Appendix A

Notice of Preparation and Comments



NOTICE OF PREPARATION
REDWOOD CABIN REMOVAL PROJECT
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District

Date Published: June 9, 2021

Project Title: Redwood Cabin Removal Project

Project Location: La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve, San Mateo County, CA
Lead Agency: Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District

330 Distel Circle
Los Altos, CA 94022

Contact: Alex Casbara, Planner IlI

acasbara@openspace.org
Review Period: June 9, 2021 —July 9, 2021
INTRODUCTION

The Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (Midpen) issues this Notice of Preparation (NOP) to
announce preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Redwood Cabin Removal Project
(Project). Midpen will prepare an EIR for the Project to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and will serve as the lead agency for CEQA
compliance. In accordance with CEQA Statute and Guidelines (Guidelines) Section 15082, the purpose of
this NOP is to describe the Project, identify potential environmental effects, and invite interested parties
to comment on the scope and content of the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15082[b]).

PROJECT LOCATION

The Redwood Cabin is situated within the upper portion of Midpen’s La Honda Creek Open Space
Preserve (Preserve). The Preserve encompasses 6,142 acres in the Santa Cruz Mountains within
unincorporated San Mateo County (Attachment 1) and is bounded by Highway 35 (Skyline Boulevard) to
the north, Highway 84 (La Honda Road) to the east and south, and Bogess Creek to the west.

The Redwood Cabin occupies a portion of Assessor’s Parcel Number 075-330-260 and is located west of
the community of Sky Londa, California. The Project site is designated for Forest/Timber Production land
uses under the San Mateo County General Plan and is zoned as Timberland Preserve District under the
San Mateo County Zoning Ordinance. Access to the Redwood Cabin is provided via an unpaved road
accessible from Skyline Boulevard, which travels through two locked gates. The final segment of this
unpaved road requires a four-wheel drive vehicle or access by foot.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Redwood Cabin is located in a heavily wooded area within a portion of the Preserve that is currently
closed to the public. The building site is situated atop sloping terrain overlooking a circular dirt driveway
and stone retaining walls that surround a small grove of redwood trees. Various remnants of the
Redwood Cabin’s recreational history are scattered throughout the property, including horseshoe pits, a
stone barbeque pit, and a brick planter.

The Redwood Cabin is approximately 66 feet long by 30 feet wide with an exterior consisting of
redwood logs, timber roof framing, and hinged windows, skylights, and doors. The building interior




contains a large stone fireplace in the living room, two small bedrooms, a bathroom, and a kitchen. The
structure appears to be in generally poor to fair condition with obvious structural damage and
deterioration.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Midpen acquired the Redwood Cabin in 1998 and the building has been vacant since acquisition. In
2020, Page & Turnbull, Inc. prepared a Historic Resource Evaluation to assess the Redwood Cabin’s
eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). The Historic
Resource Evaluation determined that that the Redwood Cabin is an historic resource per CEQA because
it appears to be eligible for individual listing in the California Register for the following reasons:

e The Redwood Cabin appears to be associated with events that have made a significant contribution
to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United
States.

e The Redwood Cabin appears to embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or that represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values.

On April 8, 2020, the Midpen Board of Directors directed the General Manager to evaluate the
environmental effects that would result from removing the Redwood Cabin and implementing habitat
enhancements to reflect native ecological conditions.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The Project would achieve the following objectives, in alignment with Midpen’s mission:

e Remove physical hazards to ensure public safety;

e Enhance habitat at the Redwood Cabin site and immediate surroundings;

e Provide focused interpretive and educational opportunities consistent with open space values;
e Improve natural visual character and scenic qualities; and

e Implement a fiscally sustainable Project.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The Project would entail demolition of the Redwood Cabin and removal of associated features onsite,
including retaining walls and barbeque pits. After demolition, the site would be left to return to its
natural condition. Excavations that extend below finish grade would be backfilled, compacted, and
would entail minor grading as necessary for drainage and erosion control. No public access facilities
would be constructed as part of this Project.

POTENTIAL PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED

e Midpen Board of Directors: Project approval

e Regional Water Quality Control Board: general construction permit

e County of Santa Mateo: demolition and grading permits

e Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD): register all portable equipment permits with
BAAQMD; notify BAAQMD of all demolition activities 10 days prior to occurrence of activity.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The EIR will describe direct and indirect environmental impacts associated with the Project and will
identify feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. The EIR will focus on
significant or potentially significant impacts to the following resources:




e Biological Resources: Impacts to sensitive species during construction activities.
e Cultural Resources: Impacts to a historic building that is eligible for listing on the California Register.

CEQA allows a lead agency to limit detailed discussion of environmental effects that would not be
potentially significant (PRC Section 21100, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.2[a] and 15128). An Initial
Study will accompany the EIR to discuss the following environmental topics that are unlikely to result in
significant impacts and do not warrant detailed analysis in the EIR.

e Aesthetics e Mineral Resources

e Agriculture & Forestry Resources e Noise

e Air Quality e Population & Housing

e Energy e Public Services & Recreation

e Geology & Soils e Transportation

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions e Tribal Cultural Resources

e Hazards & Hazardous Materials e Utilities & Service Systems

e Hydrology & Water Quality e Wildfire

e Land Use & Planning e Mandatory Findings of Significance

ALTERNATIVES TO BE EVALUATED IN THE EIR

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR will describe a reasonable range of
alternatives capable of meeting most of the Project objectives that would avoid or substantially lessen
significant effects resulting from the Project. The EIR will also evaluate a No Project Alternative and will
discuss alternatives that were considered but rejected as infeasible by Midpen.

