles) range from 0.6 to 3.1 inches in 
length, and the background color of the body is dark brown and yellow with darker spots (Storer 
1925). 

Distribution: The historic range of the California red-legged frog extended from the vicinity of 
Elk Creek in Mendocino County, California, along the coast inland to the vicinity of Redding in 
Shasta County, California, and southward to northwestern Baja California, Mexico (Fellers 2005; 
Jennings and Hayes 1985; Hayes and Krempels 1986). The species was historically documented 
in 46 counties but the taxa now remains in 238 streams or drainages within 23 counties, 
representing a loss of 70 percent of its former range (Service 2002). California red-legged frogs 
are still locally abundant within portions of the San Francisco Bay Area and the Central 
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California Coast. Isolated populations have been documented in the Sierra Nevada, northern 
Coast, and northern Transverse Ranges. The species is believed to be extirpated from the 
southern Transverse and Peninsular ranges, but is still present in Baja California, Mexico 
(CNDDB 2012). 

21 

Status and Natural History: California red-legged frogs predominately inhabit pennanent 
water sources such as streams, lakes, marshes, natural and manmade ponds, and ephemeral 
drainages in valley bottoms and foothills up to 4,921 feet in elevation (Jennings and Hayes 1994, 
Bulger et al. 2003, Stebbins 2003). However, they also inhabit ephemeral creeks, drainages and 
ponds with minimal riparian and emergent vegetation. California red-legged frogs breed from 
November to April, although earlier breeding records have been reported in southern localities. 
Breeding generally occurs in still or slow-moving water often associated with emergent 
vegetation, such as cattails, tules or overhanging willows (Storer 1925, Hayes and Jennings 
1988). Female frogs deposit egg masses on emergent vegetation so that the egg mass floats on or 
near the surface of the water (Hayes and Miyamoto 1984). 

Habitat includes nearly any area within 1-2 miles of a breeding site that stays moist and cool 
through the summer including vegetated areas with coyote brush, California blackberry thickets, 
and root masses associated with willow and California bay trees (Fellers 2005). Sheltering 
habitat for California red-legged frogs potentially includes all aquatic, riparian, and upland areas 
within the range of the species and includes any landscape feature that provides cover, such as 
animal burrows, boulders or rocks, organic debris such as downed trees or logs, and industrial 
debris. Agricultural features such as drains, watering troughs, spring boxes, abandoned sheds, or 
hay stacks may also be used. Incised stream channels with portions narrower and depths greater 
than 18 inches also may provide important summer sheltering habitat. Accessibility to sheltering 
habitat is essential for the survival of California red-legged frogs within a watershed, and can be 
a factor limiting frog population numbers and survival. 

California red-legged frogs do not have a distinct breeding migration (Fellers 2005). Adults are 
often associated with permanent bodies of water. Some individuals remain at breeding sites 
year-round, while others disperse to neighboring water features. Dispersal distances are typically 
less than 0.5-mile, with a few individuals moving up to 1-2 miles (Fellers 2005). Movements are 
typically along riparian corridors, but some individuals, especially on rainy nights, move directly 
from one site to another through normally inhospitable habitats, such as heavily grazed pastures 
or oak-grassland savannas (Fellers 2005). 

In a study of California red-legged frog terrestrial activity in a mesic area of the Santa Cruz 
Mountains, Bulger et al. (2003) categorized terrestrial use as migratory and non-migratory. The 
latter occurred from one to several days and was associated with precipitation events. Migratory 
movements were characterized as the movement between aquatic sites and were most often 
associated with breeding activities. Bulger et al. (2003) reported that non-migrating frogs 
typically stayed within200 feet of aquatic habitat 90 percent of the time and were most often 
associated with dense vegetative cover, i.e., Califomia blackberry, poison oak and coyote brush. 
Dispersing frogs in northern Santa Cruz County traveled distances from 0.25-mile to more than 2 

2-12-014  Exhibit 2 
Page 21 of 56



CCSF100658

Ms. Jane M. Hicks 22 

miles without apparent regard to topography, vegetation type, or riparian corridors (Bulger et a!. 
2003). 

In a study of California red-legged frog terrestrial activity in a xeric environment in eastern 
Contra Costa County, Tatarian (2008) noted that a 57 percent majority offrogs fitted with radio 
transmitters in the Round Valley study area stayed at their breeding pools, whereas 43 percent 
moved into adjacent upland habitat or to other aquatic sites. This study reported a peak seasonal 
terrestrial movement occurring in the fall months associated with the first 0 .2-inch of 
precipitation and tapering off into spring. Upland movement activities ranged from 3 to 233 feet, 
averaging 80 feet, and were associated with a variety of refugia including grass thatch, crevices, 
cow hoof prints, ground squirrel burrows at the base of trees or rocks, logs, and under man-made 
structures; others were associated with upland sites lacking refugia (Tatarian 2008). The 
majority of terrestrial movements lasted from 1 to 4 days; however, one adult female was 
reported to remain in upland habitat for 50 days (Tatarian 2008). Upland refugia closer to 
aquatic sites were used more often and were more commonly associated with areas exhibiting 
higher object cover, e.g., woody debris, rocks, and vegetative cover. Subterranean cover was not 
significantly different between occupied upland habitat and non-occupied upland habitat. 

California red-legged frogs are often prolific breeders, laying their eggs during or shortly after 
large rainfall events in late winter and early spring (Hayes and Miyamoto 1984). Egg masses 
containing 2,000 to 5,000 eggs are attached to vegetation below the surface and hatch after 6 to 
14 days (Storer 1925, Jennings and Hayes 1994). In coastal lagoons, the most significant 
mortality factor in the pre-hatching stage is water salinity (Jennings et al. 1992). Eggs exposed 
to salinity levels greater than 4.5 parts per thousand resulted in 100 percent mortality (Jennings 
and Hayes 1990). Increased siltation during the breeding season can cause asphyxiation of eggs 
and small larvae. Larvae undergo metamorphosis 3Y2 to 7 months following hatching and reach 
sexual maturity 2 to 3 years of age (Storer 1925; Wright and Wright 1949; Jennings and Hayes 
1985, 1990, 1994). Of the various life stages, larvae probably experience the highest mortality 
rates, with less than 1 percent oflaid eggs reaching metamorphosis (Jennings et al. 1992). 
California red-legged frogs may live 8 to 10 years (Jennings et al. 1992). Populations can 
fluctuate from year to year; favorable conditions (generally years with above average rainfall) 
allow the species to have extremely high rates of reproduction and thus produce large numbers of 
dispersing young and a concomitant increase in the number of occupied sites. In contrast, the 
animal may temporarily disappear from an area when conditions are stressful (e.g., during 
periods of drought, disease, etc.). 

The diet of California red-legged frogs is highly variable, changing with the life history stage. 
The diet of the larval stage has been the least studied and is thought to be similar to that of other 
ranid frogs, which feed on algae, diatoms, and detritus (Fellers 2005; Kupferberg 1996a, 1996b, 
1997). Hayes and Tennant (1985) analyzed the diets of California red-legged frogs from Canada 
de Ia Gaviota in Santa Barbara County during the winter of 1981 and found invertebrates 
(comprising 42 taxa) to be the most common prey item consumed; however, they speculated that 
this was opportunistic and varied based on prey availability. They ascertained that larger frogs 
consumed larger prey and were recorded to have preyed on Pacific chorus frog, three-spined 
stickleback and, to a limited extent, California mice, which were abundant at the study site 
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(Hayes and Tennant 1985, Fellers 2005). Although larger vertebrate prey was consumed less 
frequently, it represented over half of the prey mass eaten by larger frogs suggesting that such 
prey may play an energetically important role in their diets (Hayes and Tennant 1985). Juvenile 
and subadult/adult frogs varied in their feeding activity periods; juveniles fed for longer periods 
throughout the day and night, while subadult/adults fed nocturnally (Hayes and Tetmant 1985). 
Juveniles were significantly less successful at capturing prey and all life history stages exhibited 
poor prey discrimination, feeding on several inanimate objects that moved through their field of 
view (Hayes and Tennant 1985). 

Threats: Habitat loss, non-native species introduction, and urban encroaclunent are the primary 
factors that have adversely affected the California red-legged frog throughout its range. Several 
researchers in central California have noted the decline and eventual local disappearance of 
Califomia and northern red-legged frogs in systems supporting bullfrogs (Jennings and Hayes 
1990; Twedt 1993), red swamp crayfish, signal crayfish, and several species of warm water fish 
including sunfish, goldfish, common carp, and mosquitofish (Moyle 1976; Barry 1992; Hunt 
1993; Fisher and Schaffer 1996). This has been attributed to predation, competition, and 
reproduction interference. Twedt (1993) documented bullfrog predation of juvenile north em red-
legged frogs, and suggested that bullfrogs could prey on subadult California red-legged frogs as 
well. Bullfrogs may also have a competitive advantage over California red-legged frogs. For 
instance, bullfrogs are larger and possess more generalized food habits (Bury and Whelan 1984). 
In addition, bullfrogs have an extended breeding season (Storer 1933) during which an individual 
female can produce as many as 20,000 eggs (Emlen 1977). Furthermore, bullfrog larvae are 
unpalatable to predatory fish (Kruse and Francis 1977). Bullfrogs also interfere with California 
red-legged frog reproduction by eating adult male California red-legged frogs. Both California 
and northem red-legged frogs have been observed in amplexus (mounted on) with both male and 
female bullfrogs (Jennings and Hayes 1990; Twedt 1993; Jennings 1993). Thus bullfrogs are 
able to prey upon and out-compete California red-legged frogs, especially in sub-optimal habitat. 

The urbanization of land within and adjacent to California red-legged frog habitat has also 
affected the threatened amphibian. These declines are attributed to channelization of riparian 
areas, enclosure of the channels by urban development that blocks dispersal, and the introduction 
of predatory fishes and bullfrogs. Diseases may also pose a significant tlueat, although the 
specific effects of disease on the California red-legged frog are not known. Pathogens are 
suspected of causing global amphibian declines (Davidson et al. 2003). Chytridiomycosis and 
ranaviruses are a potential threat because these diseases have been found to adversely affect 
other amphibians, including the listed species (Davidson et al. 2003; Lips et al. 2006). Mao et al. 
(1999 cited in Fellers 2005) reported northem red-legged frogs infected with an iridovirus, which 
was also presented in sympatric threespine sticklebacks in northwestem California. Non-native 
species, such as bullfrogs and non-native tiger salamanders that live within the range of the 
Califomia red-legged frog have been identified as potential carriers of these diseases (Garner et 
al. 2006). Humans can facilitate the spread of disease by encouraging the further introduction of 
non-native carriers and by acting as carriers themselves (i.e., contaminated boots, waders or 
fishing equipment). Human activities can also introduce stress by other means, such as habitat 
fragmentation, that results in the listed species being more susceptible to the effects of disease. 
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Recovery Plan: The Recovery Plan for the California red-legged frog identifies eight recovery 
units (Service 2002). The establishment of these recovery units is based on the determination 
that various regional areas of the species' range are essential to its survival and recovery. These 
recovery units are delineated by major watershed boundaries as defined by U.S. Geological 
Survey hydrologic units and the limits of its range. The goal of the recovery plan is to protect 
the long-term viability of all extant populations within each recovery unit. Within each recovery 
unit, core areas have been delineated and represent contiguous areas of moderate to high 
California red-legged frog densities that are relatively free of exotic species such as bullfrogs. 
The goal of designating core areas is to protect metapopulations. This, when combined with 
suitable dispersal habitat, will allow for the long term viability within existing populations. This 
management strategy identified within the Recovery Plan will allow for the recolonization of 
habitats within and adjacent to core areas that are naturally subjected to periodic localized 
extinctions, thus assuring the long-term survival and recovery of California red-legged frogs. 

San Francisco garter snake 

Listing Status: The San Francisco garter snake was listed as an endangered species on 
March 11, 1967 (Service 1967) and was listed as endangered by the State of California in 1971. 
A detailed species account can be found in the San Francisco Garter Snake 5 -year Review: 
Summary and Evaluation (Service 2006b ). Critical habitat has not been proposed or designated 
for the species. The San Francisco garter snake is a fully protected species under California law. 
See California Fish and Game Code, Section 5050(b ). A recovery plan was published for the San 
Francisco garter snake in 1985 (Service 1985). 

Description: The San Francisco garter snake is a slender, colorful snake, with a burnt orange 
head, greenish-yellow dorsal stripe edged in black, bordered by a red stripe, which may be 
continuous or broken with black blotches, and then a black stripe. The belly color varies from 
greenish-blue to blue. The eyes are relatively large, and usually seven upper and ten lower labial 
scales are present. The body scales are in 19 rows and the dorsal scales are weakly to strongly 
keeled (Fox 1951). Large adults can reach 36 inches or more in length. Females give live birth 
from June through September, with litters averaging 16 newborn (Stebbins 2003). The snakes are 
extremely shy, difficult to locate and capture, and quick to flee to water or cover when disturbed. 

Distribution: Historically, San Francisco garter snakes occurred in scattered wetland areas on 
the San Francisco Peninsula from approximately the San Francisco County line south along the 
eastern and western bases of the Santa Cruz Mountains, at least to the Upper Crystal Springs 
Reservoir, and along the coast south to Ail.o Nuevo Point, San Mateo County, and Waddell 
Creek, Santa Cruz County, California (Barry 1994; Service 1985). Currently, the species has 
been reduced to only six significant populations in San Mateo County and northern Santa Cruz 
County. These sites are Pescadero Marsh, Afio Nuevo, the San Francisco State Fish and Game 
Refuge, San Francisco Airport/Mil brae, Sharp Park Golf Course at Laguna Salada, and Cascade 
Ranch. Each of these six locations is considered by the San Francisco Garter Snake Recovery 
Plan to be essential to the long-term survival of the species (Service 1985) and these locations 
are recognized as important to achieving recovery in the San Francisco garter snake 5-year 
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review (Service 2006a). Of these sites Fox (1951) considered the Sharp Park population to be the 
purest morphological example of San Francisco garter snakes. 

Status and Natural History: There are two significant components to San Francisco garter 
snake habitat: ponds that support California red-legged frogs and Pacific tree frogs (Pseudacris 
regilla), and surrounding upland habitat that supports burrowing mammals such as Botta's pocket 
gopher (Thomomys bottae)and California vole (Microtus californicus). The preferred habitat of 
the San Francisco garter snake is vegetated ponds with an open water component near open 
hillsides where they can sun themselves, feed, and find cover in rodent burrows (Larsen 1994). 
However, considerably less ideal habitats can be successfully occupied by the snakes, including 
ditches and waterways, where snakes are believed to pursue and prey on California red-legged 
frogs and Pacific tree frogs (McGinnis 1987). San Francisco garter snakes have also been 
observed in ponds surrounded by dense stands of California redwood with some open area for 
basking, dramatically differing from the upland and dispersal areas that were historically 
considered suitable for the species. This has led to unanswered questions regarding species 
behavior and movements in wooded areas and what role these ecosystems may play in the life 
history of the species. 

San Francisco garter snakes also utilize temporary ponds and other seasonal freshwater bodies 
for foraging. They avoid brackish marsh areas because their preferred prey base is primarily 
comprised of California red-legged frogs and Pacific tree frogs. Emergent and bankside 
vegetation such as cattails, bulrushes, and spike rushes (Juncus spp. and Eleocharis spp.) are 
apparently preferred and used by the snake for cover. However, in the absence of these species, 
dense stands of coyote bush, pampas grass (Cortaderia selloana), or blackberry (Rubus spp.) 
may substitute as adequate cover (Barry 1994; Larsen 1994). The interface between stream and 
pond habitats and grasslands or bank sides is used for basking while nearby dense vegetation or 
water often provides escape cover. Barry ( 1994) noted that scattered, as opposed to dense brush 
was the preferred basking habitat for San Francisco garter snakes. San Francisco garter snakes 
also use floating algal or rush mats, if available. Sag ponds, small seasonal freshwater ponds 
formed along the San Andreas rift, historically supported this snake, but many of these habitats 
have been destroyed by urbanization and high intensity agriculture (Barry 1994). Barry (1994) 
reported that the San Francisco garter snake was abundant in the sag ponds that were eliminated 
by the construction of Skyline Boulevard. 

San Francisco garter snakes forage extensively in aquatic habitats. In addition to California red-
legged frogs, adults may also feed on juvenile bullfrogs, but they are unable to feed on larger 
adult bullfrogs (Barry 1994,2005, undated). The elimination of aquatic habitat used by the 
anuran prey base of the San Francisco garter snakes, such as these sag ponds, negatively impacts 
the San Francisco garter snakes by removing both its prey and suitable habitat (McGinnis 1987). 
Additionally, San Francisco garter snakes have been observed regurgitating bullfrogs in 
experiments perfonned by Larsen ( 1994 ). Thus, some experts believe that this species may not 
be a suitable prey item for San Francisco garter snakes in the wild. Adult San Francisco garter 
snakes are known to gorge on tadpoles of both the California red-legged frog and Pacific tree 
frog, when ponds dry prior to metamorphosis (McGinnis 1989). Newborn and juvenile San 
Francisco garter snakes depend heavily upon juvenile Pacific tree frogs as prey (Larsen 1994) 
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and young San Francisco garter snakes may not survive if newly metamorphosed Pacific tree 
frogs are not available. Adult bullfrogs likely prey on smaller garter snakes, and may be an 
additional threat. However, there is debate about the level of adverse effect caused by this 
predation (Barry 2005). San Francisco garter snakes are one of the few animals capable of eating 
the toxic California newt (I'aricha torosa) without suffering serious side effects. Although 
primarily diurnal, captive San Francisco garter snakes housed in an outside enclosure have been 
observed foraging after dark on warm evenings. 

Adult San Francisco garter snakes sometimes aestivate in rodent burrows during summer months 
when the ponds are dry. On the coast, the snakes hibernate during the winter, but further inland, 
if the weather is suitable, snakes may be active year round. Female San Francisco garter snakes 
exhibit a high level of site fidelity (McGinnis 1989), particularly to burrows that are used for 
aestivation. Females can be found daily at the entrance to their burrow, and may travel to 
wetland areas once or twice a day. Larsen (1994) reported movements of up to 671 meters for 
one female and 632 meters for one male. Additionally, San Francisco garter snakes have been 
observed moving between 1.12 and 1.3 miles over several days during the warmer spring and fall 
months (Larsen !994). Whorton eta!. (1989) observed snake movement of 1.3 miles over Ill 
days at the West ofBayshore site, indicating that individuals may be highly mobile under some 
circumstances. The largest and longest garter snake migrations have been observed between 
March and May and again during the month ofNovember (Whorton et al. !989; Larsen 1994). 
Long distance movements of San Francisco may be attributed to the search for food as they 
follow dispersing prey and newly hatched tadpoles in wetlands throughout their range (Service 
2006b). 

Mating occurs during both the spring and fall, but principally during the first few warm days of 
March. Increased mating activity in spring is thought to be due to the increased likelihood of 
encountering a mate as individuals emerge from hibernacula and congregate near aquatic 
foraging areas. Increased movement may correspond with the mating and foraging during the 
spring and fall (Service 2006). 

Threats: The recovery plan for the San Francisco garter snake identified several threats to the 
species including loss of habitat from agricultural, commercial and urban development, and 
collection by amateur herpetologists (Service 1985). The historical threats to the species remain, 
but there are now additional threats to the species, which include: (I) declining numbers of the 
threatened California red-legged frog; (2) the introduction of non-native bullfrogs which prey on 
both the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog; (3) possible hybridization 
with other garter snake species; (4) removal of aquatic habitat for flood control; (5) sera! 
succession of the remaining breeding habitat to the level that much of it has become unsuitable 
for the species; (6) vehicle strikes along roadways, (7) use offertilizers and pesticides at golf 
courses adjacent to San Francisco garter snake habitat, and (8) rapid global climate change 
(IPCC 2007). 

Recovery Plan: Because of past range contraction and loss of populations throughout their 
historic range, the San Francisco Garter Snake Recovery Plan (Service 1985) identifies 6 extant 
San Francisco garter snake populations that are essential for long-term survival including: 
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Pescadero Marsh, Afio Nuevo State Reserve, San Francisco State Fish and Game Refuge, San 
Francisco Airport/Milbrae, Sharp Park Golf Course at Laguna Salada, and Cascade Ranch. An 
additional 4 populations must be established and protected to achieve delisting of the San 
Francisco garter snake. In addition to protecting and establishing populations, the recovery plan 
calls for additional research into the life history traits of San Francisco garter snakes so that 
recovery objectives and management plans can be adjusted. The five year review additionally 
recommended that the species remain listed as endangered and also recommended that additional 
ponds and other habitats continue to be created or restored for the species (Service 2006a). 

Environmental Baseline 

The action area is part of the Sharp Park Laguna Salada/Mori Point population of the San 
Francisco garter snake and is part of the Central Coast Recovery Unit for the California red-
legged frog. Mori Point, an undeveloped coastal bluff now managed by the GGNRA, is adjacent 
to Sharp Park Golf Course to the south. The treatment of Laguna Salada and Mori Point as a 
single sub-population is consistent with habitat usage in the "saddle area" between Mori Point 
Road and the Bottoms' Mitigation Pond, as illustrated in the Laguna Salada Resource 
Enhancement Plan (PW A eta!, 1992). Significant foraging areas for the San Francisco garter 
snake exist in freshwater aquatic habitats in both areas where Califomia red-legged frogs and 
Pacific tree frogs are present, and include Sanchez Creek, Laguna Salada, and Horse Stable Pond 
on Sharp Park, and the Bottoms' Mitigation Pond on Mori Point just south of Sharp Park. 
Laguna Salada, a managed water body within the Sharp Park Golf Course, also provides 
hibernacula for San Francisco garter snake. In order for the Sharp Park populations of the San 
Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog to have access to upland and wetland 
habitats necessary to complete essential behaviors they may move between Sharp Park and the 
upland habitats at Mori Point (Service 2006b ). 

The action area is within the the Sanchez Creek watershed area, which covers 844 acres (1.3 sq. 
miles) (PW A eta!, 1992). The watershed is a mixture of urban uses such as residences, roads and 
golf course while open space areas such as Sweeney Ridge are under management of GGNRA. 
Storm water runoff, as well as water used as irrigation water for golf course, flows in the creek 
(PW A et a/.1992). The Sanchez Creek corridor is the most likely connection between the Sharp 
Park Laguna Salada/Mori Point populations of California red-legged frogs and San Francisco 
garter snakes and the nearest adjacent population on San Francisco Water Department lands. 
The corridor between these two populations may be compromised, or at least constrained, by 
existing development. 

The Laguna Salada Resource Enhancement Plan has delineated the general vegetation types for 
the area, which include wet meadow, ruderal grassland, willow riparian, and cattail-bulrush 
emergent marsh habitats (PWA et al_l992). More recently, the GGNRA has completed a 
wetland vegetation map using the Cowardin wetland classification system. Wetland classes in 
the area include emergent marsh, scrub-shrub and scrub-shrub/emergent wetland habitat types. 
Most of these wetland acreages are located near Sanchez Creek. 
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Numerous human activities have affected San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged 
frog in the action area. Little is known about the status of San Francisco garter snake and 
California red-legged frog in the action area prior to the construction of Sharp Park golf course in 
1932. The species were first documented in the action area in !946. Many of the historic San 
Francisco garter snakes populations in the Pacifica region have been extirpated due to residential 
development (Service 2006b ). Fox (1951) reported typical populations of San Francisco garter 
snake on the coast around Sharp Park Golf Course at the Laguna Salada and along Skyline 
Boulevard. Since then, the sag ponds along Skyline Boulevard have been drained and filled for 
urban development and the Sharp Park area has been severely impacted by residential 
development and road construction. 

Breeding habitat for the San Francisco garter snake at the Bottoms Quarry on Mori Point was 
filled and bulldozed on two separate occasions in the 1980s (Service 2006b ). San Francisco 
garter snake and California red-legged frog habitat at Laguna Salada was compromised several 
times in the 1970s and 1980s due to breaching of the dunes during winter-storrn events and 
subsequent inundation by sea water (PWA, et. al. 1992). In 1987, the seawall at Sharp Park 
failed, allowing the intrusion of salt water into Laguna Salada. These salt water intrusion events 
likely resulted in a decline in the San Francisco garter snake population in Laguna Salada 
(Service 2006a). Breeding habitat and hibernacula on the Laguna Salada side of Mori Point has 
also been compromised by dumping of debris, off-road vehicle use, and social trails (Service 
2006b). This is most serious in area ofMori Point adjacent to Horse Stable Pond where a gentle 
slope rises up from the low lying wetlands (this area is often referred to as the bowl area), where 
the highest numbers of San Francisco garter snakes were recorded in 1979. 

Zero to low detections, even with intensive surveying and trapping in 1984 and 1988, suggest 
that the San Francisco garter snake population was at very low levels in the mid-1980s, and 
again by 1990 (Service 2006b ). There was a report of a sighting at Mori Point in 2000 and 
surveys conducted in 2004, 2006, and 2008 each documented the presence of San Francisco 
garter snakes in the Sharp Park Golf Course/Mori Point area. A 2004 survey found eight 
individual snakes in the areas of Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada, the connecting channel, and 
at Mori Point on GGNRA land (Swaim 2009). Subsequent surveys in 2006 and 2008 yielded 
thirteen and nine individual snakes respectively (Swaim 2009). In both 2006 and 2008 the 
snakes were observed at ponds on Mori Point and at Horse Stable Pond (Swaim 2009). The ratio 
of males to females was roughly equal in each year (Swaim 2009). CNDDB also reports known 
occurrences of San Francisco garter snakes within Sharp Park Golf Course and at Mori Point 
(CNDDB 2012). 

The 2004, 2006, and 2008 surveys also detected a variety of San Francisco garter snake prey 
species including the California red-legged frog, Pacific chorus frog, and two salamander species 
(California slender salamander (Batrachoseps attenuatus) and yellow-eyed salamander (Ensatina 
eschscholtzii xanthoptica)) (Swaim 2009). 

Surveys for California red-legged frogs were also conducted at Sharp Park Golf Course and Mori 
Point in 2004, 2006, and 2008. In each year adult and juvenile frogs were captured at Mori Point 
and Sharp Park Golf Course ranging in number from three in 2004 to 69 in 2008 (Swaim 2009). 
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As described in the biological assessment, California red-legged frog egg masses have been 
observed at Sharp Park Golf Course in each year from 2004 through 20 II with numbers ranging 
from 16 egg masses in 2005 to 189 in 20 II. The biological assessment also provides data for 
egg masses observed at Mori Point during the same period with mmual numbers ranging from 
zero in 2004 to 120 in 2008. CNDDB also reports known occurrences of California red-legged 
frogs within Sharp Park Golf Course and at Mori Point (CNDDB 2012). Based on the available 
data showing a trend of increasing number of egg masses and adults, California red-legged frog 
numbers may be increasing in the project area. This increase is likely due to the continued 
breeding success at Laguna Salada and at the newer ponds at Mori Point (GGNRA data, as cited 
in SFRPD 2012, Swaim 2009). Since California red-legged frogs are the primary food source 
for the San Francisco garter snake, this increase in frogs would increase the food source for the 
San Francisco garter snake and may help the snake population numbers increase. 

California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake are affected by ongoing operation and 
maintenance of Sharp Park Golf Course. Activities at Sharp Park Golf Course that affect these 
species include pumping of water from Horse Stable Pond to the Pacific Ocean to control winter 
flood waters. Pumping may cause frog egg masses to become stranded and desiccated; cause 
entrainment of egg masses and juvenile frogs; and over time reduce habitat quality in Horse 
Stable Pond and Laguna Salada by encouraging encroachment of cattails and tules, altering the 
salinity levels in both water bodies, and potentially increasing the pH of the water; mowing of 
golf course tees, greens, and fairways; use of golf carts on cart paths, tees, greens, and fairways; 
removal of upland refuge habitat during gopher control activities on the tees, greens, and 
fairways; application of nitrogen-based fertilizers to golf course tees and greens; and off-trail 
recreational use on the west side of Laguna Salada. A San Francisco garter snake was killed, 
most likely by a lawnmower in 2005. Ongoing pumping is known to strand over one-hundred 
egg masses in wet years; however, it is unknown how these numbers relate to the proportion of 
egg masses present on site because no comprehensive surveys for egg masses have been 
attempted. 

The Service has consulted on three previous projects in the vicinity of Sharp Park Golf Course. 
The Mori Point Restoration and Trail Plan in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
(GGNRA) Biological Opinion analyzed the effects of habitat restoration at Mori Point for the 
benefit of the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake, including reducing the 
impact of existing trails on these species, restoration of native plant communities, improvement 
of wetland habitat connectivity at Mori Point, and creation of five ponds for San Francisco garter 
snake foraging habitat (Service 2006b ). Together, these activities provided long-term benefit the 
San Francisco garter snake at Mori Point (Service 2006b) 

The Sharp Park Golf Course Storm Drain Repair Biological Opinion analyzed the effects of an 
emergency repair to a stonn drain from the golf course through the seawall covering 0.023 acres 
(Service 2008). The Sharp Park Golf Course Storm Drain Repair Biological Opinion contains 
reasonable and prudent measures and terms and conditions that ensured that take of California 
red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes would be minimized. 
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The Pacifica Recycled Water Project Revised Biological Opinion analyzed the effect of 
irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course on California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter 
snakes. The 2009 Biological Opinion specifies that irrigation runoff into Sanchez Creek, Horse 
Stable Pond, and Laguna Salada is not permitted, consistent with permit requirements for the 
application of recycled water for irrigation uses (Service 2009). The Pacifica Recycled Water 
Biological Opinion contains reasonable and prudent measures and terms and conditions that 
ensure that: (1) the use of recycled water is restricted to the approved golf course area, including 
time and flow limitations, (2) automatic shut-off valves are used, (3) training for staffis 
provided, and ( 4) ongoing monitoring of listed species is implemented (Service 2009). 
Therefore, the effects of irrigation are not analyzed by this biological opinion. 

These three Biological Opinions authorize small amounts of take for both the California red-
legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake. The consultation with GGNRA in fact 
authorized management actions to benefit these species. The Drain Repair Biological Opinion 
authorized a limited repair to the storm drain with minimal effects and take in the form of harm 
and harassment for the 0.023 acre. The Recycled Water Project Biological Opinion authorized 
0.11 acre of take for temporary disturbance and harassment. From these Biological Opinions, 
there have been no reports of mortality of the two species. 

Effects of the Proposed Action 

Effects of the action refer to the direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical 
habitat that would be added to the environmental baseline, along with the effects of other 
activities that are interrelated or interdependent with that action. Interrelated actions are those 
that are part of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. 
Interdependent actions are those that have no independent utility apart from the action under 
consideration. Indirect effects are those that are caused by the proposed action and are later in 
time, but are still reasonably certain to occur. The action that the Corps initiated consultation on 
was for construction of the Sharp Park Pump House Safety and Infrastructure Improvement 
Project, which, in large part, is intended to ensure ongoing operation of the flood control pumps. 
The Horse Stable Pond pump system enables golf course operations by lowering water levels in 
Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada during the winter storm system that would otherwise flood 
the golf course and render portions of holes unusable. Accordingly, the golf course is not fully 
operable without the pump system and thus, the operations and maintenance portion of the action 
is considered interdependent and interrelated to the construction action. 

Construction 
The City proposes to minimize construction related effects of repair and improvement of the 
pump system by implementing the Conservation Measures included in the project description 
section of this biological opinion. Effective implementation of the Conservation Measures will 
likely minimize effects to the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake during 
construction. However, the proposed Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat 
Enhancement Project construction activities have the potential to result in a variety of adverse 
effects to the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. Because snakes and 
frogs have been observed throughout the project site, the effects of the construction activities to 
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wetland and upland habitat and to individual California red-legged frogs and San Francisco 
garter snakes will be tluoughout the 0.624 acre construction footprint. 

31 

Injury, exposure disorientation, and disruption of normal behaviors will likely result from 1) the 
removal and/or disturbance of vegetation, sediments, and cover sites in Horse Stable Pond and 
the connecting channel, 2) construction of a concrete walkway in front of the pumphouse at 
Horse Stable Pond, 3) soil disturbance and fill associated with replacement of the wooden 
retaining wall with a concrete retaining wall at Horse Stable Pond, and 4) excavation of 
sediments and vegetation as part of cart path repairs. Construction noise, vibration, and increased 
human activity during the construction may interfere with normal behaviors such as feeding, 
sheltering, movement between refugia and foraging grounds, and other essential behaviors. This 
can result in avoidance of areas that have suitable habitat and can cause disturbance to the 
species. 

Direct effects may include injury or mortality from being crushed by earth moving equipment, 
construction debris, and worker foot traffic. These impacts will be reduced through 
implementation of the Conservation Measures described above, including: (1) clearly 
demarcating the boundaries of the project areas and equipment access routes and locating staging 
areas outside of wetland areas or other water bodies; (2) use of appropriate erosion control 
practices to minimize effects to water quality and prevent entanglement of San Francisco garter 
snakes; (3) elevating construction materials above ground level, checking beneath tires of parked 
construction vehicles, and limiting the speed of vehicles at the construction site to minimize the 
risk of California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes being crushed; (4) avoiding 
work activities during the breeding season will reduce adverse impacts, particularly to eggs and 
tadpoles; (5) suspending work when species are observed and relocating individual California 
red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes to further minimize injury or mortality; and ( 6) 
revegetation with native species following construction will help to reduce the effects of 
construction activities on site. 

Work activities, including noise and vibration, may result in adverse effects to California red-legged 
frogs and San Francisco garter snakes by causing them to leave the work area. This disturbance may 
increase the potential for predation and desiccation. As described in the Conservation Measures, 
limiting the area disturbed by construction activities to June I through October 31 would reduce the 
potential for adversely affecting dispersal of the species. The City proposes to further minimize 
adverse effects by locating stockpiling and staging areas in the uplands and in areas cleared for 
species and the golf course. 

The sediment layer in Horse Stable Pond could be anoxic and contain hydrogen sulfide (Baye 2012). 
Resuspension of anoxic hydrogen sulfide sediments may result in pulses of low oxygen conditions in 
Horse Stable Pond which could cause mortality of California red-legged frog larvae and juveniles. 
By limiting the construction period to June I through October 31, the City's Conservation Measures 
minimize the likelihood that adult or juvenile California red-legged frogs will be present and reduces 
this potential effect. 

The potential exists for uninformed workers to intentionally or unintentionally injure or kill 
California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes. The potential for this impact will be 
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greatly reduced by implementing an education program (Conservation Measure 2) that informs 
workers of the presence and protected status of this species and the measures that are being 
implemented to protect it during project activities. 

32 

Trash left during or after project activities could attract predators to work sites, which could, in turn, 
prey on the listed species. For example, raccoons are attracted to trash and also prey opportunistically 
on the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. This potential impact can be 
reduced or avoided by careful control of waste products at all work sites. 

The capture and handling of California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes to move 
them from a work area may have adverse effects to individuals. Mortality may occur as a result of 
improper handling, containment, or transport of individuals or from releasing them into unsuitable 
habitat. Improper handling, containment, or transport of individuals will be reduced or prevented by 
use of a Service-approved biologist as proposed in the above Conservation Measures. 

Accidental spills of hazardous materials or careless fueling or oiling of vehicles or equipment could 
degrade water quality or upland habitat to a degree where the California red-legged frog and San 
Francisco garter snake are adversely affected or killed. The potential for this impact to occur can be 
reduced by thoroughly informing workers of the importance of preventing hazardous materials from 
entering the environment, locating staging and fueling areas a minimum of 65 feet from riparian 
areas or other water bodies, and by having an effective spill response plan in place. 

Golf course maintenance and operations 
The proposed golf course maintenance and operations activities described above have the 
potential to result in direct and indirect effects to the California red-legged frog and San 
Francisco garter snake. As detailed below, over a period of ten years (the time of proposed 
operations and maintenance activities at Sharp Park Golf Course), adverse effects to the 
California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake could occur at Sharp Park Golf Course 
as a result of pumping water from the site; mowing tees, greens, and fairways; operation of golf 
carts; gopher control; application of nitrogen-based fertilizers; and trampling by off-leash dogs. 

The ongoing and continuing golf course maintenance and operations activities have the potential 
to cause adverse effects to the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. The 
City proposes to minimize these ongoing effects by implementing the Conservation Measures 
included in the project description section of this biological opinion. Proposed Conservation 
Measures include: operating pumps to reduce the likelihood of stranding egg masses in Horse 
Stable Pond, Laguna Salada, and the connecting channel; developing relocation plans for egg 
masses stranded on the fairways and greens; implementation of a no-mow zone; providing 
training to mower operators; implementation of a 90 degree rule for golf cart use; development 
of educational materials; limiting access to Laguna Salada; development of an invasive species 
eradication plan; restoration activities; and construction of a perennial California red-legged frog 
pond. Effective implementation of the Conservation Measures will likely minimize effects to the 
California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake during golf course maintenance and 
operations activities but incidental take is still likely to occur. 
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Pumping water from Horse Stable Pond could result in direct mortality of California red-legged 
frogs through two primary mechanisms. The first source of potential mortality is through 
stranding and subsequent desiccation of frog egg masses. California red-legged frog breeding 
and deposition of egg masses coincide with winter storm events (Storer 1925, Service 2002) 
which cause water levels to rise in Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada, and surrounding wetlands 
(SFRPD 2012). Although water levels may be lowered in advance of winter storms to provide 
additional water storage capacity, the pumps are not able to instantaneously lower water levels 
throughout the site as storm water runoff accumulates from the surrounding watershed 
(Geomatrix 1987; Kamman Hydrology and Engineering, Inc. 2009; Hayes 2012). Because water 
levels may rise during storm events, California red-legged frogs may lay eggs in areas that will 
be drained or become isolated from other wetland features as the pumps lower water levels 
(Swaim Biological Inc. 2008; Kamman Hydrology and Engineering, Inc. 2009, Kamman 2012). 

As described in the biological assessment, egg masses located in drained and/or isolated areas 
may not contain enough water to allow individual frogs to develop and metamorphose. As these 
isolated areas continue to dry, egg masses may become exposed to air resulting in desiccation 
and mortality of eggs (Service 2002; Service 2005; Hayes 2012). This process has the potential 
to adversely affect egg masses in wet years. During the wet season of 2011 - 2012 189 egg 
masses were detected at Sharp Park (SFRPD 2012). Of these 132 were determined by SFRPD 
staff to be at risk of stranding and subsequent desiccation (SFRPD 2012) and additional egg 
masses were determined to be at risk of stranding and desiccation during February of2012 
(Bowie 2012). The basis for the Service not to move these eggs masses are the following: I) the 
stranding of eggs masses is a natural process; 2) that moving the eggs masses has risks and can 
result in mortality of the egg masses after they are moved; and 3) that there can be risk and 
unce1tainty to where to place the egg masses. As described in Baseline, GGNRA have created 
some breeding ponds which have shown a yearly increase in production. Conservation Measure 
32, will create an additional pond similar in design to these ponds which should increase 
available breeding habitat and the animals will be able to successfully breed in most rainy 
seasons, even during low rainfall years. In addition, the removal of predators such as bull frogs 
and fish, will also improve successful breeding for the California red-legged frog. 

The actions described in Conservation Measure 15 will minimize that likelihood of egg masses 
in Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada, and the connecting channel from becoming stranded and 
desiccated. However, visual searches for stranded egg masses are not likely to locate all egg 
masses present throughout Horse Stable Pond, Laguna Salada, and the connecting channel. Egg 
masses are often in dense vegetation and it is not reasonable to expect that all egg masses will be 
detected. Therefore, some egg masses in these water bodies may become stranded and 
desiccated. Of the stranded egg masses that are detected outside of the areas where pumping 
activities will allow for adjustment of the water level to accommodate egg development, 
translocation to suitable areas is not likely to be appropriate and/or successful in all cases and 
mortality of individual eggs and egg masses may still occur (Hayes 2012). 

A second source of potential California red-legged frog mortality in response to pump operation 
is through entrainment (individuals being pulled along with water into and through the screen 
and pipes as a result of the pumping action) of egg masses and individual larvae at the pumps. 
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Egg masses are incapable of self-movement and larvae are poor swimmers making these life 
stages particularly vulnerable to entrainment (Mitchell2008, Hayes 2012). Surveys at Horse 
Stable Pond in 2008 and 2012 identified a number of California red-legged frog egg masses in 
Horse Stable Pond near the pump house (Swaim 2008, Bowie 2012). If any egg masses were to 
become detached from the surrounding vegetation during pump operations they could become 
entrained resulting in egg masses being crushed against the screen at the pump house or being 
carried through the pump apparatus and deposited on the sandy beach on the ocean-side of the 
seawall; either situation could result in mortality of affected egg masses. 

As described in the biological assessment, water levels at Sharp Park Golf Course are drawn 
down during the summer resulting in shallow water conditions at the margins of Laguna Salada 
(6 inches deep on the inboard margin of the vegetation). Shallow water promotes the growth of 
cattails and tules causing the gradual encroachment of vegetation and loss of open water habitat 
used by California red-legged frogs (ESA-PW A 2011; Hayes 20 12). Aerial imagery, taken 
between 1946 and 2000, shows a decrease in the extent of both open water and wetland 
vegetation at Laguna Salada (Arup North America Ltd. 2009). The Sharp Park Working Group, 
convened by SFRPD during 2010, concluded that "the most valuable habitat and breeding 
opportunities of San Francisco Garter Snake and California Red-legged Frog are concentrated 
around Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond. Habitat for the California Red-legged Frog 
continues to rapidly degrade at Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond where cattails and tules are 
replacing the open water habitat the frog depends upon for breeding" (Sharp Park Working 
Group 201 0). Based on the pattern of encroachment seen in the aerial images, encroachment of 
cattails may continue over the next 10 years, resulting in loss of breeding habitat for the 
California red-legged frog and loss of foraging opportunities for the San Francisco garter snake. 
The tule and cattail removal proposed as part of the project will likely improve breeding habitat 
for California red-legged frog by creating additional open water habitat. 

Lowered water levels due to pumping activity may increase the likelihood of salinity intrusion to 
Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond. If water levels in Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond 
fall below sea level and beach groundwater levels, then saline ground water may flow into the 
lagoon from the beach (ESA-PW A 2011 ). Observational data of saline seeps on the landward 
side of the seawall indicate that some degree of saline intrusion may already be occurring (ESA-
PW A 2011 ), although the relative contributions of pumping and natural variation in groundwater 
and wave action to saline intrusion are not fully understood (Kamman 2009). California red-
legged frogs are sensitive to salinity levels and carmot survive in water that exceeds particular 
salinity thresholds (McGinnis 1986; ESA-PWA 2011). If the amount of saline intrusion and 
overall salinity of Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond increase beyond the tolerance of 
California red-legged frogs then frog mortality may occur and neither water body would 
continue to function as habitat for the frog (as was seen in 1983 when the seawall failed allowing 
intrusion of salt water into Laguna Salada increasing salinity and eliminating frogs from Laguna 
Salada; Service 2006a; ESA-PW A 2011 ). 

Pumping may also alter the pH of Laguna Salada and thereby degrade California red-legged frog 
habitat. Observations of black mud below the lagoon surface are indicative of anoxic iron sulfide 
(ESA-PWA 2011). When iron sulfide containing sediments are exposed to air they can form acid 
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sulfates which may result in a decrease in the pH (increased acidity) of Laguna Salada and 
degrade the frog's habitat. Lower water levels in Laguna Salada may intensify this process as 
more sediment becomes exposed to air. The extent to which pumping activities contribute to 
exposure of anoxic sediments has not been established and pH data have not yet been collected 
for Laguna Salada. 

Sharp Park staff members entering drainage sumps along the culvert from Francisco Boulevard 
to Laguna Salada and removing debris that may provide cover for snakes and frogs may have 
unintentional adverse effects to the California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes by 
causing the species to leave cover habitat or by injuring the species as heavy pieces of debris are 
moved. The potential for this impact will be greatly reduced, as proposed in the Conservation 
Measures, by infonning workers of the presence and protected status of these species and the 
measures that should be implemented to protect it during project activities. 

Application of nitrogen fertilizers at Sharp Park Golf Course to greens adjacent to wetlands has 
the potential to adversely affect the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. 
Nitrate, nitrite, and ammonia are known to have toxic effects on amphibians, including 
California red-legged frogs (Schuytema and Nebeker 1999a, 1999b; Marco et al. 1999; Service 
2002; Service 2006b ). Because nitrogen fertilizers are applied near wetland features, it is likely 
that nitrogen will enter aqueous systems at Sharp Park Golf Course, where it will be transformed 
into nitrates, nitrites, and ammonia. Past measurements of nitrate and ammonia from Laguna 
Salada have shown levels toxic to California red-legged frogs (ESA-PWA 2011). Because 
various life stages of frogs are known to occupy Laguna Salada, it is possible that the increased 
nitrate and anm1onia levels have resulted in mortality to the California red-legged frog. By 
potentially reducing numbers of California red-legged frogs in Laguna Salada application of 
nitrogen fertilizers has the potential to adversely affect the San Francisco garter snake by 
reducing the numbers of a primary prey item of San Francisco garter snakes (Service 2006b ). 

Mortalities caused by lawn mowers have been previously documented in a telemetry-monitored 
population of snakes (Durbian 2006). Mowing of fairways and greens at Sharp Park Golf Course 
has the potential to cause direct mortality to Califomia red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter 
snakes (Service 2006a; Salisbury 2011). California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter 
snakes are known to occur in the wetlands at Sharp Park Golf Course (Fox 1951; Service 1985; 
Service 2002; Service 2006a; CNDDB 2012; SFRPD 2012) and the adjacent uplands at Mori 
Point (BarTy 1978; Service 2002; Service 2006a, 2006b; CNDDB 2012; SFRPD 2012). The 
mosaic of wetlands and uplands is interspersed with fairways and greens that both species may 
use as corridors between different wetlands and between wetlands and uplands. As proposed in 
the Conservation Measures, the effect of mowing on Califomia red-legged frogs and San 
Francisco garter snakes will be reduced by educating and training mower operators about the 
presence of these species at the golf course. However, even with training, detection by mower 
operators of all snakes and frogs that may be on fairways and greens is unlikely, particularly 
when mowing occurs in the early morning before full daylight. The Conservation Measures will 
reduce adverse effects by requiring predawn lawn mower use to include lighting and a biological 
monitor. However, mowing has the potential to result in mortality of both species (Service 
2006a, 2006b). 
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Puglis and Boone 2012 found that maintenance of an adequate buffer zone at a golf course is 
important for resident frog populations. Because the Project will only mow existing tees, greens, 
and fairways and the proposed Conservation Measures includes provision for possible expansion 
of the no-mow zone the adverse effects from this aspect of mowing activities will be reduced. 

Direct mortality of San Francisco garter snakes may result from the operation of golf carts on 
cart paths and fairways as described in the biological assessment. Direct mortality of snakes 
resulting from vehicle strikes on roads has been well documented (Rosen and Lowe 1994, 
Ashley and Robinson 1996, Rudolph et al. 1999, Enge and Wood 2002, Row et al. 2007), 
including 186 killed by golf carts in a five month period at a golf course in North Carolina 
(DeGregorio eta!. 2010). Snakes are particularly vulnerable to vehicle strikes because of their 
long bodies that provide a large target area, their relatively slow speed, and their habit oflying 
on warm roadways during the day to raise their body temperatures (Rosen and Lowe 1994). 
Evidence suggests that San Francisco garter snakes may also be susceptible to road mortality. 
This source of mortality will be reduced by implementation of Conservation Measures 20, 21, 
23, and 24. 

California red-legged frogs are also susceptible to direct mortality as a result of operation of golf 
carts. A "road effect" has been investigated in amphibian species and has been associated with 
direct mortality (Forman and Deblinger 1998). Additionally, species such as red-legged frogs 
that regularly move between upland and wetland habitats may be particularly vulnerable to road 
effects (Service 2002). Road mortalities of California red-legged frogs have been documented at 
a similar habitat in Marin County along Bunker Road where the road separates upland terrestrial 
breeding habitat from aquatic breeding habitat in Rodeo Lagoon. 

At Sharp Park Golf Course, the cart paths most likely to attract California red-legged frogs and 
San Francisco garter snakes are those occurring between the wetlands at Laguna Salada and 
Horse Stable Pond and the upland habitat at Mori Point (this includes portions of cart paths 
associated with holes 9, 11, 12, and 13). The biological assessment and Fields 2011 indicate that 
30-40 percent of the roughly 50,000 annual golf course users at Sharp Park Golf Course rent 
carts. For golf carts carrying two golfers, this results in about 7,500 golf cart trips annually on 
the cart paths, greens, and fairways at Sharp Park Golf Course. The usage of golf carts combined 
with the orientation of several cart paths between upland and wetland habitats indicate that direct 
mortality of California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes on cart paths is 
possible. The adverse effects associated with golf cart use will be reduced through enforcement 
of a 90-degree rule as described in the Conservation Measures. 

Upland terrestrial landscapes are an important component of both California red-legged frog and 
San Francisco garter snake habitat. Gopher burrows in upland zones provide refugia for both 
frogs and snakes and provide foraging opportunities for the San Francisco garter snake. The 
gopher control activities have the potential to result in direct mortality to both the California red-
legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake. The project description proposes to set gopher 
traps at the entrance to burrows found on the fairways and greens and to fill burrows with turf. 
Direct mortality may occur to both species through trap mortality (because gopher traps may 
cause mortality to non-target species such as frogs and snakes) and through entombment 
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(because gopher holes are not inspected for presence of either California red-legged frogs or San 
Francisco garter snakes prior to filling). Removal of gopher burrows may also result in adverse 
effects to the California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes by removing upland 
terrestrial habitat adjacent to wetlands. Without nearby upland refugia, frogs and snakes may 
have to travel greater distances to find suitable terrestrial habitat and may be exposed to 
additional risk of m01tality due to mowing, golf carts, and predators. 

The seawall and beach adjacent to Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada are popular areas for 
recreational use by pedestrians and dog walkers. Currently there is no functional barrier that 
prevents people and dogs from leaving the seawall and entering Laguna Salada. One m·ea of 
Laguna Salada, known locally as Dog Beach, is particularly popular as a destination for dog 
walkers and is also a location where California red-legged frog egg masses were observed during 
January and March 2012 (Swaim 2012, Campo 2012). Dogs are regularly observed in the water 
(Britt 2012) and may trample and cause mortality of egg masses in the water as was noted by 
SFRPD biologists during field observations in January 2012 (Swaim 2012). Conservation 
Measure 25 includes installation of fencing around Horse Stable Pond and the eastern edge of the 
seawall and signage to discourage use of off trail areas by pedestrians and dog walkers. 

Restoration actions 
The City proposes to restore upland habitat and create a perennial pond to benefit the California 
red-legged frog and San Francisco gmier snake and control predators at Arrowhead Lake. As 
has been demonstrated at Mori Point, creation of aquatic features, such as ponds, and habitat 
restoration can benefit the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. In 
addition, the tule and cattail removal will likely improve breeding habitat for the California red-
legged frog. Use of the ponds constructed by GGNRA as breeding habitat for California red-
legged frogs and foraging habitat for San Francisco garter snakes has been documented. 
Therefore, the creation of a perennial pond and habitat restoration at Sharp Park Golf Course are 
likely to reduce the adverse effects of pumping (both California red-legged frog egg mass 
mortality and loss of San Francisco garter snake foraging opportunities). Although nltimately 
serving as a long-term Conservation Measure for the California red-legged frog and San 
Francisco garter snake, construction of a perennial pond, removal of non-native plants, and other 
restoration activities described in the Conservation Measures may also result in adverse effects to 
both species in the short term through ground disturbance and use of heavy equipment (Service 
2006b ). These activities could inadvertently result in disturbm1ce to the essential behaviors of 
the frog and snake, such as feeding, dispersal, and breeding, injuries or fatalities to individual 
frogs and snakes, or effects to burrows. Vehicles, equipment, or crew members could crush 
individuals or their burrows or cause frogs and snakes to leave areas being actively restored. 
Removal oflarge vegetation during restoration activities may disturb sheltering frogs or snakes 
causing them to move out of their resident habitat and making them more susceptible to injury or 
mortality due to predation or increased competition for food and living space. Provided iliat the 
City implements the proposed restoration activities (restoration and pond construction) following 
the scope and design of the existing GGNRA ponds at Mori Point (as described in Conservation 
Measure 32), short-term direct and indirect adverse effects to the California red-legged frog and 
San Francisco garter snake are likely to be minimized. The removal of invasive vegetation will 
improve essential upland habitats for both species as described in Conservation Measure 29. 
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Also, the predator removal will improve breeding success by removing bullfrogs and fish which 
prey on California red-legged frogs. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, Tribal, local or private actions that are 
reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this biological opinion. Future 
Federal actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section 
because they require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act. The Service is 
unaware of any future non-federal activities in the action area. 

The global average temperature has risen by approximately 0.6 degrees Celsius during the 20th 
Century (IPPC 2007; Adger et al. 2007). There is an international scientific consensus that most 
of the warming observed has been caused by human activities (IPPC 2007; Adger eta/. 2007), 
and that it is "very likely" that it is largely due to manmade emissions of carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gases (Adger eta/. 2007). Ongoing climate change (Inkley eta/. 2004; Adger 
eta/. 2007) likely imperils the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake and the 
resources necessary for their survival. Since climate change threatens to disrupt annual weather 
patterns, it may result in a loss of their habitats and/or prey, and/or increased numbers of their 
predators, parasites, and diseases. Where populations are isolated, a changing climate may result 
in local extinction, with range shifts precluded by lack of habitat. At Sharp Park, sea level rise 
caused by climate change may further increase the risk of intrusion of saline water into Horse 
Stable Pond and Laguna Salada. If sea level rises above the water levels in Horse Stable Pond 
and Laguna Salada then saline ground water may flow into the lagoon from the beach. 

Conclusion 

After reviewing the current status of the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter 
snake, the environmental baseline for the project area, the effects of the proposed project, and the 
cumulative effects, it is the Service's biological opinion that the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure 
Improvement and Habitat Enhancement Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the California red-legged frog or San Francisco garter snake. We based 
this conclusion on the variety of Conservation Measures that will be implemented throughout the 
life of the proposed action to minimize the likelihood or potential for take of individual 
California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes. These measures include, but are not 
limited to, creation of a perennial pond, habitat restoration west of Laguna Salada, invasive plant 
control in the vicinity of Horse Stable Pond, and limitation of off trail habitat degradation around 
Laguna Salada. These Conservation Measures will help to lessen the adverse effects of the 
proposed construction and operations and maintenance activities on the survival and recovery of 
the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. 

2-12-014  Exhibit 2 
Page 38 of 56



CCSF100675

Ms. Jane M. Hicks 39 

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT 

Section 9(a)(l) of the Act and Federal regulations pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the 
take of endangered and threatened species without special exemption. Take is defined as harass, 
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any such 
conduct. Harm is further defined by the Service to include significant habitat modification or 
degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing behavioral 
patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined by the Service as actions 
that create the likelihood of injury to a listed species by annoying it to such an extent as to 
significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering. Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose 
of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and 
section 7(o)(2), taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not 
considered to be prohibited taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with 
this Incidental Take Statement. 

The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be implemented by the Corps of 
Engineers and the City so that they become binding conditions of any grant or permit issued to 
the City, as appropriate, in order for the exemption in section 7(o)(2) to apply. The Corps and 
City have a continuing duty to regulate the activity covered by this incidental take statement. If 
the Corps or City (1) fail to adhere to the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement 
through enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant document, and/or (2) fail to retain 
oversight to ensure compliance with these terms and conditions, the protective coverage of 
section 7( o )(2) may lapse. To monitor the impact of incidental take, the Corps and the City must 
report the progress of the subject action and resulting impact on the California red-legged frog 
and San Francisco garter snake to the Service as specified in the incidental take statement. 50 
C.F.R. §402.14(i)(3). 

Amount or Extent of Take 

Construction activities 
The Service anticipates that incidental take of the California red-legged frog will be difficult to 
detect because when this amphibian is not located at breeding ponds, it inhabits the burrows of 
ground squirrels or other rodents, or may be difficult to locate due to its cryptic appearance and 
behavior; the sub-adult and adult animals may be located a distance from the breeding ponds; 
dispersal occurs during rainy nights in the fall, winter, or spring; and the finding of an injured or 
dead individual is unlikely because of their relatively small body size. For these reasons, the 
Service anticipates that all California red-legged frogs in the 0.624 acre within the Horse Stable 
Pond construction site will be subject to incidental take in the form of harassment and capture. 
The Service also anticipates that, in total, one (1) California red-legged frog adult will be subject 
to incidental take in the form of death or injury as a result of construction activities. 

The Service anticipates that all San Francisco garter snakes in the 0.624 acre within construction 
area will potentially be harassed as a result of ground disturbing activities. Because additional 
Conservation Measures, including presence of biological monitors, cessation of construction 
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work between October 31 and June 1, and hand removal of terrestrial vegetation, will be 
implemented at the Horse Stable Pond construction site, take of this species is expected to be in 
the form of harassment and no San Francisco garter snakes are expected to be killed or injured as 
a result of construction activities. 

Operations and Maintenance Activities 
Because of the large area potentially affected by golf course operations and maintenance (Sharp 
Park) and because of the difficulty in accessing some wetland areas such as Laguna Salada, the 
Service anticipates that incidental take of California red-legged frogs associated with golf course 
operations and maintenance will be difficult to detect. For these reasons the Service anticipates 
that all adult and juvenile California red-legged frogs in the action area will be subject to 
incidental take in the form of harassment. The Service also anticipates that over the ten year life 
of the operations and maintenance project 130 egg masses per year will be subject to incidental 
take in the form of harm, harassment, capture, death, or injury due to operation of pumps. The 
Service futher anticipates that the majority of these egg mass mortalities will occur in areas 
outside of Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and the connecting channel; however, even though 
Conservation Measure 15 minimizes the effect of pumping, some of the 130 egg masses may be 
stranded at Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and the connecting channel. As per Conservation 
Measure 16, egg masses will only be moved subject to Service approval. In addition, the Service 
anticipates that one (1) California red-legged frog adult will be subject to incidental take in the 
form of death or injury as a result of construction activities. 

Due to the same difficulties in detecting take as described above, the Service anticipates that all 
San Francisco garter snakes in the action area will be subject to incidental take in the form of 
harassment as a result of the direct effects of operations and maintenance activities and the 
indirect effect of loss of prey. Because of previous incidents of road mortality and mowing 
mortality of San Francisco garter snakes in the vicinity of Sharp Park and other locations in San 
Mateo County, the Service anticipates that over the ten year life of the operations and 
maintenance project a total of one (1) San Francisco garter snake will be subject to incidental 
take in the form of death or injury. 

Restoration Activities 
Provided that the City implements the proposed restoration activities following the scope and 
design of the existing GGNRA ponds at Mori Point, the Service anticipates that all San Francisco 
garter snakes and California red-legged frogs in the restoration area footprint will be subject to 
incidental take in the form of harassment as a result of the direct effects of removal of invasive 
plants, revegetation activities, and the construction activities associated with pond construction. 

Effect of the Take 

In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service has determined that this level of anticipated 
take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the San Francisco garter snake or California red-legged 
frog. 
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Reasonable and Prudent Measure 

Our evaluation of the proposed action includes consideration of the Conservation Measures 
described in the Project Description section of this biological opinion. Consequently, any 
changes in those measures, or any failure to implement those measures, may constitute a 
modification of the proposed action that causes an effect to the California red-legged frog and 
San Francisco garter snake that was not considered in the biological opinion and require 
reinitiation of consultation, pursuant to the implementing regulations of section 7(a)(2) of the Act 
(50 C.F.R. § 402.16). 

The Service believes the following reasonable and prudent measure is necessary and appropriate 
to minimize the effects of the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat 
Enhancement Project on San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs: 

The Corps and City will minimize the effect of take to the California red-legged frog and 
San Francisco garter snake. 

Terms and Conditions 

To be exempt from the prohibitions of Section 9 of the Act, the Corps and the City shall ensure 
compliance with the following terms and conditions, which implements the reasonable and 
prudent measure described above and are intended to minimize the impact of incidental take on 
the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. These terms and conditions are 
nondiscretionary. 

The following terms and conditions will implement the Reasonable and Prudent Measure 
described above: 

I. The Corps and the City will minimize the potential for harm, harassment, injury, and 
death of federally listed wildlife species resulting from project related activities including 
implementation of the Conservation Measures in this biological opinion. 

2. If requested, during or upon completion of construction activities, the City will ensure the 
Service, CDFG, or their authorized agents have immediate access to the project area. 
The on-site biologist and/or a representative from the Corps/City shall accompany 
Service personnel on an on-site inspection of the project area(s) to review project effects 
to California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snake and their habitats. 

3. The Corps and/or City will ensure compliance with the Reporting Requirements of this 
biological opinion. 

4. The City will contact the Service for review and approval of plans to lower the water 
level in Horse Stable Pond at the end of the wet season. 
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5. Within three months of issuance of the biological opinion, the City will develop, for 
Service review and approval, a California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake 
training program for all golf staff involved with the operations of lawn mowers and/or 
maintenance and cleaning of Sharp Park drainage sumps. This plan will detail the 
qualifications of the person(s) delivering the training as well as the number of hours of 
training and how often golf course staff will take the training. Within six months of 
issuance of the biological opinion, the City will begin implementation of the training 
program. 

6. The Corps will ensure that all project monitors associated with the construction aspects of 
the project will possess a valid lO(a)l(A) permit for the California red-legged frog and 
San Francisco garter snake. 

7. During the course of construction activities, biological monitors may determine that 
relocation of a California red-legged frog or San Francisco garter snake is necessary for 
the safety of individual animals. If it is determined that a San Francisco garter snake 
needs to be moved, the Service will be contacted for further guidance. Individuals will 
be relocated to appropriate sites away from disturbance on Sharp Park property. 

8. In order to minimize the effects of golf course operations and maintenance activities, the 
restoration activities described in Conservation Measure 29 will include a detailed plan 
for enhancing the movement corridor between the upland habitat at Mori Point and the 
wetlands of Horse Stable Pond, the connecting channel, and Laguna Salada. As described 
in Conservation Measure 17(a), enhancement of connectivity will include a plan subject 
to Service review and approval for expansion of the no-mow zone for the benefit of the 
California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. 

9. The Corps will ensure that implementation of restoration activities described in 
Conservation Measure 29 will begin 18 months following issuance of the biological 
opinion. As indicated in the project description the restoration activities will follow the 
scope and design of the restoration actions previously implemented by the GGNRA on 
Mori Point. The GGNRA scope and design included the following measures which will 
be implemented by the City during restoration activities: 

a. No earthmoving or soil disturbing work shall occur in the vicinity of existing 
ponds or wetlands between November15 and April IS, the breeding season for 
California red-legged frog and the season when San Francisco garter snake are 
inactive in their winter burrows. 

b. Vegetation in all construction areas will be progressively cleared by hand 
equipment to a height of 4 inches and checked for presence of snakes prior to 
ground-disturbance and construction equipment or vehicles entering the sites. 
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Once vegetation is cleared, a pre-construction survey for the San Francisco garter 
snake will be conducted in the impact area. 

c. Prior to construction near wetlands or ponds, exclusion fencing will be 
constructed and all rodent burrows in the construction area will be hand excavated 
until the burrows terminates or until a maximum depth of 30 centimeters in areas 
where soil or fill will be removed or placed. 

d. Exclusion fencing gates will be closely monitored throughout construction to 
ensure no snakes or frogs enter the area. 

e. Speed limits of I 0 miles per hour will be posted on all access roads. 

f. A Biological Monitor will inspect for snakes and frogs underneath any vehicle 
that is parked for 30 minutes or more, immediately prior to moving the vehicle. 

g. Personnel who detect any suspected San Francisco garter snake or California red-
legged frog on-site will immediately report their finding to a Biological Monitor 
for positive identification. Non-permitted personnel will not attempt to capture or 
move any snake or frog detected. If the Biological Monitor determines that the 
animal is not a San Francisco garter snake or California red-legged frog, the 
Biological Monitor may hand capture and move the animal to suitable habitat 
outside the construction area. If the Biological Monitor determines that the 
detected animal is a San Francisco garter snake or a California red-legged frog, or 
is unable to positively identify the animal, then the Biological Monitor will notifY 
the permitted biologist for appropriate action. If it is determined that a San 
Francisco garter snake needs to be moved, the Service will be contacted for 
further guidance. 

h. A biologist holding a valid !O(a)(l)(A) permit from the Service will be on call or 
on-site to handle any San Francisco garter snakes or California red-legged frogs 
encountered during pre-construction and construction activities. Only a holder of 
a valid !O(a)(l)(A) permit from the Service will handle San Francisco garter 
snakes. California red-legged frogs will only be handled by a holder of a valid 
!O(a)(l)(A) permit from the Service or a Service-approved Monitor. 

1. Invasive non-native plant removal would be conducted as follows so that any San 
Francisco garter snakes or California red-legged frogs that may be hiding in 
vegetation can escape unharmed. First, search each clump or patch thoroughly for 
snakes. If a San Francisco garter snake or California red-legged frog is found, 
disturbing it is likely to make it hide more deeply in the vegetation; therefore, 
leave the clump or patch alone and check it again on a later day. If no San 
Francisco garter snake or California red-legged frog is found, vegetation will be 
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progressively cut and searched to I to 2 feet above ground level. If no San 
Francisco garter snake is found, the remainder of the clump or patch can be 
removed. Prior to removal of vegetation, the site will be surveyed for 
underground burrows. In those areas where no burrows are found, the plant will 
be removed by hand using a weed-wrench or other digging tool. Non-native 
vegetation with large root balls that could cause ground disturbance would be cut 
instead of pulled. 

j. Current sterilization protocols will be followed for all wetland sampling and 
monitoring, to protect against chytrid and trematode infestation. 

k. Wetlands will be monitored for invasive aquatic species and removal will be 
conducted if found. 

I. An education program for field personnel involved with the restoration activities 
will be conducted prior to initiation of field activities. The program will consist of 
a brief presentation by person(s) knowledgeable in the California red-legged frog 
and San Francisco garter snake. The program shall include the following: a 
description of these species, their ecology, and habitat needs; an explanation of 
their legal status and their protection under the Act; and an explanation of the 
measures being taken to avoid or reduce effects to these species during 
implementation of the proposed project. The education may be conducted in the 
field. 

m. To minimize the potential for mortality of San Francisco garter snakes, the areas 
near wetlands and ponds shall be fenced to the maximum extent possible when 
heavy equipment is used. Future contracts for San Francisco garter snake 
surveys, including biological monitoring, shall only be awarded to persons who 
have a valid lO(a)(l)(A) permit. All snake marking and holding shall be in 
conformance with the monitor's existing permit, as well as additional protective 
measures described in this opinion. 

n. All captured San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs shall be 
released promptly outside of the exclosure areas, unless release would cause the 
individual to be injured or killed, in which cases the individual shall be released 
as close to the point of capture as possible, but away from the construction area. 

o. Trained personnel shall walk the route to and from each restoration area ahead of 
heavy-equipment and trucks, to be sure that the area is clear of San Francisco 
garter snakes prior to heavy equipment on site. City staff shall be trained on the 
identification and avoidance of both the San Francisco garter snake and the 
California red-legged frog. 
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10. In order to minimize the effect of gopher control activities, the City will develop for 
Service review and approval and implement a plan to place woody debris around Laguna 
Salada to provide refuge habitat for California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter 
snakes. No gopher control will occur within the roughs or natural areas of the site. 
Implementation of the plan will begin 18 months following issuance of the biological 
opinion. 

11. Within six months of issuance of the biological opinion, the City will develop, for 
Service review and approval, a water quality monitoring plan for Horse Stable Pond and 
Laguna Salada. This plan will include monitoring of nitrate, nitrite, ammonia, pH, and 
salinity in both water bodies and set threshold levels for each that will trigger defined 
conservation actions, such as changes to fertilization and pumping practices, or other 
measures for the protection of the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter 
snake. 

12. The City will ensure that implementation of the water quality monitoring plan will begin 
1 year following issuance of the biological opinion. 

13. Within nine months of issuance of the biological opinion, the City will develop, for 
Service review and approval, a monitoring plan for the new perennial pond described in 
Conservation Measure 33. The plan will include monitoring of 1) the use of the pond by 
all life stages of the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake, 2) the 
amount of emergent vegetation and open water available, and 3) how effective barriers 
are preventing entry by people and off-leash dogs. If predators become established in the 
pond they will be immediately removed and the Service will be notified. 

14. Implementation of the pond monitoring plan will begin immediately following the 
construction of the new pond. 

15. In order to reduce the effects of gopher control on California red-legged frogs and San 
Francisco garter snakes, the City will not remove gopher burrows or set traps for gophers 
in any areas outside of greens, tees, and fairways. Burrows in roughs will not be removed 
and no traps will be set. 

16. In order to reduce mortalities associated with golf carts and lawn mowers, the City will 
enforce a 5 mile per hour speed limit for all golf carts at holes 12 and 13 and a speed limit 
of 8 miles per hour for all lawn mowers. Additionally, golf carts will be required to stay 
on cart paths at holes 12 and 13. 

Reporting Requirements 

Within 60 days of the completion of construction of the proposed action, the Corps and City 
must provide a report to the Service that provides details on the effects of the action on the 
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California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake and the City must provide an annual 
report on operations and maintenance by December 31 of each year. Specifically, these reports 
must include information on any instances when California red-legged frogs and San Francisco 
garter snakes were killed, injured, or handled; the circumstances of such incidents; and actions 
undertaken to prevent similar incidents from reoccurring. 

The City will notify the Service must be notified within 24 hours of any operation of pmnps 
(e.g., in advance of winter storms, following storms, and at the end of the wet season). The Corps 
and/or City as appropriate will notify the Service upon finding of any injured or dead California 
red-legged frog or San Francisco garter snake, or any unanticipated damage to their habitats 
associated with the proposed action. Injured frogs or snakes must be cared for by a licensed 
veterinarian or other qualified person such as the Service-approved biologist. Notification 
should include the date, time, and precise location of the individual/incident clearly indicated on 
a USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle and other maps at a finer scale, as requested by the Service, and 
any other pertinent information. Dead individuals must be sealed in a zip-lock® plastic bag 
containing a paper with the date and time when the animal was found, the location where it was 
found, and the name of the person who found it. The bag containing the specimen must be 
frozen in a freezer located in a secure area. The Service contact persons are the Division Chief, 
Endangered Species Program at the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office (916) 414-6600, and 
the Resident Agent-in-Charge of the Service's Law Enforcement Division, 2800 Cottage Way, 
Room W-2928, Sacramento, California 95825, at (916) 414-6660. 

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section 7(a)(l) of the Act directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the 
purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and 
threatened species. Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities that can 
be implemented to further the purposes of the Act, such as preservation of endangered species 
habitat, implementation of recovery actions, or development of information and databases. 

I. Report any sightings of California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake to the 
California Natural Diversity Database maintained by CDFG. 

2. The City and Corps should develop a plan for the long-term restoration and enhancement 
of the wetlands at Sharp Park Golf Course for the benefit of the California red-legged 
frog and San Francisco garter snake. 

3. The City and Corps should develop and implement scientific studies to refine the 
understanding of California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake ecology in 
the Sharp Park I Mori Point vicinity. 
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In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects or 
benefiting listed species or their habitats, the Service requests notification of the implementation 
of any conservation recommendations. 

RENITIATION- CLOSING STATEMENT 

This concludes formal consultation on the proposed Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure 
Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement Project in San Mateo County, California. As provided 
in 50 CFR § 402.16, reinitiation offormal consultation is required where discretionary Federal 
agency involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if: 
(1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the 
agency action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not 
considered in this opinion; (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that 
causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in this biological 
opinion; or ( 4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the 
action. In instances where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations 
causing such take must immediately cease, pending reinitiation. 

If you have any questions regarding this biological opinion on the Sharp Park Safety, 
Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement Project, please contact Cay Goude, Ryan 
Olah or Josh Hull of my staff at the letterhead address, or at telephone (916) 414-6600. 

cc: Lisa Wayne, SFRPD 

Sincerely, 

)0W.-<?U1v )/L.()1f1_9_ 
Susan K. Moore 
Field Supervisor 

Scott Wilson and Suzanne Deleon, California Department of Fish and Game, Yountville, 
California 
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2.  Describe the proposed development in detail. Include secondary improvements such as grading, septic 
tanks, water wells, roads, driveways, outbuildings, fences, etc. (Attach additional sheets as necessary.) 

 
Sharp Park Golf Course is a Pacific Coast public recreation/public access facility (§ 30001.5(c)) in operation 
and serving the public since 1931, before enactment of the Coastal Act (§ 30608). The golf course is perhaps 
the most affordable public golf course in coastal California, and was designed by the renowned golf course 
architect Alister MacKenzie. Approval of the Pump House Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat 
Enhancement Project will not result in a substantial change to the existing, vested golf course operation (§ 
30608). 
 
There are two significant components of the project. First, the pump house is in need of improvement (§ 
30233(4)), to reduce obstructions of water flow to the intake and improve worker safety. The improvements 
will allow City personnel to monitor and manage water levels, which is necessary to protect California red-
legged frog (“CRLF”) egg masses during the rainy season and reduce flooding of the golf course and the risk 
of flooding of neighboring residential areas. Further, the safety improvements are necessary because City 
personnel must monitor water levels in inclement weather. Second, wetlands restoration and creation will 
improve functions and values (§ 30233(6)), and thereby enhance existing CRLF habitat. Approval of the 
proposed project will therefore assure the continued operation of this vested public service use, promote the 
safety of City employees, and restore the functionality of the surrounding wetlands. 
 
The project includes the following elements: 
 

(1) Removal of sediments and emergent vegetation within the Horse Stable Pond (HSP) near the intake 
structure in order to reduce obstructions to water flow to the pump intake and to enhance breeding 
habitat for the CRLF. 
 

(2) Removal of sediment and emergent vegetation that impedes water flow and reduces habitat 
suitability for CRLF in select locations within the connecting channel and culverts that link HSP and 
Laguna Salada (LS).The existing ground of Horse Stable Pond and connecting channel is located 
between 3’ and 8’ NAVD88. Sediment and vegetation will be removed to a maximum depth of 3’. 
Please see attached drawings for excavation area relative to the existing pond footprint. 
 

(3) Installation of steps leading down the slope from the access road to the pumphouse and the intake 
structure (approximately 47 square feet or 0.001 acres). A fence with a locking gate will restrict 
access to the steps and boardwalk. 
 

(4) Construction of a walkway on concrete support structures around the front of the pump intake box, 
approximately 42 feet long at the perimeter and 4.9 feet wide, which will wrap around the intake 
structure. The walkway, which will substantially improve access to the intake and screens thereby 
improving worker safety, will be made of wood and supported by 2 concrete filled steel pipe piles in 
the water. If feasible, a secondary screening system may be installed below the walkway surface and 
between the pilings to further reduce the amount of detritus, such as dead floating cattails, from 
entering the pumps. This screen is a metal mesh with holes measuring approximately one inch by 
one half inch. 
 

(5) Replacement of the failing wooden retaining wall next to the pumphouse (at the base of the levee 
slope between the uplands and the wetland) with a wood retaining wall to prevent further soil 
deposition from the uplands from entering the waterway. The retaining wall, which will measure 
approximately 12 feet long and five feet high, will be placed in jurisdictional wetlands and is 
estimated to result in 0.4 cubic yards of fill (approximately 6 square feet surface area). 

 
(Continued on next page) 
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     (6)  Repair of one cart path (total of approximately 700 square feet or 0.016 acre) located adjacent to, but not 

within, the LS wetland. Repairs to the cart path will involve removing approximately 100 linear feet of the 
existing path and relocating the path further away from the wetland and into the golf course. 

 
           In addition to the above mentioned items, the project components include two conservation measures as 

described in the Biological Opinion (pages 18-19): 
 
           (a) Construction of a pond to facilitate CRLF breeding that is approximately 150 square meters in size and 

similar in scope and design to the ponds constructed by the GGNRA. San Francisco RPD will monitor the 
pond for breeding success by surveying for egg masses on an annual basis and documenting habitat 
conditions for a period of five years following pond construction. 

 
           (b) SFRPD will restore 0.5 acre of upland habitat around Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada. This 

restoration component is included in the project description for contextual purposes only. 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE REQUEST  
   
At the request of the Coastal Commission staff, SFRPD is requesting an after-the-fact permit for the increase in 
pump capacity at the Sharp Park Pumphouse. SFRPD records provided to Coastal Commission staff shows that one 
pump has been located at the site since at least 1941 and two pumps have been there since at least 1959.  The record 
shows that in 1959 one pump was rated 500 gallons per minute and the other was rated 250 gallons per minute. 
 Further records have shown that the pumps increased in capacity by 1992.  Institutional knowledge indicates that by 
1997, the pumps had been replaced with pumps rated 10,000 gallons per minute and 1,500 gallons per minute, 
respectively.  City staff and the Coastal Commission staff have been unable to find documentation on the date(s) of 
change and accompanying permit(s) for this capacity change.  Thus, SFRPD requests an after-the-fact permit to 
cover the capacity change for the two pumps located in the Horse Stable Pond Pumphouse.  Please note, the 
protocols in place (i.e., visual survey of flooded areas to locate CRLF egg masses and manually managing the pump 
level to keep egg masses saturated) manage pumping operation.  These protocols have been developed with input 
from USFWS and CA Department of Fish and Wildlife, and are part of the action covered by the USFWS Biological 
Opinion.  Pumping operation at Sharp Park has decreased in frequency and intensity over the years as the protocols 
now in place prioritize providing a safe environment for the CRLF and San Francisco Garter Snake over managing 
flooding on the golf course. The pump rated 1,500 gallons per minute is the one most often used to finely tune water 
levels to cover egg masses.  The pump rated 10,000 gallons per minute is used during major storm events, when 
water levels rise rapidly. 
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Alternatives Analysis 
 
No Project Alternative 
 
The “no project” alternative would not meet the objectives of the project because: (i) it 
would allow sediment and vegetation to continue to build up in the vicinity of the 
pumphouse, which will make pump operations progressively less efficient over time and 
eventually foreclose pump operations; (ii) it would allow sediment and vegetation to 
remain in the connector channel and further sediment and vegetation to build up in the 
channel, which will inhibit the City’s ability to operate the pumps to manage water  levels 
in Laguna Salada; (iii) it will require City personnel to continue to work in unsafe 
conditions at the pumphouse; (iv) by impairing pump operations, it will diminish or 
eliminate the ability of the City to manage water levels for the benefit of at-risk species 
and to reduce the number and severity of flood events; and (v) by foreclosing sediment 
and vegetation removal, it will bar the City from proceeding with California red-legged 
frog breeding habitat restoration.  The “no project” alternative would impair recreational 
activity in the form of golfing, which has occurred on the site for several decades, a 
result that would contravene Coastal Act section 30221.  It would also foreclose feasible 
habitat restoration in contravention of Coastal Act section 30231.  There is no 
comparable public recreational facility on the coast in the region: The golf course 
precedes enactment of the Coastal Act by decades, offers very low green fees to a 
diverse user group, and provides a unique opportunity to experience the California 
coast. 
 
Because the functions and values of the environmentally sensitive habitat areas on the 
project site are the result of active management, the absence of such management 
would lead to degradation of those functions and values.  For example, failure to 
remove sediment from and control tule growth in Horse Stable Pond and Laguna 
Salada would degrade the value of those water bodies as California red-legged frog 
breeding habitat.  And because California red-legged frogs are an important prey 
species for San Francisco garter snake, failure to remove sediment from and control 
tule growth would indirectly harm the local San Francisco garter snake population.  The 
importance of such active management is demonstrated by the approach adopted by 
the National Park Service on the adjacent Golden Gate National Recreation Area lands, 
which included construction of seasonal ponds, vegetation management, pesticide use, 
and boardwalk construction. 
 
Habitat Restoration Only Alternative 
 
The habitat restoration only alternative would eliminate the following elements of the 
project: installation of steps down to the pumphouse from the access road and a fence 
to limit access; construction of a walkway around the pumphouse intake structure 
including six concrete support structures; and repair of two cart paths.  Thus, this 
alternative would retain the sediment and vegetation components of the project only.  
This alternative would not meet the objectives of the project because it will require City 
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personnel to continue to work in unsafe conditions at the pumphouse and will increase 
the likelihood of off-path golf cart use. 
 
Maintenance of the screens at the pumphouse intakes, including the removal of debris 
buildup, is necessary in order to allow for ongoing pump operations.  Such maintenance 
can be necessary as frequently as daily during the rainy season, and it often occurs 
while the pumps are being operated during or immediately after storm events when poor 
visibility, slippery conditions, and high water levels present hazards to City personnel.  
Currently, there is no safe walking and working surface and access to the screens is 
only possible by lifting a heavy piece of chain link fence while clearing the screens.  The 
safety and infrastructure improvement components of the project described above are 
essential to improve worker safety.  Permanent fill associated with these components of 
the project will be minimal, totaling approximately six square feet that will be occupied 
by the six concrete support structures for the walkway around the pumphouse intake. 
 
Relocation of two segments of cart path along the eastern edge of Laguna Salada is 
proposed.  These segments are in low lying portions of the golf course adjacent to 
Laguna Salada and can flood.  As a result, California red-legged frogs may deposit egg 
masses on the flooded paths, which will be at high risk of mortality as they will likely dry 
out before metamorphosis is completed.  In addition, golfers are more likely to take 
carts off paths when those paths are flooded.  Relocating the paths to a nearby upland 
location a greater distance from Laguna Salada will reduce substantially the likelihood 
the paths will flood and thereby yield the benefits described above. 
 
Larger Capacity Pump Alternative 
 
This alternative would involve proceeding with the project but also installing a large 
capacity pump to facilitate management of floodwaters both within the boundaries of 
Sharp Park and in adjacent areas including nearby residential areas.  This alternative 
would reduce the risk and flooding due to large storm events.  But pumping at high 
levels could have deleterious effects on the federally protected California red-legged 
frog (CRFL).  In addition, it may be necessary to replace infrastructure, including the 
existing outfall pipe that runs through the seawall, in order to take advantage of the 
capacity of a larger pump.  Furthermore, replacing the pump would not be cost effective. 
 
There are two pumps in the pumphouse; the smaller pump is rated at 1,500 gallons per 
minute, and the larger is rated at 10,000 gallons per minute. During the breeding 
season most of the water level management is accomplished with operation of the 
smaller pump, which can effectively cycle on and off as water moves through the 
watershed, sometimes up to a few days after a rainfall event. The large pump is only 
used infrequently during heavy storm events and does not have the ability to cycle on 
and off like the smaller pump. The smaller pump can maintain a more constant water 
level throughout the season and is sized appropriately for smaller more frequent rainfall 
events. The drawdown rate of the existing large pump is not effective for managing 
water levels for the CRLF egg masses. If a larger capacity pump were to be installed it 
would replace the existing large capacity pump but would only be useful during heavy 
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storm events, a few times a year. The smaller pump would still be the primary pump 
used for water level management.  In addition, together with the pump, it would likely be 
necessary to install new infrastructure to service the pump, including a new outfall pipe.  
This would increase the size and complexity of the project, and its impacts within the 
project area.  It is not cost effective to install a larger capacity pump, which would be 
used even less frequently than the existing pump. Therefore, this alternative was 
determined to be impractical. 
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Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

Date:  January 17, 2014; amended on January 9, 2014  

  (Amendments to the PMND are shown in deletions as strikethrough; 

additions in double underline) 

Case No.:  2012.1427E 

Project Address:  Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement,  

  and Habitat Enhancement Project   

Project Location:   Sharp Park 

Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD) 

  Stacy Bradley, (415) 575‐5609 

  stacy.bradley@sfgov.org 

Staff Contact:  Kei Zushi ‐ (415) 575‐9036  

  kei.zushi@sfgov.org 

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
The project site is located within Sharp Park in the City of Pacifica in San Mateo County. Sharp Park is a 

public park, approximately 417 acres in size, that is owned and operated by the City and County of San 

Francisco’s  (CCSF’s)  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (SFRPD).  The  proposed  project  consists  of:  1) 

construction of a perennial pond, approximately 1,600 sf  in size,  located approximately 400  to 500  feet 

southeast of Horse Stable Pond  (HSP); 2) realignment of a portion of an existing golf cart path  located 

west of the fairway for golf course hole number 14 and east of the tee box for golf course hole number 15; 

3) removal of sediment and emergent vegetation within HSP and the connecting channel that links HSP 

with Laguna Salada (LS); 4) construction of a maintenance walkway approximately 4.6 feet  in width at 

the  existing HSP pumphouse; 5)  replacement of a wooden  retaining wall near  the pumphouse with a 

concrete retaining wall at the existing HSP pumphouse; and 6) construction of steps from the access road 

to the existing HSP pumphouse.  

 

The project would be implemented in two locations, which cover a total of 35,000 noncontiguous square 

feet  (sf) within  Sharp  Park.  The majority  of work would  be  located  on  the  southwest  corner  of  the 

existing golf course, near HSP. One segment of an existing golf cart path is proposed to be realigned as 

part of this project. This golf cart path segment is located to the northeast of LS and to the southwest of 

Lakeside Avenue.  

 

The proposed project is being constructed in accordance with a Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service  (USFWS) and  is separate and  independent  from  the proposed Significant Natural 

Resource Areas Management Plan  (SNRAMP), which  is  currently undergoing  separate  environmental 

review. 

 

The Approval  by  the  San  Francisco Recreation  and Park Commission  is  the Approval Action  for  the 

whole of the proposed project. 
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FINDING: 
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 

of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 
15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and 

the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is 

attached. 

Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See pages 116 and 

127. 

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the project 

could have a significant effect on the environment. 

SARAH B. ’0’ 
 

Environmental 	w Officer  

(7o/ 
Date of Adon of Final Mitigated 

Negative Declaration 

cc: 	Stacy Bradley, Project Contact 
	

Distribution List 

Historic Preservation Distribution List 
	

Virna Byrd, M.D.F 
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Case No. 2012.1427E 1 Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, 
              and Habitat Enhancement Project 

INITIAL STUDY 
 

Case No. 2012.1427E – Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement,  
and Habitat Enhancement Project   
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Case No. 2012.1427E 3    Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, 
                                  and Habitat Enhancement Project 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Project Location and Site Characteristics 
 
Sharp Park is a public park, approximately 417 acres in size, located in the City of Pacifica in San 
Mateo County  that  is owned and operated by  the City and County of San Francisco’s  (CCSF’s) 
Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD). It is bisected from north to south by the Pacific Coast 
Highway (PCH), with the project site located west of PCH. Sharp Park is bounded by the Pacific 
Ocean  to  the west. To  the north and south, portions of Sharp Park are bordered by  residential 
development. Sharp Park abuts portions of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) 
to the south and east (see Figures 1 and 2). Sharp Park contains an 18‐hole golf course, an archery 
range, a clubhouse, a  remediated  former  rifle  range, a parking  lot, and extensive natural areas 
including  an  approximately  27‐acre wetland  complex  consisting  of Horse  Stable  Pond  (HSP), 
Laguna Salada (LS), a channel and culverts that connect HSP to LS, and adjacent wetlands. 
 
The SFRPD, as project sponsor, proposes to implement the project in two locations, which cover a 
total of 35,000 noncontiguous square feet (sf) within Sharp Park. The majority of work would be 
located on the southwest corner of the existing golf course, near HSP. One segment of an existing 
golf cart path  is proposed  to be realigned as part of  this project. This golf cart path segment  is 
located to the northeast of LS and to the southwest of Lakeside Avenue (see Figure 3).  
 
The Sharp Park Golf Course is located within an 845‐acre watershed.1 HSP is located south of LS 
and consists of an open water pond and a fresh‐to‐brackish water wetland. It is connected to LS 
via  an  approximately  1,000‐foot‐long  channel  that  was  constructed  to  drain  water  from  the 
lagoon to HSP, and together these three features form a wetland complex. In addition to water 
from LS, HSP receives water from Sanchez Creek from the east (see Figure 4). HSP is shallower 
and smaller than LS, and typical water depths range from one to three feet. Flood waters in the 
wetland complex are drainedremoved by pumps located at the southwest corner of HSP, which 
pump water into the Pacific Ocean during the winter, when water levels in the pond become too 
high.  
 
The LS wetland system  is naturally maintained by groundwater during periods of  low surface 
water  inflow,  such  as during  the  summer. At  these  times,  the water  elevation  in HSP  and LS 
represents the groundwater table. Groundwater flow from the watershed to the ocean maintains 
HSP  elevations  above  sea  level.  Over  the  course  of  the  year,  surface  inflows  to  LS  exceed 
groundwater  inflows  to LS by  600 percent.  Some of  the  excess  surface water  inflow  is  lost  to 
evaporation and uptake by plants, some flows as groundwater to the sea, and some is pumped to 
the ocean during periods of high inflow.2  
 
There is a seawall located along the western boundary of Sharp Park. This seawall was originally 
constructed between 1941 and 1952 and eliminated  the historic hydrologic connection between 
the Pacific Ocean and the wetland complex. The aforementioned pumps control water  levels  in 
HSP and may affect water levels in LS when the channel connecting the two water bodies creates 
a surface water connection between  them. The existing pump system consists of a  large pump 

                                                           
1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). In Reply Refer To: 08ESMF00‐2012‐F‐0082‐2, Formal Endangered Species  

  Consultation on the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement Project  in San Mateo County, 

California, October  2,  2012  (“Biological Opinion”).  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of Case  File No. 

2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
2 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. Report for the Hydrologic Assessment and Ecological Enhancement Feasibility Study: 

Laguna  Salada  Wetland  System,  Pacifica,  California,  Prepared  For:  Tetra  Tech,  Inc.,  March  30,  2009  (“Hydrologic 

Assessment”). This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning 

Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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(rated 10,000 gallons per minute) and a small pump (rated 1,500 gallons per minute) located in a 
pumphouse with pipes built  through  the  seawall  to  an outfall. Operation of  the  flood  control 
pump system  is necessary  to manage  floodwaters both on Sharp Park and adjacent properties. 
During normal rainfall years, floodwaters into LS back up onto the golf course.3,4 
 

Two  factors adversely affect  the operation of  the pumps. First, pump operation  is  impaired by 
sediment  buildup  and  vegetation  growth  around  the  pump  intake  structure  and  along  the 
connecting channel between HSP and LS. Second, pump operation is impaired by the buildup of 
vegetation on the pump intake screens. In order for the pumps to function properly, the existing 
screens at  the  intake must be kept clear of vegetation buildup. The maintenance of  the screens, 
including the removal of debris buildup, can be required as frequently as daily during the rainy 
season.  Such  maintenance  often  occurs  while  the  pumps  are  being  operated  during  or 
immediately after storm events when poor visibility, slippery conditions, and high water  levels 
present  hazards  to  maintenance  workers.  Currently,  there  is  no  safe  walking  and  working 
surface, and maintenance workers have to lift a piece of chain link fence to access the screens for 
cleaning.5 
   
In November  2008,  a wetland delineation  report was prepared  in  support of  the proposed LS 
Wetland Restoration and Habitat Recovery Project.6 The study area  for  the wetland delineation 
report  included HSP, LS, and areas of  the Sharp Park Golf Course adjacent  to  the  lagoon. The 
report concluded that a total of 27.42 acres of waters of the U.S.7 were delineated within the study 
area. Jurisdictional areas were classified into four habitat types: freshwater marsh, willow scrub, 
wet meadow,  and unvegetated pond  (open water)  (see Sections E.13, Biological Resources  for 
more information). In May 2013, another wetland delineation report was prepared by the SFRPD 
to  evaluate  wetlands  located  in  the  proposed  project  area  that  meet  the  California  Coastal 
Commission (CCC)‐only wetland criteria.8,9  

 
There  are  several  special‐status  species10  that  are known  to occur on  and near  the project  site. 
These species include the California red‐legged frog (CRLF), San Francisco garter snake (SFGS), 

                                                           
3 Arup North America. Sharp Park Sea Wall Evaluation, February 5, 2010. This document is available for review as part of 

Case File No. 2012.1427E at  the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 

California 94103. 
4 USFWS. Biological Opinion. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco 

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
5 Ibid. 

6 Tetra Tech,  Inc.  Jurisdictional Waters  of  the US  and Wetland Determination Report, Laguna Salada Wetland Restoration  and 

Habitat Recovery Project, November 2008 (“LS Wetland Determination Report”). This report is available for review as 

part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning Department,  1650 Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San 

Francisco, California 94103. 

7 Under  the Federal Clean Water Act  (FCWA)  Sections  404  and  401,  “jurisdictional wetlands  and waters of  the U.S.” 

include  one  of  the  following:  1)  traditional  navigable waters;  2) wetlands  next  to  traditional  navigable waters;  3) 

nonnavigable tributaries of traditional navigable waters that are relatively permanent, where the tributaries typically 

flow year‐round or have continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g., typically three months); or 4) wetlands that directly 

abut the tributaries described in Item 3), above. See Section E.13, Biological Resources, for more information about the 

definition of “jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S.” 
8  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (SFRPD).  Single  Parameter  Wetland  Delineation  for  the  Sharp  Park 

Pumphouse Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat Enhancement Project, May 7, 2013 (“Single Parameter Wetland 

Delineation Report”). This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco 

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

9 See the discussion concerning the California Coastal Act under Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, 

page 19, for the definition of CCC‐only wetlands. 
10 See Section E.13, Biological Resources, for the definition of “Special‐Status Species.”  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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western pond  turtle  (WPT),  salt marsh common yellowthroat, black‐crowned night heron, and 
San  Francisco  dusky‐footed  woodrat.  CRLF  is  listed  as  “threatened”  under  the  Federal 
Endangered Species Act  (FESA)  and  a California Species of Special Concern  (SSC).11,12 SFGS  is 
listed  as  “endangered” under  the  FESA  and  classified  as  “endangered”  and  “fully protected” 
under the California Fish and Game Code.13,14,15,16,17 The black‐crowned night heron is a California 
Special  Animal.18  WPT,  salt  marsh  common  yellowthroat,  and  San  Francisco  dusky‐footed 
woodrat  are  listed  as  a California  SSC. The  San  Francisco dusky‐footed woodrat  is  known  to 
occur on the east side of PCH (see Section E.13, Biological Resources for more information).  
 
Proposed Project  
 
The proposed project  includes elements that are required under a Biological Opinion  issued by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)19 and consists of: 1) construction of a perennial pond 
approximately 1,600 sf  in size; 2)  realignment of a portion of an existing golf cart path  located 
west of  the  fairway  for golf course hole number 14 and east of  the  tee box  for golf course hole 
number  15;  3)  removal  of  sediment  and  emergent  vegetation within HSP  and  the  connecting 
channel that links HSP with LS; 4) construction of a maintenance walkway approximately 4.6 feet 
in  width;  5)  replacement  of  a  wooden  retaining  wall  near  the  pumphouse  with  a  concrete 
retaining wall; and 6) construction of steps from the access road to the existing HSP pumphouse 
(see Figures 5 and 6).  
 

                                                           
11 The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) defines “Threatened Species” as any species which is likely to become an 

endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 

12 A Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a species, subspecies, or distinct population of an animal (fish, amphibian, reptile, 

bird, and mammal ) native to California that currently satisfies one or more of the following (not necessarily mutually 

exclusive) criteria:  

 is extirpated from the State or, in the case of birds, in its primary seasonal or breeding role;  

 is  listed  as  Federally‐,  but  not  State‐,  threatened  or  endangered; meets  the  State definition  of  threatened  or 

endangered but has not formally been listed;  

 is  experiencing,  or  formerly  experienced,  serious  (noncyclical)  population  declines  or  range  retractions  (not 

reversed) that, if continued or resumed, could qualify it for State threatened or endangered status;  

 has naturally small populations exhibiting high susceptibility to risk from any factor(s), that if realized, could 

lead to declines that would qualify it for State threatened or endangered status.  

13 The FESA defines “Endangered Species” as any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 

portion of  its range other than a species of the Class Insecta determined by the Secretary to constitute a pest whose 

protection under the provisions of the FESA would present an overwhelming and overriding risk to man. 

14 The California Fish and Game Code defines ʺEndangered Speciesʺ as a native species or subspecies of a bird, mammal, 

fish,  amphibian,  reptile,  or  plant which  is  in  serious  danger  of  becoming  extinct  throughout  all,  or  a  significant 

portion,  of  its  range  due  to  one  or  more  causes,  including  loss  of  habitat,  change  in  habitat,  overexploitation, 

predation, competition, or disease. Any species determined by the Fish and Game Commission as ʺendangeredʺ on or 

before January 1, 1985, is an ʺendangered species.ʺ 

15 The  classification  of  “Fully Protected” was  the  Stateʹs  initial  effort  in  the  1960ʹs  to  identify  and provide  additional 

protection  to  those  animals  that  were  rare  or  faced  possible  extinction.  Lists  were  created  for  fish,  mammals. 

amphibians  and  reptiles, birds  and mammals. Most  fully protected  species have  also been  listed  as  threatened or 

endangered species under the more recent endangered species laws and regulations. 

16 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Fully Protected Animals. Available online at:  

  http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/t_e_spp/fully_pro.html. Accessed July 19, 2013. 
17  CDFW.  State  and  Federally  Listed  Endangered  &  Threatened  Animals  of  California,  January  2013.  Available  online  at: 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/TEAnimals.pdf. Accessed July 19, 2013. 

18 “Special Animals” is a general term that refers to all of the taxa the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) is 

interested in tracking, regardless of their legal or protection status. 

19 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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The primary purposes of  the proposed construction of a pond, golf cart path realignment, and 
sediment and vegetation removal are to: 1) restore habitat in several locations within the wetland 
complex  for CRLF  and  SFGS;  and  2)  remove  impediments  to water  flow within  the wetland 
complex.  The  primary  purposes  of  the  proposed  improvements  to  the  pumphouse  are  to:  1) 
enhance  access  to  the  pump  intake  structure  and  improve  the  safety  conditions  of  workers 
operating and maintaining the pumps; and 2) enhance existing habitat for CRLF and SFGS.  
 
The following is a description of each element of the proposed project: 

 
1) Construction of a perennial pond. An approximately 1,600‐sf perennial pond would be 

constructed  to  provide  habitat  for  CRLF.  The  proposed  pond  would  be  located 
approximately 400 to 500 feet to the southeast of HSP within Sharp Park (see Figure 5). 
The SFRPD has tentatively identified two possible locations for the proposed pond. The 
final  specific  location  would  be  determined  in  consultation  with  the  USFWS.  The 
proposed pond would be constructed by excavating up to five feet in depth in a similar 
manner  to nearby ponds  recently  completed by GGNRA. Depending on  the  results of 
hydrologic surveys  to be conducted as part of  this project,  the pond may be  lined with 
clay bentonite  to prolong water retention. The pond would be designed  to capture and 
hold surface water runoff in the immediate vicinity of the pond and may also be fed by 
groundwater.  
 
Several types of plants would be removed and others planted in and near the proposed 
pond.  The plants to be removed would primarily include invasive species such as poison 
hemlock  (Conium  maculatum),  mustard,  and  annual  grasses;  however,  some  areas 
containing common native upland species such as coyote brush  (Baccharis pilularis) and 
California  aster  (Symphyotrichum  chiloensis)  may  also  be  affected.  The  pond  margins 
would be planted with wetland species such as common rush  (Juncus effuses), common 
threesquare  (Schoenoplectus pungens) and common silverweed  (Potentilla anserina) which 
would provide suitable attachment sites for CRLF egg masses. The uplands surrounding 
the  pond would  be  revegetated with  the  grassland‐scrub mosaic  species which may 
include  coastal  sagewort  (Artemesia  pycnocephala),  sticky  monkey  flower  (Mimulus 
aurantiacus), California aster and native grass species, which would provide high quality 
foraging and refuge habitat for CRLF and SFGS. The SFRPD would monitor the pond for 
CRLF  breeding  success  by  surveying  for  egg masses  on  an  annual  basis  and would 
document habitat conditions for five years following pond construction. 
 

2) Golf  cart path  realignment. One  segment of an  existing  cart path,  located west of  the 
fairway  for  golf  course  hole  number  14  and  east  of  the  tee  box  for  golf  course  hole 
number 15, frequently floods, even during drought years. This golf cart path segment is 
located in low lying depression, which prevents surface water from draining into LS and 
causes  surface  water  to  pond  on  the  path.  This  segment  of  the  golf  cart  path, 
approximately 100 feet in length and seven feet in width, would be realigned to shift it 5 
to 10 feet further away from habitat areas (see Figure 6). To maintain the natural look of 
the area adjacent  to  the cart path,  the new path may be constructed using  interlocking, 
permeable pavers. 
 

3) Removal  of  sediment  and  emergent  vegetation  within  HSP  and  the  connecting 
channel.  Sediment  and  emergent vegetation,  including  cattails  (Typha  angustifolia)  and 
bulrush (Scirpus americanus), near the existing pumphouse would be removed in order to 
reduce obstructions to water flow into the pump intake structure and to enhance existing 
habitat for CRLF and SFGS (see Figure 5). HSP is approximately 5,900 sf in size, of which 
2,350 sf is filled with cattails and bulrush. From this area, approximately 435 cubic yards 
(CYs) of sediment and emergent vegetation would be removed. The connecting channel 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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between HSP and LS  is approximately 6,500 sf  in size. This project would also remove 
approximately  480  CYs  of  sediment  and  emergent  vegetation  from  the  connecting 
channel. To  facilitate  the proposed  sediment  and  emergent vegetation  removal  and  to 
reduce potential  impacts  to CRLF, any of  the  following measures, or a  combination of 
two or more of these measures, may be implemented in consultation with the USFWS: 1) 
lowering  the water  level  of HSP  and  the  connecting  channel  through  the  use  of  the 
existing  pumps;  2)  installing  temporary  barricades  within  the  connecting  channel  to 
prevent  the water  from  flowing  into  the work  areas,  or  3)  utilizing  suction  hydraulic 
equipment to minimize the disturbance of sediments in the water.  
 
The  sediment  and  vegetation  removal  around  the  pumphouse  would  likely  require 
establishing an equipment access route  through  the  jurisdictional wetland on  the north 
side of HSP. A compact multi‐purpose aquatic vessel (i.e., an Aquamog) equipped with a 
long  boom  and  clam  shell  or  bucket  type  attachment  that  can  reach  sediment  and 
vegetation may  be used near  the pumphouse.  If  it  is determined  in  consultation with 
regulatory agencies that it is preferable to remove water from the work area around the 
pumphouse  prior  to  sediment  removal,  then  a  small  bobcat  or  similar  equipment  on 
tracks may be used to remove sediment. It  is anticipated that an excavator or Grade‐all 
stationed  on  the  golf  course would  be used  for  the proposed  sediment  and  emergent 
vegetation removal in the connecting channel. 
 
Sediment and vegetation removed from both HSP and the connecting channel would be 
placed in an elevated dewatering container located in an adjacent cleared upland area or 
placed directly into a dump truck and transported to the former rifle range in the Upper 
Canyon of Sharp Park on the east side of PCH. The sediment and vegetation would be 
spread  over  flat  grassland  areas  in  the  former  rifle  range. No  dewatering  vehicles  or 
containers would be left overnight within work areas. 

 
4) Construction of a maintenance walkway. The proposed maintenance walkway would 

be  approximately  4.6  feet  in width  and wrap  around  the  pump  intake  structure,  and 
would  be  constructed  in  compliance with  the California Uniform  Building Code.  The 
maintenance walkway would  be made  of wood  and  supported  by  approximately  six 
concrete  support  structures  to  be  placed  in  jurisdictional  wetlands.  The  support 
structures  for  the  proposed maintenance walkway would  result  in  1.2  CYs  of  fill  in 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of  the U.S., which would  require a permit  from  the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). A new concrete slab (5 feet by 5 feet) and metal 
guardrail (3.5 feet in height and 3 feet in length) may be installed at the entrance door to 
the pumphouse. In addition, a secondary, metal debris screen would be  installed at the 
pump intake structure in consultation with the USFWS. This screen would be metal mesh 
with holes measuring approximately one inch by one half inch. 
 

5) Replacement of an existing wooden retaining wall. An existing wooden retaining wall 
located  next  to  the  pumphouse,  approximately  12  feet  in  length  and  3  feet  in  height, 
would  be  replaced with  a  new  concrete  retaining wall  of  the  same  size,  in  order  to 
prevent  upland  soil  from  entering  the water.  The  proposed  retaining wall would  be 
constructed  in  compliance with  the California Uniform  Building Code.  The  proposed 
retaining wall would result in 0.4 CYs of fill in jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the 
U.S., which would require a permit from the USACE (see Figure 5). 
 

6) Construction  of  steps.  The  proposed  project  includes  construction  of  12  steps, 
approximately 3  feet  in width and 14.3 feet  in  length,  leading down  the slope  from  the 
access  road  to  the  existing  pumphouse.  The  proposed  steps would  be  constructed  in 
compliance with the California Uniform Building Code.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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The proposed project would  result  in excavation up  to a maximum of  five  feet below ground 
surface (bgs). Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control would be implemented for 
all elements of the proposed project and may  include placement of fiber rolls, silt fences, straw 
blankets, hydroseeding, and straw mulch/wood chips. In addition, the SFRPD would implement 
the  following BMPs  to control  the spread of mosquito‐borne disease as part of  this project  (see 
Impact HZ‐2 for more information): 
 

1. Educate staff about the most effective ways to avoid being bitten by mosquitoes; 
 
2. Remove small water features that contain standing water or treat those features with 

Bacillus  thuringiensis  israelis  a  biological  control  agent  for mosquito  larvae,  if  the 
features were  to  remain  and  Public Health  Services were  to  identify  a  potential 
health hazard; and 

 
3. Encourage  staff  to  drain  any  standing  water  in  stored  equipment  or  temporary 

depressions. 
 
While the proposed activities associated with sediment and vegetation removal  in HSP and the 
connecting channel and the native plant restoration associated with the construction of the pond 
are  similar  to  those  identified  as  long‐term management  goals  in  the  SFRPD’s proposed  2006 
Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP), this project is a separate and 
independent project to improve the habitat of the CRLF and SFGS in compliance with the USFWS 
Biological Opinion while  improving  the  safety  of workers who maintain  the pumphouse. The 
proposed 2006 SNRAMP, which is currently undergoing environmental review, is a management 
plan intended to guide SFRPD’s natural resource protection, habitat restoration, trail and access 
improvements, and maintenance activities over  time and concerns all of  the  identified “natural 
areas” within the SFRPD’s jurisdiction. 
 
Although  a  neighborhood  notice  distributed  on  January  15,  2013  for  the  proposed  project 
indicated  that  the  project would  include  restoration  of  a  half‐acre  upland  habitat  around  the 
wetland  complex,  the  Planning  Department  has  since  determined  that  the  upland  habitat 
restoration  is  separate,  and  has  independent  utility,  from  the  proposed  project.  The  upland 
habitat restoration, to remove invasive plant species and revegetate with native species on a total 
of 0.5 acres of upland area within Sharp Park, neither relies upon nor requires the approval of the 
proposed  project.  A  Categorical  Exemption  (Planning  Case  No.  2013.1008E)  was  issued  on 
August  5,  2013  concerning  the  upland  habitat  restoration  pursuant  to  the  California 
Environmental Quality Act  (CEQA).  The  notice  also  indicated  that  two  cart  paths would  be 
realigned. The SFRPD has decided to leave the southern cart segment in its current location and 
manually route carts onto the fairway as needed to avoid flooded areas. 
 
A Biological Assessment20 was prepared by the SFRPD and a Biological Opinion21 was issued by 
the USFWS for the proposed project. At the request of the USFWS, the Biological Assessment and 
Biological Opinion included the proposed project listed above, as well as the ongoing operations 
and maintenance of  the golf  course.22 Although ongoing golf  course operations,  such as pump 

                                                           
20 SFRPD. Biological Assessment, Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat Enhancement Project, May 2, 2012 

(“Biological  Assessment”).  This  Biological  Assessment  was  amended  on  August  16,  2012.  These  documents  are 

available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San Francisco Planning Department,  1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

21 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
22 The proposed project is part of the project for which the Biological Opinion was issued by the USFWS. The proposed 

project, except for the construction of a 1,600‐sf pond, is outlined under “Construction Action” on pages 5 and 6 of the 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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management and operation, mowing, and golf cart use, are discussed in the Biological Opinion, 
these  ongoing  operations  and maintenance  activities  are  not  considered  part  of  the  proposed 
project  for  purposes  of  this CEQA  analysis,  but  rather  are  considered  part  of  the  existing,  or 
baseline, conditions. No changes to golf course operations and maintenance, including operations 
of the pumps, are proposed as part of this project. 
 
Construction activities are required to be undertaken between June 1 and October 31 to minimize 
the  proposed  project’s  impact  to CRLF  and  SFGS  in  accordance with  the  Biological Opinion. 
Construction is anticipated to occur for approximately 60 days over 18 months in the appropriate 
construction  window  in  accordance  with  the  Biological  Opinion. Workers  for  the  proposed 
project would include up to three to ten SFRPD employees and contractors. 
 
The Biological Opinion includes a number of Conservation Measures and Terms and Conditions, 
intended to minimize the project’s impacts to CRLF and SFGS. These Conservation Measures and 
Terms  and Conditions  are  included  as mitigation measures  for  this  project  (see  Section  E.13, 
Biological Resources for more information).  
 
Project Approvals Required 
 
The proposed project would require  the  following project approvals, with  the Approval by  the 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission identified as the Approval Action for the whole 
of the proposed project:   
 

 Approval by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission  
 FESA Section 7  formal consultation, Biological Opinion, and  Incidental Take Statement 

Approval by the USFWS23 
 California Endangered Species Act (CESA) consultation with the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)24 concerning fully protected species (i.e., SFGS) 
 Federal Clean Water Act (FCWA) Section 404 Approval by the USACE 
 FCWA  Section  401  Water  Quality  Certification  Approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) 
 Fish and Game Code Section 1602 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement Approval by  

the CDFW 
 Coastal Development Permit Approval by the CCC   

 
In addition, the proposed project may require the following project approval:   
 

 Approval  of  an  amended National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES) 
Permit by SFBRWQCB 

 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Biological Opinion. The proposed construction of a 1,600‐sf pond is outlined under “Conservation Measures for Golf 

Course Maintenance and Operations” on page 19 of the Biological Opinion.  
23 A Biological Opinion including an Incidental Take Statement has been issued by the USFWS for the proposed project. 

24 Formerly known as the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Figure 1. Vicinity Map 

Source: San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
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Figure 2. Map of Sharp Park and Golf Course 

Source: San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
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Figure 3. Location of Proposed Project 

Source: San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
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Figure 4. Drainage Network Map25 

Source: Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc.

 
                                                           
25 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. Hydrologic Assessment. This report is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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Figure 5. Detail of Proposed Project near HSP 

Source: San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
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Figure 6. Detail of Proposed Golf Cart Path Realignments 

Source: San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
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B. PROJECT SETTING 
 
Sharp Park is a public park, approximately 417 acres in size, located in the City of Pacifica in San 
Mateo County, that is owned and operated by the SFRPD. It  is bisected from north to south by 
the PCH, and the proposed project site is located to the west of PCH. Sharp Park is bounded by 
the Pacific Ocean  to  the west. To  the north and south, portions of Sharp Park are bordered by 
residential development. To the south and east, Sharp Park abuts portions of the GGNRA. Sharp 
Park  contains an 18‐hole golf  course, an archery  range, a  clubhouse, a  remediated  former  rifle 
range,  a parking  lot,  and  extensive  natural  areas  including  an  approximately  27‐acre wetland 
complex  consisting  of HSP,  LS,  a  channel  and  culverts  that  connect HSP  to  LS,  and  adjacent 
wetlands. 
 
C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 
 
 Applicable Not Applicable 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed 
to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City 
or Region, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other 
than the Planning Department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies. 

  

 
Plans and Policies 
 
San Francisco Plans and Policies 
 
San  Francisco  land  use  plans  and  policies  are  primarily  applicable  to  projects  within  the 
jurisdictional boundaries of San Francisco,  although  in  some  cases  they may  apply  to projects 
outside San Francisco. This information is relevant to the evaluation of impacts of the proposed 
project with  respect  to  specific  significance  criteria  under  CEQA  that  require  analysis  of  the 
compatibility of a proposed project with certain aspects of local land use plans and policies. 
 
The SFRPD  is guided by the San Francisco City Charter along with other applicable city codes, 
plans,  and  policies.  These  plans  include  the  San  Francisco General Plan, which  sets  forth  the 
comprehensive,  long‐term  land use policy  for CCSF, and  the San Francisco Sustainability Plan, 
which addresses  the  long‐term sustainability of CCSF. The plans and policies applicable  to  the 
proposed project, as well as other relevant plans and policies, are discussed herein. 
 
This section discusses the project’s inconsistencies, if any, with applicable plans and policies that 
may result  in physical environmental effects.  If no  inconsistencies are  identified,  the discussion 
lists the plans that were reviewed and states that no inconsistencies were identified.  
 
Policy conflicts do not,  in and of  themselves,  indicate a significant environmental effect within 
the meaning of CEQA, in that the intent of CEQA is to determine physical effects associated with 
a project. Many of  the plans of CCSF and  the other  relevant  jurisdictions  contain policies  that 
address  multiple  goals  pertaining  to  different  resource  areas.  To  the  extent  that  physical 
environmental  impacts  of  a  proposed  project may  result  from  conflicts with  one  of  the  goals 
related  to  a  specific  resource  topic,  such  impacts  are  analyzed  in  this  Initial  Study  in  that 
respective topic section, such as Section E.7, Air Quality, and Section E.13, Biological Resources. 
 
 

2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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San Francisco General Plan 
Although  the  General  Plan was  developed  for  lands within  the  jurisdictional  boundaries  of 
CCSF,  its  underlying  goals  apply  to CCSF  projects  outside  the  boundaries  of CCSF.  The  San 
Francisco General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions. The 
General  Plan  contains  10  elements  (Commerce  and  Industry,  Recreation  and  Open  Space, 
Housing, Community  Facilities, Urban Design,  Environmental  Protection,  Transportation, Air 
Quality, Community Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical 
development of San Francisco. The compatibility of the proposed project with General Plan goals, 
policies, and objectives that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by 
decision‐makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 
No inconsistencies with the San Francisco General Plan were identified. 
 
Proposition M – The Accountable Planning Initiative 
In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable 
Planning  Initiative, which  added  Section  101.1  to  the Planning Code  to  establish  eight Priority 
Policies.  These  policies,  and  the  subsection  of  Section  E  of  this  Initial  Study  addressing  the 
environmental  issues  associated  with  the  policies,  are:  (1)  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
neighborhood‐serving  retail uses;  (2) protection of neighborhood  character  (Topic 1, Land Use 
and Land Use Planning, Question 1c);  (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing 
(Topic 3, Population and Housing, Question 3b, with regard to housing supply and displacement 
issues);  (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles  (Topic 5, Transportation and Circulation, 
Questions 5a, 5b, and 5f); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office 
development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership (Topic 1, Land 
Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c); (6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (Topic 
14,  Geology  and  Soils,  Question  14a  through  14d);  (7)  landmark  and  historic  building 
preservation (Topic 4, Cultural Resources, Question 4a); and (8) protection of open space (Topic 
9, Wind and Shadow, Questions 9a and 9b; and Topic 10, Recreation, Questions 10a and 10c). 
 
Prior to issuing a permit for any project which requires an Initial Study under the CEQA, prior to 
issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action 
that requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City is required to find that the 
proposed project or legislation would be consistent with the Priority Policies. As noted above, the 
consistency of  the proposed project with  the environmental  topics associated with  the Priority 
Policies  is  discussed  in  Section  E,  Evaluation  of  Environmental  Effects,  of  this  Initial  Study, 
providing information for use in the approval for the proposed project. 
 

No inconsistencies with the General Plan Priority Policies were identified. 
 
1995/2006 Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plans   
On  January  19,  1995,  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  approved  the  first 
SNRAMP. While San Francisco  is by  and  large  a densely developed urban  area,  fragments of 
unique  plant  and  animal  habitats,  known  as  Significant  Natural  Resource  Areas  (“Natural 
Areas”), have been preserved within the parks of San Francisco and Pacifica that are managed by 
the SFRPD. The SNRAMP was developed to preserve, restore, and enhance the remnant Natural 
Areas and to promote environmental stewardship of these areas.  
 
The proposed project is consistent with the adopted 1995 SNRAMP as it conforms with three of 
the  overall  Program  Objectives:  1)  determine  management  needs  for  natural  resources, 
particularly those identified by other agencies as rare, threatened or endangered; 2) consult and 
coordinate  with  other  city  departments,  agencies  and  groups  with  special  expertise  for 
implementation strategies; and 3) implement measures designed to address immediate problems. 
The proposed project was created in consultation with the USFWS, USACE and CDFW to protect 
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CRLF and SFGS while also implementing measures to improve the safety of workers around the 
pumphouse. 
 
The  project  is  also  consistent  with  the  following  1995  SNRAMP’s  General  Policies  and 
Management Actions  listed under Vegetation, Wildlife, and Water Resources: 1) vegetation, by 
promoting indigenous plant species around the new pond, enhancing riparian areas in HSP and 
the connecting channel and preserving habitat which supports wildlife; 2) wildlife, by consulting 
with agencies  such as  the USFWS, USACE, and CDFW on habitat enhancement  for CRLF and 
SFGS;  3) water  resources,  by maintaining  and  improving  the water  quality  of  the  connecting 
channel and HSP and protecting  this riparian zone  from sedimentation. As such,  this project  is 
consistent with the 1995 SNRAMP. 
 
Over the course of several years, the SFRPD updated and expanded the level of detail in the 1995 
SNRAMP, ultimately resulting in a new SNRAMP, with a final draft plan published in February 
2006.  The  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  approved  the  final  draft  plan  for 
CEQA evaluation in August 2006. The proposed 2006 SNRAMP contains detailed information on 
the biology, geology, and trails within 32 Natural Areas, 31 in San Francisco and one (Sharp Park) 
in Pacifica. The proposed 2006 SNRAMP is currently undergoing environmental review. A draft 
Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) was published on August 31, 2011, and the Planning 
Department is currently preparing responses to comments received on the Draft EIR. 
 
Sustainability Plan for San Francisco 
The  Sustainability  Plan  for  San  Francisco  was  endorsed  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  1997.  Although  the  Board  has  not  committed  CCSF  to  perform  the  actions 
addressed  in  the  plan,  the  plan  serves  as  a  blueprint  for  sustainability,  with  many  of  its 
individual  proposals  requiring  further  development  and  public  comment  should  they  be 
proposed  for  implementation.  The  underlying  goals  of  the  plan  are  to maintain  the  physical 
resources and systems that support life in San Francisco and to create a social structure that will 
allow such maintenance. It is divided into 15 topic areas, 10 that address specific environmental 
issues  (Air  Quality;  Biodiversity;  Energy,  Climate  Change  and  Ozone  Depletion;  Food  and 
Agriculture; Hazardous Materials; Human Health; Parks, Open Spaces  and Streetscapes; Solid 
Waste; Transportation; and Water and Wastewater), and five that are broader in scope and cover 
many  issues  (Economy  and  Economic  Development;  Environmental  Justice;  Municipal 
Expenditures; Public Information and Education; and Risk Management). Each topic area in the 
plan has a set of indicators that are to be used over time to determine whether San Francisco is 
moving in a sustainable direction in that particular area. The Biodiversity section, which includes 
39  specific  actions,  addresses  the  goals  of  increased  ecological understanding,  protection,  and 
restoration of remnant natural ecosystems; increased habitat value in developed and naturalistic 
areas;  and  collection,  organization,  and  development  of  historic  information  on  habitat  and 
biodiversity. 
 
The Sustainability Plan  for San Francisco was developed  to  address San Francisco’s  long‐term 
environmental  sustainability,  and  it  includes  many  of  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  1995 
SNRAMP. No inconsistencies with the Sustainability Plan for San Francisco were identified. 
 
Regional Plans and Policies 
 
San Francisco Bay Basin (Region 2) Water Quality Control Plan 
The  San  Francisco  Bay  Basin  (Region  2) Water  Quality  Control  Plan  contains  water  quality 
regulations  adopted  by  the  SFBRWQCB.  It  has  been  approved  by  the California  State Water 
Resources  Control  Board,  the  Office  of  Administrative  Law,  and  the  U.S.  Environmental 
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Protection Agency  (USEPA).26  It  also  contains  statewide  regulations  adopted by  the California 
Water Resources Control Board and other state agencies that refer to activities regulated by the 
board. No  inconsistencies with  the San Francisco Bay Basin  (Region  2) Water Quality Control 
Plan were identified.  
 
If the preferred method for sediment and emergent vegetation removal involves pumping water 
from HSP  to  lower  the water  level,  the SFRPD would seek modification of  the existing Section 
401 and NPDES permits  to be  issued by  the SFBRWQCB, as  required by  the SFBRWQCB. No 
inconsistencies with  the  San Francisco Bay Basin  (Region  2) Water Quality Control Plan were 
identified. 
 
Other Regional Plans and Policies 
The five principal regional planning agencies and their policy documents that guide planning in 
the  nine‐county  Bay  Area  are  the  Plan  Bay  Area,27  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality Management 
District’s  (BAAQMD’s)  2010  Clean  Air  Plan,  the Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission’s 
(MTC’s) Regional Transportation  Plan  – Transportation  2035,  the  SFBRWQCB’s  San  Francisco 
Basin Plan, and  the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s  (BCDC’s) 
San Francisco Bay Plan. Due to the scope and nature of the proposed project, there would be no 
anticipated conflicts with regional plans.  
 
California Coastal Act 
The California Coastal Act (CCA) applies to development occurring in the coastal zone. The act 
limits  development  in  wetlands  and  coastal  waters  to  certain  types  of  projects  (restoration 
projects,  for example, are  included among  the  list of permitted projects) and  stipulates  criteria 
under which  such  projects may  be  permitted. Under  the CCC’s  regulations,  an  area may  be 
classified  as  a wetland  (“CCA‐only wetland”)  if  it meets one or more of  the  three parameters 
required  that  define  wetlands  under  Section  404  of  the  FCWA:  hydric  soils,  hydrophytic 
vegetation, or wetland hydrology. A portion of Sharp Park near the LS wetland complex is in the 
Coastal Zone under the CCC jurisdiction.28 The majority of the project activities would take place 
entirely within the CCC jurisdiction and require a coastal development permit from the CCC. The 
final location of the proposed pond would be determined in consultation with the CCC. 
 
The CCA includes specific policies that address issues such as public access and recreation, lower 
cost visitor accommodations, terrestrial and marine habitat protection, visual resources, landform 
alteration, agricultural lands, commercial fisheries, industrial uses, water quality, offshore oil and 
gas development,  transportation, development design, power plants, ports,  and public works. 
The  policies  of  the  CCA  are  the  statutory  standards  that  apply  to  planning  and  regulatory 
decisions made by the CCC and by local governments pursuant to the CCA. The CCA’s policies 
are  implemented  in part  through  local coastal programs, which  include  local government  land 
use plans, zoning codes, and other implementing plans and ordinances.  
 

                                                           
26 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB). Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the 

San Francisco Bay Basin. Available online at: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb2/basin_planning.shtml. Accessed May 

16, 2013. 

27  Scott Edmondson, San Francisco Planning Department. Email to Kei Zushi, San Francisco Planning Department, ABAG  

  projections  2009,  July  23,  2013.  This  email  is  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
28 Darryl Rance, California Coastal Commission (CCC). Memorandum sent to John R. Bock, Tetra Tech, Boundary  

  Determination No. 08‐2011, Sharp Park Restoration Plan, San Mateo County, May 31, 2011. This memorandum is available 

for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 

400, San Francisco, California 94103. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
Page 21 of 131



Case No. 2012.1427E 20   Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement,                                      
                                   and Habit Enhancement Project 

No  inconsistencies with  the  CCA were  identified  (see  Section  E.1,  Land  Use  and  Land  Use 
Planning for more information).  
 
CRLF Recovery Plan 
The Recovery Plan for CRLF29 approved by the USFWS notes that the objective of the Recovery 
Plan  is  to delist CRLF. The Recovery Plan  further states  that  the strategy  for recovery of CRLF 
will  involve:  1)  protecting  existing  populations  by  reducing  threats;  2)  restoring  and  creating 
habitat  that  will  be  protected  and  managed  in  perpetuity;  3)  surveying  and  monitoring 
populations  and  conducting  research  on  the  biology  of  and  threats  to  the  subspecies;  and  4) 
reestablishing populations of the subspecies within its historic range. No inconsistencies with the 
Recovery Plan for CLRF were identified. 

 
City of Pacifica Plans and Policies 
 
Although  the SFRPD and the proposed project  in Sharp Park are not subject  to City of Pacifica 
land use ordinances, plans, and policies, the following discussion is presented for informational 
purposes.  
 
City of Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan 
The City of Pacifica’s Local Coastal Land Use Plan (LUP) serves as the land use plan for the City 
of Pacifica’s coastal zone and was written in accordance with the policies of the CCA. The LUP 
was adopted  in 1980, and  is undergoing an update. The LUP  includes 33 Coastal Act policies, 
most of which are applicable to particular General Plan elements. The policies cover such topics 
as  access,  facilities,  recreation,  habitat  protection,  scenic  and  visual  qualities,  and  cultural 
resources. No inconsistencies with the LUP were identified. 
 
The majority of  the project activities would  take place entirely within  the CCC  jurisdiction and 
require  a  coastal development permit  from  the CCC. The  final  location of  the proposed pond 
would be determined in consultation with the CCC. 
 
Neighborhood Notification 
 
A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was sent out on January 15, 2013, to 
the  owners  of  properties within  300  feet  of  the  Sharp  Park  boundaries  and  to  occupants  of 
properties  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  as  well  as  to  other  interested  parties.  The  Planning 
Department received several  letters  in response to the notice. Respondents requested  to receive 
environmental  review  documents  and/or  expressed  concerns  regarding  the  proposed  project, 
which  included:  (1)  impacts  to CRLF and SFGS;  (2)  impacts  to other special‐status species and 
wetland habitats; and 3) historic resource impacts. These issues are addressed in the appropriate 
topic areas in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
29 USFWS,  Region  1.  Recovery  Plan  for  the  California  Red‐legged  Frog,  (Rana  aurora  draytonii), Approved May  28,  2002. 

Available  online  at:  http://www.amphibians.org/wp‐content/uploads/2013/07/California‐Red‐legged‐Frog‐Recovery‐Plan.pdf. 
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D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
The  proposed  project  could  potentially  affect  the  environmental  factor(s)  checked  below.  The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental topic. 

 

  Land Use   Air Quality   Geology and Soils 

 Aesthetics   Wind and Shadow   Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Population and Housing   Recreation   Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

 Cultural and Paleo. Resources   Utilities and Service Systems   Mineral/Energy Resources 

 Transportation and Circulation   Public Services   Agricultural Resources 

 Noise   Biological Resources   Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
 
This Initial Study examines the proposed project to identify potential effects on the environment. 
For  each  item on  the  Initial Study Checklist,  the  evaluation has  considered  the  impacts of  the 
proposed project both individually and cumulatively. All items on the Initial Study Checklist that 
have been checked “Less  than Significant with Mitigation  Incorporated,“ “Less  than Significant 
Impact,” “No Impact,” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined 
that  the proposed project could not have a  significant adverse environmental effect  relating  to 
that  issue.  A  discussion  is  included  for  those  items  checked  “Less  than  Significant  with 
Mitigation  Incorporated”  and  “Less  than Significant  Impact”  and  for most  items  checked  “No 
Impact”  or  “Not Applicable.”  For  all  of  the  items  checked  “No  Impact”  or  “Not Applicable” 
without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse environmental effects 
are  based  upon  field  observation,  staff  experience  and  expertise  on  similar  projects,  and/or 
standard reference material available within the Planning Department, such as the Department’s 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, or the California Natural 
Diversity Database  (CNDDB)  and maps,  published  by  the  CDFW.  The  environmental  topics 
checked above have been determined to be “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.” 
 
E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—

Would the project:       

a)  Physically divide an established community?       

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 

limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 

coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect? 

     

c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing 

character of the vicinity? 
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Impact LU‐1: The proposed project would not physically divide  an  established  community. 
(No Impact) 
 
Implementation  of  the proposed project would  occur  entirely within  the  boundaries  of  Sharp 
Park (see Figure 3), which  is an existing recreation facility that  includes a golf course and open 
space. There  is no  existing  established  community within Sharp Park. Although  the proposed 
construction of a perennial pond would  result  in  the conversion of a portion of Sharp Park  to 
open water wetland habitat for CRLF and SFGS, (see Figure 5), the proposed project would not 
include construction of any  features  that would divide Sharp Park or any existing community. 
None of the proposed project activities would alter the overall existing land use of the project site 
or vicinity, and the project site would remain as a public park, with a golf course and open space, 
upon  completion  of  construction  activities.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  have  no 
impact with respect to the physical division of an established community. 
 
Impact LU‐2: The proposed project would be  consistent with  the  applicable  land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited 
to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)  
 
Land  use  regulations  applicable  to  the  project  include  the  CCSF General  Plan  and  CCA. As 
discussed  in  Section C, Compatibility with  Existing Zoning  and  Plans,  the  project would  not 
conflict with  the General  Plan.  In  addition,  the  proposed  project  is  not  subject  to  the City  of 
Pacifica or San Mateo County plans and policies.  
 
In Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, the CCA is discussed and the City of 
Pacifica Local Coastal LUP is addressed for informational purposes. The primary objective of the 
CCA  is  the protection of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive habitats, water quality, 
public  access  and  recreation,  low  cost  visitor  facilities,  and  the  scenic  and  visual  qualities  of 
coastal areas and the control of coastal erosion and other hazards.30,31 
 
The proposed project would not restrict access to or within Sharp Park and would not affect low 
cost visitor facilities. As discussed in Section E.2, Aesthetics, none of the project elements would 
result  in  a  significant  impact  to  the  visual  quality  of  the  nearby  coastal  areas.  The  proposed 
project would involve improvements to an existing pumphouse and habitat for CRLF and SFGS. 
The  project  would  be  subject  to  various mitigation measures  to  protect wetlands  and  other 
environmentally sensitive habits and water quality and minimize soil erosion and other hazards 
that could result from the proposed project (see Sections E.13, Biological Resources, E.14, Geology 
and Soils, E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, and E.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for 
more information).  
 
A portion of  Sharp Park near  the LS wetland  complex  is  in  the Coastal Zone under  the CCC 
jurisdiction.32  The majority  of  the  project  activities would  take  place  entirely within  the CCC 
jurisdiction and  require a  coastal development permit  from  the CCC. The  final  location of  the 
proposed  pond would  be determined  in  consultation with  the CCC. Development within  the 
coastal zone may not commence until a coastal development permit has been issued by the CCC. 

                                                           
30 CCC. Program Overview. Available online at: http://www.coastal.ca.gov/whoweare.html. Accessed July 19, 2013. 
31 CCC. Laws, Regulations, and Legislative Information. Available online at: http://www.coastal.ca.gov/ccatc.html. Accessed July 

19, 2013. 

32  Darryl  Rance,  CCC. Memorandum  sent  to  John  R.  Bock,  Tetra  Tach,  Boundary  Determination  No.  08‐2011,  Sharp  Park 

Restoration Plan, San Mateo County, May 31, 2011. This memorandum is available for review as part of Case File No. 

2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Through  its  review of  the coastal development permit,  the CCC would ensure  that  the project 
would be consistent with the applicable provisions of the CCA.  
 
In  light of  the above,  the proposed project would be consistent with  the San Francisco General 
Plan and CCA on balance, and therefore this impact is less than significant. 
 
Impact LU‐3: The proposed project would not have  a  substantial  impact upon  the  existing 
character of the vicinity. (Less than Significant) 
 
Sharp Park is an existing park, which includes a golf course and open space, including wetland 
habitat areas. It is bisected from north to south by PCH. To the north and south, portions of Sharp 
Park are bordered by residential development. Sharp Park is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the 
west. The Mori Point GGNRA property borders the southwestern edge, and the Sweeney Ridge 
GGNRA property borders Sharp Park on the southeastern and eastern edges. The project site is 
primarily surrounded by open space and wetland habitat areas. 
 
The proposed project would entail  improvements  to existing  facilities and habitat areas within 
Sharp  Park.  The  proposed  improvements  to  the  existing  pumphouse  and  golf  cart  path 
realignment would be minor in scope, and would not alter the overall character of Sharp Park or 
its vicinity. The proposed project includes removal of emergent vegetation (cattails and bulrush) 
in HSP and the connecting channel to enhance habitat and establish native vegetation. This work 
would result in a reduction in the amount of vegetation in HSP and the connecting channel and 
could  be  noticeable  to  park  visitors,  but would  not  have  a  substantial  impact  on  the  existing 
character  of  Sharp  Park.  The  proposed  construction  of  a  perennial  pond would  result  in  the 
conversion of a portion of Sharp Park  to open water wetland habitat  for CRLF and SFGS. The 
pond  and  associated  wetland  features  would  be  aesthetically  compatible  with  the  existing 
character of the area. Project activities would not include construction of any features that would 
substantially affect  the existing character of Sharp Park and  its vicinity and Sharp Park would 
continue to be used as a park.   
 
In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in any changes to the project site that 
could have a substantial impact on the character of Sharp Park or its vicinity, and this impact is 
less than significant. 
 
Impact  C‐LU:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant land use impacts. (Less than Significant)  
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would interact with the proposed project to result in cumulative significant land use impacts. The 
Draft EIR prepared  for  the proposed 2006 SNRAMP, a  reasonably  foreseeable  future project  in 
the proposed project’s vicinity, concluded that the proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not result in 
any significant land use impacts. A Categorical Exemption prepared for the Sharp Park Upland 
Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department Case No.  2013.1008E)  concluded  that  the proposed 
restoration would not  result  in  any  significant  effects on  the  environment,  including  land use 
impacts, and, thus, that project was appropriately exempt from CEQA under Section 15333 of the 
CEQA Guidelines.33 Thus, no cumulative impact to land use within the project site vicinity exists 
to which this project could potentially contribute. 
 

                                                           
33 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Moreover,  the proposed project would not divide any existing community, conflict with plans 
and  policies  established  for  protecting  the  environment,  or  affect  the  existing  land  use 
characteristics  of  Sharp  Park  or  its  surroundings.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project would  not 
contribute to a cumulative impact on land use and land use planning, even if one existed. 
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2. AESTHETICS—Would the project:      

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 

vista? 

     

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, 

including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and other features of the built or 

natural environment which contribute to a scenic 

public setting? 

     

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings? 

     

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare 

which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area or which would substantially 

impact other people or properties? 

     

 
A visual quality analysis is somewhat subjective and considers the proposed project in relation to 
the surrounding visual character, heights and building  types of surrounding uses,  the project’s 
potential to obstruct public scenic views, and  its potential to create  light and glare. A proposed 
project would have a substantial effect on  the visual  landscape  if  it were  to cause a substantial 
demonstrable adverse change to the aesthetic value of the project site or its surroundings.  
 
The intensity of the impact depends, in part, on viewers and their sensitivity to changes to scenic 
resources at the project site and its surroundings. Residents, for example, are normally sensitive 
to changes in their surroundings, as are those recreating. However, roadway travelers might not 
be as sensitive because changes to the environment are only viewed for a short period of time. 
 
Sharp Park is bordered by the Pacific Ocean to the west and bisected by PCH. LS, HSP, and most 
of the Sharp Park Golf Course are on the western side of PCH; an archery range, the remaining 
golf course holes, and extensive canyon are on the eastern side. Sanchez Creek originates in the 
Upper Canyon of Sharp Park and approximately bisects the park in an east‐west direction. Sharp 
Park is surrounded by open spaces, including Mori Point and Sweeney Ridge. The vegetation of 
Sharp Park  is dominated by non‐native  (eucalyptus)  forest and a golf course, but also contains 
areas with wetlands and scrub vegetation. Views of the project site are limited to the seawall, golf 
course, and GGNRA properties. 
 
The  proposed  project  does  not  include  outdoor  or  indoor  lighting  or  other  components  that 
would create new sources of light or glare. In addition, nighttime construction lighting would not 
be required because construction would be conducted between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Therefore, 
the project would  result  in no  impact with  respect  to  light  and glare,  and Question  2d  is not 
discussed further.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Impact AE‐1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic views 
and vistas. (Less than Significant)  
 
A  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  scenic  vistas  if  it  would  substantially  degrade 
important  public  view  corridors  or  obstruct  scenic  views  from  public  areas  viewable  by  a 
substantial number of people. View corridors are defined by physical elements such as buildings 
and structures  that direct  lines of sight and control view directions available  to  the public. The 
project site is adjacent to a golf course and open space, and therefore, no particular view corridors 
exist at or near the project site. Scenic views and vistas in the project site vicinity are  limited to 
the seawall, golf course, and GGNRA properties. 
 
The  proposed  project  includes  construction  of  steps  and  a  maintenance  walkway  and 
replacement  of  an  existing  retaining  wall  around  the  existing  pumphouse  at  HSP.  These 
proposed structures would be constructed at locations lower in elevation than the existing nearby 
trails or access roads. In addition, these changes to the pumphouse are insignificant in scale and 
character  and  would  not  obstruct  or  restrict  existing  scenic  views.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
improvements would  generally  be  unnoticeable  to  park  visitors  following project  completion. 
The  realigned  golf  cart  path would  be  constructed  at  grade  level  and would  not  obstruct  or 
restrict  any  scenic  vistas. The  proposed  construction  of  a  perennial  pond would  result  in  the 
conversion of a portion of Sharp Park  to open water wetland habitat  for CRLF and SFGS. The 
pond would be aesthetically compatible with  the existing character of  the areas and would not 
result in degradation of scenic views of the areas.   
 
In summary, none of the proposed structures or other project improvements would substantially 
change existing scenic views and vistas. In light of the above, the proposed project’s impact with 
respect to scenic views and vistas is less than significant. 
 
Impact AE‐2: The proposed project would not substantially damage any scenic resources. (Less 
than Significant) 
 
Scenic  resources  are  the visible physical  features on  a  landscape  (e.g.,  land, water, vegetation, 
animals, structures, and other features.) Changes to specific scenic resources of concern, such as 
vegetation, are described below. An existing access road  located on top of the seawall, through 
which the primary project access would be provided, is not a designated scenic roadway.  
 
While  the  visual  setting  of  the  project  area would  be  temporarily  altered  by  the  presence  of 
construction  equipment  such  as  a  backhoe,  Aquamog,  long‐arm  excavator,  and  trucks, 
construction‐related  impacts would be short term and temporary and would not result  in long‐
term adverse impacts to the scenic resources of the project area or Sharp Park as a whole. 
 
Given  the minor  scope  of  the  proposed  project,  scenic  resources would  not  be  substantially 
affected by  the proposed project. The proposed  changes  to  the pumphouse  and golf  cart path 
would  be  virtually unnoticeable  to  those  recreating  on publicly  accessible  areas  including  the 
seawall, Mori Point, and  the golf course. Changes  to HSP and  the connecting channel resulting 
from  the  emergent  vegetation  (cattails  and  bulrush)  removal  would  include  diminished 
vegetation  cover  and  may  be  noticeable  to  visitors.  Over  time,  the  progression  of  natural 
processes would  reduce  these  impacts,  and  given  the  relatively minor  scale  of  the  vegetation 
removal work,  this would not  result  in  a  significant  impact  to  scenic  resources. The proposed 
pond would blend in with the surrounding areas which are characterized by open space, shrubs, 
and wetland features.  
 
In light of the above, the proposed project’s impact to scenic resources is less than significant. 
  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Impact AE‐3: The proposed project would  result  in a change  to  the existing character of  the 
project site, but this change would not degrade the visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings. (Less than Significant)  
 
During  the proposed project  construction,  equipment  such  as  a  backhoe, Aquamog,  long‐arm 
excavator, and trucks would be visible. The presence of construction equipment and construction 
activities would  temporarily  detract  from  the  overall  visual  quality  of  the  area.  Less  visible 
equipment would also be part of project construction and include, for example, workers weeding 
and constructing the proposed structures. Construction is anticipated to occur for approximately 
60  days  over  18  months  in  the  appropriate  construction  window  in  accordance  with  the 
Biological Opinion. While  the equipment and project activities would  temporarily detract  from 
the overall visual quality of the areas, the equipment and these types of activities are temporary 
and not considered completely out of place or new to Sharp Park because maintenance activities 
similar  to  those  involved  in  the  proposed  project  have  been  conducted  on  a  regular  basis. 
Therefore, there would be  less‐than‐significant  impacts on the visual character or quality of the 
area from the proposed construction. 
 
The  proposed  project  includes  construction  of  steps  and  a  maintenance  walkway  and 
replacement of an existing retaining wall around  the pumphouse at HSP. These changes  to  the 
pumphouse would not constitute a substantial change in scale and character of the pumphouse. 
The proposed  construction of a perennial pond would  result  in  the  conversion of a portion of 
Sharp Park to open water wetland habitat for CRLF and SFGS. The pond and associated wetland 
features would be aesthetically compatible with the existing character of the area and would not 
result in degradation of the visual character or quality of the areas.   
 
In summary, although the project would result in small changes to the existing character of the 
project  site,  the  project would  not  degrade  the  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  site  and  its 
surroundings. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 
 
Impact  C‐AE:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  development  in  the  site  vicinity,  would  not  make  a  considerable 
contribution to any cumulative significant aesthetics impacts. (Less than Significant) 
 
The  geographic  context  for  the  analysis  of  visual  resources  consists  of  Sharp  Park  and  the 
immediate surroundings. As of September 2013, there are no known past or present projects  in 
the  project  vicinity  that would,  in  combination  of  the  proposed  project,  result  in  cumulative 
significant  aesthetics  impacts.  The  Draft  EIR  prepared  for  the  proposed  2006  SNRAMP,  a 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  in  the  proposed  project’s  vicinity,  concluded  that  the 
proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not  result  in a  significant  impact with  respect  to aesthetics. A 
Categorical  Exemption  prepared  for  the  Sharp  Park  Upland  Habitat  Restoration  (Planning 
Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded  that  the proposed  restoration would not result  in 
any significant effects on  the environment,  including aesthetics  impacts, and,  thus,  that project 
was appropriately exempt from CEQA under Section 15333 of the CEQA Guidelines.34 Thus, no 
cumulative  aesthetics  impact  within  the  project  vicinity  exists  to  which  this  project  could 
potentially contribute. 
 
The proposed project would not substantially affect the visual character or quality of Sharp Park 
or its surroundings. The proposed project would not substantially damage any scenic resources. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on aesthetics. 

                                                           
34 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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3. POPULATION AND HOUSING— 

Would the project:       

a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, 

either directly (for example, by proposing new 

homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 

example, through extension of roads or other 

infrastructure)? 

     

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 

units or create demand for additional housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing? 

     

c)  Displace substantial numbers of people, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 

     

 
The  proposed  project  involves  improvements  to  existing  facilities  and  creation  of  habitat  for 
CRLF and SFGS. It would not displace any residential uses, thus Question 3c is not applicable. 
 
Impact PH‐1: The proposed project would not induce population growth on the project site or 
in its vicinity, either directly or indirectly. (Less than Significant) 
 
The  proposed  project  would  not  entail  construction  of  new  residences  or  businesses,  and 
therefore would not result in any direct impacts related to growth inducement. Workers for the 
proposed  project  include  up  to  three  to  ten  individuals,  including  SFRPD  employees  and 
contractors. The proposed project would not be likely to attract new employees to San Francisco 
because  the  project  only  involves minor  construction work, which  typically does  not  provide 
wages high enough to induce relocation. Even if all of these individuals were to move to the San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  for  this  project,  the  increase  in  the  population  would  be  considered 
insignificant compared  to  the overall population of  the San Francisco Bay Area. Therefore,  the 
project  would  not  induce  substantial  population  growth  or  create  significant  demand  for 
additional housing, and this impact is less than significant. 
 
Impact PH‐2: The proposed project would not displace existing housing units, or substantial 
numbers of people, or create demand for replacement housing. (No Impact) 
 
The proposed project would not  result  in  the displacement of  any housing units or  residents. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  create  demand  for  replacement  housing  and  no 
impact  with  respect  to  the  displacement  of  housing  units  or  people  would  result  from  the 
proposed project. 
 
Impact  C‐PH:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant population and housing impacts. (Less than Significant) 
 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would,  in  combination  of  the proposed project,  result  in  cumulative  significant population  or 
housing impacts. The Initial Study prepared for the proposed 2006 SNRAMP concluded that the 
proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not result in any significant impacts with respect to population 
or housing. A Categorical Exemption prepared  for  the Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration 
(Planning Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded that the proposed restoration would not 
result in any significant effects on the environment, including population impacts, and, thus, that 
project was  appropriately  exempt  from CEQA under Section  15333 of  the CEQA Guidelines.35 
Thus, no cumulative impact to population or housing within the project vicinity exists to which 
this project could potentially contribute. 
 
The proposed project would not  induce  any population growth, nor have  significant physical 
environmental effects on population or housing demand. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not contribute to a cumulative impact on population and housing, even if one existed.  
 

  
 
 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL

RESOURCES—Would the project:       

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined in 

§15064.5, including those resources listed in 

Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco 

Planning Code? 

     

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to §15064.5? 

     

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature? 

     

d)  Disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

     

 
 
Historic Resources 
 
As part of the analysis conducted to prepare the Draft EIR for the proposed 2006 SNRAMP, an 
historical  resources evaluation  (HRE) of  the Sharp Park Golf Course and an Historic Resource 
Evaluation Response (HRER) for Sharp Park were completed.36,37 In addition, an HRER has been 

                                                           
35 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013. 
36 Tetra Tech,  Inc. Historical Resources Evaluation Report  for  the Sharp Park Golf Course, Part of  the Natural Areas, City and 

County of San Francisco, Pacifica, San Mateo County, January 2011. This report is available for review as part of Case File 

No. 2012.1427E at  the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 

94103.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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prepared by the Planning Department for the proposed project.38 Sharp Park is not listed on the 
state or national registries. The property is considered a “Category A” (Known Historic Resource) 
property for the purposes of the Planning Department’s CEQA review based upon the previous 
reviews cited above. 
 
Under CEQA, a property qualifies as a historic  resource  if  it  is “listed  in, or determined  to be 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.” To be a historical resource 
for  the  purpose  of  CEQA,  a  property  must  not  only  be  shown  to  be  significant  under  the 
California Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it must also retain historic integrity.39 
 
The HRER prepared  for  this project  found  that  Sharp Park  appears  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
California Register  as  a  historic  landscape  for  its  significance  under Criteria  1  (Events)  and  3 
(Architecture). The golf course’s development is associated with the broader events of the golden 
age of golf in the U.S. and California. The course is also an important example of a seaside golf 
course designed by a master landscape architect, Alister Mackenzie.  
 
The HRER  for  the proposed project  states  that  the  character‐defining  features  of  the property 
include: 
 

 The original features and design of the clubhouse; 
 The original features and design of the permanent maintenance building; and 
 The  original  features  and  design  of  the  golf  course,  including  the  12  original  holes 

(current holes 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, and 18), the original landscape features, 
and the cypress tree plantings that line the fairways. 

 
Archeological Resources 
 
As  part  of  the  analysis  conducted  to  prepare  the Draft  EIR  for  the  proposed  2006  SNRAMP, 
records  searches  were  completed  in  June  and  October  2008  from  the  California  Historical 
Resources  Information  System’s  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  at  Sonoma  State 
University (File Nos. 07‐1792 and 08‐0414). 
 
Impact CP‐1: The proposed project would not  result  in  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the 
significance of historical architectural resources, including the Sharp Park historic landscape. 
(Less than Significant) 
 
The HRER prepared for this project concluded that the proposed project would not result in any 
significant impacts to historic resources, and is summarized below. Furthermore, the work would 
comply with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and 
the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Cultural Landscapes. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                             
37  Shelley  Caltagirone,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response  (HRER),  Significant 

Natural Resource Areas Management Plan: Sharp Park Golf Course, Pacifica, February 15, 2011. This document is available 

for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 

400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
38 Shelley Caltagirone, San Francisco Planning Department. Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), Sharp Park Safety, 

Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement Project, February 12, 2013. This document is available for review as 

part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning Department,  1650 Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San 

Francisco, California 94103. 
39  “Integrity”  is  defined  as  “the  authenticity  of  a  property’s  historic  identity,  evidenced  by  the  survival  of  physical 

characteristics  that  existed  during  the  property’s  period  of  significance.” Historic  integrity  enables  a  property  to 

illustrate significant aspects of its past.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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The proposed  improvements  to  the HSP pumphouse would not  significantly  alter  the  overall 
form of  the pumphouse  structure or affect  the historic  setting or  character of Sharp Park. The 
existing pumphouse is not considered to be an historic character‐defining feature. In addition, the 
proposed  changes would maintain  the  existing  character  and  the  setting  of  hole  number  12, 
which is an altered but contributing feature of the historic landscape.  
 
The proposed perennial pond would be located to the southeast of HSP, along the southern edge 
of Sharp Park. This periphery location would ensure the preservation of the Sharp Park setting. 
The proposed pond would be  in keeping with the existing character of the wetland area  in this 
location. While  the proposed project would  involve  the  removal of emergent vegetation  in  the 
wetland complex areas, it would not result in disturbance to any historically significant plantings 
(i.e., the cypress tree plantings that line the fairways).  
 
The existing circulation pattern of  the course would  remain essentially unchanged, except  that 
one  segment of an existing golf cart path, which  is not a character‐defining  feature of  the  site, 
would be slightly re‐routed near the tee box for hole number 15. Hole number 15 is a contributing 
feature of the historic landscape. However, this change would not significantly alter the character 
of a historic fairway or hole as it would only shift the path 5 to 10 feet east of its current location, 
essentially maintaining the existing route. In addition, this change would not result in removal of 
any historically significant material. 
 
In  light of the above, the proposed project would not result  in a significant  impact to historical 
resources. 
 
Impact  CP‐2:  The  proposed  project  wcould  result  in  damage  to,  or  destruction  of,  as‐yet 
unknown  archeological  remains,  should  such  remains  exist  beneath  the  be  present within 
soils affected by activities resulting from the proposed project site. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation)  
 
When  determining  the  potential  for  encountering  archeological  resources,  relevant  factors 
include  the  location,  depth,  and  the  extent  of  excavation  proposed,  as well  as  any  recorded 
information  on  known  resources  in  the  area.  An  Environmental  Planning  Preliminary 
Archeological  Review  (PAR):  Checklist  has  been  prepared  by  the  Planning  Department’s 
archeologist for the proposed project and is summarized below. 
 
The PAR Checklist notes  that  there  is no previous archeological documentation  for  the project 
site  and  that  it  is unknown  to what  extent  grading  or  re‐contouring  has  historically  occurred 
within  the  project  area  or  to  what  extent  the  current  landscape  is  the  result  of  human 
modifications  as  no  geological  or  geotechnical  studies  were  available  for  the  review  of  this 
project.  
 
The Sharp Park area is sensitive for prehistoric resources. A number of prehistoric shell midden 
sites  (CA‐SMA‐162,  CA‐SMA‐268,  S‐31602  and  C‐116)  have  been  recorded/documented.  CA‐
SMA‐268  is  a  prehistoric  shell  midden  settlement  site  that  contained  artifactual  material, 
including obsidian projectile points, a groundstone pestle, chert debitage, and fire‐cracked rock 
along Calera Creek to the southeast of the project site. There  is a limestone quarry site near the 
coastal  shoreline  southwest of HSP. The  limestone quarry was quarried by Mission neophytes 
working at  the Mission Dolores assistencia of San Pedro y San Pablo  to  the east  for whitewash 
and  plaster  for  adobe  structures  at  the  assistencia, Mission Dolores  and  the  Presidio  de  San 
Francisco. Ethnohistorically,  the Aramai village of Timigtac  is  thought  to have been  located at 
Mori Point. CA‐SFR‐162, a prehistoric  shell midden deposit  is  located  just  to  the  southwest of 
HSP.  CA‐SFR‐162  may  be  a  redeposited  shell  midden  deposit.  Finally,  to  the  west  of  the 
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proposed project site is a recorded historical archeological feature associated with the Sharp Park 
Temporary Detention Station/Sharp Park State Relief Camp (1930s‐1946). 
   
Based  on  the  above,  the  PAR  Checklist  concluded  that  the  proposed  project  could  have 
significant effects on archeological  resources given  the  location of  the project and  the depth of 
excavation  resulting  from  the project, which would be  a maximum of  five  feet below ground 
surface (bgs), and that Although the proposed project is expected to result in shallow sub‐grade 
effects  (three  feet below ground surface  (bgs) within wetland deposits and  five  feet bgs within 
non‐wetland deposits)  the project’s  ecological  setting  and  the general  sensitivity of  the project 
vicinity for prehistoric sites create a reasonable concern that otherwise undocumented prehistoric 
deposits  could be  affected by  the proposed project. Although  the  shallowness of  the potential 
project effects renders the potential to affect prehistoric deposits low to moderate, mitigation of 
this potential by accidental discovery or archeological consultant monitoring requirements may 
not be sufficient if any prehistoric shell midden deposit has been stained as a result of organic or 
iron‐sulfide processes.  iImplementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 requiring archeological 
testing  below would  reduce  the  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  to  adversely  affect 
archeological resources to a less‐than‐significant level.   
 

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 ‐ Accidental Discovery Archeological Testing 
 

The  following mitigation measure  is  required  to avoid any potential adverse effect  from  the 
proposed  project  on  accidentally  discovered  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources  as 
defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(a)(c).  The  project  sponsor  shall  distribute  the 
Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; or 
to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, etc. firms) involved in 
soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being 
undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated 
to  all  field personnel  including, machine operators,  field  crew,  supervisory personnel,  etc. 
The project  sponsor  shall provide  the Environmental Review Officer  (ERO) with  a  signed 
affidavit  from  the  responsible  parties  (prime  contractor  and  subcontractor(s))  to  the  ERO 
confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.  
 
Should  any  indication  of  an  archeological  resource  be  encountered  during  any  soils 
disturbing  activity  of  the  project,  the  project Head  Foreman  and/or  project  sponsor  shall 
immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in 
the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should 
be undertaken.   
 
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, 
the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of 
qualified archaeological consultants maintained by  the Planning Department archaeologist. 
The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  the  ERO  as  to  whether  the  discovery  is  an 
archeological  resource,  retains  sufficient  integrity,  and  is  of  potential 
scientific/historical/cultural  significance.  If  an  archeological  resource  is  present,  the 
archeological  consultant  shall  identify  and  evaluate  the  archeological  resource.  The 
archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. 
Based on this  information, the ERO may require,  if warranted, specific additional measures 
to be implemented by the project sponsor. 
 
Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological 
monitoring  program;  or  an  archeological  testing  program.  If  an  archeological monitoring 
program  or  archeological  testing  program  is  required,  it  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
Environmental  Planning  (EP)  division  guidelines  for  such  programs.  The  ERO may  also 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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require  that  the  project  sponsor  immediately  implement  a  site  security  program  if  the 
archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. 
 
The  project  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Final Archeological  Resources  Report 
(FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource  and describes  the  archeological  and historical  research methods  employed  in  the 
archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at 
risk any archeological resource shall be provided  in a separate removable  insert within  the 
final report.   
 
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved 
by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall 
receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The EP division of the Planning 
Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable 
PDF copy on CD of  the FARR along with copies of any  formal site  recordation  forms  (CA 
DPR 523  series) and/or documentation  for nomination  to  the National Register of Historic 
Places/California  Register  of Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest  or 
interpretive  value,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and 
distribution than that presented above. 
 
Based  on  a  reasonable presumption  that  archeological  resources may  be present within  the 
project  site,  the  following measures  shall be undertaken  to  avoid  any potentially  significant 
adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources.  The 
project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeological  consultant  from  the  rotational 
Department Qualified Archaeological Consultants  List  (QACL) maintained  by  the  Planning 
Department  archaeologist. The  project  sponsor  shall  contact  the Department  archeologist  to 
obtain  the names and contact  information  for  the next  three archeological consultants on  the 
QACL.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  undertake  an  archeological  testing  program  as 
specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an  archeological 
monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure.  The 
archeological  consultant’s work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance with  this measure  at  the 
direction of  the Environmental Review Officer  (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by  the 
consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and 
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the 
ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could 
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the 
ERO,  the  suspension  of  construction  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a 
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects 
on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 
 
Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site40 associated 
with  descendant Native Americans,  the Overseas Chinese,  or  other  descendant  group  an 
appropriate  representative41 of  the descendant group and  the ERO  shall be  contacted. The 
representative  of  the  descendant  group  shall  be  given  the  opportunity  to  monitor 

                                                           
40 By  the  term “archeological site”  is  intended here  to minimally  included any archeological deposit,  feature, burial, or 

evidence of burial. 

41 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any 

individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by 

the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical 

Society of America.   An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation 
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archeological field investigations of the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate 
archeological  treatment of  the  site, of  recovered data  from  the  site,  and,  if  applicable,  any 
interpretative  treatment  of  the  associated  archeological  site.  A  copy  of  the  Final 
Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided  to  the  representative of  the descendant 
group. 
 
Archeological Testing Program. The  archeological  consultant  shall prepare  and  submit  to  the 
ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing 
program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the 
property  types  of  the  expected  archeological  resource(s)  that potentially  could  be  adversely 
affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the  testing  method  to  be  used,  and  the  locations 
recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the  archeological  testing  program  will  be  to 
determine  to  the  extent  possible  the  presence  or  absence  of  archeological  resources  and  to 
identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under CEQA. 
 
At  the  completion  of  the  archeological  testing program,  the  archeological  consultant  shall 
submit  a written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archeological  testing 
program  the archeological  consultant  finds  that  significant  archeological  resources may be 
present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  if 
additional measures  are warranted. Additional measures  that may  be undertaken  include 
additional  archeological  testing,  archeological  monitoring,  and/or  an  archeological  data 
recovery  program. No  archeological  data  recovery  shall  be  undertaken without  the  prior 
approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a 
significant archeological resource  is present and that the resource could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 
 

A) The proposed project  shall  be  re‐designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
significant archeological resource; or 

 

B) A data  recovery program shall be  implemented, unless  the ERO determines  that  the 

archeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research  significance  and  that 

interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

 

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO  in consultation with the archeological consultant 

determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be  implemented the archeological 

monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

 

 The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the 

scope  of  the AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project‐related  soils  disturbing  activities 

commencing.  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall 

determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any 

soils‐  disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation, 

grading, utilities  installation,  foundation work, driving of piles  (foundation,  shoring, 

etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of  the risk 

these  activities  pose  to  potential  archaeological  resources  and  to  their  depositional 

context;  

 The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors  to be on  the alert  for 

evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of 
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the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent 

discovery of an archeological resource; 

 The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 

agreed  upon  by  the  archeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the  ERO  has,  in 

consultation with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction 

activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

 The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized  to collect soil samples and 

artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

 If  an  intact  archeological deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils‐disturbing  activities  in  the 

vicinity of  the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered  to 

temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile  driving/construction  activities  and 

equipment  until  the  deposit  is  evaluated.  If  in  the  case  of  pile  driving  activity 

(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile 

driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be 

terminated  until  an  appropriate  evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in 

consultation with the ERO.  The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the 

ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make 

a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 

archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

 

Whether  or  not  significant  archeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archeological 

consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO.   

 

Archeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archeological  data  recovery  program  shall  be 

conducted  in  accord  with  an  archeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The  archeological 

consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to 

preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP  to  the 

ERO. The ADRP shall  identify how  the proposed data  recovery program will preserve  the 

significant  information  the archeological resource  is expected  to contain. That  is,  the ADRP 

will  identify  what  scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected 

resource, what data classes  the resource  is expected  to possess, and how  the expected data 

classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be 

limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the 

proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the 

archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

     

  The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

 

 Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 

operations. 

 Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis. Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system  and 

artifact analysis procedures. 

 Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post‐field 

discard and deaccession policies.   

 Interpretive  Program. Consideration  of  an  on‐site/off‐site  public  interpretive  program 

during the course of the archeological data recovery program. 
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 Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archeological 

resource from vandalism, looting, and non‐intentionally damaging activities. 

 Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

 Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any 

recovered data having potential research value,  identification of appropriate curation 

facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains 

and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during  any  soils  disturbing 

activity  shall  comply with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This  shall  include  immediate 

notification of  the Coroner of  the City and County of San Francisco and  in  the  event of  the 

Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of 

the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most 

Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project 

sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment 

of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated  funerary objects 

(CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the 

appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  custodianship,  curation,  and  final 

disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

 

Final  Archeological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a Draft  Final 

Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of 

any discovered archeological resource and describes  the archeological and historical research 

methods  employed  in  the  archeological  testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s) 

undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a 

separate removable insert within the final report.   

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

 
Impact  CP‐3:  The  proposed  project  would  have  the  potential  to  destroy  paleontological 
resources or other unique geological features, should such remains exist beneath  the project 
site. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
 
The proposed project would involve excavation of up to five feet bgs. It is possible that this depth 
may reach Pleistocene deposits that may contain paleontological resources or a unique geological 
formation; therefore, it is anticipated that excavation associated with the proposed project could 
encounter  paleontological  resources,  potentially  resulting  in  a  significant  impact.  With  the 
implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  M‐CP‐3,  as  outlined  below,  the  proposed  project’s 
impacts on paleontological resources would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3 ‐ Paleontological Training Program and Alert Sheet  
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To  reduce  the  potential  for  the  proposed  project  to  result  in  a  significant  impact  on 
paleontological  resources,  the  SFRPD  shall  arrange  for  a  paleontological  training  by  a 
qualified paleontologist regarding the potential for such resources to exist in the project site 
and how to identify such resources. The training shall also include a review of penalties for 
looting and disturbance of  these resources. An alert sheet shall be  issued and shall  include 
the following: 
 
1. A discussion of the potential to encounter paleontological resources; 
 
2. Instructions  for  reporting  observed  looting  of  a  paleontological  resource;  and  instruct 

that  if a paleontological deposit  is encountered within a project area, all soil‐disturbing 
activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease  and  the  ERO  shall  be  notified 
immediately. 
 

3. If an unanticipated paleontological resource  is encountered during project activities, all 
project activities shall stop, and a professional paleontologist shall be hired to assess the 
potential paleontological resource and its significance. The findings shall be presented to 
the ERO, who shall determine the additional steps to be taken before work in the vicinity 
of the deposit is authorized to continue. 

 
Impact CP‐4: The proposed project could substantially disturb human  remains, should such 
remains exist beneath the project site. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
 
There  is  a  possibility  that  intact  burials  exist within  the  project  area  footprint.  Therefore,  the 
proposed project has  the potential  to  result  in  significant  impacts  to human  remains. With  the 
implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  M‐CP‐4  as  outlined  below,  the  proposed  project’s 
impacts to human remains would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation  Measure  M‐CP‐4  ‐  Human  Remains,  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary 
Objects 
 
The  treatment  of  human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects 
discovered  during  any  ground‐disturbing  activity  shall  comply with  applicable  State  and 
Federal Laws, including immediate notification to the San Mateo County Coroner and in the 
event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American remains, 
notification to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most 
Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  project  archaeological 
consultant, SFRPD, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for 
the  treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human  remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary  objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into 
consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  curation, 
possession,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated 
funerary objects. 

 
Impact  C‐CP:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant impacts to cultural or paleontological resources. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 
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Historic Resources 
 
Potential  cumulative  impacts  to  historic  resources  caused  by  the  proposed  project  and  the 
proposed 2006 SNRAMP were evaluated in the HRER42 prepared for this project.  
 
At  the  time of writing,  the Final EIR  for  the proposed  2006 SNRAMP has not been prepared. 
However, the Draft EIR for the proposed 2006 SNRAMP  identified several significant historical 
resource impacts to the golf course at Sharp Park, which include the following: 
 

 The closure of hole number 12 would cause a significant impact to the historic resource 
as the work would eliminate an original hole and fairway on the west side of the course. 
Its removal would significantly alter the original golf course design and boundaries. 
 

 Modifying approximately 13 acres of  the golf course  to create upland habitat along  the 
east side of the lagoon would require slightly shortening or narrowing hole numbers 10 
and 13. This alteration would significantly alter the character of these original fairways. 
Therefore, the work would cause a significant impact to the historic resource. 
 

 The  recreation  analysis  of  the  Draft  EIR  prepared  for  the  proposed  2006  SNRAMP 
proposes a mitigation measure (Option 1) that would create a new hole on the east side 
of PCH as a replacement for hole number 12. This would result in a total of 13 holes on 
the west side of the highway and five holes on the east side. This arrangement would not 
maintain  the historic balance of holes on either side of  the highway and would change 
the  historic  boundaries  of  the  course.  This  would  cause  a  significant  impact  to  the 
original design of the historic resource. 
 

 The  recreation  analysis  of  the  Draft  EIR  prepared  for  the  proposed  2006  SNRAMP 
proposes a mitigation measure (Option 2) that would create a new hole on the west side 
of  PCH  as  a  replacement  for  hole  number  12. While  the mitigation measure would 
change the layout of the holes, this alternative mitigation measure would restore some of 
the elements that Alister Mackenzie had  implemented  in his original design by placing 
the new holes in areas of the course where holes were historically placed. The proposed 
holes would also be in keeping with the historic boundaries of the golf course. Because of 
the  restorative  aspect  of  the work,  this mitigation would  cause  a  less‐than‐significant 
impact to the resource. 

 
In summary, the proposed 2006 SNRAMP project would result  in significant  impacts to several 
character‐defining features of the golf course, including hole numbers 10, 12, and 13. Because the 
proposed project would not cause any substantial adverse changes  to  the historic resource,  the 
project would  not  contribute  considerably  to  any  cumulative  impacts  to  historic  resources  in 
combination with the proposed 2006 SNRAMP project. A Categorical Exemption prepared for the 
Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded 
that  the  proposed  restoration would  not  result  in  any  significant  effects  on  the  environment, 
including  historic  resources  impacts,  and,  thus,  that  project  was  appropriately  exempt  from 
CEQA under Section 15333 of the CEQA Guidelines.43   

                                                           
42 Shelley Caltagirone, San Francisco Planning Department. Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), Sharp Park Safety, 

Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement Project, February 12, 2013. This document is available for review as 

part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning Department,  1650 Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San 

Francisco, California 94103. 
43 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 
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Archeological and Other Cultural Resources 
 
The  Draft  EIR  for  the  proposed  2006  SNRAMP  concluded  that  with  the  implementation  of 
mitigation measures the proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not result in any significant impacts to 
archeological  and  paleontological  resources  and  human  remains  that  could  be  present within 
Sharp Park. A Categorical Exemption prepared  for  the Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration 
(Planning Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded that the proposed restoration would not 
result in any significant effects on the environment, including archeological resources and other 
cultural resources impacts, and, thus, that project was appropriately exempt from CEQA under 
Section 15333 of the CEQA Guidelines.44 
 
As  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project  would  have  the  potential  to  result  in  significant 
impacts, however, Mitigation Measures M‐CP‐2, M‐CP‐3, and M‐CP‐4 would reduce the project’s 
potential  impact  to archaeological  resources, paleontological  resources,  and human  remains  to  a 
less‐than‐significant level. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to a 
cumulative impact associated with archeological resources, paleontological resources, or human 
remains.  
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5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—

Would the project:       

a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 

relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 

the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 

increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 

volume‐to‐capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 

at intersections)? 

     

b)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 

level of service standard established by the 

county congestion management agency for 

designated roads or highways (unless it is 

practical to achieve the standard through 

increased use of alternative transportation 

modes)? 

     

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 

including either an increase in traffic levels, 

obstructions to flight, or a change in location, 

that results in substantial safety risks? 

     

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses? 

     

                                                           
44 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 
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e)  Result in inadequate emergency access?       

f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity that could 

not be accommodated by alternative solutions? 

     

g)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs supporting alternative transportation 

(e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus 

turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.), or cause a 

substantial increase in transit demand which 

cannot be accommodated by existing or 

proposed transit capacity or alternative travel 

modes? 

     

 
Sharp Park is bisected from north to south by PCH (see Figure 1). Public streets located near the 
project site include: Francisco Boulevard; Bradford Way; Fairway Drive; an existing access road 
located on  top of  the seawall; Clarendon Road; Lakeside Avenue; and Laguna Way. The main 
project access would be provided via the existing access road located on top of the seawall. 
 
The project site is not located near a public or private airport or within an airport land use plan 
area. Therefore, Question 5c would not apply to the proposed project. 
 
Impact TR‐1: The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness  for  the performance of  the  circulation  system, 
taking into account all modes of transportation, nor would the proposed project conflict with 
an applicable congestion management program, nor would  it exceed any applicable  level of 
service standards and travel demand measures. (Less than Significant)  
 
The proposed project would not  include any activities  that would  conflict with any applicable 
transportation or  congestion management plan, ordinance, or policy. While vehicles would be 
used during  project  construction,  the  frequency  of  trips  by  these  vehicles would  be minimal. 
Workers  for  the  proposed  project  would  include  approximately  three  to  ten  individuals, 
including SFRPD employees or contractors. The increase in the traffic volume resulting from the 
proposed project, which would be implemented over 18 months, would be negligible compared 
to the overall traffic volume  in the project site vicinity or the San Francisco Bay Area. With the 
exception of the realigned golf cart path, the majority of the proposed  improvements would be 
conducted  in  publicly  inaccessible  areas.  Therefore,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  proposed 
improvements  would  attract  substantially  more  visitors.  As  such,  the  project  would  not  be 
expected to generate a substantial number of additional visitors to the project site.  
 
The proposed project would not be expected to generate substantially more traffic over existing 
levels following project construction. As a result, the proposed project would not increase traffic 
such that the project would result  in exceedance of any  level of service standard, and therefore 
this impact is less than significant. 
 
Impact TR‐2: The proposed project would not increase hazards as a result of a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. (No Impact) 
 
The  proposed  project  does  not  include  any  design  features  that would  substantially  increase 
traffic  hazards  (e.g.,  creating  a  new  sharp  curve  or  dangerous  intersections),  and would  not 
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include  any  incompatible  uses,  as  discussed  above  in  Section  E.1,  Land  Use  and  Land  Use 
Planning. The proposed project does not include any changes to existing roadways, and involves 
minor realignment of an existing golf cart path. The realigned path would be substantially similar 
to the existing path in terms of width, shape, and material. Therefore, there would be no impacts 
associated with increased traffic hazards resulting from the proposed project.  
 
Impact  TR‐3:  The  proposed  project would  not  result  in  inadequate  emergency  access.  (No 
Impact) 
 
The proposed project would be implemented within the existing boundaries of Sharp Park, and 
would not  result  in any  changes  in access  to  adjacent  facilities or  residences or  to Sharp Park 
itself. Therefore, no impact on emergency access would result from the proposed project. 
 
Impact TR‐4: The proposed project would not result in inadequate parking capacity that could 
not be accommodated by alternative solutions (Less than Significant) 
 
The proposed project would not involve establishment of new land uses or a change in land use 
that would require additional parking spaces. As mentioned in Impact TR‐1, it is not anticipated 
that  the proposed  improvements would attract substantially more visitors. As such,  the project 
would  not  be  expected  to  generate  substantial  parking  demand  and  this  impact  is  less  than 
significant. 
 
Impact  TR‐5:  The  proposed  project  would  not  conflict  with  adopted  policies,  plans  or 
programs  regarding public  transit, bicycle or pedestrian  facilities, or otherwise decrease  the 
performance or safety of such features. (Less than Significant) 
 
The proposed project would be implemented within the existing boundaries of Sharp Park, and 
would  not  conflict  with  any  adopted  policies,  plans  or  programs  regarding  public  transit. 
Furthermore,  the  proposed  project would  not  impact  any  bicycle  or  pedestrian  facilities  (see 
Figure 3). During the construction period, several equipment storage and staging areas would be 
established in the project area. None of these storage and staging areas would significantly affect 
movements of park users on the project site or the seawall. As part of the proposed project, one 
segment  of  an  existing  golf  cart  path,  totaling  approximately  100  feet  in  length,  would  be 
relocated to shift the path approximately 5 to 10 feet further away from habitat areas (see Figure 
6). The golf  cart path  segment becomes  inundated during  seasonal  flooding and  covered with 
mud or grass. The proposed realignment would enhance the safety and usability of the path and 
this impact is less than significant. Another nearby segment of the golf cart path (to the south of 
the path segment proposed for realignment) floods seasonally as well. It was determined that this 
south segment would not be realigned as part of this project and golf carts would be manually 
routed around the flooded area as needed.  
 
Impact  C‐TR:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant transportation impacts. (Less than Significant) 
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would,  in  combination  of  the  proposed  project,  result  in  cumulative  transportation  impacts 
during  the construction period of  the proposed project. A Categorical Exemption prepared  for 
the  Sharp  Park  Upland  Habitat  Restoration  (Planning  Department  Case  No.  2013.1008E) 
concluded  that  the  proposed  restoration  would  not  result  in  any  significant  effects  on  the 
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environment, including transportation impacts, and, thus, that project was appropriately exempt 
from CEQA under Section 15333 of the CEQA Guidelines.45   
 
The  Initial  Study  prepared  for  the  proposed  2006  SNRAMP,  a  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
project in the proposed project’s vicinity, concluded that the proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not 
result in any significant transportation impacts to which this project could potentially contribute. 
 
The  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  any  significant  project‐specific  impacts  to 
transportation and circulation. The number of trips generated as a result of the proposed project 
would be minimal. The project would not result in any significant impacts on transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian  facilities.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  contribute  to  a  cumulative 
transportation impact. 
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6. NOISE—Would the project: 

a)  Result in exposure of persons to or generation of 

noise levels in excess of standards established in 

the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 

applicable standards of other agencies? 

     

b)  Result in exposure of persons to or generation of 

excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 

noise levels? 

     

c)  Result in a substantial permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project? 

     

d)  Result in a substantial temporary or periodic 

increase in ambient noise levels in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the 

project? 

     

e)  For a project located within an airport land use 

plan area, or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, in an area within two miles of a public 

airport or public use airport, would the project 

expose people residing or working in the area to 

excessive noise levels? 

     

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project expose people 

residing or working in the project area to 

excessive noise levels? 

     

g)  Be substantially affected by existing noise levels?       

 

                                                           
45 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 
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The project site  is not within an airport  land use plan area, nor  is  it  in  the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. Therefore, Questions 6e and 6f are not applicable. 
 
Impact NO‐1: The proposed project would not  result  in a substantial permanent  increase  in 
ambient noise  levels  in  the project vicinity, nor would  it expose persons  to noise  levels and 
vibration in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance. (Less 
than Significant) 
 
There  are  no  known  or  established  noise  standards  applicable  to  the  proposed  project. With 
respect  to  project‐generated  traffic,  generally,  traffic  must  double  in  volume  to  produce  a 
noticeable  increase  in average noise  levels. Project‐generated  traffic during construction would 
not result in an audible change given the small scale of this project, which would involve a total 
of three to ten SFRPD employees and contractors. The proposed project involves improvements 
to  existing  facilities  (primarily  the  existing  pumphouse)  and  habitat.  Once  construction  is 
complete,  noise  resulting  from  the  project would  be  the  same  as  under  existing,  or  baseline, 
conditions.  Further,  the  proposed  project  would  not  add  any  new  source  of  permanent 
groundborne  vibration  or  noise.  As  a  result,  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially 
increase  ambient  noise  levels46  or  expose  persons  to  substantial  noise  levels  and  vibration. 
Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 

 
Impact NO‐2: The proposed project would not  result  in a  substantial  temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels and vibration in the project vicinity. (Less than Significant) 
 
During project  implementation, construction equipment operation  (a backhoe, Aquamog,  long‐
arm excavator, and trucks) would temporarily  increase noise  levels and vibration  in the project 
area and its vicinity, and could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties or 
visitors to Sharp Park. Construction noise and vibration levels would fluctuate depending on the 
construction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration  of  use,  distance  between  noise  source  and 
receptor, and presence or absence of barriers. During construction, which is anticipated to occur 
for approximately 60 days over 18 months in the appropriate construction window in accordance 
with the Biological Opinion, there would be truck traffic to and from the site, delivering building 
materials  and  transporting material  and debris  removed  from  the  project  site. Potential  noise 
impacts are expected to be discontinuous and of very short duration during the day time. Given 
the  relatively  minor  scope  of  the  proposed  project,  temporary  and  intermittent  use  of 
construction equipment would not be considered to result in substantial noise or vibration. As a 
result,  the  proposed  project’s  impacts  associated with  noise  and  vibration would  be  less  than 
significant. 
 
Impact  C‐NO:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant noise impacts. (Less than Significant) 
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would,  in combination of the proposed project, result  in cumulative construction noise  impacts 
during  the  construction  period  of  the  proposed  project.  The  Initial  Study  prepared  for  the 
proposed  2006  SNRAMP,  a  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  in  the  proposed  project’s 
vicinity, concluded that the proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not result in any significant impacts 
with  respect  to  noise.  Furthermore,  the  proposed  project’s  construction  activities  would  not 
overlap with those identified in the proposed 2006 SNRAMP. A Categorical Exemption prepared 
for  the  Sharp  Park  Upland Habitat  Restoration  (Planning  Department  Case No.  2013.1008E) 

                                                           
46Ambient noise—the background noise in an area or environment, being a composite of sounds from many sources near 
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concluded  that  the  proposed  restoration  would  not  result  in  any  significant  effects  on  the 
environment,  including  noise  impacts,  and,  thus,  that  project was  appropriately  exempt  from 
CEQA under Section 15333 of  the CEQA Guidelines.47 Thus, no  construction noise  cumulative 
impact within the project vicinity exists to which this project could potentially contribute. 
   
Even if a cumulative impact due to traffic noise were to result from future foreseeable residential 
and  non‐residential  development  in  the  vicinity,  because  the  proposed  project  would  not 
substantially  increase  traffic  volumes,  the  project  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  any 
cumulative  traffic‐related  increases  in  ambient noise. Therefore,  the project’s  cumulative noise 
impacts are considered less than significant. 
 

  
 

 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

7. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control 

district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

 
a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 

     

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation? 

     

c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non‐attainment under an 

applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 

quality standard (including releasing emissions 

which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors)? 

     

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations? 

     

e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people? 

     

 
 
Setting  
 
Sharp Park is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The BAAQMD is 
the  regional  agency  with  jurisdiction  over  the  nine‐county  SFBAAB,  which  includes  San 
Francisco,  Alameda,  Contra  Costa, Marin,  San Mateo,  Santa  Clara,  and  Napa  Counties  and 
portions  of  Sonoma  and  Solano  Counties.  The  BAAQMD  is  responsible  for  attaining  and 
maintaining  air  quality  in  the  SFBAAB  within  federal  and  state  air  quality  standards,  as 
established  by  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  and  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  (CCAA), 

                                                           
47 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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respectively. Specifically,  the BAAQMD has  the responsibility  to monitor ambient air pollutant 
levels throughout the SFBAAB and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable 
federal and state standards. The CAA and the CCAA require plans to be developed for areas that 
do not meet air quality standards. The most recent air quality plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), 
was adopted by the BAAQMD on September 15, 2010. The 2010 CAP updates the Bay Area 2005 
Ozone  Strategy  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  CCAA  to  implement  all  feasible 
measures  to  reduce  ozone;  provide  a  control  strategy  to  reduce  ozone,  particulate matter,  air 
toxics,  and  greenhouse  gases  in  a  single,  integrated  plan;  and  establishes  emission  control 
measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2010 CAP contains the following primary goals:  

 
 Attain air quality standards; 
 Reduce population  exposure  and protect public health  in  the San Francisco Bay Area; 

and  
 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate. 
 

The proposed project consists of the following construction elements: 
 

 Construction of  steps  (approximately 3  feet  in width  and  14.3  feet  in  length)  from  the 
access road to the existing HSP pumphouse; 

 Construction of a maintenance walkway (approximately 4.6 feet in width); 
 Replacement of a wooden retaining wall with a concrete retaining wall; 
 Removal of sediment and emergent vegetation within HSP and  the connecting channel 

that links HSP with LS; 
 Construction of a perennial pond approximately 1,600 sf; and  
 Realignment of a segment of the existing golf cart path.  
 

Construction  activities  are  required  to  be  undertaken  between  June  1  and  October  31  in 
accordance with  the USFWS‐issued Biological Opinion. Construction  is anticipated  to occur  for 
approximately 60 days over 18 months  in  the appropriate  construction window  in accordance 
with the Biological Opinion. Upon completion of construction activities, short‐term air pollutant 
emissions  would  cease.  Ongoing  maintenance  activities  that  may  result  in  emissions  of  air 
pollutants,  including  those  from vehicle  trips, would be  substantially  similar  to  existing  levels 
and  therefore  operational  air  pollutant  emissions  would  not  measurably  increase  upon 
completion of  the proposed project. Therefore,  the  following  analysis  focuses on  construction‐
related air quality impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed project.  
 
Impact AQ‐1: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan. (Less than Significant) 
 
Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation 
Plans. The CAA and CCAA require plans to be developed for areas designated as nonattainment 
(with  the  exception  of  areas  designated  as  nonattainment  for  the  state  PM10  standard).  As 
discussed  above, on  September  15,  2010,  the BAAQMD,  in  cooperation with  the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), adopted the 
2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP).48 The 2010 CAP represents the most current applicable air quality plan 
for  the SFBAAB. Consistency with  this plan  is  the basis  for determining whether  the proposed 
project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan. 
 
The  2010  CAP  includes  stationary‐source  control  measures  to  be  implemented  through 
BAAQMD  regulations; mobile‐source  control measures  to  be  implemented  through  incentive 

                                                           
48 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2010 Clean Air Plan. Available online at:  

  http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning‐and‐Research/Plans/Clean‐Air‐Plans.aspx. Accessed December 26, 2012. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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programs and other activities; and  transportation control measures  to be  implemented  through 
transportation programs in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, local 
governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 CAP represents the Bay Area’s most recent 
triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the state one‐hour ozone standard. 
 
In determining whether  the proposed project would  conflict with  the 2010 CAP,  the  following 
analysis considers the degree to which the proposed project: (1) supports the primary goals of the 
2010 CAP; (2) is consistent with the 55 control measures listed in the 2010 CAP; and (3) whether 
the project would hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP.  
 
The  proposed  project would  not  introduce  a  new  land  use  that would  induce  traffic  trips  in 
numbers  that would constitute a significant  impact on  the  local roadway network,  local  transit 
lines, or local bicycle and pedestrian networks. During the project’s approximately 60‐day (over 
18  months  in  accordance  with  the  Biological  Opinion)  construction  period,  temporary  and 
intermittent  traffic  impacts would  result  from  truck movements  to  and  from  the  project  site. 
However,  construction would  be  a  temporary  activity  and would  not  result  in  long‐term  air 
pollutant  emissions. Given  the nature  and  relatively minor  scope of  the proposed project,  the 
proposed project would be consistent with  the 2010 CAP, would not conflict with  the primary 
goals of the plan, and would not disrupt, delay, or otherwise hinder implementation of the plan. 
Thus, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan and this impact would be less than significant. 
 
Impact AQ‐2: The proposed project would result in significant fugitive dust emissions during 
construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)  
 
Project‐related excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind‐blown dust 
that could contribute particulate matter  into  the  local atmosphere. These emissions are  termed 
“fugitive dust.” Although  there are  federal  standards  for air pollutants and  implementation of 
state and  regional air quality  control plans, air pollutants  continue  to have  impacts on human 
health throughout the country. Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the 
lungs,  nose,  and  throat. Depending  on  exposure,  adverse  health  effects  can  occur due  to  this 
particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that 
may be constituents of soil. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where 
possible, public agencies  take  feasible available actions  to  reduce  sources of particulate matter 
exposure. 
 
Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have shown 
that the application of BMPs at construction sites significantly control fugitive dust.49 Individual 
measures have been  shown  to  reduce  fugitive dust by  anywhere  from  30  to  90 percent.50 The 
BAAQMD recommends that construction projects within the SFBAAB employ a set of BMPs to 
control fugitive dust emissions during construction and considers these projects to result in less‐
than‐significant fugitive dust impacts.51 
 
Construction  associated  with  improvements  to  the  pumphouse  and  wetland  complex  could 
generate  fugitive  dust  during  soil‐disturbing  activities  including  soil/vegetation  removal, 
excavation, site grading, installation of proposed structures and realignment of the golf cart path. 

                                                           
49 Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook. September 7, 2006. This document is available 

online at http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf. Accessed February 16, 2012. 

50 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and  Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, 

October 2009, page 27. 

51 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Although  the  proposed  project  would  involve  mostly  wet  soils  and  earthen  access  routes, 
unmitigated,  fugitive  dust  generated  by  the  proposed  project  could  result  in  significant  air 
quality impacts. Under such conditions, watering active construction areas would address most 
impacts  from  fugitive  dust.  Mitigation  Measure  M‐AQ‐2,  below,  requires  the  SFRPD  to 
incorporate the following measures to reduce constructed‐related fugitive dust emissions.  
  

Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2 ‐ Preparation and Implementation of a Dust Control Plan 
The SFRPD shall comply with the following requirements to control fugitive dust:  
 

 The SFRPD  shall designate an  individual  to monitor  compliance with dust  control 
requirements identified in this mitigation measure; 

 Water  all  active  construction  areas  sufficiently  to  prevent  dust  from  becoming 
airborne  (without  creating  runoff)  in  any  area  of  land  clearing,  earth movement, 
excavation, and other dust‐generating activity. Watering shall occur as needed, and 
whenever wind  speeds  exceed  15 miles  per  hour. Reclaimed water  shall  be  used 
whenever possible;  

 Establish shutdown conditions based on wind, soil migration, and other factors; 
 Limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; 
 During excavation and dirt‐moving activities, wet sweep or vacuum the routes and 

paths where work is in progress at the end of the workday; 
 Cover any inactive (no disturbance for more than seven days) stockpiles greater than 

ten  cubic yards or 500  square  feet of  excavated materials, backfill material,  import 
material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil with a 10 mil (0.01 inch), wildlife‐friendly 
polyethylene plastic or equivalent tarp and brace it down or use other equivalent soil 
stabilization techniques; 

 Limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed, and secure the 
load with a tarpaulin; 

 Enforce  a  10‐mile  per  hour  (mph)  speed  limit  for  vehicles  entering  and  exiting 
construction areas;  

 All soil stockpiles,  if any, shall be protected against wind and rainfall erosion at all 
times. Wildlife‐friendly  plastic  sheeting  or  other  similar material  shall  be  used  to 
cover soils and shall be securely anchored by sandbags or other suitable means. At 
no  time shall any stockpiled materials be allowed  to erode  into any water body or 
drainage facility or onto any roadway; and 

 Install and use wheel washers to clean truck tires. 
 
The SFRPD  shall prepare  and  submit  a  site‐specific Dust Control Plan  to  the ERO  for 
records.  The  Plan  shall  detail  a  protocol  for  project  compliance  with  the  above 
requirements. 

 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2, above,  includes  the BAAQMD‐recommended 
BMPs and additional dust control measures and would reduce construction‐related fugitive dust 
emissions to a less‐than‐significant level. 
 
Impact AQ‐3: The proposed project would emit criteria air pollutants during construction, but 
not at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected 
air  quality  violation,  or  result  in  a  cumulatively  considerable  net  increase  in  criteria  air 
pollutants. (Less than Significant) 
 
In  accordance with  the  state  and  federal CAAs,  air  pollutant  standards  are  identified  for  the 
following  six  criteria  air  pollutants:  ozone,  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  particulate  matter  (PM), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air 
pollutants because  they  are  regulated by developing  specific public health‐  and welfare‐based 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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criteria  as  the  basis  for  setting  permissible  levels.  In  general,  the  SFBAAB  experiences  low 
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The SFBAAB  is 
designated as either in attainment52 or unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the exception 
of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10,53  for which  these pollutants are designated as non‐attainment under 
the state or  federal standards. By  its very nature,  regional air pollution  is  largely a cumulative 
impact  in  that  no  single  project  is  sufficient  in  size  to,  by  itself,  result  in  non‐attainment  of 
regional  air  quality  standards.  Instead,  a  project’s  individual  emissions  contribute  to  existing 
cumulative  air quality  impacts.  If  a project’s  contribution  to  cumulative  air quality  impacts  is 
considerable,  then  the  project’s  impact  on  air  quality  would  be  considered  significant.54 
 
As  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project would  contribute  to  regional  criteria  air  pollutants 
during construction, but would not result in a measurable increase in emissions thereafter. Table 
1,  below,  identifies  air  quality  significance  thresholds  that  are  the  basis  for  determining 
significant  air  quality  impacts  for  the  proposed  project,  followed  by  a  discussion  of  each 
threshold. The thresholds identified in Table 1 are based on the BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options 
and  Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality  Significance Thresholds.55 
Projects that would result  in criteria air pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds 
would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB. 

 

Table 1. Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 
 

Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day)

ROG  54 

NOx  54 

PM10  82 (exhaust) 

PM2.5  54 (exhaust) 

Fugitive 

Dust 

Construction  Dust  Ordinance  or  other 

Best Management Practices 

 
 
Ozone Precursors. As discussed above,  the SFBAAB  is currently designated as non‐attainment 
for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in 
the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions  involving reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively 
considerable  net  increase  in  criteria  air  pollutants,  which  may  contribute  to  an  existing  or 
projected air quality violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits 
for stationary sources. The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created by the federal 
CAA  to ensure  that sources of air pollution are constructed  in a manner  that  is consistent with 
attainment of  federal health based ambient air quality standards. Similarly,  to ensure  that new 

                                                           
52  “Attainment”  status  refers  to  those  regions  that  are meeting  federal  and/or  state  standards  for  a  specified  criteria 

pollutant. “Non‐attainment” refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 

pollutant. “Unclassified” refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status. 

53 PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or larger. 

PM2.5, termed “fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 
54  BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2‐1.  
55 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and  Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, 

October 2009.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard, BAAQMD 
Regulation  2,  Rule  2  requires  that  any  new  source  that  emits  criteria  air  pollutants  above  a 
specified emissions  limit must offset  those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx,  the 
offset emissions  level  is an annual average of 10  tons per year  (or 54 pounds  (lbs.) per day).56 
These  levels  represent  emissions  by  which  sources  of  air  pollution  are  not  anticipated  to 
contribute  to  an  air  quality  violation  or  result  in  a  considerable  net  increase  in  criteria  air 
pollutants.  
 
Particulate Matter  (PM10 and PM2.5). For PM10 and PM2.5,  the emissions  limit under  the  federal 
NSR is 15 tons per year. These emissions limits represent levels at which a source is not expected 
to have an impact on air quality.57 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, these 
thresholds  can  be  applied  to  the  proposed  project  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  the  project’s 
construction emissions on regional air quality.  
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Construction  activities would  emit  criteria  air pollutants  from  the  combustion of  fuel used by 
construction  equipment,  construction  worker  vehicles,  and  trucks  delivering  and  removing 
materials to and from the site.  
 
An evaluation of potential air quality  impacts resulting from project construction activities was 
prepared  using  the  California  Emissions  Estimator  ModelTM  (CalEEMod),  version 
CalEEMod.2011.1.58 CalEEMod  is a  statewide  land use  emissions  computer model designed  to 
provide a uniform platform for quantifying criteria air pollutant emissions from the construction 
and operation of land use projects.  CalEEmod contains the California Air Resources Board (ARB) 
Mobile Vehicle Emission Inventory Program 2007 and data specific to the SFBAAB. Construction 
equipment assumptions were provided by the SFRPD. Where specific information was unknown, 
default equipment, horsepower and operating hours were used, providing a conservative  (i.e., 
worst  case)  estimate  of  criteria  air  pollutants. Results  of  the  criteria  air  pollutant  analysis  are 
shown below  in Table 2. These  results  reflect criteria air pollutant emissions  that would  result 
from both the improvements at the pumphouse and within the wetland complex.59 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
56 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and  Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, 

October 2009, page 17.  
57 Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, 

page 16. 

58 California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). Available online at: http://www.caleemod.com/. Accessed February 26, 

2013. 
59 Detailed modeling assumptions and CalEEmod output sheets are available for public review as part of Case File No. 

2012.1427E, at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Table 2. Project Construction Emission and Air Quality Significant Thresholds 
 

  Construction Emissions (lbs./day) 

Air Pollutant  Project Emissions  Significance Threshold 

Reactive organic gases (ROG)  1.9  54 

Nitrogen oxides (NOx)  11.5  54 

Coarse particulate matter (PM10)  1.2 (exhaust only)  82 (exhaust only) 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5)  0.8 (exhaust only)  54 (exhaust only) 

 
 
As shown  in Table 2, the proposed project would result  in construction emissions that are well 
below  the applicable air quality significance  thresholds. Therefore,  the proposed project would 
not violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Criteria air pollutant 
impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Impact  AQ‐4:  The  proposed  project  would  not  expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant) 
 
In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
TACs collectively  refer  to a diverse group of air pollutants  that are capable of causing chronic 
(i.e., of long‐duration) and acute (i.e., severe but of short‐term) adverse effects to human health, 
including carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological 
damage, cancer, and death. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees 
of toxicity. The ARB identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a TAC in 1998, primarily based 
on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.60 Mobile sources such as trucks and buses 
are among the primary sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near 
heavily  traveled  roadways. The estimated cancer  risk  from exposure  to diesel exhaust  is much 
higher  than  the  risk associated with any other TAC  routinely measured  in  the  region. Heavy‐
duty vehicles  and  equipment used during  construction  activities would  result  in  emissions of 
DPM, an identified TAC.  
 
Air  pollution  does  not  affect  every  individual  in  the  population  in  the  same way,  and  some 
groups are more  sensitive  to adverse health  effects  than others. Land uses  such as  residences, 
schools,  children’s  day  care  centers,  hospitals,  and  nursing  and  convalescent  homes  are 
considered to be the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated 
with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential 
receptors, their exposure time is greater than for other land uses. Exposure assessment guidance 
typically assumes that residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days 
per  year,  for  70  years.  Therefore,  assessments  of  air  pollutant  exposure  to  residents  typically 
result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all population groups.  
 

                                                           
60 California Air Resources Board (ARB). Fact Sheet, The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant 
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The project area is located within Sharp Park, which includes a golf course, many trails/two 
, and passive recreational areas. The nearest sensitive receptors from the HSP area, in which the 
proposed  sediment and emergent vegetation  removal and other project activities would occur, 
are  residential uses  located  approximately  600  feet  east  and  southeast  of  the  project  site. The 
nearest sensitive receptors from the area, in which the proposed realignment of the golf cart path 
would take place, are residential uses located approximately 350 feet northeast of the project site.   
 
Off‐road  equipment  (which  includes  construction‐related  equipment)  is  a  large  contributor  to 
DPM  emissions  in  California,  although  since  2007,  the  ARB  has  found  the  emissions  to  be 
substantially  lower  than  previously  expected.61 Newer  and more  refined  emission  inventories 
have substantially  lowered  the estimates of DPM emissions  from off‐road equipment such  that 
off‐road equipment is now considered the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.62 

This  reduction  in  emissions  is  due,  in  part,  to  effects  of  the  economic  recession  and  refined 
emissions  estimation  methodologies.  For  example,  revised  particulate  matter  (PM)  emission 
estimates for the year 2010, of which DPM is a major component of, have decreased by 83 percent 
from previous estimates for the SFBAAB.63 Approximately half of the reduction can be attributed 
to  the  economic  recession  and  approximately  half  can  be  attributed  to  updated  assumptions 
independent  of  the  economic  recession  (e.g.,  updated  methodologies  used  to  better  assess 
construction emissions).64  
 
Additionally,  a  number  of  federal  and  state  regulations  require  cleaner  off‐road  equipment. 
Specifically,  both  the  USEPA  and  California  have  set  emissions  standards  for  new  off‐road 
equipment  engines,  ranging  from  Tier  1  to  Tier  4.  Tier  1  emission  standards were  phased  in 
between  1996  and  2000  and  Tier  4  Interim  and  Final  emission  standards  for  all  new  engines 
would  be  phased  in  between  2008  and  2015.  To meet  the  Tier  4  emission  standards,  engine 
manufacturers  will  be  required  to  produce  new  engines  with  advanced  emission‐control 
technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, 
the USEPA estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions 
will be reduced by more  than 90 percent.65 Furthermore, California regulations  limit maximum 
idling times to five minutes, which further reduces public exposure to DPM emissions.66  
 
Moreover,  construction  activities do  not  lend  themselves  to  analysis  of  long‐term  health  risks 
because  of  their  temporary  and  variable  nature. As  explained  in  the  BAAQMD’s  CEQA  Air 
Quality Guidelines: 
 

“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most 
cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment 
is  typically within  an  influential  distance  that would  result  in  the  exposure  of  sensitive 
receptors to substantial concentrations. Concentrations of mobile‐source diesel PM emissions 
are  typically  reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500  feet  (ARB 2005).  In 
addition,  current  models  and  methodologies  for  conducting  health  risk  assessments  are 

                                                           
61 ARB. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In‐Use Off‐

Road Diesel‐Fueled Fleets and the Off‐Road Large Spark‐Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.1 and p. 13 (Figure 4), October 2010. 

62 ARB. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In‐Use Off‐

Road Diesel‐Fueled Fleets and the Off‐Road Large Spark‐Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 

63 ARB. In‐Use Off‐Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model, Query accessed online, April 2, 2012,  

  http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category.  

64 ARB. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In‐Use Off‐

Road Diesel‐Fueled Fleets and the Off‐Road Large Spark‐Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 

65 United State Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004. 

66 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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associated with  longer‐term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate 
well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities. This results in 
difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.”67  
 

In  summary,  project‐level  analyses  of  construction  activities  have  a  tendency  to  produce 
overestimated assessments of long‐term health risks.  As discussed above, DPM is a component 
of PM10, which  is often used as a surrogate  for estimating DPM emissions. As shown above  in 
Impact  AQ‐3,  the  proposed  project’s  DPM  emissions  would  be  well  below  the  criteria  air 
pollutant  significance  thresholds;  on‐road  heavy‐duty  diesel  vehicles  and  off‐road  equipment 
would be used only temporarily during the approximate 60‐day (over 18 months in accordance 
with the Biological Opinion) construction duration and would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the proposed project’s construction contractors would be 
required  to  comply with California  regulations  limiting  idling  to  no more  than  five minutes, 
which would  further  reduce  nearby  sensitive  receptor’s  exposure  to  temporary  and  variable 
DPM  emissions.  Therefore,  construction  period  TAC  emissions  would  result  in  a  less‐than‐
significant impact to nearby sensitive receptors.  
 
Impact  AQ‐5:  The  proposed  project  would  not  create  objectionable  odors  affecting  a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 
 
Organic material in soil can decompose through anaerobic processes68 and generate methane and 
hydrogen sulfide gases, which can  then be  released  into  the environment once soil  is exposed. 
Soil  excavation  and  soil/vegetation  removal  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  be 
minimal and temporary, and therefore would not generate odors that would affect a substantial 
number  of  people.  Similarly,  equipment  exhaust  could  occasionally  emit  odors  attributed  to 
gasoline combustion, but any such odors would be temporary, limited only to the approximately 
60‐day  (over  18 months  in  accordance with  the  Biological Opinion)  construction  period,  and 
would  cease  upon  completion  of  construction  activities.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project’s 
construction  activities would  not  create  objectionable  odors  affecting  a  substantial  number  of 
people and odor impacts would be less than significant.   
 
Impact  C‐AQ:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  development  in  the  project  area,  would  not  make  a  considerable 
contribution  to  any  cumulative  significant  air  quality  impacts.  (Less  than  Significant with 
Mitigation)  
 
As described  in  Impact AQ‐3,  regional air pollution  is by  its very nature  largely a  cumulative 
impact.   Emissions  from past, present and  future projects contribute  to  the region’s adverse air 
quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by  itself would be sufficient  in size to result  in 
regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions 
contribute  to existing cumulative adverse air quality  impacts.69   The project‐level  thresholds  for 
criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute 
to  an  air  quality  violation  or  result  in  a  cumulatively  considerable  net  increase  in  criteria  air 
pollutants. Therefore,  because  the proposed project’s  construction  criteria  air pollutant  impact 
(Impact  AQ‐3)  would  not  exceed  the  project‐level  thresholds  for  criteria  air  pollutants,  the 

                                                           
67 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 8‐6.  

68 Anaerobic process means a process which only occurs in the absence of molecular oxygen. 

69 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, June 2010; and adopted Thresholds of Significance, June 2010, p. 2‐1. Available  

  online  at:  http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning‐and‐Research/CEQA‐GUIDELINES/Updated‐CEQA  Guidelines.aspx. 
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proposed project would not  result  in  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  regional  air 
quality impacts.  
 
The project’s temporary and incremental increase in DPM emissions resulting from construction 
activities would be minor and would not contribute substantially to cumulative concentrations of 
DPM or other toxic air contaminants that could affect nearby sensitive land uses.  
 
With regard to fugitive dust emissions, these emissions result in a localized air quality impact as 
larger particulate matter particles  tend  to  settle out of  the  atmosphere  relatively  close  to dust 
generating activities. Construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to occur in proximity 
to  other  construction  activities  such  that  cumulative  fugitive  dust  impacts  would  occur. 
However, should other construction activities occur concurrently and  in close proximity  to  the 
project’s  construction  activities,  there  is  a  potential,  although  a  relatively  low  potential,  for 
significant cumulative fugitive dust impacts. The proposed project would be required to comply 
with  Mitigation  Measure  M‐AQ‐2,  reducing  the  project’s  contribution  to  any  potential 
cumulative fugitive dust impact to a less‐than‐significant level.  
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS— 

Would the project:           

a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment? 

         

b)  Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose 

of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

         

 
Environmental Setting 
 
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs) because they 
capture  heat  radiated  from  the  sun  as  it  is  reflected  back  into  the  atmosphere, much  like  a 
greenhouse does. The accumulation of GHGs has been implicated as the driving force for global 
climate change. The primary GHGs are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water 
vapor.  
 
Individual  projects  contribute  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  climate  change  by  emitting GHGs 
during  demolition,  construction,  and  operational  phases. While  the  presence  of  the  primary 
GHGs  in  the  atmosphere  is  naturally  occurring,  carbon  dioxide  (CO2),  methane  (CH4),  and 
nitrous  oxide  (N2O)  are  largely  emitted  from  human  activities,  accelerating  the  rate  at which 
these compounds occur within earth’s atmosphere. Emissions of carbon dioxide are  largely by‐
products  of  fossil  fuel  combustion, whereas methane  results  from  off‐gassing  associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills. Black carbon has recently emerged as a major contributor to 
global climate change, possibly second only  to CO2. Black carbon  is produced naturally and by 
human activities as a result of the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels, biofuels and biomass.70 

                                                           
70 Center for Climate and Energy Solutions. What is Black Carbon?, April 2010. Available online at:  

  http://www.c2es.org/docUploads/what‐is‐black‐carbon.pdf. Accessed September 27, 2012.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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N2O is a byproduct of various industrial processes and has a number of uses, including use as an 
anesthetic  and  as  an  aerosol  propellant.  Other  GHGs  include  hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons,  and  sulfur  hexafluoride,  and  are  generated  in  certain  industrial  processes. 
Greenhouse gases are typically reported in “carbon dioxide‐equivalent” measures (CO2E).71 
 
There  is  international scientific consensus  that human‐caused  increases  in GHGs have and will 
continue to contribute to global warming. Many impacts resulting from climate change, including 
increased fires, floods, severe storms and heat waves, are occurring already and will only become 
more frequent and more costly.72 Secondary effects of climate change are likely to include a global 
rise  in sea  level,  impacts to agriculture, the state’s electricity system, and native freshwater fish 
ecosystems,  an  increase  in  the  vulnerability  of  levees  in  the  Sacramento‐San  Joaquin  Delta, 
changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity.73,74

 

 
The California Air Resources Board (ARB) estimated that in 2009 California produced about 457 
million gross metric tons of CO2E (MMTCO2E).75 The ARB found that transportation is the source 
of  38 percent  of  the  State’s  GHG  emissions,  followed  by  electricity  generation  (both  in‐state 
generation  and  imported  electricity)  at  23 percent  and  industrial  sources  at 18  percent. 
Commercial and residential fuel use (primarily for heating) accounted for nine percent of GHG 
emissions.76  In  the  Bay Area,  the  transportation  (on‐road motor  vehicles,  off‐highway mobile 
sources,  and  aircraft)  and  industrial/commercial  sectors were  the  two  largest  sources  of GHG 
emissions,  each  accounting  for  approximately  36  percent  of  the  Bay  Area’s  95.8 MMTCO2E 
emitted in 2007.77 Electricity generation accounts for approximately 16 percent of the Bay Area’s 
GHG emissions followed by residential fuel usage at seven percent, off‐road equipment at three 
percent and agriculture at one percent.78 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
In  2005,  in  recognition  of  California’s  vulnerability  to  the  effects  of  climate  change,  then‐
Governor Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S‐3‐05, which sets forth a series of target 
dates by which  statewide  emissions of GHGs would be progressively  reduced,  as  follows: by 
2010,  reduce GHG  emissions  to  2000  levels  (approximately  457 MMTCO2E);  by  2020,  reduce 
emissions  to  1990  levels  (estimated  at  427 MMTCO2E);  and  by  2050  reduce  statewide  GHG 
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 MMTCO2E).  

                                                           
71 Because  of  the  differential  heat  absorption potential  of  various GHGs, GHG  emissions  are  frequently measured  in 

“carbon  dioxide‐equivalents,” which  present  a weighted  average  based  on  each  gas’s  heat  absorption  (or  “global 

warming”) potential. 

72 California Climate Change Portal. Available online at: http://www.climatechange.ca.gov. Accessed September 25, 2012. 

73 California Climate Change Portal. Available online at: http://www.climatechange.ca.gov. Accessed September 25, 2012. 

74 California Energy Commission. California Climate Change Center. Our Changing Climate 2012. Available online at:        

  http://www.energy.ca.gov/2012publications/CEC‐500‐2012‐007/CEC‐500‐2012‐007.pdf. Accessed August 21, 2012.        

75 ARB. California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000‐2009— by Category as Defined in the  

  Scoping Plan. Available online at:  

  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory_scopingplan_00‐09_2011‐10‐26.pdf. Accessed August 21, 2012.        

76 ARB. California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000‐2009— by Category as Defined in the Scoping Plan. Available online at:  

  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory_scopingplan_00‐09_2011‐10‐26.pdf. Accessed August 21, 2012.        

77 BAAQMD. Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2007, February 2010. Available online at:    

  http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/Emission%20Inventory/regionalinventory2007_2_10.ash

x. Accessed August 21, 2012. 

78 BAAQMD.  Source  Inventory  of  Bay Area Greenhouse Gas  Emissions:  Base Year  2007, Updated:  February  2010. Available 

online at:  

  http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/Emission%20Inventory/regionalinventory2007_2_10.ash

x. Accessed August 21, 2012.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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In response, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill No. 32 in 2006 (California Health and 
Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32), also known as the Global Warming 
Solutions Act. AB  32  requires ARB  to design  and  implement  emission  limits,  regulations,  and 
other measures,  such  that  feasible  and  cost‐effective  statewide GHG  emissions  are  reduced  to 
1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction from forecast emission levels).79  
 
Pursuant to AB 32, ARB adopted a Scoping Plan in December 2008, outlining measures to meet 
the 2020 GHG reduction  limits. The Scoping Plan  is the State’s overarching plan for addressing 
climate  change.  In  order  to meet  these  goals,  California must  reduce  its  GHG  emissions  by 
30 percent below projected 2020 business as usual emissions levels, or about 15 percent from 2008 
levels.80 The Scoping Plan estimates a reduction of 174 million metric tons of CO2E (MMTCO2E) 
(about  191 million  U.S.  tons)  from  the  transportation,  energy,  agriculture,  forestry,  and  high 
global warming  potential  sectors,  see  Table  3,  below. ARB  has  identified  an  implementation 
timeline for the GHG reduction strategies in the Scoping Plan.81  
 

Table 3. GHG Reductions from the AB 32 Scoping Plan Sectors82,83 

 

GHG Reduction Measures By Sector GHG Reductions 
 (MMT CO2E) 

Transportation Sector 62.3 
Electricity and Natural Gas 49.7 
Industry 1.4 
Landfill Methane Control Measure (Discrete Early Action) 1  
Forestry 5 
High Global Warming Potential GHGs 20.2 
Additional Reductions Needed to Achieve the GHG Cap 34.4 

Total 174 

Other Recommended Measures 

Government Operations 1-2 
Methane Capture at Large Dairies 1 
Additional GHG Reduction Measures:  
   Water 4.8 
   Green Buildings 26 
   High Recycling/ Zero Waste

 Commercial Recycling 
 Composting 
 Anaerobic Digestion 
 Extended Producer Responsibility 
 Environmentally Preferable Purchasing 

9 

Total 41.8-42.8 

 

                                                           
79 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  (OPR). Technical Advisory‐ CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate 

Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19, 2008. Available online at:  

  http://opr.ca.gov/docs/june08‐ceqa.pdf. Accessed August 21, 2012. 

80 ARB. California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/scoping_plan_fs.pdf. Accessed  

  August 21, 2012.  

81 ARB. Assembly Bill 32: Global Warming Solutions Act. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ab32/ab32.htm/.  

  Accessed August 21, 2012.  

82 ARB. Climate Change Scoping Plan, December 2008. Available online at:  

  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed August 21, 2012. 

83 ARB. California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/scoping_plan_fs.pdf. Accessed  

  August 21, 2012.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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The  AB  32  Scoping  Plan  recommendations  are  intended  to  curb  projected  business‐as‐usual 
growth  in GHG emissions and reduce those emissions to 1990  levels. Therefore, meeting AB 32 
GHG  reduction goals would  result  in an overall annual net decrease  in GHGs as compared  to 
current  levels  and  accounts  for  projected  increases  in  emissions  resulting  from  anticipated 
growth.  
 
The Scoping Plan also  relies on  the  requirements of Senate Bill 375  (SB 375)  to  implement  the 
carbon emission reductions anticipated from land use decisions. SB 375 was enacted to align local 
land use and transportation planning to further achieve the State’s GHG reduction goals. SB 375 
requires  regional  transportation  plans,  developed  by  Metropolitan  Planning  Organizations 
(MPOs),  to  incorporate  a  “sustainable  communities  strategy”  in  their  regional  transportation 
plans  (RTPs)  that  would  achieve  GHG  emission  reduction  targets  set  by  ARB.  SB  375  also 
includes provisions for streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects such as transit‐oriented 
development.  SB  375 would  be  implemented  over  the  next  several  years  and  the  Bay  Area 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission’s  2013  RTP,  Plan  Bay Area, would  be  its  first  plan 
subject to SB 375.    
 
AB 32  further anticipates  that  local government actions will  result  in  reduced GHG emissions. 
ARB  has  identified  a  GHG  reduction  target  of  15  percent  from  current  levels  for  local 
governments themselves and noted that successful implementation of the Scoping Plan relies on 
local governments’  land use planning  and urban growth decisions because  local governments 
have  the  primary  authority  to  plan,  zone,  approve,  and  permit  land  development  to 
accommodate population growth and the changing needs of their  jurisdictions.84 The BAAQMD 
has  conducted  an  analysis of  the  effectiveness of  the  region  in meeting AB  32 goals  from  the 
actions outlined in the Scoping Plan and determined that in order for the Bay Area to meet AB 32 
GHG reduction goals, the Bay Area would need to achieve an additional 2.3 percent reduction in 
GHG emissions from the land use driven sector.85 
 
At a  local  level,  the City has developed a number of plans and programs  to  reduce  the City’s 
contribution  to global climate change. San Francisco’s GHG  reduction goals, as outlined  in  the 
2008 Greenhouse Gas Reduction ordinance are as  follows: by 2008, determine  the City’s GHG 
emissions for the year 1990, the baseline level with reference to which target reductions are set; 
by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; by 2025, reduce GHG emissions 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and finally by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 
1990 levels. San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy documents the City’s actions to 
pursue cleaner energy, energy conservation, alternative  transportation and solid waste policies. 
As identified in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, the City has implemented a number of 
mandatory  requirements  and  incentives  that  have  measurably  reduced  GHG  emissions 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  increasing  the  energy  efficiency  of  new  and  existing  buildings, 
installation  of  solar  panels  on  building  roofs,  implementation  of  a  green  building  strategy, 
adoption of a zero waste  strategy, a  construction and demolition debris  recovery ordinance, a 
solar  energy  generation  subsidy,  incorporation  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles  in  the  City’s 
transportation fleet (including buses), and a mandatory recycling and composting ordinance.  
 
The Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy  concludes  that San Francisco’s policies and programs 
have  resulted  in  a  reduction  in GHG  emissions below  1990  levels,  exceeding  statewide AB  32 

                                                           
84 ARB. Climate Change Scoping Plan. December 2008. Available online at: 

   http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed August 21, 2012. 

85 BAAQMD. California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds  of Significance, December  2009. 

Available online at:  
 http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Proposed%20Thresholds%20of%20Significance%

20Dec%207%2009.ashx. Accessed September 25, 2012.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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GHG reduction goals. San Francisco’s communitywide 1990 GHG emissions were approximately 
6,201,949 MTCO2E.  As  stated  above,  San  Francisco  GHG  emissions  in  2010  were  5,299,757 
MTCO2E, which  is  a  14.5  percent  reduction  in GHG  emissions  compared  to  1990  levels.  The 
reduction  has  largely  come  from  the  electricity  sector,  from  2,032,085 MTCO2E  (year  1990)  to 
1,333,959 MTCO2E  (year 2010), and waste  sector,  from 472,646 MTCO2E  (year 1990)  to 244,625 
MTCO2E (year 2010).86 
 

Impact C‐GG: The  proposed  project would  generate  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  but  not  in 
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, 
plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 
 
The most common GHGs resulting from human activity associated with  land use decisions are 
CO2, CH4, and N2O.87 Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by 
directly or indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. As discussed in 
Section E.7, Air Quality, ongoing maintenance activities that result in operational GHG emissions 
(e.g., vehicle  trips, etc.) are expected  to be substantially similar  to existing  levels, and  therefore 
operational  GHG  emissions  would  not  measurably  increase  upon  project  completion.  This 
analysis  therefore  focuses  on  GHG  emissions  that  would  be  emitted  during  construction 
activities. 
 
The project’s construction activities would contribute to temporary increases in GHGs emissions. 
During construction, which is anticipated to occur for approximately 60 days over 18 months in 
the appropriate construction window  in accordance with  the Biological Opinion, GHGs would 
emitted from the combustion of fuel used for construction equipment, vehicles used for worker 
commuting, and trucks transporting materials to and from the project site.  
 
CO2E  emissions  from  project  construction  activities  were  quantified  using  the  CalEEMod 
modeling  software  (version  CalEEMod.2011.1).88  Results  of  this  analysis  indicate  that  the 
proposed project would emit 30 MTCO2E during construction. While neither the BAAQMD, nor 
any  other  jurisdiction,  has  identified  quantifiable  thresholds  for  construction  period  GHG 
emissions, the BAAQMD, in their 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, did identify an operational 
GHG  threshold  of  1,100 MTCO2E  per  year.  Estimated  construction  emissions would  be well 
below  this  level  and  would  cease  upon  completion  of  construction  activities.  Thus,  GHG 
emissions from the proposed project would result in a less‐than‐significant impact.  
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9. WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:

 

                                                           
86 San Francisco Department of Environment (SFDOE). San Francisco Community ‐Wide Carbon Emissions by Category, Excel 

spreadsheet provided via email between Pansy Gee, SFDOE and Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco Planning Department, June 7, 

2013.  

87 OPR. Technical Advisory‐ CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change  through California Environmental Quality 

Act  (CEQA)  Review,  June  19,  2008.  Available  at  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research’s  website  at: 

http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqapdfs/june08‐ceqa.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2010. 

88 CalEEMod. Available online at: http://www.caleemod.com/. Accessed February 26, 2013. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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a)  Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects 

public areas? 

     

b)  Create new shadow in a manner that 

substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities 

or other public areas? 

     

 

Impact WS‐1: The proposed project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects 
public areas. (No Impact) 
 
The proposed project would not include construction of any above‐ground structures that would 
alter wind patterns. The proposed project would not remove any structures or trees in a way that 
would  result  in  substantial  changes  in  wind  patterns  on  the  project  site  or  in  its  vicinity. 
Therefore,  the proposed project would not  substantially alter wind patterns on  the project  site 
and in its vicinity, and no wind impact would result from the proposed project. 
 
Impact WS‐2: The  proposed  project would  not  create  new  shadow  in  a manner  that  could 
substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (No Impact) 
 
No  new  above‐ground  structures would  be  constructed  except  for  the minor  structures  to  be 
constructed around  the pumphouse and  realigned golf  course path  segment. Given  the height 
and scale of  these structures, no new shadow  that would affect  the use or enjoyment of Sharp 
Park would result from the proposed project. As a result, no shadow impact would result from 
the proposed project. 
 
Impact  C‐WS:  the  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant impacts related to wind or shadow. (Less than Significant) 
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would,  in  combination of  the proposed project,  result  in  cumulative wind or  shadow  impacts 
during the construction period of the proposed project. The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed 
2006  SNRAMP,  a  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  in  the  proposed  project’s  vicinity, 
addressed potential ground‐level wind hazards and windthrow risks resulting from tree removal 
and concluded that the proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not result in any significant impacts with 
respect to wind. The Initial Study prepared for the proposed 2006 SNRAMP concluded that the 
proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not result in any significant impacts with respect to shadow. A 
Categorical  Exemption  prepared  for  the  Sharp  Park  Upland  Habitat  Restoration  (Planning 
Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded  that  the proposed  restoration would not result  in 
any significant effects on the environment, including wind and shadow impacts, and, thus, that 
project was  appropriately  exempt  from CEQA under Section  15333 of  the CEQA Guidelines.89 
Therefore, no cumulative wind or shadow impact within the project vicinity exists to which this 
project could potentially contribute. 
 

                                                           
89 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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The proposed project, as discussed above, would not substantially alter wind on the project site 
and in its vicinity and would have no impacts on shadow. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not contribute to a cumulative wind or shadow impact, even if one existed. 
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10. RECREATION—Would the project: 

 

a)  Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 

regional parks or other recreational facilities such 

that substantial physical deterioration of the 

facilities would occur or be accelerated? 

     

b)  Include recreational facilities or require the 

construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities that might have an adverse physical 

effect on the environment? 

     

c)  Physically degrade existing recreational 

resources? 

     

Impact  RE‐1:  The  proposed  project  would  not  physically  degrade  existing  recreational 
resources or  increase  the use of existing neighborhood parks or other  recreational  facilities, 
such  that  substantial  physical  deterioration  of  the  facilities would  occur  or  be  accelerated. 
(Less than Significant) 
 
The proposed project would not close or substantially modify any portion of the Sharp Park Golf 
Course. The proposed project involves improvements to existing facilities and creation of habitat 
for CRLF and SFGS at Sharp Park. Most of the proposed activities, except for the realignment of 
the golf cart path segment, would occur in areas that are not used for recreation or are off limits 
to the public.  
 
The  realignment of  the golf  cart path  segment would  take  approximately  5 days  to  complete. 
Given  the  small  scale  of  this  project  and  SFRPD’s  intent  to  provide  continuous  play  during 
construction,  the proposed project would not  substantially  affect  recreational  resources on  the 
project  site or  in  its vicinity, and  therefore would not  result  in physical deterioration of Sharp 
Park or result in increased use of nearby parks.  
   
In light of the above, this impact is less than significant. 
 
Impact RE‐2: The proposed project would not require construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that would have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (No Impact) 
 
The proposed project would not result in new uses that would increase the demand for parks or 
recreational  facilities.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  require  construction  or 
expansion of recreational facilities, and would have no impact. 
 
Impact  C‐RE:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant recreation impacts. (Less than Significant) 
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The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed 2006 SNRAMP, a reasonably foreseeable future project 
in  the proposed project’s vicinity,  concluded  that  the proposed 2006 SNRAMP  in  combination 
with  the  GGNRA  Dog  Management  Plan  would  result  in  a  significant  and  unavoidable 
cumulative impact with respect to recreation as a result of closure of Dog Play Areas. However, 
dogs are not now, and will not under proposed project conditions, be allowed at Sharp Park, so 
none  of  the  significant  recreation  impacts  identified  in  the  Draft  EIR  for  the  proposed  2006 
SNRAMP would combine with any element of the proposed project to result  in a cumulatively 
considerable recreation impact.  
 
A Categorical  Exemption  prepared  for  the  Sharp  Park Upland Habitat  Restoration  (Planning 
Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded  that  the proposed  restoration would not result  in 
any significant effects on  the environment,  including recreation  impacts, and,  thus,  that project 
was appropriately exempt from CEQA under Section 15333 of the CEQA Guidelines.90 
 
As discussed above,  the proposed project would not generate additional demand  for parks or 
recreational  facilities.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  contribute  to  a  cumulative 
impact with respect to recreation.   
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11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—Would 

the project:       

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 

the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 

Board? 

     

b)  Require or result in the construction of new 

water or wastewater treatment facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction 

of which could cause significant environmental 

effects? 

     

c)  Require or result in the construction of new 

storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which 

could cause significant environmental effects? 

     

d)  Have sufficient water supply available to serve 

the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or require new or expanded water 

supply resources or entitlements? 

     

e)  Result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider that would serve the project 

that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 

project’s projected demand in addition to the 

provider’s existing commitments? 

     

                                                           
90 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 

waste disposal needs? 

     

g)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 

and regulations related to solid waste? 

     

 
Impact  UT‐1:  Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  significantly  affect 
wastewater collection and treatment facilities or exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the  SFRWQCB,  and  would  not  require  or  result  in  the  construction  of  new  stormwater 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities. (No Impact) 
 
The project would not generate wastewater or stormwater, and therefore would not result in the 
construction of new wastewater or stormwater  facilities or  the expansions of existing  facilities. 
Therefore,  no  impact  would  result  from  the  proposed  project  with  respect  to  wastewater 
collection or treatment facilities. 
 
Impact UT‐2: the proposed project would not require expansion or construction of new water 
supply or treatment facilities. (Less than Significant) 
 
The project would likely require water for cleaning of construction equipment and may use water 
during construction to control fugitive dust as discussed in Section E.7, Air Quality. Additionally, 
the  project  could  require  water  for  irrigation  of  plants  to  ensure  successful  establishment 
(approximately once a month between  June and September). Water would be provided by  the 
existing golf course water source, which is municipal water provided by the North Coast County 
Water District.  
 
The demand for such water use can be fully met by existing water supply capacity and would not 
require new or expanded water supply resources. Therefore,  the proposed project’s  impacts on 
water supply would be less than significant.  
 
Impact UT‐3: The proposed project would be  served by a  landfill with  sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) 
 
Minor  quantities  of  solid  waste  and  recyclable  material  would  be  generated  during  the 
construction of the proposed project. The sediment and vegetation removed from the site would 
be transported to the former rifle range site, on the east side of PCH, within Sharp Park. A small 
amount of construction debris would be generated from the demolition of the retaining wall and 
would be disposed of at a landfill with sufficient capacity that would be selected by the project 
contractor. As such, the project would not substantially impact landfill capacity. 
 
Impact  UT‐4:  The  proposed  project  would  follow  all  applicable  statutes  and  regulations 
related to solid waste. (No Impact) 
 
The proposed project would follow all applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste, 
and therefore no impact would result from the proposed project. 
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Impact  C‐UT:  the  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant impacts related to utilities or service systems. (Less than Significant) 
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would,  in  combination  of  the  proposed  project,  result  in  cumulative  impacts with  respect  to 
utilities  and  service  systems.  The  Draft  EIR  prepared  for  the  proposed  2006  SNRAMP,  a 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  in  the  proposed  project’s  vicinity,  concluded  that  the 
proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not result  in any significant  impacts with respect to utilities or 
service systems.  
 
The Final Draft Supplemental Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared by the 
North Coast County Water District concerning the amended Sharp Park Recycled Water Project, 
which consists of construction of infrastructure necessary to provide tertiary treated water from 
Calera Creek Water Recycling Plant  to  irrigation  sites  in  the Sharp Park  area. The Final Draft 
Supplemental Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration determined that with implementation 
of mitigation measures the amended Sharp Park Recycled Water Project would not result in any 
significant impacts.91  

 
A Categorical  Exemption  prepared  for  the  Sharp  Park Upland Habitat  Restoration  (Planning 
Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded  that  the proposed  restoration would not result  in 
any significant effects on the environment,  including utilities and service systems  impacts, and, 
thus,  that  project  was  appropriately  exempt  from  CEQA  under  Section  15333  of  the  CEQA 
Guidelines.92 Thus, no cumulative impact to utilities or service systems within the project vicinity 
exists to which this project could potentially contribute. 
 
The proposed project would not require a substantial amount of water and would not result  in 
any  significant  impacts  on  utilities  or  service  systems  in  the  project  area.  Existing  service 
management plans address anticipated growth  in  the  region. The proposed project would not 
contribute to a cumulative impact on utilities and service systems, even if one existed. 
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12. PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:
     

                                                           
91 North Coast County Water District. Draft Supplemental  Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, North Coast County 

Water  District  Water  Recycling  Storage  Tank  Location  Project,  July  2007.  This  document  is  available  online  at: 

http://www.nccwd.com/Draft%20Supplemental%20July%202007.pdf. Accessed August 29, 2013. 

92 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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a)  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 

associated with the provision of, or the need for, 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, 

the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain 

acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives for any public services 

such as fire protection, police protection, schools, 

parks, or other services? 

     

 
Impact PS‐1: The proposed project would not  increase demand  for  fire protection or police 
service  to  an  extent  that  would  result  substantial  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the 
provision of such service. (No Impact) 
 
The proposed project does not  include any new habitable  structures which would  require  fire 
protection  and  police  services.  Workers  for  the  proposed  project  would  consist  of  SFRPD 
employees and contractors, totaling approximately three to ten individuals. Potential increases in 
visitor use levels as a result of an improved Sharp Park, if any, would be adequately served by 
the  existing  capabilities  of  service  providers. Therefore,  no  impact  to  fire  protection  or  police 
service would result from the proposed project. 
 
Impact PS‐2: The proposed project would not indirectly generate new students, and would not 
require new or physically altered school facilities. (No Impact) 
 
The project does not propose  any new habitable  structures,  and  therefore would not generate 
new  students.  Therefore,  the  project would  not  require  a  new  school  or  expansion  of  school 
facilities and no impact to public schools would result from the proposed project. 
 
Impact  C‐PS:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant effects related to public services. (No Impact) 
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would,  in  combination  of  the  proposed  project,  result  in  impacts  to  public.  The  Initial  Study 
prepared for the proposed 2006 SNRAMP concluded that the proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not 
result  in  any  significant  impacts  with  respect  to  public  services.  A  Categorical  Exemption 
prepared  for  the  Sharp  Park  Upland  Habitat  Restoration  (Planning  Department  Case  No. 
2013.1008E) concluded that the proposed restoration would not result in any significant effects on 
the  environment,  including  public  services  impacts,  and,  thus,  that  project was  appropriately 
exempt from CEQA under Section 15333 of the CEQA Guidelines.93 Thus, no cumulative impact 
to  public  services  within  the  project  vicinity  exists  to  which  this  project  could  potentially 
contribute. 
 
Public  service  providers  accommodate  growth  within  their  service  areas  by  responding  to 
forecasted  population  growth  and  land  use  changes.  The  proposed  project  would  have  no 

                                                           
93 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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impacts to public services. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative 
impact on public services, even if one existed. 
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13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES— 

Would the project:       

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 

or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special‐

status species in local or regional plans, policies, 

or regulations, or by the California Department 

of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service? 

     

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, 

regulations or by the California Department of 

Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

     

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 

the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited 

to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 

direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 

or other means? 

     

d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any 

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with established native resident or 

migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 

of native wildlife nursery sites? 

     

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? 

     

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 

regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

     

 
Regulatory Setting 
 
Endangered Species Act 
The FESA  (16 United States Code  [USC], 1531‐1543) was enacted  in 1973. Under  the FESA,  the 
Secretary of  the  Interior and  the Secretary of Commerce have  the authority  to  list a  species as 
threatened  or  endangered  (16  USC  Section  1533[c]).  The  FESA  is  administered  by  both  the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) and  the USFWS. NOAA NMFS  is responsible  for  the protection of FESA‐listed marine 
species,  including marine  fish, most marine mammals,  and  anadromous  fish. The USFWS has 
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jurisdiction over  listed wildlife, plant, and  commercial  fish  species and proposed or  candidate 
species. 
 
Pursuant  to  the  requirements of  the FESA,  an  agency  reviewing  a proposed project within  its 
jurisdiction must determine whether any FESA‐listed  threatened or endangered species may be 
present in the project site and determine whether the proposed project would have a potentially‐
significant impact on such species. In addition, the agency is required to determine whether the 
proposed project is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of94 any species listed or proposed 
to be listed under the FESA or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat 
designated or proposed  to be designated  for such species  (16 USC Section 1536).  If so, project‐
related  impacts  to  these  species  or  their  habitats would  be  considered  significant  and would 
require mitigation.   
 
Section 9 of the FESA  lists those actions that are prohibited,  including take95 of  listed species of 
fish  and  wildlife.  “Take”  of  listed  species  can  be  authorized  through  either  the  Section  7 
consultation process for actions undertaken by federal agencies, or through the Section 10 permit 
process  for  actions  undertaken  by  non‐federal  agencies where  a  Section  404  permit  or  other 
federal approval is not required. 
 
Federal actions include activities that are on federal land, conducted by a federal agency, funded 
by a federal agency, or authorized by a federal agency (including issuance of federal permits and 
licenses). Under Section 7,  the  federal agency conducting,  funding, or permitting an action (the 
federal lead agency) must consult the NOAA NMFS or USFWS, as appropriate, to ensure that the 
proposed  action will not  jeopardize  endangered or  threatened  species or destroy or  adversely 
modify designated critical habitat. Regulations governing interagency cooperation under Section 
7 are found at 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 402. 
 
If  a  proposed  project  “may  affect”  a  listed  species  or  designated  critical  habitat,  the  project 
sponsor is required to prepare a Biological Assessment evaluating the nature and severity of the 
expected  effect.  In  response,  the NOAA NMFS  or USFWS  issues  a Biological Opinion with  a 
determination that the proposed action may either  jeopardize the continued existence of one or 
more listed species (jeopardy finding), result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical 
habitat  (adverse  modification  finding),  not  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  listed 
species (no jeopardy finding), or not result in adverse modification of critical habitat (no adverse 
modification  finding).  The  Biological  Opinion  issued  by  the  NOAA  NMFS  or  USFWS  may 
stipulate  discretionary  “reasonable  and  prudent”  conservation  measures,  and  if  the  project 
would  not  jeopardize  a  listed  species,  the NOAA NMFS  or USFWS  issues  an  incidental  take 
statement to authorize the proposed activity. Projects that would result in a “take” of a federally‐
listed threatened or endangered species would be required to obtain authorization from NOAA 
NMFS or USFWS through an incidental take permit.  
 
The proposed improvements to the existing pumphouse and sediment and emergent vegetation 
removal activities would require a Section 404 permit pursuant to the FCWA, as described below. 
The USACE is the federal agency that issues a permit under Section 404 of the FCWA and thus 

                                                           
94 “Jeopardize  the continued existence of” means  to engage  in an action  that reasonably would be expected, directly or 

indirectly,  to reduce appreciably  the  likelihood of both  the survival and recovery of a  listed species  in  the wild by 

reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of the species. 50 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R) §402.02. 

95 FESA defines “take” as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage 

in any such conduct.” “Harm” is further defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation that results 

in  death  or  injury  to  listed  species  by  significantly  impairing  behavioral  patterns,  such  as  breeding,  feeding,  or 

sheltering. “Harass” is further defined as actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed species to an extent that 

significantly disrupts normal behavior patterns, which include breeding, feeding, and sheltering. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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establishes  a  federal  nexus with  the  FESA,  requiring  Section  7  consultation.  The  SFRPD  has 
already  consulted with  the USFWS under  the  Section  7  consultation process,  and  the USFWS 
issued a Biological Opinion in October, 2012 concerning the proposed project.96  
 
Clean Water Act  
The FCWA  (33 USC, 1251‐1376) was enacted as an amendment  to  the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1972, which outlined  the basic  structure  for  regulating discharges of pollutants 
into waters of the U.S. The FCWA serves as the primary federal law protecting the quality of the 
nation’s surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands. 
 
Waters of the U.S. are areas subject to federal jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the FCWA. 
In order to be protected under the FCWA Sections 404 and 401, wetlands and other waters of the 
U.S. must be classified as one of the following:97 
 

 Traditional navigable waters; 
 Wetlands next to traditional navigable waters; 
 Nonnavigable  tributaries of  traditional navigable waters  that are  relatively permanent, 

where  the  tributaries  typically  flow  year‐round  or  have  continuous  flow  at  least 
seasonally (e.g., typically three months); or 

 Wetlands that directly abut the tributaries described in the previous bullet. 
 

The  USACE  would  decide  jurisdiction  over  the  following  waters,  based  on  a  fact‐specific 
analysis, to determine whether they have a significant nexus with a traditional navigable water:98 
 

 Nonnavigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent;  
 Wetlands next to nonnavigable tributaries that are not relatively permanent; or 
 Wetlands  next  to  but  that  do  not  directly  abut  a  relatively  permanent  nonnavigable 

tributary. 
 
Waters of  the U.S. are  typically divided  into  two  types: 1) wetlands and 2) other waters of  the 
U.S.  Wetlands  are  “areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface  or  groundwater  at  a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for  life  in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR Section 
328.3[b], 40 CFR Section 230.3). To be considered subject to federal  jurisdiction, a wetland must 
normally support hydrophytic vegetation (plants growing in water or wet soils), hydric soils, and 
wetland hydrology.99 Other waters of the U.S. are seasonal or perennial water bodies, including 
lakes,  stream  channels,  drainages,  ponds,  and  other  surface  water  features,  that  exhibit  an 
ordinary high‐water mark but lack positive indicators for the three wetland parameters (33 CFR 
Section 328.4). 
 
Under FCWA Section 401, applicants for a federal license or permit to conduct activities that may 
result  in  the discharge of a pollutant  into waters of  the U.S. must obtain certification  from  the 
state  in  which  the  discharge  would  originate  or,  if  appropriate,  from  the  interstate  water 

                                                           
96 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
97 U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers  (USACE). Revised Guidance  on Clean Water Act  Jurisdiction Following  the Supreme Court  

Decision in Rapanos v. U.S. and Carabell v. U.S., December 2, 2008. Available online at: 

  http://www.usace.army.mil/missions/civilworks/regulatoryprogramandpermits/relatedresources/cwaguidance.aspx.  Accessed 

May 17, 2013. 

98 Ibid. 
99 USACE. Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, January 1987. Available online at:  

  http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/elpubs/pdf/wlman87.pdf. Accessed May 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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pollution control agency with  jurisdiction over affected water at  the point where  the discharge 
would originate. The California Regional Water Quality Control Boards  (RWQCBs) administer 
this certification. Therefore, all projects that have a federal component and that may affect state 
water  quality  (including  projects  that  require  federal  agency  approval,  such  as  issuance  of  a 
Section 404 permit) must also comply with FCWA Section 401. 
 
FCWA Section 402 authorizes  the USEPA  to regulate water quality  in California by controlling 
the  discharge  of  pollutants  to  water  bodies  from  point  sources  (a  municipal  or  industrial 
discharge  at  a  specific  location  or  pipe)  and  nonpoint  sources  (diffuse  runoff  of water  from 
adjacent  land  uses)  through  the  NPDES.  Federal  regulations  issued  in  November  1990  and 
revised in 2003 expanded the authority of the California State Water Resources Control Board to 
permit  stormwater discharges  from municipal  storm  sewer  systems,  industrial  processes,  and 
construction sites that disturb areas larger than one acre. Within the San Francisco limits, NPDES 
permits are administered by the SFBRWQCB. 
 
FCWA Section 404 regulates  the discharge of dredged and  fill materials  into waters of  the U.S. 
Applicants must obtain a permit from the USACE for discharges of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the U.S., including wetlands, before proceeding with a proposed activity. The USACE 
may  issue  either  an  individual  permit  evaluated  on  a  case‐by‐case  basis  or  a  general  permit 
evaluated at a program level for a series of related activities. General permits are preauthorized 
and are  issued  to cover multiple  instances of  similar activities expected  to cause only minimal 
adverse environmental effects. Nationwide permits (NWPs) are a type of general permit issued to 
cover particular activities  that would  result  in  the deposition of  fill material  into waters of  the 
U.S.  Each NWP  specifies  particular  conditions  that must  be met  for  the NWP  to  apply  to  a 
particular  project. Waters  of  the U.S.  in  the  project  area  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San 
Francisco District of the USACE. 
 
Implementing  regulations  by  the USACE  are  found  at  33 CFR,  Parts  320‐330. Guidelines  for 
implementation are  referred  to as  the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines and were developed by  the 
USEPA in conjunction with the USACE (40 CFR, Part 230). The guidelines allow the discharge of 
dredged or  fill material  into  the  aquatic  system only  if  there  is no practicable  alternative  that 
would have less adverse impacts. 
 
The proposed project would require a Section 404 CWA NWP for the proposed work within the 
jurisdictional wetlands. 
 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act  
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act  (MBTA)  (16 USC,  703‐711)  implements  a  treaty  signed  by  the 
United States, Canada, Mexico, and Japan that makes it unlawful at any time, by any means or in 
any manner,  to pursue, hunt,  take, capture, or kill migratory birds. The  law also applies  to  the 
removal  of  nests  (such  as  swallow  nests  on  bridges)  occupied  by migratory  birds  during  the 
breeding season. The MBTA states that it is unlawful to take these species, their nests, their eggs, 
or their young anywhere in the United States. 
 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 
CESA (Fish & Game Code Section 2050, et seq.), which is administered by the CDFW,100 prohibits 
the  take101 of plant and animal species designated by  the Fish and Game Commission as either 
threatened or endangered  in  the State of California. Section 2081 of CESA allows  the CDFW  to 

                                                           
100 Formally known as the CDFG 

101 “Take” in the context of CESA means to hunt, pursue, kill, or capture a listed species, as well as any other actions that 

may  result  in  adverse  impacts when  attempting  to  take  individuals of  a  listed  species. The  take prohibitions  also 

apply to candidates for listing under CESA.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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authorize  exceptions  to  the  state’s  prohibition  against  take  of  a  listed  species,  such  as  for 
educational,  scientific,  or  management  purposes.  Private  developers  whose  projects  do  not 
involve  a  state  lead  agency  under  CEQA  may  not  take  a  listed  species  without  formally 
consulting with the CDFW and agreeing to strict measures and standards for protection of listed 
species. 
 
Species  in  the  project  area, CRLF, WPT,  salt marsh  common  yellowthroat,  and  San  Francisco 
dusky‐footed woodrat are not formally designated as threatened or endangered under the CESA, 
but are considered a California SSC. No formal consultation with the CDFW under the CESA is 
required for this project. 
 
California Fish and Game Code 
Sections 1600-1616 
Under  these  sections  of  the  Fish  and Game Code, CDFW  jurisdiction  is  determined  to  occur 
within  the water  body  of  any natural  river,  stream, or  lake. The  term  stream, which  includes 
creeks and  rivers,  is defined  in Title 14, CCR, Section 1.72. The applicant  is  required  to notify 
CDFW before constructing any project  that would divert, obstruct, or change  the natural  flow, 
bed, channel, or bank of any  river, stream, or  lake. Preliminary notification and project  review 
generally occur during the environmental review process. When a fish or wildlife resource may 
be substantially adversely affected, CDFW  is required to propose reasonable project changes to 
protect  the  resource. These modifications are  formalized  in a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
that becomes part of the plans, specifications, and bid documents for the project. The proposed 
project would require a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW. 
 
Sections 3511, 4700, 5515, and 5050 
The classification of  fully protected species was  the state’s  initial effort  to  identify and provide 
additional protection to those animals that were rare or that faced possible extinction. Lists were 
created for fish, amphibians and reptiles, birds, and mammals. Most of the species on these lists 
have subsequently been  listed under either  the state or  federal endangered species act or both, 
although  there  are  several  exceptions,  including  the  golden  eagle.  The  Fish  and Game  Code 
sections  dealing with  fully  protected  species  state  that  these  species  “...may  not  be  taken  or 
possessed  at  any  time  and no provision of  this  code or  any other  law would be  construed  to 
authorize the  issuance of permits or  licenses to take any fully protected” species, although take 
may  be  authorized  for  necessary  scientific  research.  This  language  arguably makes  the  “fully 
protected” designation the strongest and most restrictive regarding the take of these species. In 
2003, the code sections dealing with fully protected species were amended to allow the CDFW to 
authorize the taking of those species for necessary scientific research, including efforts to recover 
fully protected, threatened, or endangered species.  
 
SFGS is a fully protected species under the CESA and the proposed project, which is designed to 
enhance habitat for this species and its primary food source, CRLF, constitutes a recovery action 
pursuant to the Fish and Game Code. The SFRPD is required to consult with the CDFW prior to 
implementation of the proposed project.   
 
Sections 3503 and 3513 
Section  3503  prohibits  the  take  and  possession  of  any  bird  egg  or  nest,  except  as  otherwise 
provided by the Fish and Game Code or subsequent regulations. Further, Section 3513 provides 
for the adoption of the MBTA’s provisions. As with the MBTA, this state code offers no statutory 
or  regulatory  mechanism  for  obtaining  an  incidental  take  permit  for  the  loss  of  nongame 
migratory birds. The administering agency for these sections is the CDFW. 
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Environmental Setting 
 
The proposed project would be  implemented  entirely within Sharp Park  (see Figure 3). Sharp 
Park provides habitat which  supports  several  special‐status  species  and high natural  resource 
and  recreational values  that  include  Sanchez Creek,  a  free‐flowing  creek, LS,  a  large  brackish 
lake, and associated wetlands including HSP and the connecting channel. It is situated between 
two regionally significant open spaces, Milagra and Sweeney Ridges. Sharp Park also provides: 
regionally  important  wildlife  habitat  and  connections  between  habitat,  attractive  habitat  for 
resident and migratory birds, and significant stands of coastal scrub habitat. 
 
The information contained in this section is based on the information contained in the Biological 
Assessment102  prepared  by  the  SFRPD  for  this  project,  the  Biological  Opinion  issued  by  the 
USFWS  in October  2012  for  this project,  and  two wetland delineation  reports103,104 prepared  in 
November 2008 and May 2013. 
 
Special-Status Species 
 
The  analysis  of  special‐status  species  in  this  Initial  Study  addresses  all  special‐status  species 
anticipated  to  occur within  the  project  area.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Initial  Study,  the  term 
“special‐status  species”  includes  species  that  are:  1)  legally  protected  by  the  FESA, CESA,  or 
MBTA;  or  2)  locally  significant  sensitive  species,  including  species  on  the National Audubon 
Society’s Watch List or those under threat of local extirpation, as determined by the Yerba Buena 
chapter of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) or the Golden Gate chapter of the National 
Audubon Society. State and federally  listed species known to occur or that have been recorded 
historically in the project vicinity are presented in Table 4, below. 
 
Legally protected species  include species  that are  federally  listed as endangered,  threatened, or 
candidate  species,105  that  are  state  listed  as  endangered,  rare,  threatened,  California  fully 
protected, or SSC, or that are listed in the MBTA. Protected species also include those listed as 1A 
or 1B on the CNPS plant  list; that  is, the 1A  list is for plants presumed extirpated  in California, 
and the 1B list is for plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. 
No special‐status plant species that are required to be addressed under CEQA Guidelines 15380106 

are known to occur within the project area.  
 

                                                           
102  SFRPD.  Biological Assessment. This  Biological Assessment was  amended  on August  16,  2012. These documents  are 

available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San Francisco Planning Department,  1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

103 Tetra Tech, Inc. LS Wetland Determination Report. This report is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E 

at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
104 SFRPD. Single Parameter Wetland Delineation Report. This document is available for as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E 

at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
105 “Candidate species” are plants and animals for which the USFWS has sufficient information on their biological status 

and threats to propose them as endangered or threatened under the FESA, but for which development of a proposed 

listing regulation is precluded by other higher priority listing activities. 

106 CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 provides that a plant or animal species may be treated as rare or endangered even if it 

is not on one of the official lists but otherwise meets the criteria for an endangered or rare species (e.g., it is likely to 

become  endangered  in  the  foreseeable  future).  For  this  reason,  this  Initial  Study  also  addresses  locally  significant 

species,  which  include  species  on  CNPS  List  2A  (plants  presumed  extirpated  in  California,  but  more  common 

elsewhere), CNPS List 2B (plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere), CNPS 

List 3 (plants about which more information is needed), and CNPS List 4 (plants of limited distribution). 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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The species from all lists are important for local conservation efforts and thus are analyzed in this 
Initial Study. However,  impacts  to  federal, state, and CNPS 1A and 1B  listed species are given 
additional consideration because of their protected status by federal and/or state laws. 
 
The  Biological  Opinion  issued  by  the  USFWS  for  the  proposed  project  concluded  that  the 
proposed  project  would  not  be  likely  to  adversely  affect  the mission  blue  butterfly  (Icaricia 
icarioides missionensis) given  that  the project site  is  located at  least 0.5 miles away  from mission 
blue butterfly habitat and the mission blue butterfly  is not expected to occur  in the  intervening 
areas.107  The  former  rifle  range  site,  to  which  the  removed  sediment  and  debris  would  be 
transported,  is  located approximately 0.4 miles from the closest known potential habitat for the 
mission blue butterfly.108 Therefore, this Initial Study concludes that no impact would result from 
the proposed project. Thus, this species is not addressed further in this Initial Study.  
 
The CNDDB  reports  the  occurrence  of  the  bumblebee  scarab  beetle  (Lichnanthe  ursina) within 
Sharp Park. This species is not federally listed, but was a candidate for listing in the early 1990s. 
According  to  the  CNDDB,  specimens  were  collected  from  dunes  near  LS  and  although  the 
collection date  is  unknown,  the  population  is  presumed  to  be  extant. The  larval  stage  of  this 
species lives in sand layers, while the adult phase prefers coastal dunes. As the proposed project 
would affect a very limited extent of coastal dune areas of Sharp Park and would not occur in the 
beach areas, it would not have a substantial impact on this species. 
 
In addition  to  those species  listed  in Table 4, a number of bird species breed or occur at Sharp 
Park. Some of these bird species are designated as Species of Local Concern by the Golden Gate 
Audubon  Society  including: American  goldfinch; American  kestrel;  band‐tailed pigeon;  black‐
crowned night heron; clark’s grebe; gadwall; great horned owl; hairy woodpecker; hutton’s vireo; 
pacific‐slope  flycatcher; pied‐billed grebe; purple  finch;  red‐shouldered hawk;  red‐tailed hawk; 
say’s phoebe; steller’s jay; swainson’s thrush; tree swallow; and violet‐green swallow.109 Some of 
these bird species inhabit primarily forests or woodlands, which are a substantial distance away 
from  the project area. Others may nest  in  the wetland and coastal scrub habitats present  in  the 
project area.  
 

                                                           
107 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San  

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

108 Lisa Wayne, SFRPD. Email to Kei Zushi, San Francisco Planning Department, MBB: Sharp Park, July 16, 2013. This email is  

  available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San Francisco Planning Department,  1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

109 EIP Associates (EIP). Final Draft 2006 SNRAMP, Sharp Park, February 2006. Available online at:  

  http://sfrecpark.org/parks‐open‐spaces/natural‐areas‐program/significant‐natural‐resource‐areas‐management‐plan/snramp/. 

Accessed September 11, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Table 4. Listed species that could potentially occur in the Project Area110,111,112 

 

Common Name  Scientific Name  Federal/State/

CNPS Status 

Habitat  Likelihood of Occurrence/Notes on 

Occurrence 

Reptiles and Amphibians 

California red‐

legged frog 

Rana aurora 

draytonii 

FT/SSC/‐‐  Lowlands and foothills in or near 

permanent sources of deep water, with 

dense, shrubby, or emergent riparian 

vegetation. Requires 11‐20 weeks of 

permanent water for larval 

development. 

C/ Recently observed at Sharp Park. 

San Francisco 

garter snake 

Thamnophis sirtalis 

elegans 

 

FE/SE, SFP/‐‐ 

 

Freshwater marshes, ponds, and slow‐

moving streams. Prefers dense cover 

and water depths of at least one foot. 

C/ Reported near HSP in 2008. 

 

Western pond 

turtle 

Clemmys 

marmorata 

 

‐‐/SSC/‐‐  Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and 

irrigation ditches with aquatic 

vegetation. Needs basking sites and 

upland habitat for egg‐laying.113 

C/ Presumed to occur at Sharp Park.  

 

 

Birds 

Salt marsh 

common 

yellowthroat 

Geothlypis trichas 

sinuosa 

 

‐‐/SSC/‐‐ 

 

 

Saltwater and freshwater marshes. 

Requires thick cover for foraging and 

dense vegetation for nesting.114  

C/ Presently occurs at Sharp Park. 

 

 

                                                           
110 USFWS. Biological Opinion. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, 

San Francisco, California 94103. 

111 USFWS. Species. Available online at: http://www.fws.gov/species/. Accessed July 11, 2013. 

112 CDFG. California Natural Diversity Database, Special Animals (898 Taxa), January 2011. Available online at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/spanimals.pdf. Accessed July 

11, 2013. 

113  Swaim  Biological  Incorporated.  Sharp  Park Wildlife  Surveys  and  Special  Status  Reptile  and  Amphibian  Restoration  Recommendations, December  4,  2008  (“Sharp  Park Wildlife 

Surveys”). This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 

California 94103. 

114 Shuford, W. D., and Gardali, T., editors, Western Field Ornithologists and CDFG. California Bird Species of Special Concern: A Ranked Assessment of Species, Subspecies, and Distinct 

Populations of Birds of Immediate Conservation Concern in California, Studies of Western Birds No. 1, February 2008. Available online at:  
  https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentVersionID=19854. Accessed July 12, 2013. 
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Black‐crowned 

night heron 

Nycticorax 

nycticoraz 

‐‐/SA/‐‐ 

 

Foothills and lowlands. Nesting takes 

place in thick‐foliaged trees, dense fresh 

or brackish emergent wetlands, or 

dense shrubbery or vines near aquatic 

feeding areas.115 

P/ Presently occurs at Sharp Park. 

Mammals 

San Francisco 

dusky‐footed 

woodrat 

Neotoma fuscipes 

annectens 

‐‐/SSC/‐‐ 

 

Riparian and oak woodland forests with 

dense understory cover or thick 

chaparral habitat.116

U/ Observed in Sharp Park, only on 

the east side of PCH. 

Insects 

Myrtle’s 

silverspot 

butterfly 

Speyeria 

zerene myrtleae 

FE/‐‐/‐‐  Coastal dunes, coastal prairie, and 

coastal scrub at elevations 

ranging from sea level to 1,000 feet, and 

as far as three miles inland. The adult 

butterflies prefer areas protected from 

onshore winds. Critical factors in the 

distribution of this species include 

presence of the presumed larval host 

plant, western dog violet (Viola adunca), 

and availability of nectar sources for 

adults.117 

U/ The CDFW’s Natural Diversity 

Database indicates that this species 

was extirpated. By the late 1970s 

populations of this species south of 

the Golden Gate Bridge were 

believed to be extinct and extant 

populations were known only from 

Marin County at the Point Reyes 

National Seashore.118  

San Bruno elfin 

butterfly 

Callophrys mossii 

bayensis 

FE/‐‐/‐‐  Coastal chaparral, on steep north facing 

slopes, and in the fog‐belt of the 

mountains near San Francisco Bay. This 

species closely follows the narrow, 

fragmented distribution of its larval host 

U/ There are no rocky substrates or 

grassland habitats that contain the 

host plant for this species in the 

project area or its vicinity. 

                                                           
115 CDFW. Stanislaus River Report, Black‐crowned Night Heron. Available online at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/delta/reports/stanriver/sr437.asp. Accessed July 11, 2013. 

116 H. T. Harvey & Associates. Junipero Serra Traffic Calming Project Biological Resources Project, Project No. 3283‐01, September 26, 2011. This document is available for review as part 

of Case File No. 2012.1247E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

117 USFWS.  Recovery  Plan  for  Seven  Coastal  Plants  and  the Myrtle’s  Silverspot  Butterfly,  September  29,  1998. Available  online  at:  http://ecos.fws.gov/docs/recovery_plan/980930d.pdf. 

Accessed July 11, 2013. 

118 Ibid. 
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plant, broadleaf stonecrop (Sedum 

spathulifolium).119  

Bay checkerspot 

butterfly 

Euphydryas editha 

bayensis 

FT/‐‐/‐‐  Native grasslands on very large 

serpentine outcrops; secondary or 

“satellite” habitat islands of smaller 

serpentine outcrops with native 

grassland; and “tertiary” habitat areas, 

where both larval food plants occur on 

soils not derived from serpentine, but 

which have similarities to serpentine‐

derived soils.120 

U/ There is no serpentine grassland 

habitat or grasslands supporting 

larval food plants of the bay 

checkerspot butterfly in the project 

area or its vicinity. 

Plants 

San Francisco 

Bay spineflower 

Chorizanthe 

cuspidata var. 

cuspidata 

‐‐/‐‐/CNPS List 

1B 

Barren, disturbed sites on loose mineral 

soils. This species has been found in 

coastal prairie, coastal dune, coastal 

scrub, and coastal bluff scrub habitats. It 

occurs in Sonoma, Marin, San Francisco, 

San Mateo, and possibly Santa Clara 

counties; it is believed to have been 

extirpated in Alameda County.121 

U/  Last  observed  in  1925  in  Sharp 

Park.  Presumed  extirpated  from 

Sharp Park.122 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
119 USFWS. San Bruno Elfin Butterfly and Mission Blue Butterfly, 5‐year Review: Summary and Evaluation, February 2010. Available online at:  

  http://ecos.fws.gov/docs/five_year_review/doc3216.pdf. Accessed July 11, 2013. 

120 USFWS. Recovery Plan for Serpentine Soil Species of the San Francisco Bay Area, September 30, 1998. Available online at: http://ecos.fws.gov/docs/recovery_plan/980930c_v2.pdf. Accessed 

July 11, 2013. 
121 Michael Wood, California Native Plant Society (CNPS), Yerba Buena Chapter. Focus on Rarities (from the quarterly Yerba Buena Chapter Newsletter), San Francisco Bay spineflower, 

September 1997. Available online at: http://www.cnps‐yerbabuena.org/experience/focus_on_rarities.html#pageTop. Accessed July 11, 2013. 

122 CDFG. Natural Diversity Database. Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidate, San Francisco Bay spineflower. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the 

San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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Federal Status 

FE = Endangered. Species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 

FT = Threatened. Species likely to become endangered within foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 

 

California State Status 

SE = Endangered. Species whose continued existence in California is jeopardized. 

SSC = Species of Special Concern 

SFP = State Fully Protected under Sections 3511 and 4700 of the Fish and Game Code. 

SA = Special Animal 

 

California Native Plant Society  

1A = Plants presumed extirpated in California 

1B = Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

2A = Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere 

2B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 

3 = Plants about which more information is needed 

4 = Plants of limited distribution (a watch list) 

LS = Locally Significant 

 

Occurrence 

P = Potential  

C = Confirmed 

U = Unlikely 

 

 

 

 

This space intentionally left blank

2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
Page 75 of 131



Case No. 2012.1427E                                                 74   Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement,                 
                                                                                                                      and Habitat Enhancement Project                                    

The  following provides a description of  the biology of special‐status species  that are known  to 
occur on the project site or in its vicinity. 
 
San Francisco Garter Snake 
SFGS was listed as an endangered species under the FESA on March 11, 1967 and was listed as 
endangered by the State of California in 1971. SFGS is a fully protected species under California 
law. Historically, SFGSs occurred in scattered wetland areas on the San Francisco Peninsula from 
approximately  the San Francisco County  line south along  the eastern and western bases of  the 
Santa Cruz Mountains, at least to the Upper Crystal Springs Reservoir, and along the coast south 
to Año Nuevo Point in San Mateo County, and Waddell Creek in Santa Cruz County, California. 
Currently, the species has been reduced to only six significant populations in San Mateo County 
and  northern  Santa Cruz County.  These  sites  include  Pescadero Marsh, Año Nuevo,  the  San 
Francisco State Fish and Game Refuge, San Francisco Airport/Milbrae, Sharp Park Golf Course at 
Laguna Salada, and Cascade Ranch. There are two significant components to SFGS habitat, which 
include: 1) ponds  that support CRLF and Pacific  tree  frogs; and 2) surrounding upland habitat 
that  supports  burrowing  mammals  such  as  Botta’s  pocket  gopher  and  California  vole.  The 
preferred habitat of SFGS is vegetated ponds with an open water component near open hillsides 
where  they can sun  themselves,  feed, and  find cover  in  rodent burrows. SFGS avoids brackish 
marsh areas because their preferred prey base, primarily CRLF and Pacific tree frogs, have  low 
tolerance  to  saline  conditions. Adult  SFGS  sometimes  overwinters  and  aestivates  (passes  the 
summer in a state of torpor) in rodent burrows during summer months when the ponds are dry. 
Mating occurs during both the spring and fall, but principally during the first few warm days of 
March.123  

 
California Red‐legged Frog 
CRLF is a federally listed threatened species and California SSC. CRLF was listed as a threatened 
species on May 23, 1996. A Recovery Plan was published for CRLF on September 12, 2002. The 
historic range of CRLF extended from the vicinity of Elk Creek in Mendocino County, California, 
along the coast inland to the vicinity of Redding in Shasta County, California, and southward to 
northwestern  Baja California, Mexico. CRLF  predominately  inhabits  permanent water  sources 
such as streams, lakes, marshes, natural and manmade ponds, and ephemeral drainages in valley 
bottoms and foothills up to 4,921 feet in elevation. They also inhabit ephemeral creeks, drainages, 
and  ponds with minimal  riparian  and  emergent  vegetation. CRLF  breeds  from November  to 
April,  although  earlier  breeding  records  have  been  reported  in  southern  localities.  Breeding 
generally occurs in still or slow‐moving water often associated with emergent vegetation, such as 
cattails,  tules  or  overhanging  willows.  Sheltering  habitat  for  CRLF  potentially  includes  all 
aquatic, riparian, and upland areas within  the range of  the species and  includes any  landscape 
feature  that provides cover, such as animal burrows, boulders or  rocks, organic debris such as 
downed trees or  logs, and  industrial debris. CRLF does not have a distinct breeding migration. 
Dispersal distances are typically less than 0.5 miles, with a few individuals moving up to 1 to 2 
miles.124,125 

 
Western Pond Turtle 
While  the  federal  government  does  not  list WPT, WPT  is  a California  SSC. Historically,  this 
species was  relatively  continuously distributed  in most Pacific  slope drainages,  from Klickitat 
County,  Washington,  along  the  Columbia  River  to  northern  Baja  California,  Mexico.  In 
                                                           
123 USFWS. Biological Opinion. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San  

  Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
124 CDFG. Amphibian and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California, 1994. Available online at:  

  http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/publications/docs/herp_ssc.pdf. Accessed April 9, 2013. 

125 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 
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California,  it was historically present  in most Pacific  slope drainages between  the Oregon and 
Mexican borders. WPT requires still or slow water. This aquatic turtle usually leaves the aquatic 
site to reproduce and aestivates, and overwinters. WPT may overwinter on land or in water, or 
they may remain active in water during the winter. Mating typically occurs in late April or early 
May, but may occur year‐round.126 
 
Salt Marsh Common Yellowthroat 
The  salt  marsh  common  yellowthroat  is  one  of  12  subspecies  of  the  common  yellowthroat 
recognized north of Mexico, and is listed as a California SSC. This subspecies is in decline due to 
loss of wetlands. The salt marsh common yellowthroat feeds on invertebrates and seeds, and  is 
known as one of  the  three most  frequent hosts of  the cowbird, which  lays  its own eggs  in  the 
nests of other bird species.127 
 
Black‐crowned Night Heron 
The black‐crowned night heron is designated as a Special Animal by the CDFW. This bird species 
is  a  fairly  common  year‐long  resident  of  the  foothills  and  lowlands  throughout  most  of 
California. Nesting takes place in thick‐foliaged trees, dense fresh or brackish emergent wetlands, 
or dense  shrubbery or vines near  aquatic  feeding  areas. The black‐crowned night heron  feeds 
primarily at night. Foraging  is conducted  largely along  the margins of  lacustrine, riverine, and 
fresh and saline emergent wetlands.128 
 
San Francisco Dusky‐footed Woodrat 
The  San  Francisco  dusky‐footed woodrat  occurs  in  a  variety  of woodland  and  scrub  habitats 
throughout  the  South  Bay  and  the  adjacent  central  coast  range,  south  to  the  Pajaro  River  in 
Monterey County. Woodrats prefer  riparian  and oak woodland  forests with dense understory 
cover or thick chaparral habitat. Dusky‐footed woodrats build large, complex nests of sticks and 
other  woody  debris,  which  may  be  maintained  by  a  series  of  occupants  for  several  years. 
Woodrats are also very adept at making use of human‐made structures and can nest in electrical 
boxes,  pipes, wooden  pallets,  and  even  portable  storage  containers. While  the  San  Francisco 
dusky‐footed woodrat is described as a generalist omnivore, individuals may specialize on local 
plants  that  are  available  for  forage. The breeding  season  for dusky‐footed woodrats begins  in 
February and sometimes continues  through September, with  females bearing a single brood of 
one to four young per year.129   
 
Migratory Fish and Birds 
Some small fish species, such as sculpin, have been observed in LS and HSP. Other species such 
as mosquitofish may also occur. Many migratory birds use some areas of Sharp Park for foraging, 
nesting, and perching habitat.  
 
Wildlife Corridors 
Sharp Park  is bordered  in part by undeveloped areas,  including Sweeney and Milagra Ridges, 
which allows it to serve as a relatively undisturbed corridor for wildlife, particularly birds. Sharp 
Park’s  connectivity  to high‐quality natural habitats also allows  it  to  support medium  size  and 

                                                           
126 Swaim Biological Incorporated. Sharp Park Wildlife Surveys. This document is available for review as part of Case File 

No. 2012.1427E at  the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 

94103. 

127 Ibid. 

128 CDFW. Stanislaus River Report, Black‐crowned Night Heron. Available online at:     

  http://www.dfg.ca.gov/delta/reports/stanriver/sr437.asp. Accessed July 11, 2013. 

129 H.  T.  Harvey  &  Associates.  Junipero  Serra  Traffic  Calming  Project  Biological  Resources  Project,  Project  No.  3283‐01, 

September 26, 2011. This document  is available  for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1247E at  the San Francisco 
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large  mammals,  including  numerous  general  wildlife  species,  such  as  the  black‐tailed  deer, 
bobcat, common porcupine, coyote, and mountain lion. 
 
Native Wildlife Nursery Sites 
Many  areas  in  Sharp  Park  support  potential  or  confirmed  native  bird  nesting  habitat  and 
potential  breeding  habitat  for  other  wildlife  species.  Native  birds  that may  nest  within  this 
portion of Sharp Park  include waterbirds,  songbirds, and  raptors and  include  such habitats as 
wetlands, grasslands, riparian scrub, and coastal scrub. 
 
Habitat Types 
Several different  types of wetlands are present within Sharp Park,  such as  free‐flowing creeks, 
open water, wet meadow, willow scrub, and fresh‐to‐brackish water marsh. Habitat types within 
or adjacent  to  the project area  include coastal  scrub, non‐native grasslands, and wetlands. The 
area  in which  the  proposed  pond would  be  constructed  is  generally  characterized  as  coastal 
scrub. The areas near  the  former rifle range site on  the east side of PCH are generally covered 
with non‐native grasslands. 
 
Areas  that meet  the USACE criteria  for wetlands or other waters of  the U.S. may be protected 
under  Section  1600  of  the California  Fish  and Game Code  and  thus may  be  regulated  by  the 
CDFW. In addition, these areas are considered wetlands and thus are protected under the CCA. 
The USEPA and USACE assert jurisdiction over the following waters:130  
 

 Traditional navigable waters; 
 Wetlands next to traditional navigable waters; 
 Nonnavigable  tributaries of  traditional navigable waters  that are  relatively permanent, 

where  the  tributaries  typically  flow  year‐round  or  have  continuous  flow  at  least 
seasonally (e.g., typically three months); or 

 Wetlands that directly abut the tributaries described in the previous bullet. 
 
Under  the CCA, an area  is classified as a wetland  if  it meets only one of  the  three parameters 
required  by  Section  404  of  the  FCWA  definition  of  a  wetland:  hydric  soils,  hydrophytic 
vegetation,  or wetland  hydrology.131  Some wetlands may  also meet  criteria  as  “waters  of  the 
state” and be regulated by the SFBRWQCB.  
 
In November 2008 a wetland delineation report was prepared for the LS wetland complex. Most 
of the wetlands delineated were characterized as freshwater marsh (19.56 acres), followed by wet 
meadow  (2.44 acres) and willow  scrub  (0.93 acres).132 These areas meet  the USACE  criteria  for 
classification as wetlands. The unvegetated open water (4.49 acres) meets the USACE criteria for 
“other waters of the U.S.,” due to the presence of an ordinary high water mark. In March 2009, 
the USACE confirmed this wetland delineation report.133 All of these wetlands also meet the CCA 
criteria.  

                                                           
130 USACE. Revised Guidance  on Clean Water Act  Jurisdiction Following  the Supreme Court Decision  in Rapanos v. U.S.  and 

Carabell v. U.S., December 2, 2008. Available online at: 

  http://www.usace.army.mil/missions/civilworks/regulatoryprogramandpermits/relatedresources/cwaguidance.aspx. Accessed  

  May 17, 2013. 
131 USACE. Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, January 1987. Available online at:  
  http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/elpubs/pdf/wlman87.pdf. Accessed May 17, 2013. 

132 Tetra Tech, Inc. LS Wetland Determination Report. This report is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E 

at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
133 USACE. Letter  to Ms. Kelly Bayer, Tetra Tech,  Inc., Subject: File Number 2009‐00044S, March 9, 2009. This document  is 

available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San Francisco Planning Department,  1650 Mission 
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Another wetland delineation report was prepared  in May 2013 that evaluated wetlands  located 
within  the  proposed  project  area  that meet  the  CCA‐only  criteria.134  The May  2013 wetland 
delineation report found that the proposed project would not affect any CCA‐only wetlands. The 
acreage of each  jurisdictional habitat  type within  the LS wetland complex  is shown  in Table 5, 
below. 
 
 

Table 5. Wetland Habitat Types in LS Wetland Complex135,136 
 

Habitat Type  Determination  Jurisdiction 
Area  

(Acres) 

Freshwater marsh  Wetlands  USACE/CCA  19.56 

Willow scrub  Wetlands  USACE/CCA  0.93 

Wet meadow  Wetlands  USACE/CCA  2.44 

Unvegetated pond  Other Waters of the U.S.  USACE/CCA  4.49 

  Total wetlands/waters      27.46 

 

Project Impacts 
 
USFWS’s Biological Opinion 
A  Biological Assessment was  prepared  by  the  SFRPD  for  the  proposed  project  to  facilitate  a 
consultation,  pursuant  to  Section  7  of  the  FESA.137  Based  on  this  Biological  Assessment,  the 
USACE’s October  25,  2011  request  for  the  initiation  of  formal  consultation with  the USFWS, 
numerous  phone  calls  and  emails  between  the  SFRPD  and  USFWS,  and  other  information 
available  to  the USFWS,  the USFWS prepared  and  issued  a Biological Opinion  regarding  this 
project  under  the  authority  of  the  FESA.138  The  Biological  Opinion  describes  the  proposed 
project,139 evaluates the potential effect of the proposed project on CRLF and SFGS, and identifies 
Conservation Measures  that would  reduce  impacts  to  federally‐listed  species.140 The Biological 

                                                           
134 SFRPD. Single Parameter Wetland Delineation Report. This document is available for as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at 

the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
135 Tetra Tech, Inc. LS Wetland Determination Report. This report is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E 

at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

136 SFRPD. Single Parameter Wetland Delineation Report. This document is available for as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at 

the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
137  SFRPD. Biological Assessment. This Biological Assessment was  amended  on August  16,  2012. These documents  are 

available  for  review  as part  of Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San  Francisco Planning Department,  1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

138 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

139  The proposed project is part of the project for which the Biological Opinion was issued by the USFWS. The proposed 

project, except for the construction of a 1,600‐sf pond, is outlined under “Construction Action” on pages 5 and 6 of the 

Biological Opinion. The proposed construction of a 1,600‐sf pond is outlined under “Conservation Measures for Golf 

Course Maintenance and Operations” on page 19 of the Biological Opinion. 
140 The Biological Opinion  issued by  the USFWS  included  the proposed project, as well as  the ongoing operations and 

maintenance of the golf course. Although ongoing golf course operations and maintenance activities, such as pump 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Opinion  concluded  that  the proposed project would not be  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued 
existence of the CRLF or SFGS based on the Conservation Measures to be implemented as part of 
the project. These Conservation Measures are intended to minimize the likelihood or potential for 
take of individual CRLF and SFGS.  
 
An  Incidental Take Statement  is also  included  in  the Biological Opinion.141 The  Incidental Take 
Statement provides  the maximum amount of  incidental  take of CRLF and SFGS anticipated  for 
the proposed project, effects of the take, and terms and conditions related to the Incidental Take 
Statement.  The  proposed  project  is  subject  to  these  Terms  and  Conditions. According  to  the 
Incidental  Take  Statement,  the  USFWS  anticipates,  even  with  implementation  of  the 
Conservation Measures as outlined on pages 11 through 13 of the Biological Opinion, that:  
 

1) All CRLF  in  the  0.624‐acre  area142 within  the HSP  construction  site will  be  subject  to 
incidental take in the form of harassment and capture; 

2) In total one CRLF adult will be subject to incidental take in the form of death or injury as 
a result of construction activities;143 

3) All SFGS  in  the 0.624‐acre  construction area will potentially be harassed as a  result of 
ground disturbing  activities,  and  take  of  this  species  is  expected  to  be  in  the  form  of 
harassment and no SFGS  is expected  to be killed or  injured as a  result of construction 
activities; and 

4) All SFGS and CRLF in the restoration144 area footprint will be subject to incidental take in 
the form of harassment as a result of the direct effects of removal of plants, revegetation 
activities, and other activities associated with pond construction.  

 
Impact BIO‐1: The proposed project would not conflict with an adopted habitat conservation 
plan or natural community plan. (Less than Significant) 
 
The  only  adopted  conservation  or  management  plan  applicable  to  Sharp  Park  is  the  1995 
SNRAMP. The proposed 2006 SNRAMP is currently under environmental review and has not yet 
been  adopted. As  discussed  in  Section C, Compatibility with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans,  the 
project would not conflict with the 1995 or the proposed 2006 SNRAMP. Therefore, this impact is 
less than significant. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                             
management  and  operation, mowing,  and  golf  cart  use,  are  discussed  in  the  Biological  Opinion,  these  ongoing 

operations  and maintenance  activities  are not  considered part of  the proposed project  for purposes of  this CEQA 

analysis, but rather are considered part of the existing, or baseline, conditions.  
141 “Incidental Take”  is defined as  take  that  is  incidental  to, and not  the purpose of,  the  carrying out of an otherwise 

lawful activity. Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(o)(2), taking that is incidental to and not intended as 

part of  the agency action  is not considered  to be prohibited  taking under  the FESA provided  that such  taking  is  in 

compliance with the Incidental Take Statement. 
142 The 0.624‐acre area includes the areas where the “Construction Activities” would take place. “Construction Activities” 

in the Biological Opinion include all of the elements of the proposed improvements to the pumphouse (construction 

of steps and a maintenance walkway and replacement of  the existing wooden retaining wall), removal of sediment 

and emergent vegetation in HSP and the connecting channel, and realignment of the existing golf cart paths. 
143 “Construction Activities”  in  the Biological Opinion  include all of the elements of  the proposed  improvements to  the 

pumphouse  (construction of  steps  and  a maintenance walkway  and  replacement of  the  existing wooden  retaining 

wall), removal of sediment and emergent vegetation in HSP and the connecting channel, realignment of the existing 

golf cart paths. 

144  “Restoration”  includes  the  proposed  creation  of  a  perennial  pond  per Conservation Measure  32  of  the  Biological 

Opinion and the restoration of one half acre of upland habitat per Conservation Measure 29 of the Biological Opinion. 

See page 37 of the Biological Opinion for more information. A Categorical Exemption (Planning Case No. 2013.1008E) 

was issued on August 5, 2013 concerning the restoration of one half acre of upland habitat. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Impact BIO‐2: The proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through  habitat  modifications,  on  special‐status  species.  (Less  than  Significant  with 
Mitigation) 
 
The proposed project includes improvements to existing facilities and enhancement and creation 
of habitat for CRLF and SFGS. The project’s potential impacts to each of the special‐status species 
that are known or have the potential to occur at the project site are addressed below.  
 
California Red‐legged Frog and San Francisco Garter Snake 
 
Potential  effects  of  the  proposed  project  to  CRLF  and  SFGS  are  addressed  in  the  Biological 
Opinion prepared by the USFWS.145 The jeopardy analysis in the Biological Opinion relies on four 
components:  1)  the  status  of  the  species,  which  evaluates  CRLF’s  and  SFGS’s  range‐wide 
conditions,  the  factors responsible  for  that condition, and  their survival and  recovery needs; 2) 
the environmental baseline, which evaluates the condition of these species in the action area, the 
factors responsible for that condition, and the relationship of the action area to the survival and 
recovery  of  these  species;  3)  the  effects  and  action, which  determines  the  direct  and  indirect 
effects  of  the  proposed  federal  action  and  the  effects  of  any  interrelated  or  interdependent 
activities on  these  species; and 4) cumulative effects, which evaluate  the effects of  future, non‐
federal activities in the action area on them.  
 

The Biological Opinion noted that because CRLF and SFGS have been observed throughout the 
project  site,  the  effects  of  the  construction  activities  to  wetland  and  upland  habitat  and  to 
individual  CRLF  and  SFGS  will  be  throughout  the  0.624‐acre  construction  footprint.  Injury, 
exposure disorientation and disruption of normal behaviors will likely result from: 1) excavation 
of  sediments  and vegetation  as part of  the golf  cart path  realignments;  2)  the  removal  and/or 
disturbance  of  vegetation,  sediments,  and  cover  sites  including  animal  burrows,  boulders  ofr 
rocks,  organic  debris  such  as  downed  trees  or  logs  in  HSP  and  the  connecting  channel;  3) 
construction of a maintenance walkway around the pumphouse at HSP; and 4) soil disturbance 
and fill associated with replacement of the wooden retaining wall with a concrete retaining wall 
at HSP. Construction noise, vibration, and increased human activity during the construction may 
interfere with  normal  behaviors  such  as  feeding,  sheltering, movement  between  refugia  and 
foraging grounds, and other essential behaviors. This can result in avoidance of areas that have 
suitable habitat  and  can  cause disturbance  to  the  species. Direct  effects may  include  injury or 
mortality from being crushed by earth moving equipment, construction debris, and worker foot 
traffic. Work activities, including noise and vibration, may result in adverse effects to CRLF and 
SFGS by causing  them  to  leave  the work area. This disturbance may  increase  the potential  for 
predation and desiccation.  
 
The Biological Opinion further states that, as demonstrated at Mori Point, the proposed creation 
of a pond  can benefit CRLF and SFGS and  that  the proposed  removal of  emergent vegetation 
(cattails and bulrush) would improve breeding habitat for CRLF. Although ultimately serving as 
a long‐term conservation measure for CRLF and SFGS, these activities may also result in adverse 
effects to both species during construction. Short‐term direct and indirect adverse effects to CRLF 
and SFGS are likely to be minimized, provided that the SFRPD constructs the pond following the 
scope and design of the existing GGNRA ponds at Mori Point.  
 
The Biological Opinion concluded that the proposed project would not be likely to jeopardize the 
continued  existence  of  the  CRLF  or  SFGS  with  implementation  of  conservation  measures 

                                                           
145 USFWS. Biological Opinion, Pages 30 through 32, 37, and 38. This document is available for review as part of Case File 

No. 2012.1427E at  the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 

94103.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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included  in  the  Biological  Opinion.  These  conservation measures,  along  with  the  applicable 
Terms and Conditions included in the Incidental Take Statement, would minimize the likelihood 
of potential for take of individual CRLF and SFGS and are  included  in Mitigation Measure M‐
BIO‐2a, as outlined below.146  
 
The proposed project would also be subject to the Terms and Conditions related to the Incidental 
Take  Statement  issued  by  the USFWS  for  this  project.  To  be  exempt  from  the  prohibitions  of 
Section 9 of the FESA, the USACE and the SFRPD shall ensure compliance with these Terms and 
Conditions. The Terms  and Conditions  include measures  intended  to minimize  the  impact  of 
incidental take on CRLF and SFGS. 
 
The measures included in the Terms and Conditions in the Biological Opinion that are applicable 
to the proposed project are incorporated in Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2a, as outlined below.   
 

Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2a ‐ Protection of CRLF, SFGS, and WPT   
 

1. All sensitive habitats outside the construction site shall be avoided during and following 
project  implementation. All  biologists working  on  the  project  and  their  roles  shall  be 
approved  by  the  USFWS  and  CDFW147  based  on  their  qualifications.  All  approved 
biologists shall be part of the Project Implementation Team. The SFRPD shall designate 
one of  the USFWS/CDFW‐approved biologists  to oversee and coordinate all avoidance 
and survey tasks of the Project Implementation Team. Prior to the commencement of any 
project‐related  construction  activity,  an  approved  biological  monitor  shall  flag  the 
sensitive areas and/or  the  limits of  the construction  site with  suitable markers  that are 
easily discernible by  construction  equipment operators. No  construction  equipment or 
personnel shall enter the sensitive areas designated for avoidance by the project; 

 
2. The  lead USFWS/CDFW‐approved  biological monitor  shall  be  present  at  all  planning 

meetings prior to project implementation. A USFWS/CDFW‐approved biological monitor 
shall present an educational program at one or more such meetings regarding the listed 
species  and  their  habitats.  Every  person who works  on  project  implementation  shall 
receive this education program and sign a form indicating they have attended and agree 
to abide by the terms and conditions being  implemented to avoid take of  listed species 
and/or habitat. A USFWS/CDFW‐approved biological monitor shall be present at the site 
during all construction activities  including, but not  limited  to, vegetation and sediment 
removal, placement of concrete support structures for  the walkway, replacement of  the 
retaining wall  and pathway  repair. The  biological monitor  shall have  the  authority  to 
stop work temporarily in order to protect the listed species or the flagged sensitive areas;  

 
3. Prior  to  commencement  of  any  construction  activities  and  daily  prior  to  construction 

each day, a USFWS/CDFW‐approved biological monitor  shall  survey  the  site  for  listed 
species.  A  USFWS/CDFW‐approved  biologist  shall  also  oversee  the  installation  of 
exclusion  fencing  in segments or  fully enclosing components of  the construction site as 
appropriate. The biological monitor shall inspect the integrity of the exclusion fencing on 
a daily basis; 

 
4. During the proposed sediment and vegetation removal activities, if required, up to three 

biological monitors  shall  be present  to:  1) monitor  the  area  of  vegetation  or  sediment 

                                                           
146 The  conservation measures  in  the Biological Opinion have been modified  to  include measures  to protect WPT and 

included in Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2a. 

147 Formally known as CDFG 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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removal;  2)  observe  the material  as  it  is  transferred  to  the  shoreline;  and  3)  inspect 
material  as  it  is  loaded  into  a  container/dump  bed  that will  allow  the water  in  the 
excavated sediment to drain out before removal from the site; 

 
5. Biological monitors  shall  complete  a daily monitoring  log  that  records  information on 

compliance and construction activities as well as avoidance measures implemented each 
day during the project. Each monitor shall submit a daily monitoring report from to the 
lead biologist before the start of the next construction day. Photographic documentation 
of  project  activities  shall  accompany  each  daily  monitoring  log.  Within  60  days  of 
completion of  the project,  the  SFRPD  shall  submit  a  report  to  the USFWS  and CDFW 
documenting compliance with the terms and conditions and avoidance of unauthorized 
take of species or habitat; 

 
6. No earthmoving or soil disturbing work shall occur starting October 31 and ending June 

1, the breeding season for CRLF and the season when SFGS are less active on the site; 
 
7. Terrestrial vegetation in undisturbed areas around HSP and the connecting channel shall 

be cleared by manual means to a height of four inches (or a height that allows visibility of 
the ground) under  the  supervision of an approved biological monitor and checked  for 
the presence of CRLF, SFGS, and WPT; 

 
8. Prior  to ground disturbing activities associated with  construction,  including  the use of 

staging  or  vehicle  access  areas  or  the  removal  or  placement  of  fill  or  construction 
materials,  rodent  burrows  in  the  construction  site  shall  be  hand  excavated  by  a 
USFWS/CDFW‐approved  biologist  until  the  burrow  terminates  or  until  a  maximum 
depth of 30 centimeters; 

 
9. Vehicle speeds in the project area shall not exceed 10 miles an hour. The USFWS/CDFW‐

approved  biological monitor  shall  inspect  for CRLF,  SFGS,  and WPT  underneath  any 
vehicle  that  is  parked  for  30  minutes  or  more  prior  to  moving  the  vehicle.  All 
construction personnel shall inspect under their tires and vehicle if it is in idle for more 
than five minutes and has not been inspected by the on‐site monitor. Vehicles accessing 
the construction site shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. 
Project personnel  shall park personal vehicles  at  a  staging  area  located  away  from  all 
aquatic habitats or areas of sensitive upland habitat; 

 
10. Any workers on the site that observe any frog, snake, or turtle shall immediately report 

their findings to the on‐site biological monitor and immediately suspend work that may 
be harmful to the  individual. The monitor shall  identify the animal  if  it has not  left the 
area.  If a CRLF, SFGS, or WPT  is observed  in  the work area,  it shall be  relocated by a 
USFWS/CDFW‐approved biological monitor to the nearest suitable aquatic habitat out of 
harm’s way. Work may only recommence if CRLF, SFGS, and WPT move out of harm’s 
way or  the  animal  is  relocated  by  the biological monitor. Work may not  recommence 
until the biological monitor has returned to the work area and gives approval; 

 
11. Only  USFWS/CDFW‐approved  personnel  shall  be  allowed  to  capture  or  attempt  to 

capture and move CRLF, SFGS, WPT, or other non‐listed wildlife  (e.g.,  treefrogs, small 
rodents) in the work area; 

 
12. Erosion  control best management practices  (silt  fences,  coir  rolls,  straw bales)  shall be 

employed  as  part  of  the  dewatering  of  sediments  after  removal  and while  soils  are 
exposed.  The  erosion  control  measures  shall  not  include  netting,  plastic  or  natural 
monofilament netting or other materials that may entrap CRLF, SFGS, or WPT; 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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13. After completion of the project, the access routes in the wetland shall be revegetated with 
appropriate native plants and erosion control measures, as described  in Measure 12, as 
outlined above, shall be installed on exposed soils with slopes of 3:1 or greater;  

 
14. All construction activities shall occur in uplands and on the golf course. Stockpiling and 

staging areas shall be located in the uplands and in areas cleared for species and the golf 
course.  Construction materials  (bricks,  boards,  shoring,  concrete  forms,  etc.)  shall  be 
elevated  approximately  four  to  six  inches  above ground  to minimize  the potential  for 
species  to  take  cover  under  these  items.  If  feasible,  materials  shall  be  staged  on  a 
trailer/truck  bed  to  avoid  contact  with  the  ground.  Construction  materials  shall  be 
brought to on‐site staging areas as close to the time they are needed as possible; 

 
15. The  SFRPD  shall minimize  the  potential  for  harm,  harassment,  injury,  and  death  of 

federally  listed  wildlife  species  resulting  from  project‐related  activities  including 
implementation of the Conservation Measures in the Biological Opinion; 

 
16. If  requested,  during  or  upon  completion  of  construction  activities,  the  SFRPD  shall 

ensure  the USFWS,  CDFW,  or  their  authorized  agents  have  immediate  access  to  the 
project area. The on‐site biologist and/or a representative from the USACE/SFRPD shall 
accompany USFWS personnel on  an on‐site  inspection of  the project  area(s)  to  review 
project effects to CRLF and SFGS and their habitat; 

 
17. The SFRPD shall ensure compliance with  the Reporting Requirements of  the Biological 

Opinion; 
 
18. During  the  course  of  construction  activities,  biological monitors may  determine  that 

relocation of a CRLF or SFGS  is necessary  for  the  safety of  individual animals.  If  it  is 
determined  that a SFGS needs  to be moved,  the USFWS  shall be  contacted  for  further 
guidance.  Individuals shall be relocated  to appropriate sites away  from disturbance on 
Sharp Park property; 
 

19. Within nine months of issuance of the Biological Opinion, the SFRPD shall develop, for 
the USFWS  review  and  approval,  a monitoring plan  for  the new perennial pond. The 
plan shall  include monitoring of: 1)  the use of  the pond by all  life stages of CRLF and 
SFGS,  2)  the  amount  of  emergent  vegetation  and  open water  available,  and  3)  how 
effective  barriers  are  at  preventing  entry  by  people  and  off‐leash  dogs.  If  predators 
become established in the pond they shall be immediately removed and the USFWS shall 
be notified; and 
 

20. Implementation  of  the  pond monitoring  plan  shall  begin  immediately  following  the 
construction of the new pond.  
 

In response to the Neighborhood Notice circulated on January 15, 2013, some of the commenters 
raised concerns related to impacts to CRLF and SFGS and their habitat resulting from acid sulfate 
soils  being  disturbed  in  the  water  during  the  proposed  removal  of  sediment  and  emergent 
vegetation  in  HSP  and  the  connecting  channel  and  culverts  that  link  HSP  and  LS.  During 
implementation of sediment and vegetation removal work, sediment present at the bottom of the 
water would be disturbed, resulting in a temporary suspension of sediment in the water column. 
Although  unlikely,  these  sediments may  contain  sulfides  and  other  components which,  once 
disturbed  or  suspended  in  the  water  column,  could  have  adverse  impacts  to  special‐status 
species, their habitat, or water quality.  
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When exposed to dissolved or atmospheric oxygen, sulfides transform to sulfuric acid, which in 
turn  results  in  the  formation  of  acid  sulfate  soils. An  increase  in  the  amount  of  exposed  acid 
sulfate soils in water bodies generally causes a decrease of the pH of water (an increase in acidity 
of  the water)  and  a decrease  in  the  amount  of dissolved  oxygen  in  the water,  causing  anoxic 
conditions148 in which resuspension of anoxic hydrogen sulfide sediments may result in pulses of 
low oxygen conditions in HSP. This could cause mortality of CRLF larvae and juveniles.149 
 

Anoxic  sediments  containing  sulfides  have  associated  bacteria  like Thiobacillus  sp.  that  reduce 

sulfur. Bacterial respiration near the bottom of a waterbody can modify oxygen concentrations in 

overlying water causing some  level of anoxia. When  this condition occurs,  the pH of  the water 

begins to decline resulting in an acidic environment. Depletion of oxygen in the water column is 

mediated by the rate of photosynthesis during peak portions of a day. The degree to which water 

becomes acidified depends on the length of time that sulfides are suspended in the water column 

and  the  amount  of  sulfides  in  the water  column.  In  general,  the  longer  that  sulfidic  soils  are 

suspended in the water column, the more chance there is for acidic conditions to occur. Even if 

acid  sulfate  soils  are  present,  the  suction  hydraulic  equipment  could  be  used  to  minimize 

suspension of sediments relative to other sediment removal methods, and sulfides will settle out 

of the water column quickly. Therefore, anoxic conditions are expected to be localized and short‐

term. CRLF larvae and juveniles are likely to escape these small, short‐lived anoxic zones as they 

dissipate with settling of the sediment and dilution by the pond.150,151 
 
The Biological Opinion152  issued by  the USFWS concluded  that  the proposed project would not 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  CRLF  or  SFGS  with  the  implementation  of  the 
Conservation Measures included in the Biological Opinion, which limit the construction to June 1 
through October 31 and include measures to protect species, such as pre‐construction avoidance 
and  survey  tasks,  site monitoring  by USFWS/CDFW‐approved  biologists  during  construction 
activities, limitations on vehicle speeds in the project area, erosion control measures, and others. 
The Biological Opinion concluded that the Conservation Measures, which limit the construction 
period to June 1 through October 31, would minimize the likelihood that adult or juvenile CRLF 
would be present and would reduce potential adverse effects on CRLF.  
 
A literature search indicates that very little research has been done on acid sulfate soils in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. One case  in which acid sulfate soils have arisen as a concern  is at  the Bair 
Island tidal marsh restoration area,  in Redwood City, California. In  that case, the main concern 
was  that  sediments  that  had  been  excavated  and  stockpiled  for  re‐use  at  the  site  contained 

                                                           
148 “Anoxic condition” means a condition in which hydrogen ion availability increases and binds with sulfides mobilized 

from sediments. 

149 Harry Gibbons  and  Robert  Plotnikoff,  Tetra  Tech,  Inc.  Technical Memorandum,  Revised  Review  of Acid  Sulfate  Soils, 

Potential Release Mechanism, and Risk of Release in the Horse Stable Pond and Connecting Channel Sediment Removal Project. 

August 27, 2013 (“Acid Sulfate Soils Technical Memorandum”). This document is available for review as part of Case 

File  No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco, 

California 94103. 

150 Robert Plotnikoff, Tetra Tech, Inc. Email to Stacy Bradley, SFRPD, Suggested Change to the MND, December 3, 2013. This 

email  is  available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San Francisco Planning Department,  1650 

Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

151 Robert Plotnikoff, Tetra Tech, Inc. Email to Alexis Ward, SFRPD and David Munro, Tetra Tech, Inc., Sharp Park, December 

30,  2013.  This  email  is  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File  No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning 

Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
152 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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sulfides  that  converted  to  sulfates  as  the  sediments dried out. Re‐use of  these materials  could 
result  in acidic and hypoxic  conditions. Since materials  excavated at  the LS wetlands  complex 
would not be re‐used as part of the project, hypoxic conditions would not result from re‐use of 
dried  sediments  as part  of  the proposed project.  Specific  case  studies  of  instances where  acid 
sulfate soils effects have occurred in Bay Area restoration sites have not been identified.153 
 
Removal of  sediment  in  the  connecting  channel between HSP and LS,  similar  to  the proposed 
sediment removal, was reported to have occurred more than 10 years ago. At that time, no effects 
that would normally be associated with acid sulfate soils,  including acidification of waters and 
sediment surfaces, were identified. At the time of the previous removal, it was reported that the 
bottom  of  HSP  was  lined  with  gravel.  The  previous  sediment  removal  activity  removed 
sediments that had accumulated after the seawall, which eliminated saline water  input  into the 
wetland complex, was constructed. Because the sediment to be removed as part of the proposed 
project is likely to have only accumulated since the last removal activity, it is unlikely that acid 
sulfate soils would exist  in the excavated sediments. The construction of the seawall eliminated 
saline water input into the wetland complex. Sources of these sediments include input from the 
watershed  during  storms,  as  well  as  accumulated  organic  matter  from  dead  and  decaying 
vegetation in the watershed complex. This means that these sediments accumulated without the 
saline conditions that allow acid sulfate soils to form, and can be eliminated as a contributor to 
acid  sulfate  soils  conditions.154  This  supports  the  conclusion  that  the  proposed  sediment  and 
vegetation removal would not  likely result in substantial disturbance of acid sulfate soils  in the 
water column, which may in turn result in a significant impact to special‐status species. 
 
Environmental effects that may occur from excavating sediments in the presence of acid sulfate 
soils may include one or more of the following: 1) increase  in sulfuric acid; 2) decline in pH; 3) 
increase  in  dissolved  metal  concentrations  (aluminum,  iron,  and  arsenic);  and  4)  increased 
incidence of hypoxia.155 Any of the above effects could result  in significant  impacts (e.g., effects 
that could jeopardize the continued existence of a population of special‐status species or effects to 
water quality beyond thresholds indicated in state or federal water quality standards) to special‐
status species or water quality. In order to ensure that hypoxic conditions do not materialize and 
to mitigate such conditions in the unlikely event that they do occur, Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐
2b as outlined below would be  implemented by  the SFRPD during  construction  to  reduce  the 
potential  for adverse  impacts  to special‐status species as a result of acid sulfate soils and other 
components.  Mitigation  Measure  M‐BIO‐2b  requires  that  sediment  core  sampling  tests  be 
conducted  and  specific  remediation measures  be  implemented  by  the  SFRPD  if  results  of  the 
sediment  core  sampling  tests  reveal  the  need  for  such  remediation  measures  prior  to 
commencement of any on‐site work related to the removal of sediment and emergent vegetation 
in HSP or  the  connecting  channel and culverts  that  link HSP and LS. Mitigation Measure M‐
BIO‐2b requires that a toxics pathway analysis be conducted for potential risks and toxicities to 
species  that may  be  affected  by  localized  increases  in  acidity,  hypoxia,  or  dissolved  metals 
concentration  should  the potential  for acid  sulfate  soils and anoxic conditions be present. This 
method  for  analyzing  potential  for  bioaccumulation  of  toxics  in  the  environment  is  a 
recommended approach for determining risk to wildlife and plants.156 Pathway analysis is used to 

                                                           
153 Harry Gibbons  and  Robert  Plotnikoff,  Tetra  Tech,  Inc. Acid  Sulfate  Soils  Technical Memorandum.  This  document  is 

available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San Francisco Planning Department,  1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

154 
Harry Gibbons  and  Robert  Plotnikoff,  Tetra  Tech,  Inc. Acid  Sulfate  Soils  Technical Memorandum.  This  document  is 

available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San Francisco Planning Department,  1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

155 Ibid. 

156 USEPA. Framework for Metals Risk Assessment, EPA 120/R‐07/001, March 2007. Available online at:  

  http://www.epa.gov/raf/metalsframework/pdfs/metals‐risk‐assessment‐final.pdf. Accessed July 17, 2013. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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determine environmental conditions that would mobilize toxics and increase exposure that could 
have chronic or acute effects. 
 

Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2b  ‐ Protection of Special‐Status Species  and Water Quality 
from Acid Sulfate Soils and Other Components 
 
Prior to commencement of any on‐site work related to the proposed removal of sediment and 
emergent vegetation  in HSP or  the connecting channel and culverts  that  link HSP and LS, 
sediment core sampling  tests shall be conducted  in  the manner specified  in  this mitigation 
measure.  
 
The result of the sediment core sampling tests and remediation measures recommended by a 
qualified SFRPD biological/hydrological consultant, if any, shall be submitted to the USFWS 
and CDFW for review and approval prior to commencement of any on‐site remediation work 
or sediment/vegetation removal work at HSP or the connecting channel and culverts. If the 
USFWS or CDFW determines, based on the results of the sediment core sampling tests, that 
remediation measures are  required,  the SFRPD shall submit a  remediation and monitoring 
plan to all applicable resource agencies for review and approval prior to implementation of 
the remediation measures. Copies of all correspondence with the resource agencies shall be 
submitted  to  the  ERO  for  review.  The  sediment  core  sampling  tests  shall  include  the 
following elements: 
 
1. Work Plan  

 
A Work Plan  for sediment core sampling  tests shall be prepared by a qualified SFRPD 
biological/hydrological consultant and submitted  to  the USFWS and CDFW  for  review 
and comment prior to commencement of any on‐site work related to the sampling tests. 
The Work Plan shall describe, at a minimum, compliance with ItemTasks 2 through 6 of 
this  mitigation  measure.  Copies  of  all  correspondence  with  the  resourceresponsible 
agencies shall be submitted to the ERO for review.  
 

2.    Sampling of Sediment Cores 
 
The sampling test shall include collection of, at minimum, one sediment core from HSP, 
two from the connecting channel, and one from LS. The exact locations of sampling shall 
be  determined  pursuant  to  the work  plan  developed  in  accordance with  ItemTask  1, 
above.  Sample  sediment  cores  shall  include  the  soils  between  the  current  surface 
sediment level and approximately two to three feet below the current surface. This depth 
shall  be  at  least  one  foot  below  the  proposed  depth  of  the  future  sediment‐water 
interface. 
 

3. Analysis of Sediment Cores and Estimation of the Potential for Formation of Acid Sulfate 
Soils 
 
The sediment cores shall be analyzed every five centimeters over the first 20 centimeters 
of core depth and then every 10 centimeters for the remainder of the core length for the 
following  components:  Total  Organic  Carbon  (TOC),  carbonate/bicarbonate,  sulfate, 
sulfide,  sulfites,  pH,  calcium,  sodium,  iron,  aluminum,  chloride,  conductivity,  redox 
potential,  refractory  organics,  organic  nitrogen,  total  phosphorus,  ammonia, 
nitrate+nitrite nitrogen, soluble reactive phosphorus, organic phosphorus, loosely‐sorbed 
phosphorus,  iron‐phosphorus,  iron‐phosphorus,  aluminum‐phosphorus,  and  calcium‐
phosphorus. Sediment core chemistry shall be analyzed to assess the potential reduction 
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of  sulfate  to  form  hydrogen  sulfate,  iron  sulfides,  and  reduction  buffering  capacity 
relative to acid‐neutralizing capacity.  
 
In addition,  sediment oxygen demand  (SOD)  in  the  sediment cores  shall be measured. 
Results  shall  be  compared  to  the  total  oxidizable  organic material,  which  would  be 
estimated from the difference of TOC and refractory organic carbon (labile carbon). These 
results shall be used in the analysis of potential for formation of anoxic conditions within 
the newly restored HSP and connecting channel. 
 
Sediment  cores  shall be analyzed based on Toxicity Reference Values  (TRVs)  from  the 
USEPA  and  Screening  Quick  Reference  Tables  (SQuiRT)  from  the  NOAA.157  A  draft 
summary of potential toxics shall be provided to the USFW, CDFW, and ERO for review 
and,  if  needed,  revision  will  be  made  to  the  toxicity  ranges  appropriate  for  use  in 
analyzing the sediment cores.  
 
The  potential  for  formation  of  acid  sulfate  soils  and  anoxic  conditions  in  the  water 
column shall be estimated based on  this analysis and  in coordination with  the USFWS 
and CDFW.  If  this  analysis determines  that  acid  sulfate  soils  could  be present  in  this 
location,  the  SFRPD  shall  perform  a  toxic  pathway  analysis158  to  determine  the 
appropriate  remediation  measures.  The  analysis  results  and  determination  shall  be 
submitted to the USFWS, CDFW, and ERO for review. 

 
4.  Toxics Pathway Analysis 

 
Should  the  potential  for  acid  sulfate  soils  and  anoxic  conditions  be  present,  a  toxics 
pathway analysis shall be conducted for potential risks and toxicities to species that may 
be affected by localized increases in acidity, hypoxia, or dissolved metals concentration. 
During this Task, toxicity standards shall be established by the USFWS, CDFW, and ERO 
based  on  the  results  of  ItemTasks  2  and  3  above,  site‐specific  hydrologic  conditions 
including water exchange and dissolved oxygen levels, the species that are known to be 
present, and literature review. The results of this task shall be submitted to the USFWS 
and CDFW  and  any  applicable  resourceresponsible  agencies  for  review  and  approval. 
Copies of all correspondence with the resourceresponsible agencies shall be submitted to 
the ERO for review. 
 
Should  the  results of  the  sediment core  tests  reveal  that  there has been an appreciable 
increase  in  the amount of nitrogen and  related  compounds  in  the  sediment  cores, any 
necessary measures  to  remediate  such  compounds  shall  be  undertaken  in  accordance 
with Task 5, below. The SFRPD shall hire a qualified biological/hydrological consultant 
to prepare a remediation and monitoring plan which shall be submitted  to  the USFWS 
and CDFW  for  review  and  approval. Copies  of  all  correspondence with  the  resource 
agencies shall be submitted to the ERO for review. 
 

5.  Remediation 
 
If  results of  the  sediment  core  chemistry  analysis  reveal  the potential  for  reduction of 
sulfate  to  form hydrogen  sulfate,  iron  sulfides,  and  its  reduction  in buffering  capacity 
relative to acid‐neutralizing capacity, or if the toxics pathway analysis indicates that their 

                                                           
157 The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Office of Response and Restoration. SQuiRT Cards. 

Available online at: http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/cpr/sediment/squirt/squirt.html. Accessed July 17, 2013. 
158 A toxics pathway analysis identifies potential risks and toxicities to species that may be affected by localized increases 
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presence could potentially result in substantial stress to special‐status species, the SFRPD 
shall implement remediation measures, as approved by the USFWS and CDFW. 
 
Remediation measures could include, but are not limited to: 
 

a. Addition of lime to neutralize any acid that exists or which may form during the 
sediment removal process; 

 
b. Injection  of  sodium  nitrate  to  oxidize  the  sediments,  thereby  satisfying  the 

sediment oxygen demand; or 
 
c.  Use  of  suction  hydraulic  sediment  removal  that  reduces  re‐suspension  of  any 

form of sediments. 
 

Depending  on  the  severity  of  the  condition  (e.g.,  hypoxia),  the  remediation measure 
selected  for  implementation would be  the  least  intensive beginning with  Item a, when 
signs  of  hypoxia  are  present,  to  the  most  intensive  with  Item  c,  when  hypoxia  is 
persistent  and/or  widespread.  The  SFRPD  shall  select  the  remediation  measure  in 
consultation with  the USFWS  and CDFW.  The  remediation measure  shall  be  selected 
based on immediate threats to species and sensitive life stages present during occurrence 
of the hypoxic condition. 

 
6.  Monitoring 

 
During  sediment  and  vegetation  removal  in  HSP  and  the  connecting  channel  and 
culverts, pH levels immediately above the sediment shall be monitored by the SFRPD to 
ensure  that  implementation of  the proposed project would not adversely affect special‐
status  species.159 To  ensure  that  residual  acid  sulfates  in  the water  column would  not 
adversely  impact  special‐status  species,  pH  levels  in HSP  and  the  connecting  channel 
shall be monitored by the SFRPD for a period of six weeks after the proposed sediment 
and vegetation removal is completed. A remediation measure, such as addition of lime or 
injection  of  sodium  nitrate,  shall  be  implemented  if  the monitoring warrants  such  a 
remediation measure to protect special‐status species based on the toxicity standards that 
are established in accordance with Task 4 above.160     

 
To  facilitate  the proposed  sediment  and  emergent vegetation  removal  and  to  reduce potential 
impacts to CRLF, the water level of HSP and the connecting channel may be lowered through the 
use of the existing pumps in consultation with the USFWS and CDFW. If water levels in HSP or 
LS fall below sea level and beach groundwater levels, then saline groundwater may flow into the 
lagoon  from  the  beach.161 CRLF  cannot  breed when  salinity  levels  exceed  approximately  four 

                                                           
159 pH is an indicator of anoxic conditions at the sediment‐surface water interface. Under anoxic conditions, hydrogen ion 

availability  increases  and  binds  with  sulfides  mobilized  from  sediments.  Rates  of  transformation  of  sulfur  are 

mediated by microorganisms  in both  the sediments and surface water. Suspension of hydrogen sulfide (H2S)  in the 

water column is oxidized in surface water to form sulfuric acid (H2SO4). 

160  David  Munro,  Tetra  Tech,  Inc.  Email  to  Stacy  Bradley,  SFRPD,  Sharp  Park  Appeal:  M‐BIO‐2b  ‐  Post  Construction 

Monitoring,  January  7,  2014. This document  is  available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

161 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 
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parts per thousand (ppt).162 Although salinity levels may increase in HSP, the construction period 
would be short and would not correspond to the breeding season of CRLF. After construction is 
complete,  winter  storm  runoff  would  result  in  substantial  freshwater  inputs  to  the  wetland 
complex, causing any increased salinity levels to return to baseline levels. Therefore, the potential 
impacts to CRLF associated with increased salinity levels would be temporary and would occur 
outside the breeding season for CRLF, and would not be considered significant. 
 
To  facilitate  the proposed  sediment  and  emergent vegetation  removal  and  to  reduce potential 
impacts to CRLF, suction hydraulic equipment may be used in consultation with the USFWS and 
CDFW  to minimize  the disturbance  of  sediments  in  the water. While  generally  resulting  in  a 
higher percentage of water in the excavated materials than a clamshell dredge, the use of suction 
hydraulic equipment generally results in less turbidity and overall disturbance at the point of use 
than  a  clamshell.  In  sensitive  environments,  the  use  of  suction  hydraulic  equipment  is  often 
preferred provided that the excavated materials and residual water are properly handled so they 
do not result in a significant impact on the environment. If suction hydraulic equipment is to be 
used as part of this project, the slurry that  is created by suction hydraulic equipment would go 
into a settling area until the sediments settle out and the decant water can be tested for its acidity. 
If the result of such testing indicates that the water is pH neutral, it would either be released into 
HSP or pumped  into the Pacific Ocean.163,164 Should any permit be required by the SFBRWQCB 
for the discharge of the water into the Pacific Ocean as part of this project, the SFRPD will seek 
such a permit and comply with any conditions that may be attached to the permit. In light of the 
above, the use of suction hydraulic equipment as part of the proposed sediment and vegetation 
removal would not result in any significant impacts on the environment. 
 
The  Biological  Opinion  discusses  the  possibility  of  CRLF  mortality  through  entrainment 
(individuals  being  pulled  along with water  and  trapped  against  screening  or  pulled  into  the 
pumps) of egg masses and individual larvae at the pumps (see pages 33 and 34 in the Biological 
Opinion).  The  Biological  Opinion  further  discusses  the  restoration  actions  and  conservation 
measures that the SFRPD is committing to in order to reduce these effects and protect the species. 
The  Biological Opinion  concludes  that  this  project,  including  the  conservation measures,  the 
uplands restoration work, and  the continued operations and maintenance of  the golf course,  is 
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of CRLF or SFGS. The conservation measures set 
forth  in  the  Biological  Opinion  and  incorporated  into  the  project  description  and mitigation 
measures would  reduce  the  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  construction  and  operations  and 
maintenance activities on the survival and recovery of CRLF and SFGS. As a result, the proposed 
installation of secondary screen would not result in significant impacts to CRLF or SFGS. 
 
Although construction activities could  result  in  temporary  impacts  to CRLF and SFGS  that are 
considered  significant  as discussed  above,  implementation  of Mitigation Measures M‐BIO‐2a 
and M‐BIO‐2b would reduce  the project’s  impacts  to CRLF and SFGS  to a  less‐than‐significant 
level. 
 
Western Pond Turtle 

                                                           
162 Swaim Biological Incorporated. Sharp Park Wildlife Surveys. This document is available for review as part of Case File 

No. 2012.1427E at  the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 

94103. 
163 David Munro, Tetra Tech. Email to Stacy Bradley, SFRPD, Feedback on MND Appeal, November 26, 2013. This email  is 

available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San Francisco Planning Department,  1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

164 David Munro, Tetra Tech. Email to Stacy Bradley, SFRPD, Revised Text, November 26, 2013. This email is available for 

review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, 

San Francisco, California 94103.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Impacts to WPT from the proposed project would be similar to those described above for CRLF. 
However,  because  the  restoration  activities would  occur  during  the WPT  nesting  season,  the 
magnitude  of  those  impacts would  be potentially  greater  for  this  species. Temporary  impacts 
from construction activities would result in the disturbance of feeding, breeding, aestivation sites 
and dispersal behaviors. The removal of nonnative vegetation may disturb western pond turtles 
sheltering within the plants as well as remove basking sites along the wetland banks. Increased 
sedimentation could adversely affect shallow water habitat for hatchlings as well as basking sites 
along the banks. These effects of the proposed project would result in significant impacts to WPT.  
 
Implementation  of Mitigation Measures M‐BIO‐2a  and M‐BIO‐2b,  as  outlined  above, would 
reduce short‐term impacts to WPT resulting from the proposed project to a less‐than‐significant 
level. 
 
San Francisco Dusky‐footed Woodrat  
 
The  San  Francisco  dusky‐footed woodrat, which  inhabits  forests with moderate  canopy  and 
moderate to dense understory, is known to occur in the Upper Canyon at Sharp Park. As part of 
the  proposed  project,  the  sediment  and  vegetation  removed  from  HSP  and  the  connecting 
channel would be transported by trucks to a remediated former rifle range site on the east side of 
PCH. Habitat  for  the San Francisco dusky‐footed woodrat occurs  in  the non‐native  forest  and 
riparian areas surrounding the former rifle range site. Although habitat exists in the surrounding 
area,  disposal  of  the  sediment  and  vegetation would  occur  in  the  non‐native  grassland  area, 
which  is  located well  away  from  the  San  Francisco  dusky‐footed woodrat  habitat.  Therefore, 
there would be no impact to this species or its habitat. While additional truck trips would occur 
in  the  area,  potentially  resulting  in  greater  noise,  the  area  currently  receives  intermittent 
vehicular  traffic  and  the  level  of  additional  noise  and  disturbance  along  with  the  distance 
between  the  disposal  site  and  habitat  for  the  San  Francisco dusky‐footed woodrat would  not 
result in a significant impact on this species. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less‐
than‐significant impacts to the San Francisco dusky‐footed woodrat.  
 
Salt Marsh Common Yellowthroat and Black‐Crowned Night Heron 
 
Construction activities associated with  the proposed project could also  result  in  the  temporary 
disturbance to the salt marsh common yellowthroat from an increase in noise, vehicle traffic, and 
human  presence.  The  salt  marsh  common  yellowthroat  uses  saltwater  or  freshwater  marsh 
habitat with dense vegetation for nesting, cover, and foraging. The proposed project may result 
in  temporary  impacts  to  this  species  through  the disturbance and  loss of nesting habitat  from 
sediment  and  emergent  vegetation  removal  activities.  These  impacts would  be  considered  a 
significant impact. Similar temporary impacts to the black‐crowned night heron could occur as a 
result of the proposed project. Implementing Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2c as outlined below, 
requires that all vegetation removal activities be conducted outside the breeding season for bird 
species  (February  1  through August  31,  as designated  by  the CDFW),  unless  a  breeding  bird 
survey is conducted prior to vegetation removal activities and determines that no nesting birds 
are present. If active nests (or large abandoned stick nests) are discovered as part of the breeding 
bird survey, a 150‐foot‐radius avoidance buffer would be centered on the nest sites to prevent the 
nesting birds from being disturbed by construction activities.  
 
In  addition,  there  would  be  permanent  loss  of  some  nesting  habitat  as  vegetated  areas  are 
converted to open water. However, the overall area of fresh‐to‐brackish water marsh habitat that 
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would be removed represents approximately one percent165 of the total habitat present in the LS 
wetland complex  for  these bird species. Furthermore,  the  fresh‐to‐brackish water marsh would 
likely  re‐establish  through natural  succession  over  time. Because  the  impact  area  represents  a 
small portion of the total habitat in the LS wetland complex and ample habitat would remain in 
adjacent areas at Sharp Park,  the proposed project would not  result  in a significant permanent 
impact  to nesting  and other habitat of  the  salt marsh  common yellowthroat or black‐crowned 
night heron.  
 
With  implementation  of Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2c,  the proposed project would  result  in 
less‐than‐significant  impacts  to  the  salt marsh  common yellowthroat  and black‐crowned night 
heron. 
 

Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2c ‐ Protection of Bird Species 
 
Vegetation removal activities shall be conducted outside the breeding season (February 1 to 
August  31), unless  the  following  specific  conditions  are met:  a  breeding  bird  survey  by  a 
qualified biologist has been  conducted prior  to  any vegetation  removal  activities.  If  active 
nests (or large abandoned stick nests) of a sensitive species are discovered, a 150‐foot‐radius 
avoidance  buffer  shall  be  centered  on  the nest  site(s)  to prevent  nesting  birds  from  being 
disturbed by power tools or other equipment. Weeds may be pulled by hand no closer than 
50 feet from the nest.  

 
Locally Significant Bird Species 
 
As discussed above, a number of bird species, considered Species of Local Concern by the Golden 
Gate  Audubon  Society,  breed  or  occur  at  Sharp  Park.  These  bird  species  include:  American 
goldfinch;  American  kestrel;  band‐tailed  pigeon;  black‐crowned  night  heron;  clark’s  grebe; 
gadwall; great horned owl; hairy woodpecker; hutton’s vireo; pacific‐slope flycatcher; pied‐billed 
grebe; purple finch; red‐shouldered hawk; red‐tailed hawk; say’s phoebe; steller’s jay; swainson’s 
thrush; tree swallow; and violet‐green swallow. Some of these species primarily inhabit forests or 
woodlands. Nonetheless,  all of  these  species or  their nests  could potentially be present  in  the 
project area.  
 
Locally significant bird species including those listed above may occur in the project area or their 
habitat may be affected by the proposed project as a result of vegetation removal and an increase 
in noise, vehicle  traffic,  and human presence during  construction  activities.  Impacts  to  locally 
significant bird  species would be  similar  to  those described above  for  the  salt marsh  common 
yellowthroat  and  black‐crowned  night  heron.  If  nesting  of  locally  significant  bird  species  is 
present,  in  compliance with  the MBTA,  the  SFRPD would  be  required  to  avoid damaging  or 
removing  the nests of  any migratory bird  species.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐
BIO‐2c as outlined above, and compliance with the MBTA, would reduce the project’s impacts on 
such bird species to a less‐than‐significant level. 

 
Impact BIO‐3: The project could interfere with the movement of native resident or migratory 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
 

                                                           
165 Based on  the wetland delineation  report prepared by Tetra Tech  in November 2008, a  total of approximately 19.56 

acres  (approximately  852,033  sf)  of  freshwater marsh were  delineated  in  the  LS wetland  complex.  Based  on  the 

wetland delineation report prepared by the SFRPD in May 2013, a total of approximately 8,612 sf of freshwater marsh 

would be permanently impacted by the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would permanently impact 

approximately one percent of the total freshwater marsh present in the LS wetland complex.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Migratory Corridors and Nursery Sites 
 
Sharp Park is bordered in part by undeveloped areas, including Sweeney Ridge, Mori Point, and 
Milagra  Ridge,  which  allows  it  to  serve  as  a  relatively  undisturbed  corridor  for  wildlife, 
particularly  birds.  No  special‐status  fish  are  known  to  occur  in  LS,  HSP,  or  the  connecting 
channel. Many migratory birds use some areas of Sharp Park for foraging, nesting, and perching 
habitat. 
 

The potential impacts on wildlife movement, migratory corridors, and nursery sites as a result of 
the proposed project would include the temporary disturbance from human presence as well as 
the disturbance of foraging and nesting habitat from vegetation removal and construction of the 
proposed  pond.  These  activities  may  result  in  localized  and  temporary  impacts  to  wildlife 
movement  due  to  equipment  and  human  presence  and  the  amount  of  disturbance  from 
earthmoving  activities  and  removal  of  sediment  and vegetation, which  could  be  considered  a 
significant impact. However, the proposed project would ultimately result in long‐term beneficial 
impacts on wildlife movement by improving habitat quality for native species and allowing for 
greater habitat connectivity between Sharp Park and contiguous areas.  
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐BIO‐2a, M‐BIO‐2b, and M‐BIO‐2c as outlined above 
and  M‐BIO‐4a  and  M‐BIO‐4b  as  outlined  below  would  minimize  the  potential  temporary 
impacts  to  wildlife  movement  within  the  LS  wetland  complex  by  implementing  protection 
measures to avoid and minimize impacts to special‐status species as well as wetland and riparian 
areas. These measures require pre‐construction surveys, worker education programs, biological 
monitoring,  exclusion  fencing,  and  consultation  with  the  USFWS  and  CDFW.  With 
implementation  of  Mitigation  Measures  M‐BIO‐2a,  M‐BIO‐2b,  M‐BIO‐2c,  M‐BIO‐4a,  and 
M‐BIO‐4b,  the  project’s  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  movement,  migratory  corridors,  and 
nursery sites would be less than significant. 
Impact BIO‐4: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive 
natural communities. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
 
The  sensitive  natural  communities  present within  the  project  site  include  coastal  scrub,  non‐
native grasslands, and wetland habitats.166 
 
Coastal Scrub and Non‐native Grasslands 
 
The  proposed  creation  of  a  perennial  pond  would  convert  some  of  the  areas  currently 
characterized as coastal scrub with native and invasive species to open water wetland habitat for 
CRLF  and  SFGS.  The  areas  surrounding  the  perennial  pond would  be  replanted with  native 
coastal scrub vegetation where appropriate. Removal of invasive vegetation is expected to result 
in an overall benefit to native coastal scrub habitat. As a result, this  impact to the coastal scrub 
community would be less than significant.   
 
No  native  grasslands  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Sediment  and  emergent 
vegetation removed from HSP and the connecting channel would be transported to and spread at 
the former rifle range site on the east side of PCH. The former rifle range site is characterized by 
non‐native grasslands, and therefore disposal of sediment and vegetation at this site would not 
affect native grasslands.  
 
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 
 

                                                           
166 Tetra Tech, Inc. LS Wetland Determination Report. This report is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E 
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The project would result in a permanent impact to wetland habitat as a result of the construction 
of a maintenance walkway at  the HSP pumphouse and  replacement of  the  retaining wall. The 
support  structures  for  the proposed maintenance walkway and  replaced  retaining wall would 
result in 1.2 CYs and 0.4 CYs, respectively, of permanent fill in wetlands and waters of the U.S.167  
 
As previously mentioned,  a wetland delineation  report was prepared  in  2008  to delineate  the 
USACE/CCC  jurisdictional wetlands168  in  the  LS wetland  complex.  In  addition,  the May  2013 
wetland  delineation  report  evaluates  the  proposed  project’s  impacts  to  CCC‐only  wetlands 
located  in  the proposed project  area  as part of  the  requirements  for  the Coastal Development 
Permit required by the CCC for this project (see Figure 7).169 Elements of the proposed project that 
may affect either the USACE/CCC jurisdictional wetlands and/or waters of the U.S. include:170 
 

 Removal of sediment and emergent vegetation (cattails and bulrush) within HSP and the 
connecting channel that links HSP and LS;  

 Construction of a maintenance walkway; and  
 Replacement  of  a  wooden  retaining  wall  with  a  concrete  retaining  wall  at  the 

pumphouse. 
 
The May 2013 wetland delineation report concluded that no wetlands would be affected by the 
proposed construction of steps at the HSP pumphouse, construction of a 1,600‐sf perennial pond, 
or realignment of a segment of the golf cart path segment.171 The area of each type of wetland or 
waters  of  the U.S.  that would  be  permanently  affected  and  created  as  part  of  the  proposed 
project, and the area of each type of wetland that would be temporarily affected by the proposed 
project are shown in Tables 6 and 7, respectively, and discussed below. 
 
The May  2013 wetland  delineation  report  found  that  a  total  of  8,612  sf  of  freshwater marsh 
(USACE/CCA jurisdictional wetlands) would be permanently affected by the proposed sediment 
and  emergent  vegetation  removal  in  HSP  and  the  connecting  channel,  construction  of  a 
maintenance walkway at the pumphouse, and replacement of a retaining wall at the pumphouse. 
Of the 8,612 sf of affected freshwater marsh, 8,600 sf would be converted to open water wetlands 
as part of this project and 12 sf represents a permanent loss of wetlands that would result from 
the  construction  of  the  footings  for  the  proposed  walkway  and  replacement  of  the  existing 
retaining wall at the pumphouse.  
 
The proposed emergent vegetation (cattails and bulrush) removal would result in conversion of a 
portion  of  the  existing  vegetated  wetland  to  open  water  habitat,  consistent  with  historical 
conditions  of  the  wetland  complex  which  previously  provided  productive  CRLF  and  SFGS 
habitat. Over  the years,  cattails  and bulrush have  encroached  into  the historically open water 
habitat, converting this habitat to freshwater marsh and/or wet meadow and limiting its value as 
breeding habitat for CRLF. Removing accumulated sediment and encroaching vegetation would 
reverse the effects of a trend that would eventually result in the conversion of the remaining open 

                                                           
167 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

168 See pages 59 and 60 of this Initial Study for the definitions of USACE/CCC jurisdictional wetlands. 

169 SFRPD. Single Parameter Wetland Delineation Report. This document is available for as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at 

the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

170 Ibid. 

171 The May 2013 wetland delineation report included realignment of two golf cart path segments. The project has since 

been modified  to  realign  only  one  golf  cart  path  segment  (north  segment)  and maintain  the  other  golf  cart  path 

segment (south segment) at its current location. The May 2013 wetland delineation report identified that no wetlands 

would be affected by the proposed alignment of the north golf cart path segment.   2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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water to vegetated wetland and ultimately conversion of those wetlands to upland. The proposed 
conversion of wetland to open water habitat would not result in a loss of waters of the U.S., and 
would be consistent with the historical conditions of wetland complex.  
 
The proposed project includes construction of a new 1,600‐sf perennial pond and would result in 
8,600  sf of open water habitat  in HSP. This means  that a  total of 10,200  sf of wetlands and/or 
waters of the U.S. would be created as part of this project. Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a net increase of 1,588 sf of wetlands and/or waters of the U.S. within the project site, and 
would not result in a significant permanent impact to wetlands. 
 
The  proposed  project  would  also  temporarily  affect  a  total  of  3,700  sf  of  USACE/CCA 
jurisdictional wetlands  and/or waters of  the U.S. The  3,700  sf  includes  3,000  sf  of  open water 
habitat,  which  would  remain  as  open  water  habitat  upon  the  completion  of  the  proposed 
sediment and emergent vegetation removal in HSP, and 700 sf of freshwater marsh, which would 
be affected by the access areas required for the sediment and emergent removal activities in HSP. 
Most of these areas temporarily affected during construction would be protected by all applicable 
BMPs  during  construction  and  revegetated  with  native  plant  species  upon  the  project 
completion. Nevertheless, these temporary impacts to wetlands could be considered significant. 
Implementation  of Mitigation Measures M‐BIO‐4a  and M‐BIO‐4b,  as  outlined  below, would 
ensure that these temporary impacts would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level.  
 
As  discussed  in  Impact  BIO‐2,  temporary  impacts  to  wetlands  resulting  from  the  proposed 
sediment  and  emergent vegetation  removal  in HSP  and  the  connecting  channel  could  include 
impacts due to  the potential presence of acid sulfate soils or other components  in HSP and  the 
connecting channel or anoxic conditions potentially caused by  the sediment  removal activities. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2b would reduce  these  temporary  impacts  to a 
less‐than‐significant level. 
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Figure 7. Affected Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. near HSP172 

Source: San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

                                                           
172 SFRPD. Single Parameter Wetland Delineation Report. This document is available for as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at 

the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Table 6. Permanently Affected Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.173 
 

 
 
 
 

Table 7. Temporarily Affected Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.174 
 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
173 SFRPD. Single Parameter Wetland Delineation Report. This document is available for as part of Case File No. 2012.1427E at 

the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
174 Ibid. 

Affected Area ‐ Permanent  Created (Post Construction) ‐ Permanent 

Habitat Type 
Area  

(square feet) 
Habitat Type 

Area  

(square feet) 

Freshwater marsh  8,612  Open water  8,600 

Total  8,612 

 Freshwater marsh / 

Open Water  

(new pond) 

1,600 

  Total  10,200 

Net Increase  1,588 

Affected Area ‐ Temporary 

Habitat Type 
Area  

(square feet) 

Freshwater marsh  700 

Open water  3,000 

Total  3,700 

2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
Page 97 of 131



Case No. 2012.1427E                                                96   Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement,                                      
                                                                                                                         and Habit Enhancement Project 

As  discussed  above,  implementation  of  the  project  would  result  in  temporary  impacts  to 
wetlands,  which  could  be  considered  a  significant  impact.  Implementation  of  Mitigation 
Measures  M‐BIO‐2b,  M‐BIO‐4a,  and  M‐BIO‐4b  as  outlined  below  would  reduce  these 
temporary  impacts  to a  less‐than‐significant  level. Prior  to  implementing  the proposed project, 
the  SFRPD would  be  required  to  obtain  a  Section  404 permit  from  the USACE,  a  Section  401 
water quality certification from SFBRWQCB, a coastal development permit from the CCC, and a 
lake or  streambed  alteration  agreement  from  the CDFW. These  resource agencies may  require 
measures to protect wetlands in addition to Mitigation Measures M‐BIO‐4a and M‐BIO‐4b. 
 

Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐4a ‐ Protection of Wetlands and Natural Habitat 
 
The  SFRPD  shall  obtain  all  applicable  permits  from  the  SFBRWQCB,  CCC, USACE,  and 
CDFW to protect wetlands and natural habitat. Measures identified in these permits shall be 
applied,  in  addition  to  the  following  measures,  unless  otherwise  specified  by  resource 
agencies:  
 
1. In areas where work is not directly taking place, a minimum 100‐foot buffer surrounding 

all wetlands, ponds, streams, drainages, and other aquatic habitats located on or within 
100  feet of  the project  site  shall be  clearly designated on  the  final project  construction 
plans and marked on  the  site with wildlife‐friendly orange construction  fencing or  silt 
fencing. If the area is on a slope, silt fencing or other comparable management measures 
will  be  installed  to  prevent  polluted  runoff,  as well  as  equipment,  from  entering  the 
buffer area. Signs shall be installed every 100 feet on or adjacent to the buffer fence that 
read, “Environmentally Sensitive Area – Keep Out.” Fencing and management measures 
shall  be  installed  and  inspected  prior  to  project  implementation  and  maintained 
throughout the restoration period. No equipment mobilization, grading, clearing, storage 
of equipment or machinery, vehicle or equipment washing, or similar activity, may occur 
until  a  representative  of  the  SFRPD  has  inspected  and  approved  the  fencing  and/or 
management measures installed around these features; 
 

2. Vehicle and equipment operators shall use existing access roads and shall remain outside 
of wetlands and riparian areas that are not directly associated with the proposed project. 
Project construction and staging areas shall be delineated with construction fencing and 
shall avoid wetland habitat to the maximum extent feasible; and 
 

3. All  vehicles  shall  be  brought  in  clean  and  free  of  weeds  to  prevent  the  spread  or 
introduction  of  invasive  plant  species.  Vehicles  and  equipment  shall  be  fueled, 
maintained, and parked at  least 100  feet  from wetlands. Each morning, operators shall 
inspect all equipment that requires the use of fuel or fluids for leaks. 

 
Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐4b ‐ Wetland Mitigation Plan for Temporarily Affected Areas 
 
Consistent with  the  requirements  for  a  Section  401 water  quality  certification  permit,  the 
SFRPD  shall  prepare  a  wetland  mitigation  plan  for  temporarily  effected  wetlands. 
Additionally, because the proposed project includes habitat restoration (i.e., construction of a 
perennial  pond),  the CCC may  require  an  objective  performance  evaluation  to  determine 
project  success which would  include  a monitoring  program  and methods  for  evaluating 
performance,  which  could  be  accomplished  through  implementation  of  the  wetland 
mitigation plan. The wetland mitigation plan shall  include, at a minimum, a description of 
the following: 
 
 Proposed project’s physical and biological impacts; 
 Mitigation goals;  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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 Mitigation work plan; 
 Management and maintenance plan; 
 Success criteria and performance indicators; 
 Monitoring plan; and 
 Site protection measures. 
 
The  components  of  the  above mitigation  plan may  be  altered,  supplemented,  or  deleted 
during  the  SFBRWQCB’s  review  process,  as  the  SFBRWQCB  has  final  authority  over  the 
terms of the water quality certification. 

 
Impact C‐BIO: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
significant biological resources impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
 
The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed 2006 SNRAMP, a reasonably foreseeable future project 
in  the proposed project’s vicinity,  concluded  that  the proposed 2006 SNRAMP  in  combination 
with  the  GGNRA  Dog  Management  Plan  would  result  in  a  significant  and  unavoidable 
cumulative  impact  related  to  special‐status  plant  and wildlife  species.  The Draft  EIR  for  the 
proposed 2006 SNRAMP concluded that with mitigation measures the proposed 2006 SNRAMP 
would not result in any significant biological impacts. A Categorical Exemption prepared for the 
Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded 
that  the  proposed  restoration would  not  result  in  any  significant  effects  on  the  environment, 
including biological  resources  impacts,  and,  thus,  that project was  appropriately  exempt  from 
CEQA under Section 15333 of the CEQA Guidelines.175 
 
As  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project with  identified mitigation would  not  result  in  any 
significant  biological  impacts.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project’s  contribution  to  cumulative 
biological  resources  impacts would  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant with  incorporation  of 
Mitigation Measures M‐BIO‐2a, M‐BIO‐2b, M‐BIO‐2c, M‐BIO‐4a, and M‐BIO‐4b.   
 

  
 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS— Would the project:
     

a)  Expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving: 

     

                                                           
175 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

delineated on the most recent Alquist‐

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 

by the State Geologist for the area or based 

on other substantial evidence of a known 

fault?  (Refer to Division of Mines and 

Geology Special Publication 42.) 

     

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?       

iii)  Seismic‐related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 

     

iv)  Landslides?       

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 

     

c)  Be located on geologic unit or soil that is 

unstable, or that would become unstable as a 

result of the project, and potentially result in on‐ 

or off‐site landslide, lateral spreading, 

subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

     

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 

Table 18‐1‐B of the Uniform Building Code, 

creating substantial risks to life or property? 

     

e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 

the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 

disposal systems where sewers are not available 

for the disposal of wastewater? 

     

f)  Change substantially the topography or any 

unique geologic or physical features of the site? 

     

   
Question 14e would not be applicable because the project does not involve the use of any septic 
systems. 
 
Impact GE‐1: The proposed project would not result  in exposure of people and structures  to 
potential  substantial  adverse  effects,  including  the  risk  of  loss,  injury,  or  death  involving 
rupture of a known earthquake  fault, expansive soils, seismic ground‐shaking,  liquefaction, 
lateral spreading, or landslides. (No Impact) 
 
The  proposed  project  does  not  involve  the  construction  of  any  residences  or  inhabitable 
structures. The proposed project would  involve  construction of minor  structures  such as  steps 
and  a maintenance walkway  and  replacement  of  an  existing  retaining wall  near  the  existing 
pumphouse  at  HSP.  All  of  these  structures  would  be  constructed  in  compliance  with  the 
California  Uniform  Building  Code.  The  topography  of  the  project  site  is  relatively  flat.  The 
proposed project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects involving 
the  rupture  of  a  known  earthquake  fault  or  strong  seismic  shaking.  Ground  rupture  most 
commonly  occurs  along  preexisting  faults. No  known  active  faults  cross  Sharp  Park,  and  the 
project site is not within an Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone. While there is a potential for 
strong ground  shaking  at  the project  site due  to  a nearby  earthquake  fault  line,  the proposed 
project would  not  increase  the  likelihood  that  people  or  structures would  experience  adverse 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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effects  from  strong  ground  shaking.  Therefore,  no  impact  would  result  from  the  proposed 
project. 
 
Impact GE‐2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
(Less than Significant) 
 
The  proposed  project  includes minor  improvements  to  existing  facilities  and  the  creation  of 
habitat in Sharp Park. Ground disturbance resulting from these construction activities can expose 
soils to erosion, resulting in a loss of topsoil. However, the magnitude of loss of topsoil or erosion 
is  not  expected  to  be  substantial  given  the minor  scope  and  nature  of  the  proposed  project. 
Therefore,  this  impact  is  less  than significant. BMPs  for erosion control would be  implemented 
for  all  elements  of  the  proposed  project,  such  as  installation  of  fiber  rolls,  silt  fences,  straw 
blankets, hydroseeding, and straw mulch/wood chips, and these measures would further ensure 
that the project would not result in a substantial loss of topsoil or erosion.  
 
Impact  GE‐3:  The  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  substantial  impacts  to  site 
topographical features. (Less than Significant) 
 
The proposed project would not substantially change the topography of the project site. Unique 
geologic  features  generally  include picturesque  rock  outcrops  and  some  of  the  last  remaining 
sand dune systems. While the proposed project includes construction of an approximately 1,600‐
sf pond, this would not be considered a significant change in the topography of the site given the 
size and depth  (approximately 5  feet) of  the pond. Therefore,  the proposed project would not 
result in substantial impacts with respect to changes in topographical features at the project site. 
Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 
 
Impact  C‐GE:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to 
any cumulative significant impacts related to geology and soils. (Less than Significant) 
 
Geology  impacts  are  generally  site‐specific  and  do  not  have  cumulative  effects  with  other 
projects.  There  are  no  known  past,  present,  or  future  projects  that  in  combination with  the 
proposed project  could  result  in  cumulatively  significant  impacts  to geology or  soil  resources. 
Thus, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on geology or soils. 
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15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—

Would the project:       

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements? 
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Topics: 
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b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 

interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 

aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 

groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate 

of pre‐existing nearby wells would drop to a 

level which would not support existing land uses 

or planned uses for which permits have been 

granted)? 

     

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 

of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 

manner that would result in substantial erosion 

of siltation on‐ or off‐site? 

     

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 

the site or area, including through the alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, or substantially 

increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 

manner that would result in flooding on‐ or off‐

site? 

     

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 

exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide 

substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

     

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?       

g)  Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard 

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 

authoritative flood hazard delineation map? 

     

h)  Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area 

structures that would impede or redirect flood 

flows? 

     

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk 

of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 

including flooding as a result of the failure of a 

levee or dam? 

     

j)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk 

of loss, injury or death involving inundation by 

seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

     

 

Question 15g is not applicable to the proposed project because the project would not involve the 

construction of any residences or inhabitable structures. 

 
Setting 
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Climate 
The climate in the San Francisco Bay Area is generally characterized as a Mediterranean pattern 
of cool and mild temperatures along the coast, with higher temperatures inland, cool wet winters, 
and relatively warm dry summers. Pacifica receives an average of approximately 29.5  inches of 
precipitation a year, mostly between October and April. Average monthly  temperatures  range 
from 50.5 degrees Fahrenheit in January to 62.0 degrees in September.176 
 
Regional Hydrology 
Pacifica  is  in  the San Francisco Bay watershed, U.S. Geological Survey  (USGS) hydrologic unit 
code  18050004.  The  California  State Water  Resources  Control  Board  and  the  nine  RWQCBs 
manage water quality in California and administer federal water pollution control laws. The state 
board  administers  water  rights  and  water  pollution  control,  while  the  RWQCBs  conduct 
planning, permitting, and enforcement. Within this context, Pacifica  is  in the San Francisco Bay 
Basin, which is administered by the SFBRWQCB. The SFBRWQCB has developed a water quality 
control  plan  (Basin  Plan)  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region,  dividing  the  basin  into  several 
hydrologic  planning  areas. Most  of  San  Francisco  and  Pacifica  are  in  the  San Mateo Coastal 
Hydrologic Planning Area.177 
 
Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond 
The Sharp Park Golf Course is located within an 845‐acre watershed.178 HSP is located south of LS 
and  consists  of  an  open water  pond  and  a  freshwater wetland.  It  is  connected  to  LS  via  an 
approximately 1,000‐foot‐long  channel  that was  constructed  to drain water  from  the  lagoon  to 
HSP, and  together  these  three  features  form a wetland complex.  In addition  to water  from LS, 
HSP  receives water  from  Sanchez  Creek  from  the  east  (see  Figure  4). HSP  is  shallower  and 
smaller  than  LS,  and  typical water  depths  range  from  one  to  three  feet.  Flood waters  in  the 
wetland  complex  are  drainedremoved  by  pumps  at HSP, which  pump water  into  the  Pacific 
Ocean during the winter, when water levels in HSP become too high. 
 
The LS wetland system  is naturally maintained by groundwater during periods of  low surface 
water  inflow,  such  as during  the  summer. At  these  times,  the water  elevation  in HSP  and LS 
represents the groundwater table. Groundwater flow from the watershed to the ocean maintains 
the pond elevations above  sea  level. Over  the course of  the year, surface  inflows  to LS exceed 
groundwater  inflows  to LS by  600 percent.  Some of  the  excess  surface water  inflow  is  lost  to 
evaporation and uptake by plants, some flows as groundwater to the sea, and some is pumped to 
the ocean during periods of high inflow.179  
 
A  hydrologic  assessment  report  was  prepared  in  2009  for  the  SFRPD  to  improve  the 
understanding of the hydrologic processes that affect the distribution of ecological habitats in the 
LS wetland system and flooding of the adjacent golf course.180 The assessment characterized the 
variability of water  level  functions  from year  to year  in  the LS wetland system. Results  from a 
water budget  investigation  reveal  that  the  system  is  supplied with adequate water  to  fill HSP 
                                                           
176 U.S. Climate Data, Climate, Pacifica, California. Available online at:    

  http://www.usclimatedata.com/climate.php?location=USCA0822. Accessed July 11, 2013. 

177 SFBRWQCB. Basin Planning. Available  online  at:  http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb2/basin_planning.shtml. Accessed 

July 22, 2013. 
178 USFWS.  Biological Opinion.  This  document  is  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
179 Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. Hydrologic Assessment. This report is available for review as part of Case File 

No. 2012.1427E at  the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 
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even in dry years. Variability of water levels in the wetlands from year to year is low due to the 
operation of  the pumping station. Early spring water  levels  in  the ponds are consistent among 
dry, normal, and wet water years because the water  level is controlled by the pumping station. 
Dry season losses due to evapotranspiration and seepage do not  likely vary much year to year. 
Surface water flows associated with winter storms provide the primary source of water into the 
wetland  system.  Groundwater  inflow  exceeds  groundwater  outflow  (seepage);  as  a  result, 
groundwater inflows contribute to the overall water budget of the system, and dry season water 
level recession occurs at a slightly slower rate than would be expected due to evapotranspiration 
losses alone.181  
 
As part of the hydrological assessment,  the seasonal variation of salinity  in the wetland system 
was  also  monitored  to  characterize  conditions  and  to  assess  potential  impacts  of  saltwater 
encroachment.  Salinity  is  a  concern  because  of  its  potential  to  affect  the  survival  of  sensitive 
species  that  use  this wetland  habitat. During  the monitoring  period,  salinity  in HSP  ranged 
between 0.7 and 2.5 ppt. Salinity in LS appears uniform and well mixed.182  
 
Flood Hazard Zones 
Flood  hazard  zones  in  Sharp  Park  are  identified  in  the  Flood  Insurance  Rate Maps  (FIRMs) 
published  by  the  Federal  Emergency Management  Agency  (FEMA)  in  2012.183,184  The  FIRMs 
identify  LS, HSP,  and  the  lower  reach  of  Sanchez Creek  (labeled  as  Sharp Park Creek  in  the 
FIRMs) as Zone A (areas with a 1‐percent annual chance of flooding). A larger area that includes 
a portion of  the golf course southeast of LS  is  identified as Zone X  (areas of 0.2‐percent annual 
chance  flood; areas of 1‐percent annual chance  flood with average depth of  less  than 1  foot or 
with drainage areas less than 1 square mile; and areas protected by levees from 1‐percent annual 
chance flood).  
 
Sharp Park is subject to the CCSF Floodplain Management Program as outlined in San Francisco 
Administrative Code Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285.   
 
Sea Level Rise 
In 2006, the California Climate Change Center reported a historic sea‐level rise of seven inches in 
the last century and projected an additional rise of 22–35 inches by the end of this century. Since 
that time numerous other studies have published projected ranges of 7–23 inches, 20–55 inches, 
and 32–79  inches of sea‐level rise for this same period, with the differences  in these projections 
attributable to different methodologies used and how well or whether glacier ice melt is included 
in  the calculations.185 Sea  level  rise could  increase  flooding potential  in coastal areas. Sea  level 
rise  and  climate  change may also alter  seasonal and  long‐term ocean  levels and wave  energy, 

                                                           
181 Ibid. 

182 Ibid. 

183 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), San Mateo County, California, and 

Incorporated Areas, Panel 38 of 510, Map Number 06081C0038E, Effective Date October 16, 2012. This map is available for 
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184 
FEMA. Flood  Insurance Rate Map  (FIRM), San Mateo County, California,  and  Incorporated Areas, Panel  126  of  510, Map 

Number  06081C0126E,  Effective Date October  16,  2012.  This map  is  available  for  review  as  part  of Case  File No. 
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185 California Natural Resources Agency. 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy, A Report to the Governor of the State of 
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potentially reversing shallow groundwater gradients between the lagoon and ocean and allowing 
more sea water to migrate into the LS wetland complex.186 
 
Impact HY‐1: The proposed project would not violate water quality  standards or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
 
The proposed  construction  activities would  involve  excavation up  to  five  feet bgs. Excavation 
could  release  sediment  and  other  constituents  of  soil  into  local water  bodies,  if  uncontrolled, 
would result in significant water quality impacts. Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion 
control would be  implemented  for all elements of  the proposed project,  such as  installation of 
fiber rolls, silt  fences, straw blankets, hydroseeding, and straw mulch/wood chips. These BMPs 
would ensure  that ground‐disturbing activities associated with  the proposed project would not 
result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  the  amount  of  sediment  in  runoff  from  the  site which may 
ultimately discharge to surface water bodies.  
 
As discussed in Section E.13, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐4a requires that 
the  SFRPD  obtain  all  applicable  permits  from  the  SFBRWQCB, CCC, USACE,  and CDFW  to 
protect wetlands and natural habitat. This would further ensure that impacts to wetland habitat 
and  water  quality  would  be  reduced  to  a  less‐than‐significant  level.  A  post‐construction 
monitoring  program  would  also  be  designed  and  implemented,  as  described  in Mitigation 
Measure M‐BIO‐4b, which would ensure that erosion control measures and revegetation efforts 
meet standards and success criteria as determined in consultation with the SFBRWQCB. 
 
To  facilitate  the proposed sediment and emergent vegetation removal activities  in HSP and the 
connecting  channel  and  to  reduce  potential  impacts  to  CRLF,  the water  level  in HSP  or  the 
connecting channel may be lowered through the use of the existing pumps in consultation with 
the USFWS, CDFW, and/or SFBRQWCB. This would result in a temporary increase in the amount 
of water discharged to the Pacific Ocean during the project construction. Discharge at Sharp Park 
is  authorized  under  an  existing  NPDES  permit  issued  to  CCSF.  The  SFRPD  would  seek 
modification  to  the  NPDES  permit  in  consultation  with  the  SFBRWQCB  so  that  activities 
associated with the proposed project are reflected in the NPDES permit, if necessary. In addition, 
the  SFRPD  would  seek  an  amendment  to  an  existing  Section  401  permit  issued  by  the 
SFBRWQCB to reflect the proposed project, if required by the SFBRWQCB. No permit is required 
for  discharges  from  Sharp  Park’s  pumphouse  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  because  both  the  LS 
wetlands complex and the Pacific Ocean are considered “waters of the United States” under the 
FCWA. As such, as long as nothing is added to the water, no permit is required to discharge from 
one water  of  the U.S.  to  another.  Should  any  permit  be  required  by  the  SFBRWQCB  for  the 
proposed project, SFRPD will seek such a permit and comply with any conditions  that may be 
attached to the permit.  
 
During the implementation of the sediment and emergent vegetation removal activities, sediment 
present  at  the  bottom  of HSP  and  the  connecting  channel would  be  disturbed,  resulting  in  a 
temporary suspension of sediment to the water column. Although unlikely, these sediments may 
contain sulfides and other components which, once disturbed or suspended in the water column, 
could  have  adverse  impacts  to  special‐status  species,  their  habitat,  or  water  quality. When 
exposed  to dissolved or atmospheric oxygen, sulfides  transform  to sulfuric acid, which  in  turn 
results  in  the  formation of acid sulfate soils. An  increase  in  the amount of exposed acid sulfate 
soils in water bodies generally causes a decrease in the pH of water (an increase in acidity of the 
water) and a decrease in the amount of dissolved oxygen in the water, causing anoxic conditions 
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in which resuspension of anoxic hydrogen sulfide sediments may result in pulses of low oxygen 
conditions  in  HSP  which  could  cause  mortality  of  CRLF  larvae  and  juveniles.187  With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2b, potential  impacts  to water quality resulting 
from acid  sulfate soils, other chemical components, or anoxic conditions would be  reduce  to a 
less‐than‐significant level. 
 
The  proposed  perennial  pond,  approximately  1,600  sf  in  area,  would  be  constructed  in 
consultation with USFWS,  and  all necessary permits  from  the CCC would be obtained. As  of 
writing of  this  Initial  Study,  there  are  two potential  locations  for  this pond. Both of  them  are 
located within Sharp Park, approximately 400 to 500 feet southeast of the existing pumphouse at 
HSP  (see Figure 5). The water  in  the proposed pond would be supplied  through surface water 
runoff and, depending on the  location of the pond, through groundwater. Given the above, the 
proposed construction of the pond would result in a less‐than‐significant impact with respect to 
water quality. 
In summary, with identified mitigation, the proposed project would not result in any significant 
water quality impacts. 
 
Impact HY‐2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere  substantially with groundwater  recharge  such  that  there would be  a net deficit  in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. (Less than Significant) 
 
No groundwater would be used for the proposed project, except that the proposed 1,600‐sf pond 
may be designed to be fed by groundwater. The pond would be constructed by excavating up to 
five  feet  bgs. The pond would  occupy  a  small  area  and  the  overall  topography  and drainage 
patterns surrounding the pond site, which gently slopes toward HSP, would not be altered. The 
amount of water retained in the pond would not be substantial compared with the total amount 
of water present in the area watershed at a given moment. In addition, the proposed pond would 
capture some of the surface runoff water or groundwater that would otherwise flow into HSP as 
it would be constructed in an area located higher in elevation than HSP.  
 
In  light  of  the  above,  the  project  would  not  result  in  substantial  depletion  of  groundwater 
supplies or interference with groundwater recharge, and this impact is less than significant. 
 
Impact HY‐3: The proposed project would not result  in altered drainage patterns  that would 
cause  substantial  erosion  or  flooding  or  contribute  runoff water which would  exceed  the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff. (Less than Significant) 
 
None  of  the  proposed  project  activities  would  substantially  increase  impervious  surfaces  or 
would  contribute  runoff  water  that  would  exceed  the  capacity  of  an  existing  or  planned 
stormwater drainage system. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant 
impact with respect to the creation of, or the contribution to, runoff water.  
 
The proposed project would not substantially alter drainage patterns on the project site or in its 
vicinity.  As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  a  1,600‐sf  pond would  be  constructed  to  establish 
habitat for CRLF. This pond would be constructed by excavating upland habitat, and is expected 
to retain surface water runoff, which would reduce the potential for flooding. Given the above, 
the proposed pond would result in a less‐than‐significant impact with respect to altered drainage 
patterns or flooding.  
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Impact  HY‐4:  The  proposed  project  would  not  expose  people,  housing,  or  structures,  to 
substantial risk of loss due to flooding. (Less than Significant)  
 
The golf course floods whenever the pumps at HSP are not able to keep up with the inflow from 
the watershed. Because the watershed east of PCH  is much  larger than the golf course, most of 
the  runoff  from  the watershed drains via Sanchez Creek  to HSP. As water  levels  rise  in HSP, 
water flows through the connecting channel into LS.  
 
The capacity of HSP and  the connecting channel would be slightly  increased as a  result of  the 
proposed  sediment  and  emergent  vegetation  removal  activities,  but  the  increase  in  capacity 
would  be  small  compared  to  the  amount  of  runoff  generated  by  a moderate  to  large  storm. 
Therefore,  changes  to  HSP  and  the  connecting  channel  would  not  substantially  alter  the 
frequency of flooding, which  is regulated primarily by the rate at which the pumps at HSP are 
able to discharge water to the ocean and by the intensity of rainfall in the watershed that governs 
the rate at which water is delivered to HSP via Sanchez Creek. 
 
As part of the proposed project, steps and a maintenance walkway would be constructed and the 
existing  retaining  wall  would  be  replaced  at  the  HSP  pumphouse.  While  these  proposed 
structures would  not  be  subject  to  building  permit  requirements  of  the  City  of  Pacifica,  San 
Francisco Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI),  or  any  other  agencies,  the  SFRPD would 
design and construct these structures in accordance with the California Uniform Building Code. 

 
The existing pumphouse is  located outside the Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs), which are 
the  areas  subject  to  inundation  by  the  1‐percent  annual  chance  flood.  The  1‐percent  annual 
chance  flood  (100‐year  flood),  also known  as  the base  flood,  is  a  flood  that has  a one percent 
chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year.188 The water level at the pumphouse and 
to  a  lesser  extent  throughout  the  entire  wetland  system  is  determined  by  rainfall  and 
management of the pumps. Water levels are managed in the rainy season to ensure the protection 
of  the CRLF  egg masses.  Typically, water  levels  in  the wetland  complex  rise  throughout  the 
winter as egg masses are deposited and the pumps are adjusted upwards. Sometimes large storm 
events exceed  the capacity of  the pumps and water backs up on  the golf course, however,  it  is 
very unlikely  that  the pumphouse  itself would become  inundated by  flooding.189 Furthermore, 
the proposed  structures would not  impede  the  flow of  floodwater  in a way  that  increases  the 
elevation of  floodwaters upstream. Therefore,  the proposed project would result  in a  less‐than‐
significant impact with respect to flooding.    
 
In  light of  the above,  the proposed project would not expose people, housing, or structures,  to 
substantial risk of loss due to flooding, and this impact is less than significant. 
 
Impact HY‐5: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. (No Impact) 
 
The proposed project would not attract a significant number of visitors to Sharp Park or result in 
construction of dwelling units. The proposed project would have a  less‐than‐significant  impact 
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with  regard  to  exposing  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk  of  loss,  injury,  or  death 
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  
 
The San Francisco General Plan Community Safety Elements describes tsunamis as follows:190 
  

“Tsunamis  are  large waves  in  the  ocean  generated  by  earthquakes,  coastal  or  submarine 
landslides, or volcanoes. Damaging tsunamis are not common on the California coast. Most 
California  tsunamis are associated with distant earthquakes  (most  likely  those  in Alaska or 
South America and recently in Japan), not with local earthquakes. Devastating tsunamis have 
not occurred  in historic  times  in  the Bay Area. Because of  the  lack of  reliable  information 
about  the  kind  of  tsunami  runups  that  have  occurred  in  the  prehistoric  past,  there  is 
considerable  uncertainty  over  the  extent  of  tsunami  run‐up  that  could  occur.  There  is 
ongoing research into the potential tsunami run‐up in California”  
 

Sharp Park  is within a  tsunami  inundation area.191 Overtopping of  the seawall can be expected 
should a tsunami occur simultaneously with a severe storm event during high tide.192 None of the 
proposed  project  activities would  increase  the  likelihood  that  people  or  structures would  be 
exposed  to a  significant  risk of  loss,  injury, or death due  to  inundation by  seiche,  tsunami, or 
mudflow. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact with regard 
to this criterion. 
 
Impact  C‐HY:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative  significant  effects  related  to  hydrology  or water  quality.  (Less  than  Significant 
with Mitigation) 
 
As discussed above,  in 2006, the California Climate Change Center reported a historic sea‐level 
rise of seven inches in the last century and projected an additional rise of 22–35 inches by the end 
of this century. Since that time numerous other studies have published projected ranges of sea‐
level rise  for  this same period, with  the differences  in  these projections attributable  to different 
methodologies used and how well or whether glacier  ice melt  is  included  in  the calculations.193 
The exact magnitude of sea  level  rise near  the project site  is unknown. Among  the cumulative 
effects on water resources resulting from sea level rise are increased frequency of flooding of low‐
lying  areas,  increased  salt water  intrusion  in  coastal wetlands,  increased  coastal  erosion,  and 
increased  potential  for  contamination  of  receiving  waters  because  of  inundation  of  areas 
containing  hazardous  substances.  One  approach  to  mitigating  these  and  similar  long‐term 
cumulative  effects  is  to move  vulnerable  development  and  activities  out  of  low‐lying  coastal 
areas and to encourage coastal and shoreline uses, such as open space, that can accommodate sea 
level rise. The proposed project would not substantially affect existing uses on the project site and 
the project site would  remain as open space. None of  the proposed project activities would be 

                                                           
190 City and County of San Francisco. General Plan, Community Safety Element, October, 2012. Available online at:  

  http://www.sf‐planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf. Accessed June 6, 2013. 

191 California Department of Conservation. San Mateo County Tsunami Inundation Maps. Available online at:  

  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanMateo/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_

SouthSanFrancisco_PacificCoast_Quad_SanMateo.pdf. Accessed July 19, 2013. 

192 Arup North America. Sharp Park Sea Wall Evaluation, February 5, 2010. This document is available for review as part of 

Case File No. 2012.1427E at  the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 

California 94103. 

193 California Natural Resources Agency. 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy, A Report to the Governor of the State of 

California  in  Responses  to  Executive  Order  S‐13‐2008.  Available  online  at:  http://resources.ca.gov/climate_adaptation/. 

Accessed July 13, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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anticipated to contribute to the effects of sea level rise. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
contribute considerably to any cumulative impact associated with sea level rise. 
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would, in combination of the proposed project, result in cumulative hydrology or water quality 
impacts. The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed 2006 SNRAMP, a reasonably foreseeable future 
project in the proposed project’s vicinity, concluded that the proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not 
result  in  any  significant  impacts  with  respect  to  hydrology  or  water  quality.  A  Categorical 
Exemption prepared for the Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration (Planning Department Case 
No.  2013.1008E)  concluded  that  the  proposed  restoration would  not  result  in  any  significant 
effects  on  the  environment,  including  hydrology  and  water  quality  impacts,  and,  thus,  that 
project was appropriately exempt  from CEQA under Section 15333 of  the CEQA Guidelines.194 
Thus, no  cumulative  impact  to hydrology or water quality within  the project vicinity exists  to 
which this project could potentially contribute. 
 
The proposed project would not have a significant impact on hydrology or water quality with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐BIO‐2b, M‐BIO‐4a, and M‐BIO‐4b. Thus, the project 
would not contribute considerably to a cumulative impact to hydrology or water quality, even if 
one existed.   
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16. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:       

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, 

or disposal of hazardous materials? 

     

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable 

upset and accident conditions involving the 

release of hazardous materials into the 

environment? 

     

c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 

or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 

waste within one‐quarter mile of an existing or 

proposed school? 

     

d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 

result, would it create a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment? 

     

                                                           
194 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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e)  For a project located within an airport land use 

plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use 

airport, would the project result in a safety 

hazard for people residing or working in the 

project area? 

     

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project result in a safety 

hazard for people residing or working in the 

project area? 

     

g)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere 

with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? 

     

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk 

of loss, injury or death involving fires? 
     

 
Question  16c  is  not  applicable  because  the  project  site  is  not within  one‐quarter mile  of  an 
existing or proposed  school. The project  site  is not  located near  a public or private  airport or 
within  an  airport  land  use  plan  area.  Therefore, Questions  16e  and  16f  do  not  apply  to  the 
proposed project.  
 
Impact HZ‐1:  The  proposed  project would  not  create  a  significant  hazard  through  routine 
transport, use, disposal, handling or emission of hazardous materials. (No Impact) 
 
The  proposed  project  includes  improvements  to  existing  facilities  and  creation  of  habitat  and 
would  not  involve  routine  transport,  use,  disposal,  handling  or  emission  of  hazardous 
materials.195  Therefore,  no  impact would  result  from  the  proposed  project with  respect  to  the 
routine transport, use, disposal, handling or emission of hazardous materials. 
 
Impact  HZ‐2:  Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  activities  would  not  result  in  a 
significant increase in the mosquito or tick population. (Less than Significant) 
 
San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control District  (SMCMVCD) provides mosquito and 
insect  control at Sharp Park. The SMCMVCD has programs  for  the  control of mosquitoes and 
ticks,  including  mosquito‐borne  diseases  such  as  the  West  Nile  virus.  The  SMCMVCD’s 
integrated pest management for mosquito control includes a preventive approach, underground 
source control, and mosquito control within pools, ponds,  fountains, marshes, and creeks. The 
SMCMVCD’s  integrated management  includes controlling mosquitoes  in  their  immature stages 
before  emerging  as  biting  adults.  Further  the  SMCMVCD  programs  include  a  Lyme  disease 
program, a tick prevention and removal program, and a tick‐borne diseases program.196  
 

                                                           
195 Section 25501(h) of the California Health and Safety Code defines “Hazardous materials” as materials that, because of 

their quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, pose a substantial present or potential hazard to 

human health and safety or to the environment if released to the workplace or environment. 

196 San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control District (SMCMVCD). Available online at:  

  http://www.smcmad.org/index.htm. Accessed July 11, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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The SMCMVCD mainly uses the following mosquito larva treatments:197  
 

 BVA‐2 Oil: A refined petroleum distillate that breaks down in a few days. It is applied to 
the surface of standing water and causes mosquito larvae to drown. 
 

 Methoprene: A  juvenile growth hormone  that  is  targeted specific  to mosquito  larvae.  It 
mimics  the growth hormone produced  in a developing  larva. They stop producing  the 
hormone when  they  pupate. When methoprene  is  applied  to  the water,  it  keeps  the 
larvae in a juvenile stage. 

 
 Bacillus thuringensis israelis (Bti): A bacteria that is toxic to mosquito larvae. The bacteria 

cause  the  stomach  lining  of  mosquito  larvae  to  rupture  and  ultimately  killing  the 
mosquito larvae.  

 
 Mosquito  fish  (Gambusia affinis): These  fish eat mosquito  larvae. This  is known  to be a 

reliable biological control method. 
 
The proposed improvements to the existing pumphouse would not change the depth or shape of 
water bodies. Therefore, these improvements would not create new areas of standing water that 
could lead to an increase the mosquito or tick population. As such, the proposed improvements 
to the pumphouse would have no impact on public health relative to mosquitoes and ticks. 
 
Increased  depths  of  HSP  and  the  connecting  channel  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  sediment 
removal activities and a new perennial pond constructed as part of this project could increase the 
mosquito population in that area. The SMCMVCD would continue to control mosquitoes at the 
project  site. The  SFRPD would  coordinate with  the  SMCMVCD  in  the  implementation  of  the 
proposed sediment and emergent vegetation removal activities and the construction of the pond 
to minimize the potential for developing mosquito breeding habitat.  
 
Over the past several years, sediments have accumulated in HSP and the connecting channel and 
enhanced the growth of cattails; cattail and tule stands provide ideal habitat for tule mosquitoes. 
The proposed project activities include removal of cattails and bulrush, which would reduce the 
habitat  of  tule  mosquitoes.  In  addition,  the  SMCMVCD  would  continue  to  implement  the 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program to control Lyme disease and tick‐borne diseases.  
 
The SFRPD proposes to implement the following BMPs to control the spread of mosquito‐borne 
disease as part of this project.  
 

1. Educate staff about the most effective ways to avoid being bitten by mosquitoes; 
 
2. Remove small water features that contain standing water or treat those features with 

Bacillus  thuringiensis  israelis  a  biological  control  agent  for mosquito  larvae,  if  the 
features were  to  remain  and  Public Health  Services were  to  identify  a  potential 
health hazard; and 

 
3. Encourage  staff  to  drain  any  standing  water  in  stored  equipment  or  temporary 

depressions. 
 
In  light of  the  above,  the proposed project would  result  in  a  less‐than‐significant  impact  from 
mosquitoes or ticks. 

                                                           
197 SMCMVCD. Preventative Approach. Available online at: http://www.smcmad.org/preventative_control.htm. Accessed  July 

11, 2013. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Impact HZ‐3:  Implementation of  the proposed project would not create a significant hazard 
through the use of pesticides for vegetation control. (No Impact) 
 
No herbicides or pesticides would be used as part of  this project. Therefore, no  impact would 
result from the proposed project. 
 
Impact HZ‐4:  The  proposed  project would  create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the 
environment  through  reasonably  foreseeable  upset  and  accident  conditions  involving  the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment. (Less than Significant) 
 
The  proposed  project  could  result  in  accidental  release  of  hazardous  materials  into  the 
environment.  The  proposed  project would  require  the  use  of motor  vehicles  and motorized 
equipment  for  the  project  activities  around  HSP  and  the  connecting  channel.  Hazardous 
materials likely to be used during the project construction activities include fuel, oil, solvents, and 
lubricants  for  equipment  and  equipment maintenance.  Similar motor  vehicles  and motorized 
equipment are regularly used at Sharp Park  for  the ongoing maintenance work and  there have 
been  no  known  incidents  at  Sharp  Park  that  resulted  in  release  of  a  substantial  amount  of 
hazardous materials from motor vehicles and motorized equipment. Hazardous materials would 
be used in marginal quantities as part of this project and would be stored outside the project site. 
Any  activities  involving  hazardous materials  and  hazardous waste198 would  be  conducted  in 
accordance with  strict  health  and  safety  standards mandated  by  the Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration  (OSHA).  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  less‐than‐
significant impacts from accidental releases of hazardous materials. 
 
Impact HZ‐5: Implementation of the proposed project activities would not result in substantial 
fire hazard impacts. (Less than Significant) 
 
Motorized equipment used during construction would increase the risk of fire. Workers involved 
in  the proposed project activities would carry  fire extinguishers  in  their  trucks and would use 
appropriate  fire  prevention  and  suppression  measures  during  construction.  Therefore,  the 
proposed project would result in less‐than‐significant impacts from fire hazards. 
 
Impact  C‐HZ:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative  significant  impacts  related  to  hazardous materials.  (Less  than  Significant with 
Mitigation) 
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would, in combination of the proposed project, result in cumulative hazardous materials impacts 
during the construction period of the proposed project. The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed 
2006  SNRAMP,  a  reasonably  foreseeable  future  project  in  the  proposed  project’s  vicinity, 
concluded  that  the proposed  2006  SNRAMP would not  result  in  any  significant  impacts with 
respect  to hazardous materials. A Categorical Exemption prepared  for  the Sharp Park Upland 
Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department Case No.  2013.1008E)  concluded  that  the proposed 

                                                           
198 “Hazardous waste”  is defined as any material that  is relinquished, recycled, or  inherently waste‐like and falls under 

Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations. Division 4.5, Chapter 11, contains regulations for classifying hazardous 

wastes. A waste is considered hazardous if it causes human health effects, has the ability to burn, causes severe burns 

or damages materials, or  causes  explosions or generates  toxic gases,  in  accordance with  the  criteria  established  in 

Article  3.  Article  4  lists  specific  hazardous  wastes,  and  Article  5  identifies  specific  waste  categories,  including 

hazardous wastes,  as  defined  by  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act,  non‐Resource  Conservation  and 

Recovery Act hazardous wastes, extremely hazardous wastes, and special wastes.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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restoration would not result in any significant effects on the environment, including hazards and 
hazardous materials impacts, and, thus, that project was appropriately exempt from CEQA under 
Section  15333  of  the CEQA Guidelines.199 Thus,  no  cumulative  impact  to  hazardous materials 
within the project vicinity exists to which this project could potentially contribute. 
 
Impacts  from  hazards  are  generally  site‐specific,  and  typically  do  not  result  in  cumulative 
impacts. The proposed project would not have  a  significant  impact with  respect  to hazardous 
materials on  the project site or  in  its vicinity. Thus,  the proposed project would not contribute 
considerably to a cumulative hazardous materials impact, even if one existed. 
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17. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES—

Would the project:       

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the state? 

     

b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally‐

important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 

or other land use plan? 

     

c)  Encourage activities which result in the use of 

large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use 

these in a wasteful manner? 

     

 
The project  site  is designated Mineral Resource Zone  1  (MRZ‐1) by  the California Division of 
Mines  and Geology  (CDMG)  under  the  Surface Mining  and Reclamation Act  of  1975.200  This 
designation indicates the area where there is adequate geologic information which indicates that 
no significant mineral deposits are present, or where  it  is  judged that  little  likelihood exists for 
their presence. This zone is applied where well developed lines of reasoning, based on economic‐
geologic principles and adequate data,  indicate  that  the  likelihood  for occurrence of significant 
mineral deposits is nil or slight.201  
 

There  are  no  operational mineral  resource  recovery  sites  in  the  project  site  or  its  immediate 
vicinity whose operations or accessibility would be affected by the construction or operation of 
the proposed project. Therefore, questions 16a and 16b are not applicable to this project.  
 

                                                           
199 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013. 
200  California Division  of Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG). Mineral  Land  Classification Map,  San Mateo  and  San  Francisco 

Counties by Melvin C. Stinson, Michael W. Manson, and John J. Pioppert, 1982. This map is available for review as part of 

Case File No. 2012.1427E at  the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 

California 94103.  
201 CDMG. Guideline for Classification and Designation of Mineral Lands. Available online at:  

  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/smgb/Guidelines/Documents/ClassDesig.pdf. Accessed April 8, 2013. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Impact ME‐1:  Implementation of  the proposed project would not encourage activities which 
would result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful 
manner. (Less than Significant) 
 
During  the  project  construction,  fuel  (diesel  and  gasoline) would  be  consumed  by motorized 
equipment and by trucks and other construction equipment including a backhoe, Aquamog, and 
long‐arm  excavator. Use of  these  fuels by  the project work  crews  are  expected  to be minor  in 
amount. Given the minor scope of the proposed project, use of energy and fuels by the proposed 
project is expected to be less than significant.  
 
Impact  C‐ME:  The  proposed  project,  in  combination  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to 
any cumulative significant impacts related to energy or minerals. (Less than Significant) 
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would,  in combination of  the proposed project, result  in energy or mineral  impacts. The  Initial 
Study prepared  for  the proposed  2006  SNRAMP  concluded  that  the proposed  2006  SNRAMP 
would not  result  in  any  significant  impacts with  respect  to  energy or minerals. A Categorical 
Exemption prepared for the Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration (Planning Department Case 
No.  2013.1008E)  concluded  that  the  proposed  restoration would  not  result  in  any  significant 
effects  on  the  environment,  including mineral  and  energy  resources  impacts,  and,  thus,  that 
project was appropriately exempt  from CEQA under Section 15333 of  the CEQA Guidelines.202 
Thus, no cumulative impact to energy or minerals within the project vicinity exists to which this 
project could potentially contribute. 
 
The  project‐generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of  overall 
demand within Sharp Park and its vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute 
to a cumulative energy or minerals impact, even if one existed.   
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18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES—

Would the project       

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 

the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 

California Resources Agency, to non‐agricultural 

use?  

     

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 

or a Williamson Act contract? 

     

                                                           
202 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 

Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland 

(as defined by Public Resources Code Section 

4526)? 

     

d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 

forest land to non‐forest use? 

     

e)  Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to 

non‐agricultural use or forest land to non‐forest 

use? 

     

 
Because  no  farmland  or  forest  land  is  present within  the  project  site,  Questions  relevant  to 
impacts to agricultural resources and forest land are not applicable to the proposed project.  
 
The project site  is  located entirely within Sharp Park within  the City of Pacifica. The California 
Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program identifies the project 
site as either “Urban and Built‐up Land” or “Other Land.”203  
 
“Urban and Built‐up Land” is defined as “land occupied by structures with a building density of 
at  least  1  unit  to  1.5  acres,  or  approximately  6  structures  to  a  10‐acre  parcel  and  commonly 
include  residential,  industrial,  commercial,  institutional  facilities,  cemeteries,  airports,  golf 
courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, and water control structures.  
 
“Other Land” is defined as “land not included in any other mapping category; commonly include 
low  density  rural  developments,  brush,  timber, wetland,  and  riparian  areas;  not  suitable  for 
livestock grazing, confined  livestock, poultry, or aquaculture facilities, strip mines, borrow pits, 
and water bodies smaller than 40 acres; and include vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded 
on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres.”   
 
Because  the project  site does not  contain agricultural uses and  is not zoned  for  such uses,  the 
proposed  project  would  not  convert  any  prime  farmland,  unique  farmland,  or  Farmland  of 
Statewide Importance to non‐agricultural use, and it would not conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural  land  use  or  a Williamson Act  contract,  nor would  it  involve  any  changes  to  the 
environment that could result in the conversion of farmland. There is likewise no forest land on 
the project site.  
 
As of September  2013,  there are no known past or present projects  in  the project vicinity  that 
would,  in combination of the proposed project, result  in agriculture or forest resources  impacts 
during the construction period of the proposed project. The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed 
2006 SNRAMP concluded that  the proposed 2006 SNRAMP would not result  in any significant 
impacts with respect to agriculture or forest resources. A Categorical Exemption prepared for the 
Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration  (Planning Department Case No. 2013.1008E) concluded 
that  the  proposed  restoration would  not  result  in  any  significant  effects  on  the  environment, 

                                                           
203 California Department of Conservation, San Mateo County Important Farmland 2010, October 2011. Available online at:  

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2010/smt10.pdf. Accessed March 29, 2013.   2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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including  agriculture  and  forest  resources  impacts,  and,  thus,  that  project was  appropriately 
exempt from CEQA under Section 15333 of the CEQA Guidelines.204 Thus, no cumulative impact 
to  agriculture  or  forest  resources within  the project  vicinity  exists  to which  this project  could 
potentially contribute. 
 
The proposed project would have no impacts to agricultural or forest resources, and would not 
contribute to cumulative agriculture or forest resources impact, even if one existed. 
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE—Would the project:       

a)  Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of 

a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 

population to drop below self‐sustaining levels, 

threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 

community, reduce the number or restrict the 

range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or 

eliminate important examples of the major 

periods of California history or prehistory? 

     

b)  Have impacts that would be individually 

limited, but cumulatively considerable?  

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 

incremental effects of a project are considerable 

when viewed in connection with the effects of 

past projects, the effects of other current projects, 

and the effects of probable future projects.) 

     

c)  Have environmental effects that would cause 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, 

either directly or indirectly? 

     

 
As discussed above, with the implementation of the mitigation measures the proposed project is 
anticipated to have only less‐than‐significant impacts in the environmental topics discussed. The 
foregoing  analysis  identifies  potentially  significant  impacts  to  archeological  resources, 
paleontological resources, human remains, air quality, biological resources, and hydrology and 
water quality. These potentially significant  impacts would be mitigated though  implementation 
of mitigation measures as described below and more fully within Section F of this Initial Study. 
 
As discussed  in  Section E.4, Cultural  and Paleontological Resources,  it  is possible  that below‐
ground archeological and paleontological resources and human remains may be present within 
the project site. Any potential significant impacts to archeological and paleontological resources 
and human  remains  resulting  from  soil‐disturbing  activities would  be  reduced  to  a  less‐than‐

                                                           
204 San Francisco Planning Department. Categorical Exemption, Sharp Park Upland Habitat Restoration (Planning Department 

Case No.  2013.1008E), August  5,  2013. Available online  at:  http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Accessed 

December 17, 2013.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐CP‐2, M‐CP‐3, and M‐CP‐4, 
which  include measures  to  address  accidental  discovery  of  archeological  and  paleontological 
resources and human remains. 
  
As  discussed  in  Section  E.7,  Air  Quality,  construction  associated  with  the  proposed  project 
activities  could generate  fugitive dust during  soil‐disturbing  activities  including  sediment  and 
emergent  vegetation  removal  activities,  excavation,  site  grading,  installation  of  proposed 
structures,  and  realignment  of  golf  cart  path.  Although  the  proposed  project would  involve 
mostly wet  soils, unmitigated,  fugitive dust generated by  the proposed project  could  result  in 
significant  air  quality  impacts. Any potential  significant  impacts with  respect  to  fugitive dust 
would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M‐AQ‐2, which addresses the control and suppression of fugitive dust. 
 
Additionally, as discussed  in Section E.13, Biological Resources,  it  is possible that the proposed 
project could result in a significant impact to special‐status species including, but not limited to, 
CRLF, SFGS, WPT, salt marsh common yellowthroat, and black‐crowned night heron. Mitigation 
Measures  M‐BIO‐2a,  M‐BIO‐2b,  and  M‐BIO‐2c  would  reduce  the  impacts  to  a  less‐than‐
significant level. It is also possible that the proposed project would result in significant impacts to 
the wetlands in the project area or its vicinity. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures 
M‐BIO‐4a and M‐BIO‐4b,  such potential  significant  impacts would be  reduced  to a  less‐than‐
significant  level. Accordingly,  the proposed project would not  result  in a  significant  impact  to 
biological resources. 
 
Furthermore, as discussed in Section E. 15, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project 
could  result  in  significant  impacts  to  water  quality  resulting  from  acid  sulfate  soils,  other 
chemical components, or anoxic conditions. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐
BIO‐2b, this impact would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level. 
 
Cumulative projects in the project site vicinity primarily include the proposed 2006 SNRAMP as 
discussed in Section E of this Initial Study. With incorporation of identified mitigation measures, 
the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  considerable  contribution  to  any  cumulatively 
significant impacts. 
 
In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts. 
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F. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 
 

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 ‐ Accidental Discovery Archeological Testing 
 
The  following  mitigation  measure  is  required  to  avoid  any  potential  adverse  effect  from  the 
proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department 
archeological  resource  “ALERT”  sheet  to  the  project  prime  contractor;  or  to  any  project 
subcontractor  (including demolition,  excavation, grading,  etc.  firms)  involved  in  soils disturbing 
activities within  the project  site. Prior  to  any  soils disturbing  activities  being  undertaken  each 
contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel 
including, machine operators,  field  crew,  supervisory personnel,  etc. The project  sponsor  shall 
provide  the Environmental Review Officer  (ERO) with a  signed affidavit  from  the  responsible 
parties  (prime  contractor  and  subcontractor(s))  to  the ERO  confirming  that  all  field personnel 
have received copies of the Alert Sheet.  
 
Should any  indication of an archeological  resource be encountered during any soils disturbing 
activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify 
the  ERO  and  shall  immediately  suspend  any  soils  disturbing  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.   
 
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified 
archaeological  consultants  maintained  by  the  Planning  Department  archaeologist.  The 
archeological  consultant  shall  advise  the ERO  as  to whether  the discovery  is  an  archeological 
resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If 
an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the 
archeological  resource. The  archeological  consultant  shall make  a  recommendation  as  to what 
action,  if  any,  is warranted.  Based  on  this  information,  the  ERO may  require,  if warranted, 
specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. 
 
Measures might  include:  preservation  in  situ  of  the  archeological  resource;  an  archaeological 
monitoring  program;  or  an  archeological  testing  program.  If  an  archeological  monitoring 
program  or  archeological  testing  program  is  required,  it  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require 
that  the  project  sponsor  immediately  implement  a  site  security  program  if  the  archeological 
resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. 
 
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) 
to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and 
describes  the  archeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological 
monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any 
archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.   
 
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by 
the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California  Archaeological  Site 
Survey Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall 
receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the NWIC. The EP division  of  the Planning 
Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF 
copy on CD of  the FARR along with copies of any  formal site recordation  forms  (CA DPR 523 
series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest  or 
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interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution 
than that presented above. 
 
Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project 
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect 
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall 
retain  the  services  of  an  archaeological  consultant  from  the  rotational  Department  Qualified 
Archaeological Consultants List  (QACL) maintained  by  the Planning Department  archaeologist. 
The  project  sponsor  shall  contact  the Department  archeologist  to  obtain  the  names  and  contact 
information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant 
shall undertake an archeological  testing program as  specified herein.  In addition,  the  consultant 
shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required 
pursuant  to  this measure. The archeological  consultant’s work  shall be  conducted  in accordance 
with  this measure  at  the  direction  of  the  Environmental  Review Officer  (ERO). All  plans  and 
reports prepared by  the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted  first and directly  to  the 
ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final 
approval by  the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data  recovery programs  required by  this 
measure  could  suspend  construction of  the project  for up  to  a maximum of  four weeks. At  the 
direction of  the ERO,  the suspension of construction can be extended beyond  four weeks only  if 
such  a  suspension  is  the  only  feasible means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than  significant  level potential 
effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 
 
Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site205 associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other descendant group an appropriate 
representative206 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of 
the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations 
of the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of 
recovered data  from  the  site,  and,  if  applicable,  any  interpretative  treatment of  the  associated 
archeological site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 
 
Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit  to  the ERO 
for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program 
shall be  conducted  in accordance with  the approved ATP. The ATP  shall  identify  the property 
types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project,  the testing method  to be used, and  the  locations recommended for testing. The 
purpose  of  the  archeological  testing  program  will  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the 
presence  or  absence  of  archeological  resources  and  to  identify  and  to  evaluate  whether  any 
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 
 
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit 
a written  report of  the  findings  to  the ERO.  If based on  the archeological  testing program  the 
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in 
consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  if  additional  measures  are 
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, 

                                                           
205 By the term “archeological site”  is  intended here to minimally  included any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or 

evidence of burial. 

206 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any 

individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by 

the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical 

Society of America.   An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation 
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archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. No archeological data 
recovery shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department 
archeologist. If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the 
resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project 
sponsor either: 

 

A) The  proposed  project  shall  be  re‐designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
significant archeological resource; or 

 

B) A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines  that  the 

archeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research  significance  and  that 

interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

 

Archeological Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant 

determines  that  an  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented  the  archeological 

monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

 

 The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope 

of the AMP reasonably prior to any project‐related soils disturbing activities commencing. 

The ERO  in  consultation with  the  archeological  consultant  shall determine what project 

activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils‐ disturbing activities, 

such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading,  utilities  installation, 

foundation work, driving of piles  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  shall 

require  archeological  monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential 

archaeological resources and to their depositional context;  

 The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the  alert  for 

evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the 

expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of 

an archeological resource; 

 The archeological monitor(s)  shall be present on  the project  site according  to a  schedule 

agreed  upon  by  the  archeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the  ERO  has,  in 

consultation with  project  archeological  consultant,  determined  that  project  construction 

activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

 The  archeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples  and 

artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

 If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils‐disturbing activities in the vicinity 

of  the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered  to  temporarily 

redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the 

deposit  is evaluated.  If  in  the case of pile driving activity  (foundation, shoring, etc.),  the 

archeological monitor  has  cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity may  affect  an 

archeological  resource,  the pile driving  activity  shall be  terminated until  an  appropriate 

evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO.  The archeological 

consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The 

archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and 

significance  of  the  encountered  archeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this 

assessment to the ERO. 
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Whether or not  significant  archeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archeological  consultant 

shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO.   

 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in 

accord with  an  archeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The  archeological  consultant,  project 

sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft 

ADRP.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  draft ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall 

identify how  the proposed data recovery program will preserve  the significant  information  the 

archeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what 

scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes 

the  resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes  would  address  the 

applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the 

historical property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the proposed project. Destructive data 

recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive 

methods are practical. 

     

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

 

 Field Methods  and  Procedures. Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies,  procedures,  and 

operations. 

 Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 

analysis procedures. 

 Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post‐field discard 

and deaccession policies.   

 Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on‐site/off‐site public interpretive program during 

the course of the archeological data recovery program. 

 Security Measures. Recommended  security measures  to protect  the archeological  resource 

from vandalism, looting, and non‐intentionally damaging activities. 

 Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

 Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation  of  any 

recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate  curation 

facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and 

of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall 

comply with  applicable State  and Federal  laws. This  shall  include  immediate notification of  the 

Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination 

that  the human remains are Native American remains, notification of  the California State Native 

American Heritage Commission  (NAHC) who  shall  appoint  a Most  Likely Descendant  (MLD) 

(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make 

all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of, with  appropriate  dignity, 

human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec. 

15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal, 

recordation,  analysis,  custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and 

associated or unassociated funerary objects. 
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Final  Archeological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Draft  Final 

Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any 

discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 

employed  in  the  archeological  testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken. 

Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate 

removable insert within the final report.   

 
Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California 
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest  Information Center  (NWIC) shall receive one  (1) copy and 
the ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the NWIC. The Environmental 
Planning  division  of  the  Planning Department  shall  receive  one  bound,  one  unbound  and  one 
unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation 
forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the National  Register  of 
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or 
the high  interpretive value of  the resource,  the ERO may require a different  final report content, 
format, and distribution than that presented above. 
 
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3 ‐ Paleontological Training Program and Alert Sheet  
 
To  reduce  the  potential  for  the  proposed  project  to  result  in  a  significant  impact  on 
paleontological resources,  the SFRPD shall arrange  for a paleontological  training by a qualified 
paleontologist regarding  the potential  for such resources  to exist  in  the project site and how  to 
identify  such  resources.  The  training  shall  also  include  a  review  of  penalties  for  looting  and 
disturbance of these resources. An alert sheet shall be issued and shall include the following: 

 
1. A discussion of the potential to encounter paleontological resources; 
 
2. Instructions  for  reporting  observed  looting  of  a  paleontological  resource;  and  instruct 

that  if a paleontological deposit  is encountered within a project area, all soil‐disturbing 
activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease  and  the  ERO  shall  be  notified 
immediately. 

 
3. If an unanticipated paleontological resource  is encountered during project activities, all 

project activities shall stop, and a professional paleontologist shall be hired to assess the 
potential paleontological resource and its significance. The findings shall be presented to 
the ERO, who shall determine the additional steps to be taken before work in the vicinity 
of the deposit is authorized to continue. 

 
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4 ‐ Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects 
 
The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered 
during  any  ground‐disturbing  activity  shall  comply with  applicable  State  and  Federal  Laws, 
including  immediate  notification  to  the  San Mateo  County  Coroner  and  in  the  event  of  the 
Coroner’s determination  that  the human  remains are Native American  remains, notification  to 
the  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely 
Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The project archaeological consultant, SFRPD, 
and MLD shall make all  reasonable efforts  to develop an agreement  for  the  treatment of, with 
appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  (CEQA 
Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the  appropriate 
excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  curation,  possession,  and  final  disposition  of  the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 
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Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2 ‐ Preparation and Implementation of a Dust Control Plan 
 
The SFRPD shall comply with the following requirements to control fugitive dust:  
 

 The  SFRPD  shall  designate  an  individual  to  monitor  compliance  with  dust  control 
requirements identified in this mitigation measure; 

 Water all active construction areas sufficiently  to prevent dust  from becoming airborne 
(without creating runoff) in any area of land clearing, earth movement, excavation, and 
other  dust‐generating  activity. Watering  shall  occur  as  needed,  and  whenever  wind 
speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water shall be used whenever possible;  

 Establish shutdown conditions based on wind, soil migration, and other factors; 
 Limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; 
 During excavation and dirt‐moving activities, wet sweep or vacuum the routes and paths 

where work is in progress at the end of the workday; 
 Cover any inactive (no disturbance for more than seven days) stockpiles greater than ten 

cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, backfill material, import material, 
gravel, sand, road base, and soil with a 10 mil (0.01 inch), wildlife‐friendly polyethylene 
plastic  or  equivalent  tarp  and  brace  it down  or  use  other  equivalent  soil  stabilization 
techniques; 

 Limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed, and secure the load 
with a tarpaulin; 

 Enforce  a  10‐mile  per  hour  (mph)  speed  limit  for  vehicles  entering  and  exiting 
construction areas;  

 All soil stockpiles, if any, shall be protected against wind and rainfall erosion at all times. 
Wildlife‐friendly plastic sheeting or other similar material shall be used to cover soils and 
shall be  securely anchored by  sandbags or other  suitable means. At no  time  shall any 
stockpiled materials be allowed to erode into any water body or drainage facility or onto 
any roadway; and 

 Install and use wheel washers to clean truck tires. 
 

The SFRPD shall prepare and submit a site‐specific Dust Control Plan to the ERO for records. The 
Plan shall detail a protocol for project compliance with the above requirements. 
 
Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2a ‐ Protection of CRLF, SFGS, and WPT   
 

1. All sensitive habitats outside the construction site shall be avoided during and following 
project  implementation. All  biologists working  on  the  project  and  their  roles  shall  be 
approved  by  the  USFWS  and  CDFW207  based  on  their  qualifications.  All  approved 
biologists shall be part of the Project Implementation Team. The SFRPD shall designate 
one of  the USFWS/CDFW‐approved biologists  to oversee and coordinate all avoidance 
and survey tasks of the Project Implementation Team. Prior to the commencement of any 
project‐related  construction  activity,  an  approved  biological  monitor  shall  flag  the 
sensitive areas and/or  the  limits of  the construction  site with  suitable markers  that are 
easily discernible by  construction  equipment operators. No  construction  equipment or 
personnel shall enter the sensitive areas designated for avoidance by the project; 

 
2. The  lead USFWS/CDFW‐approved  biological monitor  shall  be  present  at  all  planning 

meetings prior to project implementation. A USFWS/CDFW‐approved biological monitor 
shall present an educational program at one or more such meetings regarding the listed 
species  and  their  habitats.  Every  person who works  on  project  implementation  shall 
receive this education program and sign a form indicating they have attended and agree 
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to abide by the terms and conditions being  implemented to avoid take of  listed species 
and/or habitat. A USFWS/CDFW‐approved biological monitor shall be present at the site 
during all construction activities  including, but not  limited  to, vegetation and sediment 
removal, placement of concrete support structures for  the walkway, replacement of  the 
retaining wall  and pathway  repair. The  biological monitor  shall have  the  authority  to 
stop work temporarily in order to protect the listed species or the flagged sensitive areas;  

 
3. Prior  to  commencement  of  any  construction  activities  and  daily  prior  to  construction 

each day, a USFWS/CDFW‐approved biological monitor  shall  survey  the  site  for  listed 
species.  A  USFWS/CDFW‐approved  biologist  shall  also  oversee  the  installation  of 
exclusion  fencing  in segments or  fully enclosing components of  the construction site as 
appropriate. The biological monitor shall inspect the integrity of the exclusion fencing on 
a daily basis; 

 
4. During the proposed sediment and vegetation removal activities, if required, up to three 

biological monitors  shall  be present  to:  1) monitor  the  area  of  vegetation  or  sediment 
removal;  2)  observe  the material  as  it  is  transferred  to  the  shoreline;  and  3)  inspect 
material  as  it  is  loaded  into  a  container/dump  bed  that will  allow  the water  in  the 
excavated sediment to drain out before removal from the site; 

 
5. Biological monitors  shall  complete  a daily monitoring  log  that  records  information on 

compliance and construction activities as well as avoidance measures implemented each 
day during the project. Each monitor shall submit a daily monitoring report from to the 
lead biologist before the start of the next construction day. Photographic documentation 
of  project  activities  shall  accompany  each  daily  monitoring  log.  Within  60  days  of 
completion of  the project,  the  SFRPD  shall  submit  a  report  to  the USFWS  and CDFW 
documenting compliance with the terms and conditions and avoidance of unauthorized 
take of species or habitat; 

 
6. No earthmoving or soil disturbing work shall occur starting October 31 and ending June 

1, the breeding season for CRLF and the season when SFGS are less active on the site; 
 
7. Terrestrial vegetation in undisturbed areas around HSP and the connecting channel shall 

be cleared by manual means to a height of four inches (or a height that allows visibility of 
the ground) under  the  supervision of an approved biological monitor and checked  for 
the presence of CRLF, SFGS, and WPT; 

 
8. Prior  to ground disturbing activities associated with  construction,  including  the use of 

staging  or  vehicle  access  areas  or  the  removal  or  placement  of  fill  or  construction 
materials,  rodent  burrows  in  the  construction  site  shall  be  hand  excavated  by  a 
USFWS/CDFW‐approved  biologist  until  the  burrow  terminates  or  until  a  maximum 
depth of 30 centimeters; 

 
9. Vehicle speeds in the project area shall not exceed 10 miles an hour. The USFWS/CDFW‐

approved  biological monitor  shall  inspect  for CRLF,  SFGS,  and WPT  underneath  any 
vehicle  that  is  parked  for  30  minutes  or  more  prior  to  moving  the  vehicle.  All 
construction personnel shall inspect under their tires and vehicle if it is in idle for more 
than five minutes and has not been inspected by the on‐site monitor. Vehicles accessing 
the construction site shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. 
Project personnel  shall park personal vehicles  at  a  staging  area  located  away  from  all 
aquatic habitats or areas of sensitive upland habitat; 
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10. Any workers on the site that observe any frog, snake, or turtle shall immediately report 
their findings to the on‐site biological monitor and immediately suspend work that may 
be harmful to the  individual. The monitor shall  identify the animal  if  it has not  left the 
area.  If a CRLF, SFGS, or WPT  is observed  in  the work area,  it shall be  relocated by a 
USFWS/CDFW‐approved biological monitor to the nearest suitable aquatic habitat out of 
harm’s way. Work may only recommence if CRLF, SFGS, and WPT move out of harm’s 
way or  the  animal  is  relocated  by  the biological monitor. Work may not  recommence 
until the biological monitor has returned to the work area and gives approval; 

 
11. Only  USFWS/CDFW‐approved  personnel  shall  be  allowed  to  capture  or  attempt  to 

capture and move CRLF, SFGS, WPT, or other non‐listed wildlife  (e.g.,  treefrogs, small 
rodents) in the work area; 

 
12. Erosion  control best management practices  (silt  fences,  coir  rolls,  straw bales)  shall be 

employed  as  part  of  the  dewatering  of  sediments  after  removal  and while  soils  are 
exposed.  The  erosion  control  measures  shall  not  include  netting,  plastic  or  natural 
monofilament netting or other materials that may entrap CRLF, SFGS, or WPT; 

 
13. After completion of the project, the access routes in the wetland shall be revegetated with 

appropriate native plants and erosion control measures, as described  in Measure 12, as 
outlined above, shall be installed on exposed soils with slopes of 3:1 or greater;  

 
14. All construction activities shall occur in uplands and on the golf course. Stockpiling and 

staging areas shall be located in the uplands and in areas cleared for species and the golf 
course.  Construction materials  (bricks,  boards,  shoring,  concrete  forms,  etc.)  shall  be 
elevated  approximately  four  to  six  inches  above ground  to minimize  the potential  for 
species  to  take  cover  under  these  items.  If  feasible,  materials  shall  be  staged  on  a 
trailer/truck  bed  to  avoid  contact  with  the  ground.  Construction  materials  shall  be 
brought to on‐site staging areas as close to the time they are needed as possible; 

 
15. The  SFRPD  shall minimize  the  potential  for  harm,  harassment,  injury,  and  death  of 

federally  listed  wildlife  species  resulting  from  project‐related  activities  including 
implementation of the Conservation Measures in the Biological Opinion; 

 
16. If  requested,  during  or  upon  completion  of  construction  activities,  the  SFRPD  shall 

ensure  the USFWS,  CDFW,  or  their  authorized  agents  have  immediate  access  to  the 
project area. The on‐site biologist and/or a representative from the USACE/SFRPD shall 
accompany USFWS personnel on  an on‐site  inspection of  the project  area(s)  to  review 
project effects to CRLF and SFGS and their habitat; 

 
17. The SFRPD shall ensure compliance with  the Reporting Requirements of  the Biological 

Opinion; 
 
18. During  the  course  of  construction  activities,  biological monitors may  determine  that 

relocation of a CRLF or SFGS  is necessary  for  the  safety of  individual animals.  If  it  is 
determined  that a SFGS needs  to be moved,  the USFWS  shall be  contacted  for  further 
guidance.  Individuals shall be relocated  to appropriate sites away  from disturbance on 
Sharp Park property; 

 
19. Within nine months of issuance of the Biological Opinion, the SFRPD shall develop, for 

the USFWS  review  and  approval,  a monitoring plan  for  the new perennial pond. The 
plan shall  include monitoring of: 1)  the use of  the pond by all  life stages of CRLF and 
SFGS,  2)  the  amount  of  emergent  vegetation  and  open water  available,  and  3)  how 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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effective  barriers  are  at  preventing  entry  by  people  and  off‐leash  dogs.  If  predators 
become established in the pond they shall be immediately removed and the USFWS shall 
be notified; and 

 
20. Implementation  of  the  pond monitoring  plan  shall  begin  immediately  following  the 

construction of the new pond.  
 

Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2b  ‐ Protection of Special‐Status Species  and Water Quality 
from Acid Sulfate Soils and Other Components 
 
Prior to commencement of any on‐site work related to the proposed removal of sediment and 
emergent vegetation  in HSP or  the connecting channel and culverts  that  link HSP and LS, 
sediment core sampling  tests shall be conducted  in  the manner specified  in  this mitigation 
measure.  
 
The result of the sediment core sampling tests and remediation measures recommended by a 
qualified SFRPD biological/hydrological consultant, if any, shall be submitted to the USFWS 
and CDFW for review and approval prior to commencement of any on‐site remediation work 
or sediment/vegetation removal work at HSP or the connecting channel and culverts. If the 
USFWS or CDFW determines, based on the results of the sediment core sampling tests, that 
remediation measures are  required,  the SFRPD shall submit a  remediation and monitoring 
plan to all applicable resource agencies for review and approval prior to implementation of 
the remediation measures. Copies of all correspondence with the resource agencies shall be 
submitted  to  the  ERO  for  review.  The  sediment  core  sampling  tests  shall  include  the 
following elements: 
 
1. Work Plan  

 
A Work Plan  for sediment core sampling  tests shall be prepared by a qualified SFRPD 
biological/hydrological consultant and submitted  to  the USFWS and CDFW  for  review 
and comment prior to commencement of any on‐site work related to the sampling tests. 
The Work Plan shall describe, at a minimum, compliance with Items 2 through 6 of this 
mitigation measure. Copies  of  all  correspondence with  the  resource  agencies  shall  be 
submitted to the ERO for review.  

 
2.    Sampling of Sediment Cores 

 
The sampling test shall include collection of, at minimum, one sediment core from HSP, 
two from the connecting channel, and one from LS. The exact locations of sampling shall 
be determined pursuant  to  the work plan developed  in accordance with  Item 1, above. 
Sample sediment cores shall include the soils between the current surface sediment level 
and  approximately  two  to  three  feet below  the  current  surface. This depth  shall be  at 
least one foot below the proposed depth of the future sediment‐water interface. 
 

3. Analysis of Sediment Cores and Estimation of the Potential for Formation of Acid Sulfate 
Soils 
 
The sediment cores shall be analyzed every five centimeters over the first 20 centimeters 
of core depth and then every 10 centimeters for the remainder of the core length for the 
following  components:  Total  Organic  Carbon  (TOC),  carbonate/bicarbonate,  sulfate, 
sulfide,  sulfites,  pH,  calcium,  sodium,  iron,  aluminum,  chloride,  conductivity,  redox 
potential,  refractory  organics,  organic  nitrogen,  total  phosphorus,  ammonia, 
nitrate+nitrite nitrogen, soluble reactive phosphorus, organic phosphorus, loosely‐sorbed 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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phosphorus,  iron‐phosphorus,  iron‐phosphorus,  aluminum‐phosphorus,  and  calcium‐
phosphorus. Sediment core chemistry shall be analyzed to assess the potential reduction 
of  sulfate  to  form  hydrogen  sulfate,  iron  sulfides,  and  reduction  buffering  capacity 
relative to acid‐neutralizing capacity.  
 
In addition,  sediment oxygen demand  (SOD)  in  the  sediment cores  shall be measured. 
Results  shall  be  compared  to  the  total  oxidizable  organic material,  which  would  be 
estimated from the difference of TOC and refractory organic carbon (labile carbon). These 
results shall be used in the analysis of potential for formation of anoxic conditions within 
the newly restored HSP and connecting channel. 
 
Sediment  cores  shall be analyzed based on Toxicity Reference Values  (TRVs)  from  the 
USEPA  and  Screening  Quick  Reference  Tables  (SQuiRT)  from  the  NOAA.208  A  draft 
summary of potential toxics shall be provided to the USFW, CDFW, and ERO for review 
and,  if  needed,  revision  will  be  made  to  the  toxicity  ranges  appropriate  for  use  in 
analyzing the sediment cores.  
 
The  potential  for  formation  of  acid  sulfate  soils  and  anoxic  conditions  in  the  water 
column shall be estimated based on  this analysis and  in coordination with  the USFWS 
and CDFW.  If  this  analysis determines  that  acid  sulfate  soils  could  be present  in  this 
location,  the  SFRPD  shall  perform  a  toxic  pathway  analysis209  to  determine  the 
appropriate  remediation  measures.  The  analysis  results  and  determination  shall  be 
submitted to the USFWS, CDFW, and ERO for review. 

 
4.  Toxics Pathway Analysis 

 
Should  the  potential  for  acid  sulfate  soils  and  anoxic  conditions  be  present,  a  toxics 
pathway analysis shall be conducted for potential risks and toxicities to species that may 
be affected by localized increases in acidity, hypoxia, or dissolved metals concentration. 
During this Task, toxicity standards shall be established by the USFWS, CDFW, and ERO 
based on the results of Items 2 and 3 above, site‐specific hydrologic conditions including 
water exchange and dissolved oxygen  levels,  the species  that are known  to be present, 
and  literature  review.  The  results  of  this  task  shall  be  submitted  to  the USFWS  and 
CDFW  and  any  applicable  resource  agencies  for  review  and  approval.  Copies  of  all 
correspondence with the resource agencies shall be submitted to the ERO for review. 
 
Should  the  results of  the  sediment core  tests  reveal  that  there has been an appreciable 
increase  in  the amount of nitrogen and  related  compounds  in  the  sediment  cores, any 
necessary measures  to  remediate  such  compounds  shall  be  undertaken  in  accordance 
with Task 5, below. The SFRPD shall hire a qualified biological/hydrological consultant 
to prepare a remediation and monitoring plan which shall be submitted  to  the USFWS 
and CDFW  for  review  and  approval. Copies  of  all  correspondence with  the  resource 
agencies shall be submitted to the ERO for review. 
 

5.  Remediation 
 
If  results of  the  sediment  core  chemistry  analysis  reveal  the potential  for  reduction of 
sulfate  to  form hydrogen  sulfate,  iron  sulfides,  and  its  reduction  in buffering  capacity 

                                                           
208 NOAA, Office of Response and Restoration. SQuiRT Cards. Available online at:   
  http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/cpr/sediment/squirt/squirt.html. Accessed July 17, 2013. 

209 A toxic pathway analysis identifies potential risks and toxicities to species that may be affected by localized increases 

in acidity, hypoxia, or dissolved metals concentration.  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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relative to acid‐neutralizing capacity, or if the toxics pathway analysis indicates that their 
presence could potentially result in substantial stress to special‐status species, the SFRPD 
shall implement remediation measures, as approved by the USFWS and CDFW. 
 
Remediation measures could include, but are not limited to: 
 

a. Addition of lime to neutralize any acid that exists or which may form during the 
sediment removal process; 

 
b. Injection  of  sodium  nitrate  to  oxidize  the  sediments,  thereby  satisfying  the 

sediment oxygen demand; or 
 
c.  Use  of  suction  hydraulic  sediment  removal  that  reduces  re‐suspension  of  any 

form of sediments. 
 

Depending  on  the  severity  of  the  condition  (e.g.,  hypoxia),  the  remediation measure 
selected  for  implementation would be  the  least  intensive beginning with  Item a, when 
signs  of  hypoxia  are  present,  to  the  most  intensive  with  Item  c,  when  hypoxia  is 
persistent  and/or  widespread.  The  SFRPD  shall  select  the  remediation  measure  in 
consultation with  the USFWS  and CDFW.  The  remediation measure  shall  be  selected 
based on immediate threats to species and sensitive life stages present during occurrence 
of the hypoxic condition. 

 
6.  Monitoring 

 
During  sediment  and  vegetation  removal  in  HSP  and  the  connecting  channel  and 
culverts, pH levels immediately above the sediment shall be monitored by the SFRPD to 
ensure  that  implementation of  the proposed project would not adversely affect special‐
status  species.210 To  ensure  that  residual  acid  sulfates  in  the water  column would  not 
adversely  impact  special‐status  species,  pH  levels  in HSP  and  the  connecting  channel 
shall be monitored by the SFRPD for a period of six weeks after the proposed sediment 
and vegetation removal is completed. A remediation measure, such as addition of lime or 
injection  of  sodium  nitrate,  shall  be  implemented  if  the monitoring warrants  such  a 
remediation measure to protect special‐status species based on the toxicity standards that 
are established in accordance with Task 4 above.211     
 

Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐2c ‐ Protection of Bird Species 
 
Vegetation  removal  activities  shall  be  conducted  outside  the  breeding  season  (February  1  to 
August  31),  unless  the  following  specific  conditions  are  met:  a  breeding  bird  survey  by  a 
qualified biologist has been conducted prior to any vegetation removal activities. If active nests 
(or large abandoned stick nests) of a sensitive species are discovered, a 150‐foot‐radius avoidance 
buffer  shall  be  centered  on  the  nest  site(s)  to  prevent  nesting  birds  from  being  disturbed  by 
power tools or other equipment. Weeds may be pulled by hand no closer than 50 feet from the 
nest.  

                                                           
210 pH is an indicator of anoxic conditions at the sediment‐surface water interface. Under anoxic conditions, hydrogen ion 

availability  increases  and  binds  with  sulfides  mobilized  from  sediments.  Rates  of  transformation  of  sulfur  are 

mediated by microorganisms  in both  the sediments and surface water. Suspension of hydrogen sulfide (H2S)  in the 

water column is oxidized in surface water to form sulfuric acid (H2SO4). 

211  David  Munro,  Tetra  Tech,  Inc.  Email  to  Stacy  Bradley,  SFRPD,  Sharp  Park  Appeal:  M‐BIO‐2b  ‐  Post  Construction 

Monitoring,  January  7,  2014. This document  is  available  for  review  as part of Case File No.  2012.1427E  at  the  San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐4a ‐ Protection of Wetlands and Natural Habitat 
 
The SFRPD shall obtain all applicable permits from the SFBRWQCB, CCC, USACE, and CDFW to 
protect wetlands and natural habitat. Measures  identified  in  these permits  shall be applied,  in 
addition to the following measures, unless otherwise specified by resource agencies:  

 
1. In areas where work is not directly taking place, a minimum 100‐foot buffer surrounding 

all wetlands, ponds, streams, drainages, and other aquatic habitats located on or within 
100  feet of  the project  site  shall be  clearly designated on  the  final project  construction 
plans and marked on  the  site with wildlife‐friendly orange construction  fencing or  silt 
fencing. If the area is on a slope, silt fencing or other comparable management measures 
will  be  installed  to  prevent  polluted  runoff,  as well  as  equipment,  from  entering  the 
buffer area. Signs shall be installed every 100 feet on or adjacent to the buffer fence that 
read, “Environmentally Sensitive Area – Keep Out.” Fencing and management measures 
shall  be  installed  and  inspected  prior  to  project  implementation  and  maintained 
throughout the restoration period. No equipment mobilization, grading, clearing, storage 
of equipment or machinery, vehicle or equipment washing, or similar activity, may occur 
until  a  representative  of  the  SFRPD  has  inspected  and  approved  the  fencing  and/or 
management measures installed around these features; 

 
2. Vehicle and equipment operators shall use existing access roads and shall remain outside 

of wetlands and riparian areas that are not directly associated with the proposed project. 
Project construction and staging areas shall be delineated with construction fencing and 
shall avoid wetland habitat to the maximum extent feasible; and 
 

3. All  vehicles  shall  be  brought  in  clean  and  free  of  weeds  to  prevent  the  spread  or 
introduction  of  invasive  plant  species.  Vehicles  and  equipment  shall  be  fueled, 
maintained, and parked at  least 100  feet  from wetlands. Each morning, operators shall 
inspect all equipment that requires the use of fuel or fluids for leaks. 

 
Mitigation Measure M‐BIO‐4b ‐ Wetland Mitigation Plan for Temporarily Affected Areas 
 
Consistent with the requirements for a Section 401 water quality certification permit, the SFRPD 
shall prepare a wetland mitigation plan for temporarily effected wetlands. Additionally, because 
the proposed project includes habitat restoration (i.e., construction of a perennial pond), the CCC 
may  require  an  objective  performance  evaluation  to  determine  project  success which would 
include  a  monitoring  program  and  methods  for  evaluating  performance,  which  could  be 
accomplished  through  implementation of  the wetland mitigation plan. The wetland mitigation 
plan shall include, at a minimum, a description of the following: 

 
 Proposed project’s physical and biological impacts; 
 Mitigation goals; 
 Mitigation work plan; 
 Management and maintenance plan; 
 Success criteria and performance indicators; 
 Monitoring plan; and 
 Site protection measures. 
 

The components of the above mitigation plan may be altered, supplemented, or deleted during 
the SFBRWQCB’s  review process, as  the SFBRWQCB has  final authority over  the  terms of  the 
water quality certification. 
  2-12-014  Exhibit 4 
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G. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was sent out on January 15, 2013, to 
the owners of properties within 300 feet of the Sharp Park boundaries and to occupants of 
properties adjacent to the project site, as well as to other interested parties. The Planning 
Department received several letters in response to the notice. Respondents requested to receive 
environmental review documents and/or expressed concerns regarding the proposed project, 
which included: (1) impacts to CRLF and SFGS; (2) impacts to other special-status species and 
wetland habitats; and 3) historic resource impacts. These issues are addressed in the appropriate 
topic areas in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. 

H. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial study: 

LI 	I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 

a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

ILJ 	I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

will be prepared. 

LI 	I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

LI 	I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 

significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 

sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 

effects that remain to be addressed. 

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

mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 

mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 

documentation is required. 

DATE: 	 c1iI) ~ 1  &-VANI 	
N 
C 

Sarah B. Jones 
Environmental tview Officer 

for 
John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 

Case No. 2012.1427E 128 	Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, 
and Habit Enhancement Project 
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I. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS 
 
Initial Study Authors  
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

  Environmental Review Officer: Sarah B. Jones 

  Project Supervisor: Rick Cooper 

  Environmental Coordinator: Kei Zushi 

Air Quality and GHG: Jessica Range 

Archeology: Randall Dean 

Historical Resources: Shelley Caltagirone 

 

Biological Consultant 
Dave Munro 

Tetra Tech, Inc.  

1020 SW Taylor St., Suite 530  

Portland, OR 97205 

(503) 223‐5388 ext. 112 

 

Project Sponsor  
Recreation and Park Department, City and County of San Francisco 
McLaren Lodge‐Golden Gate Park 

501 Stanyan Street 

San Francisco, CA 94117 

(415) 575‐5609 

Contact: Karen Mauney‐Brodek Stacy Bradley 

 
Project Site Owner  
Recreation and Park Department, City and County of San Francisco 
McLaren Lodge & Annex 

501 Stanyan Street 

San Francisco, CA  94117 

(415) 575‐5609 

Contact: Karen Mauney‐Brodek Stacy Bradley 
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   235 Montgomery St., Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94104 • 415-290-5718 •  info@sfpublicgolf.org     

 

 

 

March 10, 2015     

 

California Coastal Commission 

Headquarters Office 

45 Fremont St., #2000 

San Francisco, CA. 941-5-2219 

   

Re:  CDP No. 2-12-104 / Sharp Park Pump House, etc. Project 

Commission Hearing, San Rafael, CA., April 15-17, 2015 

  

San Francisco Public Golf Alliance Urges Approval 

Of Coastal Development Permit at Sharp Park  

 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

 

  San Francisco Public Golf Alliance and its 6,500-plus 

members, representing users of the historic, low-cost public Sharp 

Park Golf Course, strongly support San Francisco’s application for a 

Coastal Development Permit for the Sharp Park Pump House Project. 

  

  The Project would provide badly-needed infrastructure 

upgrade and habitat enhancement for the popular, 83-year-old course, 

which serves a broad and diverse clientele of public golfers in San 

Francisco and its Peninsula, and is one of only two low-priced 18-

hole courses in San Mateo County.  This is the current phase of Sharp 

Park renovation planning and work that began in the 1990’s, with now 

far more than $10 Million already expended, and with approvals and 

funding from all levels of government -- local, state, and federal. 

2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
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1. Sharp Park is a Unique Low-Cost Public Recreation 
Resource, Coastal Access, and Historic Treasure.   

 

     Sharp Park Golf Course, designed by legendary architect Dr. 

Alister MacKenzie1, is: (1) one of the very lowest-priced golf courses 

in the Bay Area2; (2) San Francisco’s most heavily-played municipal 

course3; (3) recognized by the San Francisco Planning Department as an 

“historic resource” under CEQA4; (4) designated an “historic site” by 

the City of Pacifica General Plan5 and by that city’s Historical 

Society6; (5) designated a nationally-significant “At-Risk Cultural 

Landscape” by the Washington D.C.-based Cultural Landscape 

 

 

                                                 
1
  Dr. MacKenzie was the first golf architect inducted into the World Golf Hall of 

Fame, and was the architect of several of the world’s most highly-esteemed courses, 

including Augusta National (home of the annual Masters Tournament) and the Cypress 

Point Club at Monterey, CA.  World Golf Hall of Fame, “Alister MacKenzie”:  

http://www.worldgolfhalloffame.org/alister-mackenzie/  (Copy attached as Exhibit 

1.)  Sharp Park is one of only a handful of municipal courses in the world built by 

Dr. MacKenzie, and his only public seaside links.   

 
2
  A chart compiled by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department and presented 

in November, 2009 to the Park, Recreation, and Open Space Advisory Committee – the 

Department’s citizens’ advisory committee – shows that Sharp Park’s greens fees are 

among the very lowest for 18-hole public courses in the San Francisco Bay Area.  

San Francisco Recreation & Park Department, Chart: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFRPD.Survey.Bay.Area.Golf.Fees.2009.p

df. (Copy attached as Exhibit 2.)  

 
3
 In Fiscal Year (July 1-June 30) 2013-2014, 45,622 18-hole rounds were played at 

Sharp Park, while San Francisco’s two other municipal 18-hole courses, Harding Park 

and Lincoln Park, had 45,318 and 38,137 rounds, respectively. See San  

Francisco Recreation & Park Department, Golf Revenue & Expenditure Report, For FY 

13-14:  https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/%2713-%2714%20Actuals.pdf  

(Copy attached as Exhibit 3.) 

 
4
  San Francisco Planning Dept., Historic Resource Evaluation Response (“HRER”), 

February 15, 2011, at Page 2:  

http://www.sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=92666.  (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 4.)   

 
5
 The golf course is designated a Pacifica “Historic Site” in the Pacifica General 

Plan, Historic Preservation Element and Historic Sites Map, at pages 95 and 95a:    

http://www.cityofpacifica.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=3443.  (Copy 

attached as Exhibit 5.) 

 
6
  The City of Pacifica’s official historian, the Pacifica Historical Society, by 

Resolution dated June 14, 2011, designated Sharp Park Golf Course a Pacifica 

“historical and cultural resource”: 

http://www.sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=88128  (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 6.) 
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Foundation7; and (6) recognized by Golfweek magazine as one of the 

“Top 50” municipal golf courses in America.8   

 

     The stunningly beautiful seaside links is located adjacent 

to Salada Beach in Pacifica, on land gifted to San Francisco for 

public recreational use by the Estate of Honora Sharp.  Before it was 

a golf course, the land had been agricultural fields9 surrounding 

Laguna Salada, a brackish lagoon whose name means “salty lake” in 

Spanish, lying in a coastal valley denoted “Salt Valley” on the 1892 

US Geological Survey topographic map.10  The golf course was built for 

the City of San Francisco in 1930-1932 by Dr. MacKenzie, working with  

his associate Chandler Egan11 and with John McLaren, father of San 

Francisco’s parks system, who according to a contemporaneous San 

Francisco Chronicle report, “transformed [Lake Salada] from a salt 

water marsh into a picturesque fresh-water pool.”12   

 

2. The US Fish & Wildlife Service, Corps of Engineers, and  
SF Bay RWQCB Have Already Approved the Project. 

 

  In addition to golfers, Sharp Park today provides habitat 

for the federally-protected California red-legged frog and San 

Francisco garter snake, freshwater species which inhabit wetlands and 

surrounding areas adjacent to some of the golf fairways.  Responding 

                                                 
7
  Cultural Landscape Foundation, “Sharp Park Golf Course Threatened With Closure,” 

About TCLF, At Risk Landscapes:  http://tclf.org/landslides/sharp-park-golf-course-

threatened-closure ;  http://tclf.org/about;  http://tclf.org/landslide/about (Copies 

attached as Exhibit 7) 

 
8
  Golfweek, Best Municipal Courses (2014)(Sharp Park rated No. 50): 

http://golfweek.com/news/2014/jun/25/golf-courses-municipal-golfweeks-best-travel/  

(Copy attached as Exhibit 8.) 

 
9
  See early-20th century photo of artichoke fields surrounding Laguna Salada at 

Salada Beach, looking north towards Mt. Tamalpais at the horizon:  

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGA.Artichokes.Sharp.early.20.cent..

pdf (Copy attached as Exhibit 9.) 

  
10

  See USGS topographic map (1892) showing Laguna Salada, Salt Valley, and Calera 

Valley:  https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGAUSGS1892Topo.pdf  (Copy 

attached as Exhibit 10.) 

 
11

  See S.F. Chronicle, Feb. 26, 1930, “H. Chandler Egan Praises Possibilities...”: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGASFChron22630%2CEgan%20Praises.pdf  

(reporting that Egan would supervise construction of MacKenzie’s design). (Copy 

attached as Exhibit 11.)   

 
12

 San Francisco Chronicle, Feb. 23, 1930, “Chandler Egan Will Inspect Sharp Park..”: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGA.SF.Chron.ca.2.23.30.Egan%20at%20

Sharp.pdf:  “More than half of the holes border on Lake Salada, which John McLaren, 

superintendent of parks, transformed from a salt water marsh into a picturesque 

fresh-water pool.”  (Copy attached as Exhibit 12.)   
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to environmental concerns, the San Francisco Recreation and Park 

Department (SFRPD) sought U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish 

& Wildlife Service approval for the City’s Pump House Project, which 

includes continued operation and minor modifications to the golf 

course, together with habitat recovery measures for the frog and 

snake.  Following a 17-month study, the USFWS on October 2, 2012 

issued its Biological Opinion approving the Project, subject to 

numerous conditions and mitigations.13   

 

“It is the Service’s biological opinion that the Sharp Park 

Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat Enhancement 

Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the 

continued existence of the California red-legged frog or 

San Francisco garter snake.  We based this conclusion on 

the variety of Conservation Measures that will be 

implemented throughout the life of the proposed action to 

minimize the likelihood or potential for take of individual 

California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter 

snakes.  These measures include, but are not limited to, 

creation of a perennial pond, habitat restoration west of 

Laguna Salada, invasive plant control in the vicinity of 

Horse Stable Pond, and limitation of off-trail habitat 

depredation around Laguna Salada.”14   

 

     Significantly, the Fish & Wildlife Service noted that the 

frog and snake were unknown at Sharp Park before the golf course was 

built:  “Little is known about the history of San Francisco garter 

snake and California red-legged frog in the action area prior to the 

completion of Sharp Park Golf Course in 1932.  The species were first 

documented in the action area in 1946.”15,16 

 

                                                 
13

  Biological Opinion Letter, October 2, 2012, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service to Jane 

M. Hicks, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, at pages 13-19:   

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/USFWS%20BiOp.pdf  (Copies of relevant 

pages attached as Exhibit 13.) 

 
14    Id., at p. 38 (emphasis added). 
 
15

     Id., at p. 28 (emphasis added). 
 
16

   A 1992 report commissioned by San Francisco and the State of California Coastal 

Conservancy, and authored by Philip Williams & Associates, entitled “Laguna Salada 

Enhancement Plan,” concluded:  “Given the saline nature of the pond [Laguna 

Salada], it is not likely to have supported the San Francisco garter snake, which 

feeds on freshwater frogs.” 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGA.PWilliams.Laguna.Salada.Plan.199

2f.pdf  (At pages 2-3 and Fig. 2.)  (Copies of relevant pages attached as Exhibit 

16.) 
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 5

 The Fish & Wildlife Service specifically mandated that the 

City complete construction of the new perennial frog pond within two 

years and nine months of the Biological Opinion, which is to say, by 

July, 2015.17   

  

     The San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Pump 

House Project on March, 25, 201418, following unanimous approvals in 

January, 2014 by both the San Francisco Planning Commission,19 and the 

Recreation and Park Commission.20   

 

  The Project was subsequently approved on February 5, 2014 

by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which set March 18, 2017 as the 

deadline for commencement of work under the permit.21  The San 

Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board on June 25, 2014 

then issued a Clean Water Act Section 401 Certification letter for 

the Project.22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17

   Biological Opinion Letter, supra (note 13), Exhibit 16, at p. 19, fn. 6.   

 
18

  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, March 25, 2014, Motion No. M14-039:   

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=2952903&GUID=29926E90-097F-4F34-BFE1-

26579EE3DCBB (Copy attached as Exhibit 18.) 

19 Minutes of San Francisco Planning Commission Meeting, January 16, 2014, Agenda 

Item No. 11:  http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3770   (Copies of relevant 
pages attached as Exhibit 19.) 

20
  See Agenda, San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission, January 23, 2014:  

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SharpParkRecParkCommAgnda12314_00000.p

df, Item No. 11.  (Copies of relevant pages attached as Exhibit 20.) The 

Commission’s vote approving the Project is recorded on video at SF Government TV, 

January 23, 2014, Agenda Item No. 11, at 1:54:00 – 1:56:10:  

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=91&clip_id=19192&meta_id=3

73217    

   
21

  Letter, February 5, 2014, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to San Francisco 

Recreation and Park Department (“Corps of Engineers letter”), at page 2:  

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SharpPark.Corps.Eng%27rs.Permit.2.5.14

.pdf  (Copy attached as Exhibit 21.) 

 
22

 San Francisco Bay RWQCB, CWA Section 401 Certification letter, June 25, 2014: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/RWQCB.Sh.Pk.Certif%27n.6.25.14.pdf 

(Copy attached as Exhibit 22.) 
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3. The Pump House Project is the Current Phase of  
Renovation Planning and Work at Sharp Park Golf Course   

That Began in the Early 1990’s, with Studies, Approvals, 

And Millions of Public Dollars Already Expended  

By Local, State, and Federal Agencies. 

 

     Planning for the renovation of Sharp Park Golf Course began 

with the 1992 “Laguna Salada Resource Enhancement Plan,” commissioned 

by the State of California Coastal Conservancy and City and County of 

San Francisco, which prescribed dredging Laguna Salada and Horse 

Stable Pond and other measures to recover endangered species habitat, 

while preserving the golf course.  The goals of that plan 

specifically included “Manage[ment of] public access to promote views 

of the site and use which is compatible with the natural resource 

values of the site and with the golf course operation.”23  

 

     In the late 1990’s, initially funded with a planning grant 

from the California State Water Resources Control Board, planning 

began for the Pacifica Recycled Water Project, to replace the 

course’s decrepit potable freshwater irrigation system with a new 

recycled water system linked to the nearby Pacifica sewage treatment 

plant.24  The $10 Million project, funded jointly by the Federal 

Government, San Francisco PUC, and Pacifica’s North Coast County 

Water District (“NCCWD”), was designed for the golf course to use 78% 

of the Project’s annual output. 25,26   

 

                                                 
23

   Philip Williams & Associates, June, 1992, “Laguna Salada Enhancement Plan,” 

supra, at footnote 16 and Exhibit 16 (at pages 1, 35). 

 
24

   UC Davis, Online Data Resources of California, Pacifica Sharp Park Recycled 
Water Project: http://ice.ucdavis.edu/education/esp179/?q=node/594  (Copy attached 

as Exhibit 24.) 
 
25

    San Mateo County Times, July 8, 2009, “Pacifica Golf Course, Parks, to Use 

Recycled Water”:  

http://www.insidebayarea.com/sanmateocountytimes/localnews/ci_12787178 (Copy 

attached as Exhibit 25.) 

 
26

   San Francisco Water, Power, Sewer, Project List, “Pacifica Recycled Water 

Project”:    http://sfwater.org/bids/projectDetail.aspx?prj_id=325  (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 26.1.) The December, 2004 “Pacifica Regional Water Project Facilities 

Planning Report,” authored by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants for the North Coast County 

Water District and pursuant to a planning grant from the State Water Resources 

Control Board, reported that the Draft Plan for the Project was approved in 

October, 2004 by the State WRCB, and that 75% of the Project’s water – 41.8 million 

out of projected 55.5 million gallon annual Project capacity – was designed to be 

used for irrigating the Sharp Park Golf Course:  

http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2481 (See Report, Pages 

1, 23, 24, and 25, at Table 6.)  (Copies of relevant pages attached hereto as 

Exhibit 26.2.)   
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     The San Francisco PUC Commission unanimously approved the 

Pacifica Recycled Water Project at the conclusion of an October 28, 

2008 public hearing, at which the only public comment was in support, 

from Jennifer Cleary of Clean Water Action.27   

 

     At the Coastal Commission’s February 5, 2009 meeting, 

Executive Director Peter M. Douglas reported a waiver of Coastal 

Development Permit for the project by the Coastal Commission’s North 

Central Coast District, De Minimis Waiver 2-08-022-W.28 

 

     The Pacifica Recycled Water Project was then unanimously 

reapproved by both the SF Public Utilities Commission on November 9, 

2010 and the SF Recreation and Park Commission on January 20, 2011.29   

 

     Construction has now been completed, and in late Summer and 

early Fall, 2014, the new recycled water irrigation system was 

installed at the golf course, and is now operational on the four golf 

holes – Nos. 4, 5, 6, and 7 - east of the Coast Highway.30 

 

  Previously, on October 8, 2008, Coastal Commission 

Executive Director Peter M. Douglas issued a Waiver of Coastal 

Development Permit, No. 20-08-015-W, to the City and County of San 

Francisco, for replacement of the culvert pipes which carry flood 

                                                 
27  See the SF Government TV video of the San Francisco PUC Commission public 

meeting October 28, 2008, Agenda Item No. 11, where the Commission unanimously 

adopted Resolution 08-0194, authorizing the joint agreement with Pacifica:  

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=22, at 00:57:16-1:03:31.  

Mr. Brent Plater (who now heads the Wild Equity Institute) raised no objection at 

the October 28, 2008 SFPUC Commission hearing, although he had previously objected 

in the course of February, 2007 public hearings by the North Coast County Water 

District.  See UC Davis, Online Data Resources of California, Pacifica Sharp Park 

Recycled Water Project, supra, footnote 24 and Exhibit 24, at p. 4; and see San 

Francisco Examiner, February 5, 2007, “Pacifica Water Tank Infuriates Activists”:  

http://www.sfexaminer.com/sanfrancisco/pacifica-water-tank-infuriates-

activists/Content?oid=2156277 (Copy attached as Exhibit 27.)   

 
28

   Coastal Commission, North Central Coast District, De Minimis Waiver 2-08-022-W: 

http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/2/Th8-2-2009.pdf (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 28.) 

 
29  See the SF Government TV video record of the San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commission public meeting on November 9, 2010 (Agenda Items Nos. 11 and 12):  

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/mediaplayer.php?view_id=22&clip_id=11078, at 

3:27:35-42; and San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission public meeting on 

January 20, 2011 (Agenda Item 9, Resolution 1101-009):  

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=91, at 1:09:31-47. 

 
30

  Pacifica Tribune, Nov. 4, 2014, “Recycled Water Now Used on Sharp Park…”:  

http://www.mercurynews.com/pacifica/ci_26864797/recycled-water-now-used-sharp-park-

golf-course  (Copy attached as Exhibit 30.} 
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waters from the Sharp Park Pump House through the sea wall to 

discharge at Salada Beach.31   

 

4. The Federal Court in 2012 Dismissed the Opponents’ 
Endangered Species Act Lawsuit. 

 

        A Federal Court lawsuit to enjoin golf at Sharp Park, 

brought under the Endangered Species Act by environmentalist groups 

led by Wild Equity Institute, was dismissed on December 6, 2012 by 

District Court Judge Susan Illston, on grounds that the lawsuit was 

mooted by the Fish & Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion and 

accompanying Incidental Take Statement.32  

  

5. There is Broad Local, National, and International Support 
For Saving and Renovating Sharp Park Golf Course. 

 

     Sharp Park Golf Course serves residents of both San 

Francisco and San Mateo Counties, of all ethnicities, ages, genders, 

persuasions, and income levels.  It is one of only two reasonably-

priced public golf courses in all of San Mateo County.      

 

     Long known as “the poor man’s Pebble Beach,” Sharp Park is 

a mere 15-minute freeway ride from San Francisco’s southern 

neighborhoods, and has historically been a favorite of low-income 

golfers, seniors, students, and minorities.   In 1955, Sharp Park 

hosted the inaugural championship tournament of the Western States 

Golf Association, one of America’s oldest and largest African-

American golfing societies.33  Sharp Park is a favorite venue of 

Senior and ethnic minority golf associations, such as Mabuhay Golf 

                                                 
31

 Coastal Commission, North Central Coast District, Waiver 2-08-015-W,  
For Sharp Park Storm Drain Outfall Repair/Replacement, Oct. 8, 2008: 

http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2008/10/W9-10-2008.pdf  (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 31.) 

 
32

 Wild Equity Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, et al, vs. City and County 

of San Francisco, U.S. Dist.Ct., N.D. California, No. C 11-00958 SI; Order Granting 

Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, etc., Dec. 6, 2012: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/Sharp.Park.Order.Dismissal.12.6.12.pdf  

(Copy attached as Exhibit 32.1.) The case is currently on appeal to the U.S. Court 

of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, where oral argument was heard on March 11, 2015.  

See Calendar of Oral Argument:  

http://www.ca9.uscourts.gov/calendar/view.php?hearing=March%20-

%20James%20R.%20Browning%20U.S.%20Courthouse,%20San%20Francisco&dates=9-

13,%2017,18&year=2015 (Copy of relevant page attached hereto as Exhibit 32.2.) 

 
33

  See letter from Nathaniel Jackson, President, Bay Area Golf Club of Northern 

California, October 5, 2011: 

http://www.sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=93952 (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 33.) 
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Club34, Sons in Retirement35, Mexican American Golf Association36, and 

Golden Hill Golf Club37, all of which have written letters supporting 

saving and renovating Sharp Park. 

 

     The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department’s 

November, 2009 Sharp Park Conceptual Alternatives Report, which 

recommended habitat recovery together with retaining the 18-hole golf 

course at Sharp Park38, was endorsed in December, 2009 by a 14-1 vote 

of PROSAC -- the SF Rec and Park citizen’s advisory committee,39 and 

then by a unanimous vote of the SF Recreation and Park Commission.40 

 

  San Francisco Mayor Edwin Lee on December 19, 2011 vetoed a 

Board of Supervisors ordinance that would have transferred Sharp Park 

management to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, which had 

announced it would not operate a golf course; in his veto message, 

Mayor Lee called for a “mutually beneficial partnership” with San 

Mateo County, “to implement an environmentally responsible approach 

                                                 
34

  Mabuhay Golf Club, Letter, March 29, 2011: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGAMabuhayLtr32911.pdf  (Copy 

attached as Exhibit 34.) 

 
35

  Sons in Retirement, Letter, June 2, 2010:  

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGA.SIRS.Letter.Sharp%20Park.6.2-

10.pdf  (Copy attached as Exhibit 35.) 

 
36

  Mexican American Golf Association, San Jose Chapter, Letter, March 5, 2011: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGAMAGALtr3511.pdf (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 36.) 

 
37

  Golden Hill Golf Club, Letter, June 17, 2011: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGAGoldenHillLtr61711.pdf (Copy 

attached as Exhibit 37.) 

 
38

 Tetra-Tech, Sharp Park Conceptual Alternatives Report, November, 2009: 

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2005.0912E_DEIR6.pdf (at pages 4-5 and 46-60) (Copies 

of relevant pages attached as Exhibit 38.)  This November, 2009 Report was 

essentially an update of the State of California Coastal Conservancy’s 1992 Plan 

(see footnotes 16 and 23, supra, and Exhibit 16), and came to many of the same 

conclusions and recommendations. 

 
39

 Park, Recreation, and Open Space Advisory Committee (PROSAC), Resolutions [Nos. 1 

and 2], adopted Dec. 1, 2009, submitted to Rec & Park Commission on Dec. 3, 2009: 

http://sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=44912 (Copy attached as Exhibit 

39.1.)  And see PROSAC Minutes, Dec. 1, 2009, at page 4: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SharpParkPROSACResol%27ns12109_00000.p

df  (Copy attached as Exhibit 39.2.) 

 
40

 San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission Minutes, Dec. 17, 2009, Agenda Item 

No. 11 (at p. 18), Resolution No. 0912-018: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SharpParkRPDCommissnMinutes121709_0000

0.pdf  (Copies of relevant pages attached as Exhibit 40.) 
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to species and habitat protection,” while keeping the golf course 

open.41 

 

  By Resolution 071787, adopted January 24, 2012, the San 

Mateo County Board of Supervisors directed the County Manager to 

engage in negotiations with the City and County of San Francisco for 

the management and operation of Sharp Park Golf Course.42 

 

     Because Sharp Park is both a popular, low-cost Bay Area 

public links and an internationally-known Alister MacKenzie golf 

shrine, its preservation and renovation are important to golfers and 

golf organizations around the Bay Area, California, and the World.  

The United States Golf Association43, both the Northern California and 

Southern California Golf Associations44, the World Golf Foundation45, 

The Alister MacKenzie Society of Great Britain and Ireland46,  

Congresswoman Jackie Speier47, the County of San Mateo48, and the 

cities of Pacifica49 and San Bruno50 have all urged San Francisco to 

save and preserve Sharp Park Golf Course.   

                                                 
41

 San Francisco Mayor Edwin Lee, Letter to Board of Supervisors, December 19, 2011: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SharpParkVeto.pdf  (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 41.) 

   
42

 San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 071787, January 24, 2012:  

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/Sharp%20Park%20Golf%20%20Course%20Reso

lution%20071787.pdf  (Copy attached as Exhibit 42.) 

 
43

  Letter to Hon. Ed Lee from USGA Executive Director Mike Davis, Dec. 14, 2011: 

http://www.sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=98152 (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 43.) 

 
44

 California Alliance for Golf, letter, September 28, 2009: 

http://sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=43245  (Copy attached as Exhibit 

44.) 

 
45

  World Golf Foundation, letter, July 23, 2009: 
http://sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=43233  (Copy attached as Exhibit 

45.) 

 
46

  Alister MacKenzie Society of Great Britain and Ireland, Letter, April 28, 2009: 

file:///C:/Users/Richard/Downloads/MacKenzie+Society.pdf  (Copy attached as Exhibit 

46.) 

 
47

  Letter, Congresswoman Jackie Speier to San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee and Board of 

Supervisors, October 7, 2011:  

http://www.sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=95697  (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 47.) 

 
48

  San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, Resolution G69145, December 18, 2007:  

http://sharppark.savegolf.net/data/smbos_res.pdf  (Copy attached as Exhibit 48.) 

 
49

  Pacifica City Council, Resolution 63-2007, December 10, 2007:  

http://sharppark.savegolf.net/data/cop_res.pdf  (Copy attached as Exhibit 49.) 
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     The Chambers of Commerce of both San Francisco51 and 

Pacifica52 support San Francisco’s plan to preserve Sharp Park Golf 

Course, while enhancing habitat for the endangered frog and snake.   

 

CONCLUSION:  It is Time to Move Forward At Sharp Park 

With Habitat Recovery and Infrastructure Improvements. 

The Coastal Commission Should Approve a Coastal Development 

Permit for the Sharp Park Pump House Project. 

 

     After extensive study and public discussion, the City of 

San Francisco seeks to move forward with thoughtful and laudable 

efforts to preserve and improve this public golf treasure, retain its 

low-cost public coastal access, improve its habitat values, and 

reduce its environmental footprint.    
 

  The more than 6,500 members of the San Francisco Public 

Golf Alliance commend San Francisco and its Recreation and Park 

Department for their diligent effort to find a balanced approach to 

enhance habitat for endangered species, while preserving and 

renovating its beautiful, historic, and affordable public golf course 

at Sharp Park.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                         
50

  Letter, San Bruno Mayor Jim Ruane to Hon. Ed Lee, Dec. 22, 2011: 

http://www.sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=97744  (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 50.) 

 
51 Letter, San Francisco Chamber of Commerce Sr. Vice President  

Jim Lazarus to Hon. Ed Lee, Dec. 14, 2011:  

http://www.sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=115827  (Copy attached as 

Exhibit 51.) 

 
52

 Letter, Pacifica Chamber of Commerce to Pacifica Mayor Mary Ann Nihart, March 26, 

2011:  http://www.sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=86069  (Copy attached 

as Exhibit 52.) 
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     And we respectfully urge the Coastal Commission to approve 

San Francisco’s application for a Coastal Development Permit, and 

allow the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat 

Enhancement Project to move forward.  

 

          Respectfully submitted, 

 

      s/ 

      Richard Harris 

      San Francisco Public Golf Alliance 

 

cc:  Ed Lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco 

 Dennis Herrera, San Francisco City Attorney 

 Congresswoman Jackie Speier 

 San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 

Pacifica Mayor Karen Irvin 

Pacifica City Council 

     Philip Ginsburg, General Manager, SF Recreation & Park Dept. 

Lisa Wayne, Natural Areas Coordinator, SF Rec & Park Dept. 

John Maltbie, County Manager, County of San Mateo 

 Vaughn Kezirian, Ex. Dir., Northern California Golf Association 

 Kevin Heaney, Ex. Dir., Southern California Golf Association 

 Lyn Nelson, Chair, San Francisco Mayor’s Women’s Golf Council 

 Jeff Volosing, President, Sharp Park Golf Club 

 Lisa Villasenor, Captain, Sharp Park Business Women’s Golf Club 

 Mike Davis, Exec. Dir., U.S. Golf Association 

 Steve Mona, Exec. Dir., World Golf Foundation 

 Gene Zenardi, Alister MacKenzie Society 

Jim Lazarus, Sr. Vice Pres., San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

 Courtney Conlon, Pacifica Chamber of Commerce 

 Nathaniel Jackson, President, Bay Area Golf Club 

 Gwendolyn Brown, President, Spear Golf Club 

 Greg Roja, President, Mabuhay Golf Club 

 Gabriel De La Torre, President, MAGA, San Jose Chapter 

 John Major, Big SIR, Sons in Retirement 

 Jim Emery, San Francisco Deputy City Attorney 

 Sally Stephens, Chair, SF Dog 
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   235 Montgomery St., Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94104 • 415-290-5718 •  info@sfpublicgolf.org     

 

 

 

March 25, 2015     

 

California Coastal Commission 

Headquarters Office 

45 Fremont St., #2000 

San Francisco, CA. 941-5-2219 

   

Re:  CDP No. 2-12-104 / Sharp Park Pump House, etc. Project 

Commission Hearing, San Rafael, CA., April 15-17, 2015 

  

San Francisco Public Golf Alliance Urges Approval 

Of Coastal Development Permit at Sharp Park 

 

Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals Dismisses Wild Equity Appeal 

From U.S. District Court’s Dismissal  

Of Endangered Species Act Lawsuit at Sharp Park, 

D.C. No. 3:11-cf—00958-SI  

 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

 

  This is further to our letter to you, dated March 10, in 

which we advised you, among other things, that the United States 

District Court, Northern District of California, had on December 6, 

2012 dismissed as moot a lawsuit to halt golf at Sharp Park, brought 

by Wild Equity Institute and others under the U.S. Endangered Species 

Act.  Wild Equity Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, et al, 

vs. City and County of San Francisco, U.S. Dist. Ct., N.D. 

California, No. C 11-00958 SI.  We further advised you, at footnote 
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32, and Exhibit 32.2 of our March 10 letter, that Wild Equity had 

appealed the decision to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth 

Circuit, which held oral argument on the matter on March 11 2015. 

 

  This is now to advise you that the Ninth Circuit has 

dismissed the appeal, in an unpublished memorandum opinion, dated 

March 25, 2015, available on the Ninth Circuit’s website, at: 

http://cdn.ca9.uscourts.gov/datastore/memoranda/2015/03/25/13-15046.pdf .  

A hard copy of that opinion is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

          s/ 

      Richard Harris 

      San Francisco Public Golf Alliance 

 

encl. 

 

cc (w/encl.):   

Ed Lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco 

 Dennis Herrera, San Francisco City Attorney 

 Congresswoman Jackie Speier 

 San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 

Pacifica Mayor Karen Irvin 

Pacifica City Council 

     Philip Ginsburg, General Manager, SF Recreation & Park Dept. 

Lisa Wayne, Natural Areas Coordinator, SF Rec & Park Dept. 

John Maltbie, County Manager, County of San Mateo 

 Vaughn Kezirian, Ex. Dir., Northern California Golf Association 

 Kevin Heaney, Ex. Dir., Southern California Golf Association 

 Chris Thomas, President, California Alliance for Golf 

 Lyn Nelson, Chair, San Francisco Mayor’s Women’s Golf Council 

 Jeff Volosing, President, Sharp Park Golf Club 

 Lisa Villasenor, Captain, Sharp Park Business Women’s Golf Club 

 Mike Davis, Exec. Dir., U.S. Golf Association 

 Steve Mona, Exec. Dir., World Golf Foundation 

 Gene Zenardi, Alister MacKenzie Society 

Jim Lazarus, Sr. Vice Pres., San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

 Courtney Conlon, Pacifica Chamber of Commerce 

 Nathaniel Jackson, President, Bay Area Golf Club 

 Gwendolyn Brown, President, Spear Golf Club 

 Greg Roja, President, Mabuhay Golf Club 

 Gabriel De La Torre, President, MAGA, San Jose Chapter 

 John Major, Big SIR, Sons in Retirement 

 Jim Emery, San Francisco Deputy City Attorney 

 Sally Stephens, Chair, SF Dog 
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March 26, 2015 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Headquarters Office 
45 Fremont St., #2000 
San Francisco, CA. 941-5-2219 
   
Re:  CDP No. 2-12-104/Sharp Park Pump House Project 
Commission Hearing, San Rafael, April 15-17, 2015 
  
Northern California Golf Association Supports 
San Francisco’s Coastal Development Permit Application  
For Sharp Park Pump House Project 
 
Dear Coastal Commission, 
 
 The Northern California Golf Association (“NCGA”)  
respectfully asks the Coastal Commission to grant San Francisco’s permit 
application for the Sharp Park Pump House Project, to provide much-needed 
infrastructure improvement to the 83-year-old Sharp Park Golf Course, while at the 
same time upgrading the habitat for the California red-legged frog and San 
Francisco garter snake. 
 
 San Francisco’s project meets the Coastal Act’s goal of striking a reasonable 
balance between the needs for protection of significant coastal resources – in this 
case, low and moderate-cost public recreation, and both historic and natural 
resources.   
 
 Sharp Park is a unique, highly significant golf course and historic resource, 
whose preservation is of highest priority for the NCGA, and for the world of golf.  It 
is the work of Dr. Alister MacKenzie, one of history’s very best-known and best-
loved golf architects, who was inducted into the World Golf Hall of Fame.  Sharp 
Park is also a “seaside links,” a specific and extremely rare type of course, built in 
the sand by the sea -- the original type of golf course, on which the game originated 
in Scotland in the 15th Century, at places such as St. Andrews, which is today 
regarded as the “home of golf.”   
 

Dr. MacKenzie was an expert on seaside links courses.  He was the 
consulting architect at the Old Course at St. Andrews in the early 1920s, and the 
first to map that course’s holes, bunkers, and rumpled coastal terrain.    
 

Dr. MacKenzie and his assistant Chandler Egan – himself a prominent golf 
architect – declared their intention to model Sharp Park after the Scottish seaside 
links courses, and specifically St. Andrews.  As reported in the San Francisco Call-
Bulletin, January 8, 1930, MacKenzie announced his design for Sharp Park to a 
gathering of golf enthusiasts by proclaiming that the new course would be “as sporty 
as the old course at St. Andrews and as picturesque a golf course as any in the 
world.” ( https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGA.SFCall-
B.1.8.30.MacKenz%2C%40SFMuni.Glf.pdf )  For his part, Egan was reported in 
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Although common in Scotland, the seaside links is a rare type of golf course in California.  Dr. 
MacKenzie’s Cypress Point Club on the Monterey Peninsula is perhaps the most famous 
California specimen.  But that is a private golf club.  Public seaside links are extremely rare. 
Sharp Park, plus Spanish Bay and Pacific Grove, both located on the Monterey Peninsula, are the 
only open-to-the-public seaside links of its kind Northern California.  Spanish Bay is a resort 
course; only Sharp Park and Pacific Grove are low or moderately-priced.   
   
 The NCGA represents golfers and golf clubs, public and private, from San Luis 
Obispo and Fresno in the South to the Oregon border.  Our members include 150,000 men and 
women golfers of all ages, and nearly 400 golf courses, both public and private.  We are the 
largest regional golf organization in the United States. 
 
 Affordable public recreation is a critical value that the NCGA shares with the 
California Coastal Act and the Coastal Commission, whose mandate is to preserve low- and 
moderate-cost public recreational resources such as Sharp Park. 
 
 For these reasons, we urge the Commission to approve San Francisco’s Sharp Park 
Pump House permit application. 
 
       
Very truly yours,  
 

 
 
Vaughn Kezirian 
Executive Director 
Northern California Golf Association 
 
 
 
 
encls. 
 
cc (w/encls.): 
San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee 
San Francisco City Attorney Dennis Herrera 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
Pacifica Mayor Karen Ervin 
Congresswoman Jackie Speier 
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, S.F. Recreation and Park Dept. 
Kevin Heaney, Executive Director, Southern California Golf Assn. 
Mike Davis, Executive Director, U.S. Golf Association 
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance 
 

3200 Lopez Road │Pebble Beach, CA  93953 │ P (831) 625-4653 │ F (831) 625-0150  
       www.ncga.org  

 

the February 26, 1930 San Francisco Chronicle as saying:  “I have played at St. Andrews 
and I frankly believe Sharp Park will be a worthy imitation of the classic course.” 
 (https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/30028085/SFPGASFChron22630%2CEgan%20Pra
ises.pdf) 
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Wild	  Equity	  Institute	  letter	  to	  Coastal	  Commission	  re	  Sharp	  Park	  CDP	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  

Ralph	  Faust	  
Consulting	  Attorney	  

P.	  O.	  Box	  135	  
Bayside,	  CA	  95524	  

	  
	  
Ms.	  Nancy	  Cave	  
Manager,	  North	  Central	  Coast	  District	  
California	  Coastal	  Commission	  
45	  Fremont	  Street,	  Suite	  2000	  
San	  Francisco,	  CA	  94105	  
	  
	   	   Re:	  Sharp	  Park	  Coastal	  Development	  Permit	  #2-‐12-‐014	  
	  
Dear	  Ms.	  Cave:	  
	  
I	  represent	  the	  Wild	  Equity	  Institute	  (WEI),	  a	  San	  Francisco	  non-‐profit	  organization	  
concerned	  about	  the	  protection	  of	  the	  wetlands	  in	  Sharp	  Park.	  This	  letter	  is	  
submitted	  to	  express	  their	  concerns	  about	  the	  proposed	  Sharp	  Park	  project	  for	  
which	  your	  office	  is	  reviewing	  a	  coastal	  development	  permit	  (CDP)	  application	  for	  
consistency	  with	  the	  Coastal	  Act.	  The	  purpose	  of	  the	  letter	  is	  to	  articulate	  the	  legal	  
context	  within	  which	  the	  Commission	  must	  consider	  this	  project,	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  
project,	  if	  approved,	  is	  fully	  consistent	  with	  the	  Chapter	  3	  policies	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Act.	  
	  

A.	  
The	  Project	  Description	  is	  Incomplete	  

	  
The	  applicant,	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Francisco	  Department	  of	  Recreation	  and	  Parks,	  
describes	  its	  proposed	  project	  as	  if	  it	  were	  a	  minor	  dredging	  of	  sediment,	  the	  
purpose	  of	  which	  is	  solely	  to	  enhance	  habitat,	  along	  with	  a	  few	  minor	  ancillary	  
construction	  and	  repair	  elements.	  The	  City	  asserts	  that	  the	  golf	  course	  adjacent	  to	  
the	  wetland	  complex	  at	  Sharp	  Park	  and	  the	  operation	  of	  that	  golf	  course,	  including,	  
presumably,	  the	  operation	  of	  the	  pumps	  that	  drain	  the	  wetland	  complex	  in	  the	  park,	  
are	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  the	  project.	  They	  are,	  the	  City	  asserts,	  protected	  from	  
scrutiny	  by	  Section	  30608	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Act.	  This	  is	  incorrect.	  The	  proposed	  project	  
is	  not	  protected	  from	  scrutiny	  by	  Section	  30608,	  nor	  is	  the	  project	  as	  insignificant	  
and	  benign	  as	  the	  City	  suggests.	  
	  
Section	  30608	  provides	  that	  a	  person	  who	  has	  obtained	  a	  vested	  right	  in	  a	  
development	  prior	  to	  the	  effective	  date	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Act	  shall	  not	  be	  required	  to	  
seek	  a	  coastal	  development	  permit	  for	  that	  development.	  However,	  under	  the	  
Commission’s	  regulations,	  a	  person	  claiming	  a	  vested	  right	  must	  substantiate	  that	  
claim	  in	  a	  proceeding	  before	  the	  Commission	  (CCR	  sections	  13200,	  et.	  seq.)	  and	  the	  
Commission	  must	  formally	  acknowledge	  the	  vested	  right.	  The	  City	  has	  not	  
presented	  any	  evidence	  that	  this	  has	  occurred;	  nor	  has	  Commission	  staff	  any	  record	  
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of	  such	  a	  vested	  rights	  determination.	  Further,	  even	  if	  a	  vested	  right	  had	  been	  
substantiated	  and	  confirmed	  by	  the	  Commission,	  under	  the	  specific	  terms	  of	  Section	  
30608	  “no	  substantial	  change	  may	  be	  made	  in	  any	  such	  development	  without	  prior	  
approval	  having	  been	  obtained	  under	  this	  division”.	  	  
	  
Whatever	  the	  status	  prior	  to	  the	  Coastal	  Act,	  the	  City	  has	  changed	  that	  status	  
subsequent	  to	  the	  adoption	  of	  the	  Act	  without	  environmental	  review	  and	  without	  
obtaining	  a	  coastal	  development	  permit.	  By	  its	  own	  admission	  (letter	  of	  3/16/15)	  
the	  City	  has	  almost	  tripled	  the	  capacity	  of	  the	  pumps	  from	  that	  which	  it	  asserts	  was	  
originally	  in	  place.	  The	  adverse	  environmental	  effects	  of	  those	  new	  pumps,	  the	  
efficient	  operation	  of	  which	  is	  the	  real	  purpose	  of	  this	  project,	  must	  be	  assessed	  by	  
the	  Commission	  in	  this	  CDP.	  In	  addition,	  the	  Commission	  must	  fully	  assess	  all	  
changes	  to	  the	  development	  and	  operation	  of	  Sharp	  Park	  that	  affect	  the	  wetland	  
complex	  that	  the	  City	  has	  made	  since	  1972	  without	  benefit	  of	  permit,	  in	  order	  to	  
fully	  evaluate	  the	  impacts	  of	  this	  project.	  The	  project	  proposed	  for	  Commission	  
review	  cannot	  be	  evaluated	  and	  should	  not	  be	  considered	  until	  the	  project	  
description	  is	  changed	  to	  fully	  describe	  all	  of	  the	  post-‐Coastal	  Act	  changes	  at	  the	  
Park,	  including	  the	  massive	  new	  pump.	  

	  
B.	  

The	  Area	  Within	  Which	  the	  Project	  Is	  Proposed	  Is	  Environmentally	  Sensitive	  
Habitat	  (ESHA)	  and	  Must	  Be	  Protected	  

	  
The	  project	  is	  proposed	  in	  an	  area	  that	  includes	  both	  a	  large	  wetland	  complex	  and	  
adjacent	  upland	  areas	  that	  together	  comprise	  an	  ESHA	  as	  defined	  in	  the	  Coastal	  Act.	  
Coastal	  Act	  section	  30107.5	  defines	  “Environmentally	  Sensitive	  Area”	  to	  mean:	  
	  

“any	  area	  in	  which	  plant	  or	  animal	  life	  or	  their	  habitats	  are	  either	  rare	  
or	  especially	  valuable	  because	  of	  their	  special	  nature	  or	  role	  in	  an	  
ecosystem	  and	  which	  could	  be	  easily	  disturbed	  or	  degraded	  by	  human	  
activities	  and	  developments”.	  
	  

The	  entire	  area	  of	  the	  wetland	  complex	  at	  Sharp	  Park,	  both	  the	  wetlands	  and	  the	  
adjoining	  uplands	  meets	  that	  test	  because	  it	  is	  habitat	  for	  two	  protected	  species,	  the	  
California	  red-‐legged	  frog	  (CRLF)	  and	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Garter	  Snake	  (SFGS).	  As	  the	  
Court	  of	  Appeal	  clarified	  in	  the	  Bolsa	  Chica	  decision	  (Bolsa	  Chica	  Land	  Trust	  v.	  
Superior	  Court,	  (1999)	  83	  Cal.	  Rptr.	  2nd	  850,	  71	  Cal.	  App.	  4th	  493),	  “(t)	  he	  statute	  
protects	  the	  area	  of	  an	  ESHA	  from	  uses	  which	  threaten	  the	  habitat	  values	  which	  
exist	  in	  the	  ESHA”	  (Emphasis	  in	  original).	  The	  entire	  area	  of	  the	  wetland	  complex	  
that	  supports	  the	  CRLF	  and	  the	  SFGS	  is	  ESHA	  and	  it	  must	  be	  given	  the	  protection	  
that	  the	  Coastal	  Act	  requires	  for	  ESHA.	  An	  applicant	  cannot	  harm	  ESHA	  in	  one	  area	  
and	  compensate	  for	  it	  by	  “creating”	  it	  in	  another	  area,	  as	  purported	  mitigation	  for	  
that	  harm.	  This	  is	  precisely	  what	  the	  Court	  in	  the	  Bolsa	  Chica	  case	  proscribed.	  
	  
The	  Coastal	  Act	  provision	  that	  governs	  development	  in	  ESHAs	  is	  section	  30240.	  That	  
section	  mandates	  that	  ESHA	  “be	  protected	  against	  any	  significant	  disruption	  of	  
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habitat	  values”	  and	  that	  “only	  uses	  dependent	  on	  those	  resources	  shall	  be	  allowed	  
within	  those	  areas”.	  Within	  an	  ESHA	  the	  Commission	  may	  approve	  only	  proposed	  
development	  that	  meets	  that	  strict	  standard.	  
	  

C.	  	  
When	  Development	  Is	  Proposed	  in	  an	  Area	  of	  Wetlands	  That	  Is	  also	  ESHA,	  The	  

Diking,	  Filling	  and	  Dredging	  of	  the	  Wetlands	  Is	  Regulated	  Under	  Section	  30233	  (a)	  
Rather	  than	  Under	  Section	  30240.	  

	  
Certain	  development	  in	  wetlands	  is	  regulated	  pursuant	  to	  Coastal	  Act	  section	  30233,	  
even	  if	  those	  wetlands	  also	  meet	  the	  definition	  of	  ESHA.	  That	  section	  permits	  the	  
“diking,	  filling	  or	  dredging”	  of	  wetlands	  provided	  that	  it	  is	  undertaken	  for	  one	  of	  the	  
seven	  allowable	  uses	  listed	  in	  that	  section,	  and	  that	  it	  is	  
	  

“in	  accordance	  with	  other	  applicable	  provisions	  of	  this	  division,	  where	  
there	  is	  no	  feasible	  less	  environmentally	  damaging	  alternative,	  and	  
where	  feasible	  mitigation	  measures	  have	  been	  provided	  to	  minimize	  
adverse	  environmental	  effects”.	  	  

	  
However,	  while	  section	  30233	  fully	  applies	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  is	  specified	  by	  its	  
terms,	  it	  does	  not	  otherwise	  limit	  the	  Commission’s	  application	  of	  other	  provisions	  
of	  Chapter	  3	  of	  the	  Act.	  Where,	  as	  here,	  the	  wetlands	  are	  also	  ESHA,	  all	  of	  the	  
wetland	  habitat	  and	  values	  must	  be	  protected	  pursuant	  to	  section	  30240,	  except	  to	  
the	  extent	  that	  section	  30233	  specifically	  applies.	  Put	  another	  way,	  section	  30233	  
(a)	  applies	  where	  there	  is	  a	  conflict	  between	  the	  two	  provisions;	  but	  unless	  there	  is	  
a	  conflict,	  both	  provisions	  of	  the	  Act	  are	  fully	  applicable.	  
	  
The	  Bolsa	  Chica	  court	  made	  that	  clear.	  In	  that	  case	  the	  Court	  was	  faced	  with	  a	  
Commission	  decision	  that	  allowed	  the	  fill	  of	  wetlands	  for	  the	  expansion	  of	  a	  road.	  
The	  pond	  at	  issue	  was	  both	  an	  ESHA	  within	  the	  meaning	  of	  section	  30107.5	  and	  a	  
wetland	  within	  the	  meaning	  of	  section	  30121.	  The	  Trial	  Court	  had	  found	  a	  conflict	  to	  
exist	  between	  sections	  30233	  (a)	  and	  30240.	  The	  Court	  of	  Appeal	  found	  instead	  that	  
there	  could	  be	  no	  conflict	  between	  the	  two	  because	  section	  30233	  (a),	  the	  more	  
specific	  provision	  with	  respect	  to	  development	  in	  wetlands,	  controlled	  over	  the	  
more	  general	  provisions	  of	  section	  30240.	  However	  the	  Court	  also	  made	  clear	  that	  
other	  provisions	  of	  Chapter	  3,	  such	  as	  section	  30240	  apply	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  there	  is	  
not	  a	  conflict	  with	  the	  terms	  of	  section	  30233	  (a).	  	  
	  
In	  the	  proposed	  Sharp	  Park	  project,	  the	  removal	  of	  sediment,	  a	  form	  of	  dredging,	  is	  
regulated	  under	  the	  terms	  of	  sections	  30233	  (a).	  It	  must	  be	  solely	  for	  one	  of	  the	  
seven	  limited	  uses	  specified	  in	  that	  section,	  and	  it	  must	  meet	  the	  other	  requirements	  
of	  that	  section.	  Other	  development	  that	  is	  a	  part	  of	  the	  project	  but	  not	  specifically	  
covered	  by	  section	  30233	  (a),	  such	  as	  the	  new	  unpermitted	  pump	  that	  is	  being	  used	  
to	  drain	  the	  wetlands,	  must	  be	  reviewed	  under	  the	  terms	  of	  section	  30240.	  	  
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D.	  

There	  Is	  No	  Evidence	  to	  Support	  the	  Assertion	  That	  The	  Removal	  of	  Sediment	  in	  the	  
Wetland	  Is	  Being	  Undertaken	  for	  Restoration	  Purposes.	  

	  
The	  City	  proposes	  to	  dredge	  sediment	  and	  remove	  vegetation	  from	  wetlands.	  To	  do	  
this,	  it	  must	  meet	  the	  standard	  in	  section	  30233	  (a),	  one	  aspect	  of	  which	  is	  that	  it	  
must	  be	  for	  one	  of	  the	  seven	  purposes	  specified	  in	  that	  section.	  It	  does	  not	  meet	  that	  
standard.	  
	  
The	  City	  asserts	  that	  the	  dredging	  is	  being	  done	  for	  “restoration	  purposes”,	  for	  the	  
benefit	  of	  the	  habitat	  of	  the	  CRLF	  and	  the	  SFGS.	  	  But	  this	  conflates	  the	  restoration	  
aspects	  of	  the	  larger	  project	  proposed	  to	  the	  U.	  S.	  Fish	  and	  Wildlife	  Service	  (USFWS),	  
that	  includes	  mitigation	  components	  such	  as	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  pond1,	  with	  the	  
removal	  of	  sediment	  and	  vegetation	  from	  the	  wetlands,	  that	  is	  being	  done	  solely	  to	  
reduce	  obstructions	  to	  water	  flow	  into	  the	  pump	  intake	  structure.	  The	  Mitigated	  
Negative	  Declaration	  makes	  this	  clear	  when	  it	  states	  that	  “pump	  operation	  is	  
impaired	  by	  sediment	  buildup	  and	  vegetation	  growth	  around	  the	  intake	  structure	  
and	  along	  the	  connecting	  channel”	  between	  Horse	  Stable	  Pond	  and	  Laguna	  Salada	  
(MNG	  p.	  4).	  	  
	  
The	  description	  of	  the	  project	  within	  the	  USFWS	  Biological	  Opinion	  (BO)	  is	  
instructive,	  as	  it	  designates	  as	  flood	  control	  the	  very	  same	  actions	  (dredging	  and	  
vegetation/sediment	  removal)	  that	  the	  City	  claims	  in	  their	  CDP	  to	  be	  restoration.	  
The	  express	  purpose	  of	  the	  construction	  project	  (which	  includes	  the	  dredging	  
described	  in	  the	  CDP	  application),	  as	  proposed	  to	  the	  USFWS	  and	  as	  noted	  in	  the	  BO	  
is	  for	  flood	  control:	  
	  

“As	  described	  in	  the	  biological	  assessment,	  the	  construction	  action	  is	  
intended	  to	  1)	  ensure	  the	  ongoing	  operation	  of	  the	  flood	  control	  
pumps	  and	  worker	  safety	  when	  operating	  and	  maintaining	  the	  pumps	  
and	  2)	  to	  replace	  minor	  infrastructure	  (pathways).”	  USFWS	  BO	  p.	  5	  
(Emphasis	  added).	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  The	  City	  claims	  in	  its	  March	  16,	  2015	  letter	  to	  the	  Commission	  that	  “This	  project	  includes	  
construction	  of	  a	  pond	  to	  increase	  CRLF	  habitat,	  which	  the	  U.S.	  Fish	  and	  Wildlife	  Service	  has	  
requested	  to	  be	  completed	  by	  July	  2,	  2015.”	  This	  claim,	  presumably	  intended	  to	  create	  a	  sense	  of	  
urgency	  within	  the	  Commission,	  fails	  to	  inform	  the	  Commission	  that	  the	  pond	  is	  a	  specific	  mitigation	  
for	  the	  “golf	  course	  maintenance	  and	  operations”	  half	  of	  their	  larger	  project	  that	  they	  submitted	  to	  
the	  USFWS,	  not	  the	  “construction	  activities”	  half	  of	  their	  larger	  project	  that	  they	  submitted	  to	  USFWS	  
and	  that	  is	  the	  sole	  project	  before	  the	  Commission.	  Said	  differently,	  the	  pond	  creation	  is	  an	  irrelevant	  
consideration	  for	  the	  Commission,	  either	  as	  restoration	  or	  as	  mitigation,	  because	  it	  is	  not	  connected	  
to	  the	  development	  described	  within	  the	  CDP	  application.	  See	  USFWS	  BO	  pg.	  19	  for	  listing	  of	  pond	  
construction	  as	  mitigation	  under	  “golf	  course	  maintenance	  and	  operations.”	  
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The	  USFWS	  BO	  then	  goes	  on	  to	  describe	  the	  City’s	  own	  Biological	  Assessment	  (BA)	  
that	  it	  submitted	  to	  USFWS,	  describing	  the	  proposed	  actions	  that	  are	  needed	  to	  
address	  the	  above	  mentioned	  flood	  control	  purposes:	  
	  

“Currently,	  the	  biological	  assessment	  states	  that	  two	  factors	  adversely	  
affect	  the	  operation	  of	  the	  pumps.	  First,	  pump	  operation	  is	  impaired	  
by	  sediment	  buildup	  and	  vegetation	  growth	  around	  the	  pump	  intake	  
structure	  and	  along	  the	  connecting	  channel	  between	  Laguna	  Salada	  
and	  Horse	  Stable	  Pond.	  Second,	  pump	  operation	  is	  impaired	  by	  the	  
buildup	  of	  vegetation	  on	  the	  pump	  intake	  screens.	  In	  order	  for	  the	  
pumps	  to	  function	  properly,	  the	  existing	  screens	  at	  the	  intake	  must	  be	  
kept	  clear	  of	  vegetation	  buildup.	  The	  maintenance	  of	  the	  screens,	  
including	  the	  removal	  of	  debris	  buildup,	  can	  be	  necessary	  as	  
frequently	  as	  daily	  during	  the	  rainy	  season.	  Such	  maintenance	  often	  
occurs	  while	  the	  pumps	  are	  being	  operated	  during	  or	  immediately	  
after	  storm	  events	  when	  poor	  visibility,	  slippery	  conditions,	  and	  high	  
water	  levels	  present	  hazards	  to	  access	  and	  maintenance.”	  USFWS	  BO	  
pg.	  5	  (Emphasis	  added)	  

	  
If	  the	  City	  thought	  that	  the	  removal	  of	  sediment	  and	  vegetation	  was	  actually	  
“restoration”	  to	  benefit	  the	  protected	  species,	  as	  they	  assert	  to	  the	  Commission,	  why	  
would	  they	  describe	  the	  very	  same	  development	  to	  the	  USFWS	  as	  intended	  to	  
“ensure	  the	  ongoing	  operation	  of	  the	  flood	  control	  pumps”?	  The	  plain	  language	  of	  
this	  project,	  as	  it	  has	  been	  presented	  for	  some	  time,	  until	  it	  was	  reworded	  and	  
submitted	  to	  the	  CCC,	  demonstrates	  that	  this	  project	  is	  not	  a	  restoration	  project.	  It	  is	  
noteworthy	  that	  there	  is	  not	  even	  one	  word	  mentioning	  restoration	  (or	  forms	  of	  the	  
word	  “restore”)	  within	  the	  USFWS	  BO’s	  description	  of	  the	  project.	  In	  fact,	  any	  
habitat	  benefit	  that	  would	  be	  created	  by	  the	  larger	  project	  proposed	  to	  the	  USFWS	  is	  
actually	  mitigation	  for	  that	  larger	  project	  and	  not	  restoration.2	  
	  
If	  this	  project	  were	  a	  restoration	  project,	  there	  would	  be	  consideration	  of	  very	  
important	  factors	  that	  have	  never	  been	  considered	  by	  agencies	  reviewing	  this	  
project.	  Those	  factors	  would	  have	  included	  whether	  or	  not	  creating	  additional	  
breeding	  habitat	  is	  more	  beneficial	  than	  destroying	  cover	  habitat,	  and	  whether	  or	  
not	  the	  proposed	  location	  for	  additional	  breeding	  habitat	  is	  even	  valuable,	  given	  its	  
immediate	  proximity	  to	  the	  pumps	  that	  the	  FWS	  BO	  states	  have	  the	  potential	  to	  
entrain	  egg	  masses3	  	  
	  
None	  of	  these	  factors	  relating	  to	  potential	  restoration	  activities	  was	  ever	  presented	  
to	  or	  considered	  by	  the	  USFWS.	  The	  City	  did	  not	  review	  these	  factors	  because	  the	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  The	  USFWS	  BO	  contains	  more	  than	  8	  pages	  of	  conditions	  that	  were	  “proposed	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Project	  
in	  order	  to	  minimize	  its	  potential	  effects	  on	  the	  listed	  species	  or	  their	  habitat.”	  USFWS	  BO	  p.	  10	  
3“A	  second	  source	  of	  potential	  California	  red-‐legged	  frog	  mortality	  in	  response	  to	  pump	  operation	  is	  
through	  entrainment	  (individuals	  being	  pulled	  along	  with	  water	  into	  and	  through	  the	  screen	  and	  
pipes	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  pumping	  action)	  of	  egg	  masses	  and	  individual	  larvae	  at	  the	  pumps.”	  FWS	  BO	  
pg.	  33	  
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plan	  from	  day	  one	  was	  to	  dredge	  a	  very	  particular	  area	  that	  was	  impairing	  flood	  
control	  operations.	  The	  USFWS	  did	  not	  review	  these	  factors	  because	  the	  project	  
before	  them	  was	  not	  for	  restoration	  purposes,	  and	  the	  legal	  obligation	  of	  the	  USFWS	  
when	  presented	  with	  a	  permit	  application	  (in	  this	  case,	  for	  flood	  control	  operations)	  
is	  to	  minimize	  “take”	  (killing),	  not	  to	  recommend	  alternatives	  or	  set	  policy	  for	  
restoration.	  	  
	  
Regardless	  of	  whether	  this	  sediment	  and	  vegetation	  removal	  is	  consistent	  with	  
USFWS	  standards	  as	  part	  of	  a	  larger	  project,	  it	  must	  also	  independently	  be	  
consistent	  with	  section	  30233	  (a)	  (6).	  Quite	  simply,	  making	  the	  operation	  of	  the	  
pumps	  more	  efficient	  is	  not	  a	  “restoration	  purpose”.	  	  
	  
The	  Society	  for	  Ecological	  Restoration	  defines	  ecological	  restoration	  as	  an	  
“intentional	  activity	  that	  initiates	  or	  accelerates	  the	  recovery	  of	  an	  ecosystem	  with	  
respect	  to	  its	  health,	  integrity	  and	  sustainability”.	  In	  its	  prior	  actions	  the	  
Commission	  has	  always	  considered	  “restoration	  purposes”	  to	  mean	  genuine	  
restoration,	  something	  that	  “accelerates	  the	  recovery	  of	  an	  ecosystem	  with	  respect	  
to	  its	  health,	  integrity	  and	  sustainability”.	  If	  the	  Commission	  were	  to	  allow	  the	  sort	  
of	  pretextual	  restoration	  that	  the	  City	  proposes	  here,	  there	  would	  be	  no	  limit	  to	  the	  
wetland	  development	  that	  could	  be	  permitted	  under	  that	  section.	  	  To	  paraphrase	  
the	  language	  of	  the	  Court	  in	  Bolsa	  Chica,	  such	  an	  exception	  would	  entirely	  consume	  
the	  original	  limitation.	  If	  restoration	  doesn’t	  mean	  what	  it	  says,	  it	  becomes	  
meaningless.	  
	  
The	  City	  does	  not	  present	  any	  evidence	  that	  its	  proposed	  sediment	  and	  vegetation	  
removal	  from	  Horse	  Stable	  Pond	  and	  the	  connecting	  channel	  is	  for	  restoration	  
purposes.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  WEI	  has	  presented	  substantial	  evidence	  that	  the	  
sediment	  and	  vegetation	  removal,	  both	  the	  direct	  construction	  impacts	  and	  the	  
direct	  impacts	  to	  ongoing	  pumphouse	  operations,	  would	  be	  harmful	  to	  the	  habitat	  of	  
the	  CRLF	  and	  the	  SFGS,	  as	  well	  as	  to	  the	  integrity	  and	  functionality	  of	  the	  wetland	  
complex	  itself.	  	  
	  
First,	  as	  the	  USFWS	  noted	  in	  its	  BO,	  the	  dredging	  activity	  itself	  could	  increase	  
mortality	  in	  CRLF.	  
	  

“The	  sediment	  layer	  in	  Horse	  Stable	  Pond	  could	  be	  anoxic	  and	  contain	  
hydrogen	  sulfide	  (Baye	  2012).	  Resuspension	  of	  anoxic	  hydrogen	  
sulfide	  sediments	  may	  result	  in	  pulses	  of	  low	  oxygen	  conditions	  in	  
Horse	  Stable	  Pond	  which	  could	  cause	  mortality	  of	  California	  red-‐
legged	  frog	  larvae	  and	  juveniles.”	  (USFWS	  BO,	  p.	  31).	  

	  
Second,	  the	  sediment	  and	  vegetation	  removal	  could	  increase	  predation	  and	  
mortality	  of	  the	  CRLF.	  As	  San	  Francisco	  State	  professor	  and	  amphibian	  expert	  Dr.	  
Vance	  Vredenburg	  stated	  in	  his	  March	  25,	  2014	  letter	  to	  the	  Board	  of	  Supervisors,	  
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“because	  the	  Pumphouse	  project	  proposes	  to	  destroy	  the	  frog’s	  
aquatic	  cover	  habitat,	  the	  project	  will	  make	  the	  frog	  more	  vulnerable	  
to	  predators.	  The	  proposed	  advantages	  of	  this	  habitat	  destruction	  are	  
unsupported	  by	  any	  evidence”.	  	  (Vredenburg,	  p.	  9).	  

	  
Finally,	  even	  if	  there	  were	  some	  habitat	  benefit	  to	  the	  dredging,	  the	  location	  at	  
which	  it	  is	  proposed	  near	  the	  pumps	  is	  entirely	  unsuitable.	  While	  dredging	  near	  the	  
pumps	  may	  enhance	  pumping	  operations,	  it	  is	  completely	  inappropriate	  for	  habitat	  
enhancement	  due	  to	  the	  danger	  of	  entrainment.	  It	  is	  alarming	  that	  the	  City	  would	  
even	  suggest	  that	  it	  is	  good	  conservation	  strategy	  to	  create	  breeding	  habitat	  that	  
encourages	  frogs	  to	  lay	  eggs	  immediately	  adjacent	  to	  the	  pumps	  that	  can	  kill	  them	  
very	  quickly,	  especially	  when	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  project	  is	  to	  make	  the	  operation	  of	  
the	  pumps	  more	  efficient4.	  No	  matter	  how	  it	  is	  analyzed,	  the	  proposed	  dredging	  of	  
sediment	  and	  vegetation	  removal	  cannot	  be	  found	  to	  be	  for	  “restoration	  purposes”,	  
as	  is	  required	  by	  section	  30233	  (a)	  (6).	  It	  is	  a	  flood	  control	  project	  that	  enhances	  the	  
operation	  of	  the	  pumps,	  but	  it	  is	  harmful	  to	  the	  health,	  integrity	  and	  sustainability	  of	  
the	  ecosystem	  that	  supports	  the	  CRLF	  and	  the	  SFGS.	  It	  must	  be	  denied.	  
	  
Even	  if	  the	  Commission	  were	  to	  determine	  that	  restoration	  purposes,	  rather	  than	  
flood	  control,	  was	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  then	  properly	  analyzed	  the	  project	  
within	  a	  restoration	  framework,	  and	  even	  if,	  pursuant	  to	  that	  analysis	  the	  
Commission	  determined	  that	  the	  best	  location	  for	  creating	  breeding	  habitat	  was	  
immediately	  adjacent	  to	  the	  pumps	  that	  can	  entrain	  and	  kill	  the	  egg	  masses,	  still,	  
section	  30233	  (a)	  requires	  that	  there	  be	  “no	  feasible	  less	  environmentally	  damaging	  
alternative”	  to	  the	  project.	  
	  
The	  National	  Parks	  Conservation	  Association,	  in	  its	  letter	  to	  the	  Commission	  of	  
March	  25,	  2015,	  has	  described	  alternatives	  that	  are	  less	  environmentally	  damaging.	  
	  

“If	  the	  fundamental	  problem	  for	  drainage	  of	  the	  lagoon	  is	  in	  fact	  the	  
spread	  of	  tules	  and	  cattails,	  then	  there	  are	  low-‐impact	  alternative	  
methods	  to	  limit	  or	  reverse	  their	  spread	  into	  the	  lagoon.	  If	  the	  
fundamental	  problem	  for	  drainage	  of	  the	  lagoon	  is	  sedimentation	  (as	  
claimed	  without	  evidence	  from	  bathymetry	  or	  sediment	  cores),	  then	  
sediment	  detention	  (artificial	  ponds,	  marsh	  detention	  basins,	  flood	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  A	  discussion	  of	  the	  unsuitability	  of	  the	  proposed	  habitat	  development	  is	  described	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  
NPCA’s	  3.25.15	  letter	  to	  CCC	  Pg.	  3-‐4	  that	  includes:	  “This	  location	  of	  maximum	  pump-‐induced	  current	  
velocity	  and	  entrainment	  potential	  for	  aquatic	  organisms	  including	  frog	  larvae)	  was	  not	  proposed	  by	  
USFWS	  as	  a	  suitable	  location	  for	  “habitat	  enhancement”	  for	  CRLF.	  It	  analyzed	  impacts	  of	  this	  action	  
and	  authorized	  incidental	  take	  of	  listed	  wildlife	  species.	  Similarly,	  USFWS	  did	  not	  propose	  a	  linear	  
canal	  (drainage	  ditch)	  as	  an	  optimal	  configuration	  of	  open	  water	  habitat	  for	  listed	  species.	  The	  
USFWS	  recovery	  plan	  for	  CRLF	  does	  not	  recommend	  ditch	  maintenance	  or	  forebay	  dredging	  as	  
actions	  promoting	  the	  recovery	  of	  CRLF.	  The	  USFWS	  BO	  did	  not	  analyze	  environmentally	  preferable	  
alternatives	  that	  would	  better	  promote	  recovery	  of	  CRLF;	  this	  was	  outside	  the	  scope	  of	  the	  BO,	  which	  
analyzed	  and	  authorized	  effects	  of	  the	  proposed	  action	  and	  associated	  “incidental	  take”	  of	  listed	  
species.	  The	  scope	  of	  the	  USFWS	  BO	  did	  not	  include	  overall	  wetland	  habitat	  or	  ecosystem	  impact	  
assessment.”	  
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spreading	  zones)	  upstream	  of	  Horse	  Stable	  Pond	  along	  the	  Sanchez	  
Creek	  freshwater	  riparian	  zone	  should	  trap	  sediment	  and	  rectify	  HSP	  
sedimentation	  if	  it	  actually	  exists.	  Alternative	  tule	  and	  cattail	  
management	  would	  consist	  of	  conventional	  water	  depth	  management	  
of	  marsh	  and	  ponds.	  The	  growing	  season	  water	  depths	  of	  the	  lower	  
edges	  of	  tules	  and	  cattails	  (border	  of	  open	  water)	  should	  be	  raised	  
from	  existing	  2-‐4	  ft.	  depths	  to	  a	  minimum	  of	  4	  ft.	  depths,	  and	  
amphibious	  mowing	  equipment	  should	  cut	  tules	  and	  cattails	  to	  
stumps	  before	  winter	  flood-‐up	  and	  frog	  breeding	  season	  begins.	  
Without	  above-‐water	  oxygen	  transport	  between	  rhizomes	  and	  dead	  
standing	  shoots,	  deeply	  submerged	  tule	  and	  cattail	  stumps	  will	  die	  
back.	  Aquatic	  mowing	  below	  depths	  of	  submergence	  tolerance	  is	  a	  
conventional	  managed	  wetland	  technique”	  (pp.	  4-‐5).	  

	  
Because	  the	  dredging	  project	  proposed	  by	  the	  City	  to	  remove	  sediment	  and	  
vegetation	  does	  not	  meet	  any	  of	  the	  purposes	  allowed	  by	  Coastal	  Act	  section	  30233	  
(a),	  and	  because	  even	  if	  it	  did,	  there	  is	  a	  feasible	  less	  environmentally	  damaging	  
alternative	  that	  could	  be	  utilized	  to	  achieve	  the	  City’s	  objectives,	  the	  Commission	  
must	  deny	  the	  proposed	  dredging	  project	  because	  it	  is	  inconsistent	  with	  that	  
section.	  
	  

E.	  
The	  New	  Unpermitted	  Pumps	  That	  Almost	  Triple	  the	  Rate	  of	  Pumping	  from	  That	  
Which	  The	  City	  Asserts	  to	  Be	  the	  Original	  Pre-‐Coastal	  Rate	  Significantly	  Disrupt	  the	  
Habitat	  Values	  of	  the	  Wetland/ESHA.	  Nor	  Are	  They	  Dependent	  upon	  the	  Habitat	  
Resources	  of	  the	  Wetland/ESHA.	  They	  Cannot	  Be	  Approved	  Consistent	  With	  Either	  

Section	  30240	  or	  Section	  30233	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Act.	  
	  
The	  City	  concedes	  that	  the	  pumps	  that	  are	  now	  in	  place	  that	  drain	  the	  wetlands	  far	  
exceed	  the	  pumping	  capacity	  of	  the	  pump	  that	  was	  part	  of	  the	  original	  golf	  course	  
design	  and	  installation.	  In	  its	  letter	  of	  March	  16,	  2015	  the	  City	  states	  that	  the	  pumps	  
in	  operation	  today	  are	  together	  rated	  at	  a	  capacity	  of	  11,500	  gallons	  per	  minute	  
(GPM),	  as	  compared	  to	  the	  4,000	  GPM	  rating	  of	  the	  pump	  placed	  in	  operation	  in	  
1941.	  Apparently	  the	  large	  pump	  now	  in	  operation	  was	  installed	  in	  2010.	  At	  various	  
times	  the	  City	  has	  suggested	  that	  this	  pump	  replaced	  a	  pump	  with	  the	  same	  rating,	  
and	  that	  the	  pumping,	  like	  all	  of	  the	  operational	  aspects	  of	  the	  golf	  course,	  is	  beyond	  
the	  review	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Commission	  because	  they	  have	  a	  vested	  right	  to	  this	  
development	  pursuant	  to	  Coastal	  Act	  section	  30608.	  Neither	  of	  these	  claims	  can	  be	  
substantiated.	  
	  
As	  noted	  earlier,	  the	  City	  has	  provided	  no	  evidence	  that	  it	  has	  sought	  and	  obtained	  a	  
determination	  of	  vested	  rights,	  as	  is	  required	  by	  the	  Act	  and	  by	  the	  Commission’s	  
implementing	  regulations	  (CCR	  sections	  13200,	  et.	  seq.).	  Nor	  has	  it	  provided	  any	  
evidence	  that	  it	  has	  obtained	  the	  required	  coastal	  development	  permit	  for	  the	  
installation	  of	  the	  new	  pump.	  Under	  these	  circumstances	  the	  new	  pump	  is	  illegal,	  its	  
placement	  and	  its	  operation	  in	  violation	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Act.	  The	  City	  asserts	  that	  the	  
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primary	  purpose	  of	  the	  pumping	  is	  to	  protect	  the	  CRLF,	  with	  the	  secondary	  purpose	  
being	  to	  limit	  flooding	  on	  the	  golf	  course.	  As	  is	  discussed	  in	  the	  previous	  section,	  this	  
assertion	  is	  disingenuous,	  to	  say	  the	  least.	  The	  only	  purpose	  of	  the	  pumping	  is	  to	  
limit	  flooding	  on	  the	  golf	  course.	  There	  is	  no	  evidence	  that	  draining	  the	  wetlands	  
protects	  the	  CRLF.	  Instead,	  the	  evidence	  suggests	  that	  the	  CRLF	  is	  severely	  harmed	  
by	  the	  rapid	  pumping	  and	  draining	  of	  the	  wetlands	  that	  are	  the	  core	  of	  its	  habitat.	  
	  
The	  USFWS	  identified	  several	  significant	  impacts	  of	  the	  City’s	  pumping.	  First,	  direct	  
mortality	  to	  the	  CRLF	  could	  result	  “through	  stranding	  and	  subsequent	  desiccation	  of	  
frog	  egg	  masses”	  (USFWS	  BO	  p.33)	  as	  a	  result	  of	  artificially	  lowering	  water	  levels	  by	  
pumping.	  Second,	  CRLF	  mortality	  could	  occur	  through	  entrainment	  of	  egg	  masses	  
and	  individual	  larvae	  at	  the	  pumps.	  In	  addition,	  USFWS	  identified	  pumping	  risks	  
from	  drawing	  down	  the	  water	  levels	  artificially	  during	  the	  summer,	  and	  of	  salinity	  
intrusion	  and	  of	  pH	  changes,	  all	  of	  which	  could	  degrade	  CRLF	  habitat.	  Of	  all	  of	  these	  
impacts,	  the	  most	  significant	  is	  the	  artificially	  rapid	  alteration	  of	  water	  levels.	  As	  Dr.	  
Vredenburg	  stated	  in	  his	  letter	  of	  March	  25,	  2014:	  
	  

“The	  best	  way	  to	  safeguard	  the	  frog	  is	  to	  reduce	  unnatural	  variation	  in	  
pond	  levels,	  which	  is	  known	  to	  harm	  the	  frog	  and	  the	  habitat	  it	  needs	  
to	  survive.	  These	  frogs	  evolved	  with	  naturally	  fluctuating	  water	  levels	  
in	  ponds;	  the	  best	  thing	  we	  can	  do	  to	  insure	  their	  survival	  and	  recovery	  
is	  to	  let	  the	  water	  levels	  at	  Sharp	  Park	  mimic	  these	  natural	  conditions;	  
not	  drain	  the	  wetland	  complex	  at	  increasingly	  unnatural	  rates.”	  (pp.	  9-‐
10).	  

	  
In	  attempting	  to	  justify	  dredging	  to	  enhance	  the	  operation	  of	  its	  illegal	  pump,	  the	  
City	  undercuts	  its	  own	  case	  with	  respect	  to	  water	  levels.	  In	  an	  earlier	  part	  of	  its	  
March	  16	  letter,	  while	  attempting	  to	  argue	  against	  a	  suggested	  alternative	  of	  
keeping	  the	  water	  level	  in	  the	  wetlands	  high	  enough	  to	  drown	  the	  cattails	  and	  tules,	  
the	  City	  states	  that	  water	  level	  “retreat	  would	  result	  in	  mortality	  of	  early	  life-‐stage	  
CRLF	  unable	  to	  survive	  and	  migrate	  to	  nearby	  perennial	  water	  bodies”.	  This	  
suggests	  that	  the	  City	  is	  fully	  aware	  that	  the	  pumping	  itself,	  by	  quickly	  reducing	  the	  
water	  level	  in	  the	  wetlands,	  results	  in	  mortality	  of	  the	  CRLF,	  quite	  the	  opposite	  of	  
protecting	  it,	  as	  the	  City	  claims	  in	  its	  CDP	  application	  to	  be	  the	  purpose	  of	  pumping.	  
	  
The	  triple-‐size	  pump	  that	  was	  installed	  without	  benefit	  of	  permit	  exacerbates	  these	  
impacts.	  The	  use	  of	  this	  increased	  capacity	  pump	  significantly	  disrupts	  the	  habitat	  
values	  that	  sustain	  the	  CRLF	  (and	  thus	  the	  SFGS),	  and	  cannot	  even	  be	  argued	  to	  be	  a	  
“use	  dependent	  on	  those	  (ESHA)	  resources”.	  Thus	  this	  illegally	  installed	  pump	  is	  
inconsistent	  with	  both	  prongs	  of	  section	  30240.	  If	  the	  Commission	  instead	  chooses	  
to	  characterize	  the	  pump	  as	  “fill”	  of	  wetlands,	  the	  new	  pump	  still	  must	  be	  denied,	  
because	  it	  does	  not	  serve	  any	  of	  the	  allowable	  purposes	  enumerated	  in	  section	  
30233	  (a).	  Approval	  of	  the	  installation	  of	  the	  new	  pump	  must	  be	  denied,	  and	  the	  
overall	  project	  conditioned,	  if	  approved,	  to	  require	  that	  the	  City	  replace	  the	  new	  
pump	  with	  one	  that	  has	  a	  capacity	  of	  4,000	  GPM.	  	  
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For	  all	  of	  these	  reasons	  the	  City’s	  proposed	  project,	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  it	  would	  
permit	  sediment	  and	  vegetation	  removal	  from	  Horse	  Stable	  Pond	  and	  the	  
connecting	  channel,	  and	  to	  extent	  that	  it	  would	  permit	  the	  installation	  of	  a	  pump	  
with	  a	  capacity	  greater	  than	  4000	  GPM,	  should	  be	  denied.	  In	  all	  other	  respects	  the	  
project	  should	  be	  reviewed	  under	  the	  standards	  of	  Coastal	  Act	  sections	  30233	  (a)	  
and	  30240,	  as	  discussed	  above.	  
	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Sincerely,	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   [Original	  signed	  by]	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Ralph	  Faust	  
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California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco CA 94105
 
29 March 2015
 
Re: Coastal Development Permit 2-12-104, Sharp Park Pump House Project
            Commission Hearing, San Rafael, CA,  April 15-17, 2015
 
Honorable Commissioners and Staff,
 
As an environmental educator living in Pacifica and retired from the San Francisco 
Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD), I maintain a lively concern for listed 
species. I currently monitor Snowy Plovers for California State Parks and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Mission Blue Butterflies for the GGNRA. The fate 
of Pacifica’s only remaining coastal lagoon, its endangered snakes and threatened 
frogs and the diving grebes, coots and terns worries me.
 
It was an encouraging moment when SFRPD in a February 23, 2011, press release 
wrote, “A long-term plan to naturally manage the coastal areas of Sharp Park 
was found to be the most sustainable and cost-effective approach…" The 
release quoted General Manager Phil Ginsburg as saying, "We also accept the 
consensus which is forming to naturally manage the coastal areas at Sharp 
Park over the long term." See http://sfrecpark.org/a-vision-for-sharp-park-comes-
into-focus/
  
All but two parts of this proposal before you contradict Mr. Ginsberg’s statement in 
that press release. This current proposal adds both more concrete and the 
potentially damaging effects of dredging. 
 
1.  Moving the cart path on the fourteenth fairway further east and out of the marsh 
should have been done years ago. On November 1, 2011, I happened to drive by 
and observed a mower moving south along the edge of fairway 14 followed by a 
blower sending sizable pieces of vegetation into the marsh. From my car on 
Francisco Boulevard, it was clear that the pieces in the air were far larger than 
grass clippings and must have been coming from the “no-mow” 
rough. Unfortunately I had no camera with me. Exploring the area a few days later, I 
could easily identify the cut stems and damaged Silverweed Cinquefoil.
 
2.  The new pond is necessary but cannot be considered to replace the open water 
lost at a reduced Laguna Salada. The pond is, in fact, separately required by 

Margaret Goodale
1135 Palou Drive
Pacifica CA 94044
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USFWS as mitigation for San Francisco having previously moved California Red-
legged Frog eggs without a permit and for the damage that will be caused by the 
proposed dredging.
 
3.  At the pump house, adding stairs, a catwalk around the water intake structure, 
and concrete piers to support the catwalk creates an attractive nuisance, which 
should be fenced. However, because the water gauge is inside the pump intake 
structure, it can only be seen from immediately above the screening.  Fencing 
eliminates any independent verification of the water level mandated by USFWS. 
 
I want access to the gauge to check on the water levels and record the height of 
the water when I am in the area. Please note that the water level in my August 28, 
2009 photos taken at Horse Stable Pond is far below the level on the gauge of 1.0 
that the USFWS Biological Opinion approves. With more-than-adequate predictions 
of last summer’s drought, SFRPD should have anticipated that lowering the water 
level to the minimum allowed would cause tule growth.  

20140828-DSCN3926.JPG, looking into the intake structure, gauge <0

Margaret Goodale
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20140828-DSC_0605.jpg, heron footprints in the mud just outside the intake, 
extreme low water

About four or five years ago, SFRPD invested in a new, higher volume pump. 
10,000 gallons per minute can now be removed from Horse Stable Pond and be 
sent gushing out onto the beach. The Pied-billed Grebe and Coots that once 
nested at the pond are gone to seek deeper water elsewhere. Their habitat could 
have been saved simply by maintaining a higher water level.
 
SFRPD's management of the water level by pumping has repeatedly created 
conditions of shallow water that allow tule and cattail to fill in the pond. With the 
new, powerful pump SFRPD has, by lowering the water level, invited the growth of 
tule at Horse Stable Pond that SFRPD now claims must be dredged. 

4.  Dredging to remove the tule and cattail is the most important part of this 
proposal today and will have the most damaging and profound impacts. SFRPD 
proposes to dredge both Horse Stable Pond and its connection to Laguna Salada 
in order to remove water from the lagoon more quickly. With lower water in Laguna 
Salada, the same natural processes that responded to the artificially shallow water 
at Horse Stable Pond and filled it with tule will operate at Laguna Salada. 
 

Margaret Goodale
1135 Palou Drive
Pacifica CA 94044
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During my 38 years in Pacifica I have watched Laguna Salada shrink drastically due 
to the SFRPD’s management practices. The Coastal Records Project aerial photos 
show a U-shaped lagoon as recently as 1993. My own photos taken at random 
times show open water with diving birds at Horse Stable Pond prior to the 
installation of the new, high capacity pump. 

Coastal Records Project image 199300132005, HSP(lower right) and lagoon

Continuing to drain Laguna Salada will promote the invasion of native wetland 
vegetation that normally grows only in shallow water. If Mr. Ginsburg’s statements 
about a naturally managed system are to be believed, this is the perfect opportunity 
to put in play natural management of the vegetation without dredging but rather by 
allowing deeper water.
 
Please consider a less damaging alternative to dredging: the flooding of shallow 
areas to a depth that prevents tule growth and maintains a healthy lagoon and 
pond. Even when the course is flooded, golf continues as evidenced by my March 
27, 2009, photo taken from the highest hill at Mori Point. The golfers seem to have 
no problem playing around the puddles. The small photos are enlarged details 
excerpted from the larger one of the full lagoon.

Margaret Goodale
1135 Palou Drive
Pacifica CA 94044
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20090327DSC_120_84.JPG shows full lagoon & flooded course, March 27, 2009

20090327DSC_120_84-version 2.JPG shows the upper left, golfers west of lagoon

\

Margaret Goodale
1135 Palou Drive
Pacifica CA 94044
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20090327DSC_120_84-version 3.JPG, golfers at north end of lagoon

20090327DSC_120_84-version 4.JPG, golfers at northeast of lagoon

20090327DSC_120_84-version 5.JPG, cart & golfers on green southeast of lagoon

Margaret Goodale
1135 Palou Drive
Pacifica CA 94044
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As California enters a serious drought, my concern is for the ultimate survival of the 
wetland.  The water level is critical to the health of the lagoon. With the dredging of 
Horse Stable Pond and the resulting draining of Laguna Salada, there is a real risk 
that, as sea level rises, the sadly diminished lagoon will have no defense against 
salt intrusion from the pressure of high tides. If Laguna Salada is to have a future, 
its slow, incremental destruction must stop.

Please, hold Mr. Ginsburg to his word. Vote to keep the lagoon wetland alive, and 
do not allow San Francisco to turn it into a salty, dead water hazard.

Thank you for your protection of our precious California Coast,

Margaret Goodale
Pacifica

Margaret Goodale
1135 Palou Drive
Pacifica CA 94044
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Executive Summary 

After reviewing SFRPD’s application and their subsequent March 16, 2015 submittal, there continues to 
be significant inadequacies, vague or inconsistent information, unresolved/unpermitted development and 
associated impacts, and improper project description.  This lack of information supports a staff decision to 
“continue” the application process because the application is incomplete at this time, or reject it. It is 
difficult for us to see how “conditioning” a permit approval addresses these issues, though we believe 
CCC should promptly restore the pumphouse to pre-coastal status of 4,000 GPM. Additionally, the 
artificial deadline of July 2, 2015 SFRPD claims as reason to approve this full project is improper. The 
pond noted in the FWS BO is not before the CCC as part of this CDP application and can advance 
independently.  

Key points supporting “incomplete application/information” that are described in more detailed 
in the appendix are: 

- Vague, inconsistent, and unsupported information and project description  
o Project description and purpose cannot be evaluated as a single project purpose 
o No evidence supporting the foundation of SFRPD’s problem statement: 

sedimentation 
o Missing information and standard analysis on basic dredging project description 

 

- Omission of unauthorized development activities, including installation and operation of 
larger pumps to drain wetlands faster and encroachment on and mowing of wetlands 
without vested rights. 

o Project description and environmental analysis omits analysis of cumulative 
impacts from essentially related activities for flood control, rock armor 
reinforcement, and mowing of emergent marsh vegetation 

o No evidence that the pumphouse operation is essential component of habitat or 
restoration rather than solely for flood control. Inconsistencies with SFRPD’s 
description of pumphouse purpose. 

 

- Incomplete information on feasible less environmentally damaging alternatives and 
inadequate CCC jurisdiction-specific CEQA  

o The SFRPD’s Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) failed to consider feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternatives for controlling the spread of marsh vegetation 

o Compliance with Coastal Commission’s regulations regarding dredging in wetlands 
require the analysis of feasible alternatives to dredging in wetlands. Commission cannot 
rely on SFRPD MND documents for its compliance for activities subject to its 
jurisdiction and policies.  

o To date, no review process, including the MND and FWS’s Biological Opinion (BO), has 
evaluated less-damaging alternatives. 

o SFRPD has failed to provide an objective threshold for “feasibility” regarding tolerance 
of golf recreation for seasonal fluctuation in lagoon water levels.  

o The alternative of “reasonable range” of increased water levels as threshold for pumping 
in winter and summer was not analyzed with or without aquatic mowing to control tule 
spread.  
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- FWS narrowly-scoped “take minimization” review process applies different, less 
restoration-focused standards than CCC’s review process. 

o The location of maximum pump-induced current velocity and entrainment potential for 
aquatic organisms including frog larvae) was not proposed by USFWS as a suitable 
location for “habitat enhancement” for CRLF and USFWS did not propose a linear canal 
(drainage ditch) as an optimal configuration of open water habitat for listed species.  

o SFRPD inappropriately points to a BO issued by the USFWS within a narrow process 
that: a) did not by legal requirement or design have a review process for impacts to 
wetlands; b) was procedurally foreclosed from considering any alternatives to the project 
(only a jeopardy finding triggers consideration of alternatives); and c) was designed to 
allow for and minimize the killing of endangered species rather than restore or protect the 
species.  

o The USFWS BO did not analyze environmentally preferable alternatives that would 
better promote recovery of CRLF; this was outside the scope of the BO, which analyzed 
and authorized effects of the proposed action and associated “incidental take” of listed 
species. The scope of the USFWS BO did not overall wetland habitat or ecosystem 
impact assessment.  

o SFRPD’s project description and previous review does not provide information needed 
for CCC to address its key jurisdiction questions on wetlands that inform indirect impacts 
of pumping and water management, arguably the project’s overall purpose: Key 
questions that need to be addressed by the Staff report to correct deficiencies in project 
description and alternatives analysis are provided in the appendix. 

 
- Low-impact alternative methods of managing “excessive” tule and cattail growth exist 

 
o Appendix highlights this alternative, which unlike SFRPD’s proposal, is consistent with 

Commission wetland and habitat restoration goals. Components include combination of 
aquatic mowing and water level rise during growing season, directly addressing problem 
statement that low water levels encourages growth/spread of vegetation (a theory adopted 
by FSW in their BO 

 

- Golf Course and Pumphouse Operations, and its connectedness to this Project: 
o The golf course and its operations are within the scope of this Project because the project 

activities would directly change the environmental impact of the pumping operation, even 
if the pumping protocols do not change (the protocols have triggers, albeit insufficient, 
associated with the CRLF and are not designed to protect wetlands).  

o SFRPD states that a 4,000 gallon-per-minute (GPM) capacity pumping operation was 
installed in 1941, yet it has subsequently altered the pumping operation by adding a pump 
and increasing the total pump capacity to 11,500 GPM. SFRPD never conducted an 
environmental review of the change in pumps and the subsequent increase in wetlands 
draining, and it never sought permits for this change in pumps and pumping 
levels/capacity from the Coastal Commission.  

- Though flooding of the existing wetlands occurs regularly, golf is still offered and played, 
and does not lead to shutdown of the course.  

o Various sources of data (first-hand accounts, photographic evidence, yelp reviews from 
Sharp Park golfers) confirms that golfing continues even when the course is flooded or 
holes are closed for other reasons. SFRPD’s claim that the “golf course would have to 
shut down” is unreasonable and not supported by their own actions.  
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Appendix 

After reviewing SFRPD’s application and their subsequent March 16, 2015 submittal, there continues to 
be significant inadequacies, vague or inconsistent information, unresolved/unpermitted development and 
associated impacts, and improper project description.  This lack of information supports a staff decision to 
“continue” the application process because the application is incomplete at this time, or reject it. It is 
difficult for us to see how “conditioning” a permit approval addresses these issues, though we believe 
CCC should promptly restore the pumphouse to pre-coastal status of 4,000 GPM. Additionally, the 
artificial deadline of July 2, 2015 SFRPD claims as reason to approve this full project is improper. The 
pond noted in the FWS BO is not before the CCC as part of this CDP application and can advance 
independently.  

 Key points supporting “incomplete application/information” include: 

- Vague, inconsistent, and unsupported information and project description  
o Project description and purpose: project elements include a mix of recreation-purpose and 

flood control-purpose actions, some with no independent utility but for operation of the 
upgraded 2010 high capacity pumps. Activities with different primary purposes, such as 
golf cart realignment, bank stabilization, stairway access improvements, and dredging in 
wetlands cannot be evaluated as a single project purpose.  

o Sedimentation is claimed as the sole reason for vegetation spread, yet no evidence, study, 
or data has been submitted that either demonstrates the location, extent, or volume of 
sediment deposits within Laguna Salada or Horse Stable Pond, or their relationship to the 
spread of tules and cattails. The spread of tules and cattails is sufficiently explained by 
natural vegetative spread in shallow water depths within the range of tolerance of these 
species. Artificial drainage of the lagoon by pumps maintains extensive water depths less 
than 3 feet over the margins of the lagoon bed, as shown by the SFRPD’s own hydrology 
studies. This maintains suitable hydrology for continued spread of cattails and tules 
without changes in sedimentation.  USFWS agreed, citing in their Biological Opinion 
(BO) that “[s]hallow water [from summer welands draining] promotes the growth of 
cattails and tules causing the gradual encroachment of vegetation and loss of open water 
habitat…” (pg. 34). Moreover, the sole source of watershed sediment (Sanchez Creek) is 
separated from Horse Stable Pond by a major sediment trap formed by willow thickets 
and loss of defined channel bed and banks, lacking direct channel connectivity for 
sediment transport to Horse Stable Pond. The Sharp Park Conceptual Restoration 
Alternatives Report (2009) indicates that a sediment yield analysis is being completed as 
part of engineering design of the project.  The primary objective of the sediment yield 
analysis is to better understand the rate at which sediment is transported to the wetland 
complex from the watershed and to support design of sediment detention and removal 
facilities.  To our knowledge, the findings of this analysis have not been completed or 
presented. 

 

- Missing information on basic dredging project description 
o The project description and supporting documents do not provide data to distinguish 

between new (unprecedented) dredging depths and maintenance dredging (return to 
previous or original condition), or any bathymetric evidence of sedimentation-induced 
changes in elevations that are cited as the basic need for the project. The description 
should include current bathymetry showing original and proposed depths of dredging, 
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including the thickness of sediment proposed for removal to compensate for (claimed) 
sedimentation.  

o The project description lacks standard dredge sediment quality analysis and comparison 
with reference thresholds for the RWQCB-SFB dredged sediment screening criteria.  

 

- Inconsistent project description and purpose, mixing recreation-purpose and flood control-
purpose actions, with no independent utility except support for unpermitted high capacity 
pumps. 

 

o The first test normally applied for determining whether a permit application is for a 
stand-alone project or a piecemealed (segmented) one is "independent utility" -- the 
question of whether the project is dependent on a larger project to (feasibly) achieve its 
basic purpose and functions, or whether it would fully satisfy its own purpose without 
relationship to the larger project.  The recent Sharp Park projects (2010 installation of 
unpermitted high capacity pump and current project) should be viewed from this 
perspective. The dredging component of the current project fails the independent utility 
test because the location, volume, and area of proposed dredging would not make sense 
but for the high-capacity pumps and the location of the pump station.  

o The (loosely related) golf cart path realignment and staircase to the pump station have 
independent utility: they would serve their own purposes with or without the high-
capacity pumps. But the drainage connectivity between main LS and HSP would not have 
any independent utility without the operation of the upgraded pumps. There is no CRLF 
breeding habitat "optimization" of canal excavation or forebay excavation. The 
configuration, location, and dimensions of the HSP forebay and canal/ditch make sense 
only for pumping of HSP and connected draining of LS. 

o The various actions of the pumphouse project serve different purposes, yet SFRPD’s 
project description conflates these purposes to mask actions that do not support 
restoration of wetlands. The golf cart realignment may be a recreation-purpose and the 
new pond may be a restoration-purpose, but the sediment and vegetation removal would 
enhance the pumping operations for flood-control purposes, certainly not a wetland-
supporting action.  

 

- Omission of unauthorized development activities, including installation and operation of 
larger pumps to drain wetlands faster and encroachment on and mowing of wetlands 
without vested rights. 

o The project description and environmental analysis omits analysis of cumulative impacts 
from essentially related activities for flood control and water management of Laguna 
Salada and the golf course, including unauthorized rock armor reinforcement to the 
seaward face of the earthen levee (in Commission jurisdiction) bordering Salada Beach, 
and mowing encroaching directly into emergent marsh vegetation near golf holes 14-15.  

o SFRPD has not demonstrated how its pumphouse operation, now implicated by this CDP 
application, is an essential component of habitat enhancement or restoration, rather than 
solely for flood control. Yet the FWS Biological Opinion (BO) and past documents 
clearly outlines that pumphouse operations is for flood control purposes, undermining 
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RPD’s attempts, most recently on 3/16/15, to claim that the pumphouse’s primary 
purpose is for CRLF protection. This is just one example of numerous where 
inconsistencies exist in describing the purpose of the pumphouse.  

 

- Incomplete information on feasible less environmentally damaging alternatives and 
inadequate CCC jurisdiction-specific CEQA  

 

o The SFRPD’s Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) failed to consider feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternatives for controlling the spread of marsh vegetation, 
and considered only dredging as the means to remove vegetation. Compliance with 
Coastal Commission’s regulations regarding dredging in wetlands require the analysis of 
feasible alternatives to dredging in wetlands. Therefore, the Commission cannot rely on 
SFRPD MND documents for CEQA compliance for activities subject to its jurisdiction 
and policies. To date, no review process, including the MND and FWS’s Biological 
Opinion (BO), has evaluated less-damaging alternatives. 

o SFRPD has failed to provide an objective threshold for “feasibility” regarding tolerance 
of golf recreation for seasonal fluctuation in lagoon water levels. Without an elevation 
threshold for lagoon flooding at which golf operations cannot and have not occurred, 
feasibility of alternatives cannot be objectively evaluated. At minimum, SFRPD should 
submit data on water surface elevations when golf operations were shut down due to 
flooding, and water level data on days when golf play continued during periods of partial 
flooding of the golf course.   

o The alternative of “reasonable range” of increased water levels as threshold for pumping 
in winter and summer was not analyzed with or without aquatic mowing to control tule 
spread.  

o Alternative configurations and locations for establishing open water/marsh edge habitats 
to enhance CRLF breeding habitat were not evaluated. If the project purpose is in fact 
“habitat enhancement” rather than flood control to support recreational land use, 
alternatives for producing open water gaps in marsh (whether by dredging or other 
means) must be evaluated to comply with Commission regulations on wetland dredging. 
A key example of a dredging location that is obviously not suitable for “habitat 
enhancement” but is primarily related to maximize efficiency of pumping for flood 
control is proposed dredging of the open water forebay immediately adjacent to pump 
intakes. This location of maximum pump-induced current velocity and entrainment 
potential for aquatic organisms including frog larvae) was not proposed by USFWS as a 
suitable location for “habitat enhancement” for CRLF. It analyzed impacts of this action 
and authorized incidental take of listed wildlife species. Similarly, USFWS did not 
propose a linear canal (drainage ditch) as an optimal configuration of open water habitat 
for listed species. The USFWS recovery plan for CRLF does not recommend ditch 
maintenance or forebay dredging as actions promoting the recovery of CRLF. The 
USFWS BO did not analyze environmentally preferable alternatives that would better 
promote recovery of CRLF; this was outside the scope of the BO, which analyzed and 
authorized effects of the proposed action and associated “incidental take” of listed 
species. The scope of the USFWS BO did not overall wetland habitat or ecosystem 
impact assessment. For compliance with Coastal Commission policies regarding ESHA 
as well as dredging in wetlands, dredging of a forebay directly adjacent to pump intake, 
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with applicant claims of “habitat enhancement” as the purpose and effect of the action, 
requires additional scrutiny by Commission staff.  

o SFRPD inappropriately points to a BO issued by the USFWS within a narrow process 
that: a) did not by legal requirement or design have a review process for impacts to 
wetlands; b) was procedurally foreclosed from considering any alternatives to the project 
(only a jeopardy finding triggers consideration of alternatives); and c) was designed to 
allow for and minimize the killing of endangered species rather than restore or protect the 
species.  

o SFRPD’s project description and previous review does not provide information needed 
for CCC to address its key jurisdiction questions on wetlands that inform indirect impacts 
of pumping and water management, arguably the project’s overall purpose: Key 
questions that need to be addressed by the Staff report to correct deficiencies in project 
description and alternatives analysis include:  

 What does SFRPD assume to be the critical limiting water depth range, and 
duration of limiting flood depth, for tules and cattails? (threshold for potential 
indirect significant impact) 

 How long, and in what time of year, would areas of the lagoon be lowered to 
submergence depths that are shallower than the presumed critical depth for 
restricting spread of cattails beyond their pre-project extent? (threshold and 
mechanism for potential indirect significant impact) 

 What is the minimum area of the lagoon bed that would be maintained at depths 
beyond the limits of submergence tolerance of cattails and tules? (threshold for 
potential indirect significant impact) 

 What is the maximum duration of drawdown (lagoon lowering) to depths 
shallower than the limit of submergence tolerance of cattails and tules? 
(threshold for potential indirect significant impact) 

 How will maintenance of low lagoon levels prior to storms (lagoon drawdown 
for stormwater detention capacity) affect the vulnerability of the lagoon to 
seawater flooding during oceanic storm overwash events? 

 How will maintenance of low lagoon levels prior to storms affect surrounding 
groundwater levels – will it artificially lower the water table under fringing 
wetlands and/or promote salt water intrusion from the Ocean? 

 How will maintenance of proposed target lagoon levels affect the elevation range 
of freshwater and fresh-brackish marsh habitat of listed threatened and 
endangered wildlife species in relation to the elevation range of rising sea level 
or potential storm oceanic overwash flooding?  

 

Low-impact alternative methods of managing “excessive” tule and cattail growth 
 
If the fundamental problem for drainage of the lagoon is in fact the spread of tules and cattails, then there 
are low-impact alternative methods to limit or reverse their spread into the lagoon. If the fundamental 
problem for drainage of the lagoon is sedimentation (as claimed without evidence from bathmetry or 
sediment cores), then sediment detention (artificial ponds, marsh detention basins, flood spreading zones) 
upstream of Horse Stable Pond along the Sanchez Creek freshwater riparian zone should trap sediment 
and rectify HSP sedimentation if it actually exists. Alternative tule and cattail management would consist 
of conventional water depth management of marsh in ponds. The growing season water depths of the 
lower edges of tules and cattails (border of open water) should be raised from existing 2-4 ft depths to a 
minimum of 4 ft depths, and amphibious mowing equipment should cut tule and cattails to stumps before 
winter flood-up and frog breeding season begins. Without above-water oxygen transport between 
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rhizomes and dead standing shoots, deeply submerged tule and cattail stumps will die back. Aquatic 
mowing below depths of submergence tolerance is a conventional managed wetland technique.  
Currently, only the upper marsh elevations are mown to maximize golf turf areas.   
 
Raising water levels by only 1 foot during the growing season would significantly increase the ratio of 
open water to marsh, especially in conjunction with mowing cattails and tules at the open water edge. 
Raising water levels by 2 feet during the growing season would promote extensive restoration of open 
lagoon areas. This would not adversely impact, but would benefit California red-legged frogs, which are 
harmed primarily by rapid artificial fluctuations in water levels caused by pumping to maintain current 
low water levels. Hydrological information regarding natural pond recession (vs pumping recession) was 
provided to CCC from Greg Kamman. The lagoon, maintained by groundwater and inflow, allows for 
more stable recession of water, contrary to the significant depletion and drawdown caused by pumping.  
 
 
 
 
FWS narrowly-scoped “take minimization” review process applies different, less restoration-
focused standards than CCC’s review process. 

- Dredging of open water forebay immediately adjacent to pump intakes (maximum velocity and 
entrainment potential for aquatic organisms including frog larvae) was not proposed as the 
location for maximum “habitat enhancement” for CRLF, or was the dredging of a canal with 
drainage connections. The mere fact that the USFWS BO agreed in general that incidental take 
was permissible and authorized it did not imply (nor did USFWS conclude) that the location of 
dredging next to the pump intake would contribute to the species’ recovery. USFWS BO suggests 
generalized support that increased open water/vegetated edge as habitat structure was beneficial; 
not the specific location next to pump intake, which was permissible (authorized) and not that 
there were no better, less environmentally damaging alternatives for increasing open 
water/vegetated edge habitat. Reconciling non-habitat enhancement dredging next to pump intake 
(forebay) under CCC wetland regulations needs scrutiny. Scope of BO was listed species take and 
minimization, not wetlands assessment.  

 

Golf Course and Pumphouse Operations, and its connectedness to this Project: 

- The golf course and its operations are within the scope of this Project because the project 
activities would directly change the environmental impact of the pumping operation, even if the 
pumping protocols do not change (the protocols have triggers, albeit insufficient, associated with 
the CRLF and are not designed to protect wetlands).  

- SFRPD states that a 4,000 gallon-per-minute (GPM) capacity pumping operation was installed in 
1941, yet it has subsequently altered the pumping operation by adding a pump and increasing the 
total pump capacity to 11,500 GPM. SFRPD never conducted an environmental review of the 
change in pumps and the subsequent increase in wetlands draining, and it never sought permits 
for this change in pumps and pumping levels/capacity from the Coastal Commission.  

 
Environmental impact/activity of wetland draining has changed from pre-coastal to current 
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- Even if the CCC assumed that the 4,000 GPM pump existed in 1972 (vs. no pump) and was 
operating at full capacity, the current pumping rate of more than 6,000 GPM has increased the 
draining rate of the wetlands by at least 50% of pre-coastal act operations. 

- Under the same assumption, today’s pump capacity has increased from 4,000 GPM to 11,500 
GPM, an increase of nearly 3 times that of pre-coastal act capacity. 

- The CCC should find that the pumphouse operation is not a vested right per the Coastal Act’s 
30608 provision. 

- Additionally, SFRPD should produce evidence that its pump replacement in 2010 replaced a 
pump of “same rating.” 

Environmental impact/activity of wetland draining will change from current to post development 
- Dredging will remove impediments that slow the rate of water flowing from Laguna Salada to 

Horse Stable Pond, resulting in a change (increase) in the rate of water flowing from Laguna 
Salada to Horse Stable Pond, and from Horse Stable Pond to the ocean. This change in 
environmental impact has never been reviewed and it adversely impacts wetlands. 

- SFRPD has produced no evidence that the rate of water flowing from Horse Stable Pond to ocean 
will be the same after the project. 

- Even if SFRPD were able to demonstrate that rate of water flowing from Horse Stable Pond to 
ocean would be the same, the uncontradicted fact still remains that the project is impacting 
Laguna Salada wetlands through draining/moving water faster from Laguna Salada to Horse 
Stable Pond post-dredging.  

- The project proposes lowering the elevation of the connector channel between HSP and LS “to a 
maximum depth of 3 feet.”  This includes clearing sediment and debris out of an existing cart-
crossing culvert.  Based on past surveys, the sediment partially plugging the culvert creates a sill 
elevation between LS and HSP of 6.2-feet in elevation (NAVD88).  Historic observed minimum 
water surface elevation in LS are between 6.0 and 6.2-feet and occur during the dry summer 
months. 

- Removing this material in the culvert below the current 6.2-foot sill elevation will allow LS to be 
drained to a lower elevation via pumping from HSP, even during winter months.  Lowering the 
water level in LS below the historic minimum summer level would adversely impact existing 
wetland vegetation/habitats as well as increase surrounding groundwater inflow gradients.  This 
could increase the potential from salt water intrusion from the Ocean west of LS and dewatering 
of wetland soils located east of LS.  This change in environmental impact has never been studied 
and it adversely impacts wetlands. 

- The CCC should find that the pumphouse project would degrade wetlands and cannot be 
authorized. 

 
 
Though flooding of the existing wetlands occurs regularly, golf is still offered and played, and does 
not lead to shutdown of the course.  
Various sources of data (first-hand accounts, photographic evidence, yelp reviews from Sharp Park 
golfers) confirms that golfing continues even when the course is flooded or holes are closed for other 
reasons. SFRPD’s claim that the “golf course would have to shut down” is unreasonable and not 
supported by their own actions.  
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Course seen here in March 2009, after winter rains saturated wetlands around the 9-ft NAVD contour. 
Numerous golf carts and golfers are visible (larger photo available):

 
Recent reviews on Yelp demonstrate that golf holes are closed or temporarily reconfigured for extended 
periods of time (last year 4 holes closed for 2 months), and golfers still play the course at a discounted 
price. http://www.yelp.com/biz/sharp-park-golf-course-pacifica  
 
Steve M. 12/30/2014 
In the canyon - 4 holes on the E side of the freeway - the restoration of the greens means there are 
temporary greens set up in the fairway.  Chalk circles around closely-cut fairway grass.  I almost made a 
6-foot putt, so get over it!  Not easy but the point is challenge anyway.  And, the fee was discounted…..  
Last Sunday (two days ago) the canyon [4 holes east of Hwy 1] was closed and it was 'play all you want' 
for $20.  Wow. 
Shirley N. 8/16/2014 

Green fees are discounted through the end of September due to 4 holes closed - 4 through 7 due to the 
City replacing pipes.  Ok by me since I don't like pushing my cart across and back and up and 
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To: California Coastal Commission staff (John Dixon, Nancy Cave, Stephanie Rexing, Jeannine Manna, 

and Robin Mayer) 

From: Neal Desai, National Parks Conservation Association 

Date: March 30, 2015 

Re: SFRPD’s “Cherry-picked” Horse Stable Pond Data and unscientific claims 

 

BACKGROUND: On March 16, 2015, SFRPD submitted materials to the CA Coastal Commission (CCC), 

claiming that increased vegetation within Horse Stable Pond (HSP) has led to a decrease in CRLF egg 

masses at HSP. To provide support for this claim, SFRPD provides information in the form of photos and 

very specific, limited data points that they attempt to link together in an effort to show a relationship or 

correlation. A closer look at the data, specifically the data that was not provided to CCC by SFRPD (even 

though SFRPD has access to it) that we have recently received from the National Park Service, highlights 

that there is no relationship between vegetation and egg masses, and raises questions about why SFRPD 

would provide CCC with “cherry-picked” data when it had the full set of data available.  

SFRPD provided CCC with photos, stating that vegetation has increased within the HSP between the 

years of 2005 and 2013. Photos were provided from 2005, 2006, 2007, 2010, 2011, and 2013. 

SFRPD then provided CCC with only two data points (2005 and 2012) of egg masses on the entire 

wetland complex (HSP + Laguna Salada), yet the actual number of egg masses of HSP were not provided. 

SFRPD states that CRLF egg masses on the entire wetland complex has increased by 30% during the 2005 

to 2012 period, but then states that this is a problem because they claim that the proportion of those 

egg masses laid at HSP decreased from 64% to 18%, inferring a scientifically based relationship between 

increased vegetation and decreased egg masses. The graph they point to (Figure 8) to provide support 

for their unscientific claim is not a description of 2005 to 2012, but is instead two data points, one of 

which isn’t even 2005 (Figure 8 shows a data point of 2008 and 2012). 

What is wrong with this picture that SFRPD has presented to CCC? 

- We have received the missing information (2003-2011 yearly data of HSP and slough that SFRPD 

did not provide to CCC) from the National Park Service on 3/27/15 and it does not support 

SFRPD’s claim that vegetation encroachment has led to trend in decreasing egg masses in the 

area that is targeted for dredging. 

 

- Even if SFRPD’s data set was complete and they did not “cherry pick” data, their basic claim 

[that an increase in egg masses within the overall Laguna Salada wetland complex though 

decrease in percentage of those egg masses coming from HSP is a problem] lacks any scientific 

research to support it. SFRPD presents no evidence of scientific investigation into factors that 

could have led to CRLF depositing more eggs in Laguna Salada as a percentage of overall 

wetland complex deposits, and any justification why the range of data should be limited to 

2005. SFRPD provides no scientific evidence that destroying the increased cover habitat to 

create breeding habitat next to pumps that can kill eggs is beneficial. Said differently, what 

SFRPD presents (though inaccurately) is a chart, not science.  
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- It is noteworthy that SFRPD, in their Figure 8 comparison (pasted below) that they previously 

stated highlights a 2005-2012 trend, “cherry picks” data from the 2008 “high-point” year in their 

effort to communicate what should be the expected/average number of eggs being deposited at 

HSP.  Presumably, SFRPD did not provide the 2005 data point because it is the “low-point” in the 

2003-2011 time period, which would not support their photographs and associated unscientific 

claim that more open water equals more egg masses. 

 

44

55

16

43

27

72

55

22

55

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

eg
g 

m
as

se
s

year

Horse Stable Pond and Slough egg masses 
2003-2011 (NPS breeding season data)

2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 61 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 62 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 63 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 64 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 65 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 66 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 67 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 68 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 69 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 70 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 71 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 72 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 73 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 74 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 75 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 76 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 77 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 78 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 79 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 80 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 81 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 82 of 83



2-12-014  Exhibit 6 
Page 83 of 83



STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- NATURAL  RESOURCES  AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN, Jr., Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
NORTH COAST DISTRICT 

1385 8th Street, Suite 130 

ARCATA, CA  95521   

(707) 826-8950 

 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
FROM: John D. Dixon, Ph.D. 
 Ecologist  
 
TO: Stephanie Rexing  
  
SUBJECT: Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement 

Project 

DATE:  April 2, 2015 

Documents reviewed: 
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ESA PWA, P. Baye, and Dawn Reis Ecological Studies.  2011.  Conceptual ecosystem 
restoration plan and feasibility assessment:  Laguna Salada, Pacifica, California.  A 
report dated February 9, 2011 prepared for the Wild Equity Institute Center for 
Biological Diversity. 
Horton, L.  (Wild Equity Inst.). 2015.  Letter dated February 6, 2015 to S. Rexing (CCC) 
regarding “Environmentally sensitive habitat area and coastal development permit 
application at Sharp Park.” 
Kamman, G.  2012.  Expert report submitted on January 20, 2012 to the U. S. District 
Court for the Northern District of California, Northern Division in the case of Wild Equity 
Institute v. City and County of San Francisco. 
Moore, S.K. (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service).  2012.  Letter dated October 2, 2012 to 
J.M. Hicks (U.S. Army Corp of Engineers) regarding “Formal endangered species 
consultation on the Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat 
Enhancement Project in San Mateo County, California.” 
Phillip Williams Associates (PWA), Wetlands Research Associates, and Associated 
Consultants.  1992.  Laguna Salada Resource Enhancement Plan.  A report to the City 
of San Francisco and the California Coastal Conservancy dated June 1992. 
San Francisco Planning Department.  2014.  Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement, and Habitat Enhancement Project dated 
January 17, 2014. 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPC). 2012.  Biological 
Assessment, Sharp Park Safety, Infrastructure Improvement and Habitat Enhancement 
Project.  A report dated May 16, 2012. 
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San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD).  2013.  Single parameter 
wetland delineation for the Sharp Park Pumphouse Safety, Infrastructure Improvement 
and Habitat Enhancement Project dated May 7, 2013. 
Swaim, K. (Swaim Biological Inc.).  2014.  Letter dated August 5, 2014 to S. Rexing 
(CCC) regarding “Benefits of the Sharp Park pumphouse safety project for the California 
red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake.” 
Tetra Tech, Inc.  2008.  Jurisdictional waters of the US and wetland determination 
report, Laguna Salada wetland restoration and habitat recovery project.  A report to the 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department dated November 2008.  
Wayne, L. (S.F. Recreation and Park Dept.).  2014.  Letter dated October 16, 2014 to S. 
Rexing (CCC) regarding “CPD (sic) Application 2-12-014 Sharp Park Pumphouse and 
Safety Infrastructure Improvements.” 

The most significant natural feature at Sharp Park is the coastal lagoon, Laguna Salada 
(Figures 1-4).  In the mid-1800s, Laguna Salada appears to have been a back beach 
lagoon that was generally non-tidal and principally formed by rainfall runoff delivered by 
sheet flow and by Sanchez Creek (ESA PWS et al. 2011).  The southern limit of the 
lagoon was very near Mori Point (Figure 1).  The watershed is too small for runoff to 
maintain on open inlet or regularly breach the barrier beach, but the lagoon was 
probably intermittently and briefly connected to the ocean through an outlet channel and 
it periodically received sea water that overtopped the sand berm adjacent to the beach. 
These hydrological characteristics probably resulted in a salinity gradient from brackish 
near the beach to fresh at the landward edge.  No riparian vegetation was indicated in 
the 19th century maps, suggesting that the area may have been grazed.  The plant 
species that dominate Laguna Salada today are adapted to a fresh to brackish salinity 
regime and probably include many of the same species that were dominant 100 years 
ago. 
 
Laguna Salada has undergone many changes since the 1869 U.S. Coastal Survey as a 
result of impacts from various human activities.  By the early 1900s, the area landward 
of the lagoon was in crop agriculture and the beach berm was periodically artificially 
breached, probably to drain the fields.  Sharp Park was constructed in the 1920s and 
1930s.  Some artificial fill along the edges of Laguna Salada may have been introduced 
during the agricultural period, but the fill of the lagoon itself that divided it into the 
remnant Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond was probably added as part of the golf 
course construction (compare Figures 1 & 2).  During the development of Sharp Park 
the tidal connection of the lagoon was blocked, a separate drainage to the ocean was 
created, the sand dunes were planted with grasses and shrubs to stabilize them, and an 
earthen levee was created in an attempt to stop shoreline erosion and prevent 
overtopping of seawater into the golf course during storms.  The levee was later 
covered with rip rap. Sanchez Creek was redirected and now passes under a portion of 
the golf course in a culvert, then daylights and runs along the edge of the golf course 
and Fairway Drive until it merges with the connector channel to spill into Horse Stable 
Pond (Tetra Tech 2008; Figure 2).  
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Probably as a result of these alterations, the golf course and adjacent neighborhoods 
were periodically flooded and a pump system was installed in 1941 to pump water from 
the lagoon to the ocean.  The pump system, with a 4,000 gpm pump, was installed at 
the south end of Horse Stable Pond (Figure 3).  In 1959, the 4,000 gpm pump was 
replaced with two pumps, one rated at 500 gpm and the other at 250 gpm. At some later 
date, these two pumps were replaced with pumps rated at 1,500 gpm and 10,000 gpm 
and the larger pump was replaced in kind in 2010. Horse Stable Pond now receives the 
water from Sanchez Creek to the east, and from Laguna Salada to the north via a 1000-
foot meandering connector channel built to drain water from Laguna Salada.  The 
pumps discharge water through pipes to an outfall on the beach.  Even during normal 
rainfall years, the golf course is periodically flooded (SF Planning Department 2014).  
The pumps cannot keep up with the rain during storms and portions of the golf course 
flood despite the pumping (ESA PWA et al. 2011).  However, continued pumping drains 
the golf course after rain events within a few hours or days.  Pumping also causes large 
fluctuations in the water level in Laguna Salada. 
 
Laguna Salada, the connector channel, and Horse Stable Pond have all been 
delineated as wetlands or waters of the U.S. following the federal definitions and 
support freshwater marsh, willow scrub, wet meadow, and unvegetated pond habitats 
(Figure 5).  A comprehensive delineation based on the definitions in the Coastal Act and 
the Commission’s Regulations has not been conducted, although areas potentially 
affected by the proposed project were examined based on those standards (SFRPD 
2013).  It is likely that additional portions of the golf course would delineate as Coastal 
Commission jurisdictional wetlands based on the facts that there is frequent flooding of 
some areas, some areas with a preponderance of wetland plant species were not 
designated “wetlands” in the federal delineation1, and the federal delineation report 
observed that, “Regular golf course maintenance appears to be altering the natural 
vegetative cover of some areas adjacent to Laguna Salada, as remnants of some 
hydrophytic species were observed in lower elevation mowed areas.” (Tetra Tech 
2008).  
 
The wetland habitats and associated uplands within the Sharp Park golf course also 
meet the definition of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) in Section 
30107.5 of the Coastal Act.  The wetlands meet the definition of ESHA because they 
provide essential habitat for rare species, the California red-legged frog (federally 
Threatened; state Species of Special Concern) and the San Francisco garter snake 
(federally and state Endangered)2, because they are especially valuable due to the their 
role in the ecosystem of providing habitat for a diverse assemblage of species 
dependent on wetland conditions, and because they are easily disturbed or degraded 
by human activities.  The upland areas associated with aquatic breeding and foraging 
habitat also meet the definition of ESHA because they provide essential habitat for both 

                                                           
1 Due to lack of field indicators of wetland soils and hydrology 
2 Both San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs have been repeatedly observed in the golf course 
wetlands since 2000 and California red-legged frog egg masses were observed every year during a 2004-2011 
survey. 
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the California red-legged frog3 and the San Francisco garter snake4 and are easily 
disturbed or degraded by human activities. 
   
The proposed project is a flood control project.  It has the following elements (SFRPD 
2012, 2013; USFWS 2012): 

 Realignment of about 100 feet of a golf cart path that floods even during drought 
years to an adjacent upland area about 10 feet away.  The current cart path will 
be removed from the wet area.  Any temporary impacts to wetlands should be 
documented and mitigated if appropriate.   

 Removal of sediment and emergent vegetation (cattails & tules) within a portion 
of the Horse Stable Pond to reduce obstructions to water flow and from the 
connector channel to remove impediments to water flow to Horse Stable Pond.  
The stated purpose is also to increase habitat suitability for California red-legged 
frogs.  Although an increase in the amount of open water is likely to have some 
ancillary benefits to the frog, these activities are primarily to increase water flow 
to the pumps.  The removal of vegetation appears to be the minimum necessary 
to operate the pumps efficiently and facilitate water movement from the lagoon to 
the pump pond. At least 2,350 ft2 of the Horse Stable Pond is clogged with 
cattails and tules, but only a small area adjacent to the pump house is proposed 
for vegetation and sediment removal (see SFRPD 2013, Figure 2).  This activity 
is allowed to take place only during the period June 1 through October 30 
(USFWS 2012), which is generally outside the California red-legged from 
breeding season and frogs or egg masses are less likely to be in aquatic 
habitats. As proposed, these activities are expected to occur only after July1 
(SFRPD 2012).   

 Construction of a maintenance walkway around the pump house to provide safe 
access to the intake screens, which must be frequently cleaned to allow efficient 
pumping.  This will entail about 6 ft2 of wetland fill.  A 1,600-ft2 perennial pond is 
proposed to be constructed nearby that could provide mitigation for this and other 
environmental impacts.  The pond will be created in uplands near the Horse 
Stable Pond and be modeled after ponds created on nearby National Park 
Service land.  The exact location and design of the pond has not been specified.  

 Replacement of an existing wooden retaining wall next to the pump house with a 
new concrete retaining wall to prevent soil from entering Horse Stable Pond.  
This will entail about 6 ft2 of wetland fill. 

 Construction of steps in upland areas to access the pump house.  This does not 
appear to have any resource impacts. 

                                                           
3 In the final rule designating critical habitat for the California red-legged frog (50 CFR Part 17), the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service found that, “Upland habitats associated with riparian and aquatic habitat are essential to maintain 
California red-legged frog populations. This habitat type provides food and shelter sites for the California red-legged 
frog and assists in maintaining the integrity of aquatic sites by protecting them from disturbance and supporting the 
normal functions of the aquatic habitat.” 
4 SF garter snakes require aquatic foraging habitat inhabited by frog prey species and adjacent upland habitat, which 
is used for basking, aestivating, hibernating, and mating (USFWS 2012). 
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 Construction of a perennial pond suitable for breeding by the California red-
legged frog.  This project cannot be evaluated until a specific location and design 
are chosen. 

 After-the-fact permit for installation of two pumps and installation in 2010 of a 
replacement pump. 

The construction projects that involve wetland fill, if found to be an allowable use under 
Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, must also “maintain or enhance the functional 
capacity of the wetland or estuary.”  Although there may be temporary impacts from 
dredging, such as transient declines in water quality, the longer term functional capacity 
of the wetland complex will at least be maintained and may be increased by the project.  
Section 30233 also specifies that the allowable uses “shall be permitted…where there is 
no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided….”  With regard to mitigation, in similar situations the 
Commission has required the creation or substantial restoration of equivalent wetland 
habitat at a 4:1 ratio (area of restoration:area of impact).  I think a 4:1 mitigation ratio is 
also appropriate in this case to account for temporal losses of habitat function and the 
uncertainty of complete success in habitat creation.   This would require about 48 ft2 of 
wetland creation.  Construction of the perennial pond would provide appropriate 
mitigation.  A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan should also be required.  With regard to 
alternatives, there are a variety of methods for removing emergent vegetation, such as 
cattails and tules5.  A method that has been suggested (Horton 2015) as an 
environmentally superior alternative to the proposed removal is to maintain deep water, 
which can kill cattails.  Cattails can persist in water depths up to about 2.5 ft and a 
proven method of control is to maintain a water depth of 3 to 4 feet, preferably after 
cutting the cattails near the pond bottom.  For this method to be effective, the water 
depth must be maintained for several years.  Since the only source of water at Sharp 
Park is rainfall, this may not be feasible, especially during a period of drought.  Were the 
functioning of the wetlands the principle concern, there should be a habitat 
management plan that includes the desired proportion of emergent vegetation and open 
water (50%:50% is often recommended) and an adaptive management plan to achieve 
those goals.  
The most significant part of the proposal from a natural resource perspective is the 
portion of the operations and maintenance plan that applies to the pumping protocol. 
(SFRPD 2012).  This is primarily a flood control plan that uses the Horse Stable Pond 
and Laguna Salada, natural wetland habitats and ESHA, as completely manipulated 
storm water detention basins.  There is no consideration of the health of the wetland 
habitat itself, although there is a commitment to operate the pumps in such a way to 
protect California red-legged frog egg masses in the pond and lagoon “to the maximum 
extent practicable.” This is to be accomplished by documenting the location of egg 
masses and adjusting water levels to prevent stranding and desiccation until hatching 
                                                           
5 See, for example:  Beule, J.D.  1979.  Control and management of cattails in southeastern Wisconsin wetlands.  
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Technical Bulletin 112, Madison, Wisconson; Sojda, R.S. and K.L. 
Solberg.  1993.  Management and control of cattails.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Waterfowl Management 
Handbook. Paper 33; Baldwin, B. and A. Cannon.  2007.  Typha Review.  Utah State University.  Unpublished 
paper available at http://www.cfc.umt.edu/CESU/Reports/NPS/USU/2006/06Baldwin_GRKO_Typha%20review_frpt.pdf 
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and tadpoles no longer aggregate around the egg mass, after which water levels may 
be lowered until only 6 inches of water are present at the inner margin of the vegetation. 
There are several problems with this approach with regard to the frogs,6 but an 
unaddressed issue is the negative impacts to the wetland itself and to the many plant 
and animal species, in addition to frogs and snakes, that are dependent on the wetland.  
Large fluctuations in water level, especially over relatively short time periods are very 
deleterious to wetlands and may result in significant disruptions of habitat values. There 
is also a possibility that pumping may result in salt water intrusion and a deleterious 
change in the salinity regime of both Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond. 
A much more appropriate approach would be first to devise a pumping operation plan 
that is optimal for natural resources and then adjust it to accommodate golf course 
operations to the degree deemed necessary under the law7.   
 
  

                                                           
6 It is very likely that there will be undocumented losses of egg masses and tadpoles.  It is difficult to observe egg 
masses in dense vegetation adjacent to open water, so some or many egg masses may still be present when water 
levels are lowered.  Although an effort will be made to avoid stranding tadpoles when water levels are lowered, this 
is likely to be only partially successful and there will probably be loss of tadpoles that are entrained by the pumps in 
the Horse Stable Pond. 
7 An analogous situation is Lake Earl, a very large coastal lagoon in Del Norte County.  There, the lake levels were 
historically manipulated for human convenience and generally maintained at a relatively low level.  This resulted in 
infrastructure, including roads and homes, being built within the lake’s flood plain.  Recently, a Coastal 
Development Permit was approved for periodically breaching Lake Earl in a manner that is intended to maintain 
habitat values while reducing the risks of flooding (CDP 1-07-047). 
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Figure 1.  1869 U. S. Coastal Survey map of the Laguna Salada area (from ESA PWA 
et al. 2011). 
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Figure 2.  Vertical aerial view of Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond in Sharp Park.  
Blue polygons show the approximate extent of the emergent wetlands and open water 
that currently comprise Laguna Salada to the north and Horse Stable Pond to the south.  
Open water varies seasonally and from year-to-year, depending on rainfall, pumping, 
and amount of emergent vegetation. 
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Figure 3.  South end of Laguna Salada, Connector Channel, Horse Stable Pond, and 
the Pump House. 
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Figure 4.  Oblique aerial view of Sharp Park with Laguna Salada to the left and center, 
and Horse Stable Pond to the right (1987 Coastal Records Project image 8714012).  
Mori Point is outside the photograph to the right. 
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Figure 5.  Wetlands in the Sharp Park golf course west of Highway 1.  Wetlands were 
delineated in 2008 following the wetland definition of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(from Tetra Tech 2008). 
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