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

All comments on environmental issues received during the public comment period will be considered
and addressed in the EIR. Midpen will accept written or emailed comments submitted by July 9, 2021 to
the following address:

Alex Casbara, Planner lll

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
330 Distel Circle

Los Altos, CA 94022

Via email: acasbara@openspace.org

Comments provided via email should include Redwood Cabin Removal Project NOP Scoping Comment in
the subject line, and the name and physical address of the commenter in the body of the email. Other
inquiries related to the Project may be directed to Alex Casbara via email at acasbara@openspace.org.

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Midpen will host a public scoping meeting to inform stakeholders about the Project and solicit input
regarding environmental topics and alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR. The scoping meeting will
occur during the Midpen Board of Directors meeting scheduled for June 23, 2021. In accordance with
public health orders, all Midpen board meetings are held via teleconference only. The meeting may be
viewed online and links to the meetings will be posted with each agenda at the following website:
https://www.openspace.org/about-us/board-meetings.
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From: Chris Maclntosh <chrismac@alumni.upenn.edu>
Sent: Friday, July 9, 2021 12:27 PM

To: Alex Casbara <acasbara@openspace.org>

Subject: Comment on La Honda cabin

EXTERNAL

Dear Alex Casbara,
I would like to request that the redwood cabin at upper La Honda Open Space Preserve not be
demolished.

It has historic value, as noted in the report.
We remove so much that is too expensive or inconvenient to preserve, and then in later decades
people regret that that was done. That is likely to be the case here:

This cabin is a testament to the building skills of 20t century immigrants who built it, and the
generations who've lived and recreated in the Skyline area.

| understand and appreciate that MROSD is not in the building management business. However, if
MROSD could partner with another organization, the cabin has great potential for continued use:
perhaps as an event center, for nature education, a visitor center for the Sky Londa and Skyline
region, or a combination of all.

MROSD preserves natural habitats for future generations: let's find a way to preserve this piece of
human history for future generations also.

| urge the Board to reconsider the recommendation for demolition.
Thank you.

Chris Maclntosh
chrismac@alumni.upenn.edu


mailto:acasbara@openspace.org
mailto:mborgesi@openspace.org
mailto:acasbara@openspace.org
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County of Santa Clara

Roads and Airports Department
Planning, Land Development and Survey

101 Skyport Drive
San Jose, CA 95110-1302
(408) 573-2460 FAX 441-0276

July 1, 2021

Alex Casbara,

Planner 1l

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
330 Distel Circle

Los Altos, CA 94022
acasbara@openspace.org

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Redwood Cabin
Removal Project

The County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department (The County) appreciates the opportunity to review the Notice
of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Redwood Cabin Removal Project, and is
submitting the following comments:

e Please have the project to provide construction Traffic Control Plan (TCP) for County to review if any
County roads are included in the hauling routes.

If you have any questions or concerns about these comments, please contact me at 408-573-2462 or
ben.aghegnehu@rda.sccgov.org

Thank you.

Board of Supervisors: Mike Wasserman, Otto Lee, Susan Ellenberg, S. Joseph Simitian, Cindy Chavez -
County Executive: Jeffrey V. Smith @


mailto:acasbara@openspace.org
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From: Karyn Ellis <karyn@karynhunt.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 4, 2021 6:34 PM

To: Alex Casbara <acasbara@openspace.org>
Subject: Comment on the Redwood Cabin

EXTERNAL

I’'m writing to oppose demolition of the Redwood Cabin in La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve.
Because the report on the cabin finds that it has historical significance, and because we have so little
of our history preserved in the Skylonda area, it would be a shame to let this remaining piece go. The
history of logging and summer camps in the Skylonda area is rich and significant to the development
of the Peninsula. Please try to save this one piece for future generations to study and enjoy.

Karyn Ellis

Karyn Ellis
415-279-4868
KarynHunt.org

“I never saw a discontented tree.”” John Muir
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Gavin Newsom. Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

June 9, 2021

Alex Casbara

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
330 Distel Circle

Los Altos, CA 94022

Re: 2021060144, Redwood Cabin Removal Project, San Mateo County
Dear Mr. Casbara:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The Cdlifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., 1it.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light, of the whole record before alead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines § 15064 (a)(1)).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are

. historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014, Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEGA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal
cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code-§21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a nofice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a genera! plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. [f your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are
traditionally and culturally offiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources.. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your Iegal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with -
any other applicable laws. ‘
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AB 52

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requiremen’rs:

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:
Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency to undertake a project, a'lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally offiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. The lead agency contact information.

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d}).

d. A “California Native American tribe" is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing ¢
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmentat Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally aoffiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)). ’

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consuh‘ohon if a fribe
requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:

a. Alternatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

‘c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2-(a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project’s impacts on fribal cultural resources. :
d. If necessary, project altematives or appropriate measures for preservation or mlhgahon ’rhon‘ the tribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of fribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency's enyironmental document shall discuss both of
the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. - Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed
to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on
the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as aresult of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources
Code §21082.3 (e)).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible; May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
) iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Profecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally
recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a Cadlifornia prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.
c. Thelead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may
be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research’s “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,”  which can be found online at:
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines 922.pdf.

Some of SB 18's provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a
specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC
by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(a)(2)).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are ‘within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b)).
4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures
for preservation or mitigation; or
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Govemnor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiiated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File” searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation
in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends
the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/2page id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

d. If asurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project’s APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Llead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally aoffiiated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiliated Native Americans.
c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the freatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and
associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address:
Sarah.Fonseca@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Sarah Fonseca
Cultural Resources Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared by the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (Midpen) to evaluate
potential environmental effects resulting from the Redwood Cabin Removal Project (project). The approximately 100-
year-old structure is currently vacant. The project would remove the existing Redwood Cabin structure and other
human-made features (i.e., retaining walls, fire/barbeque pits) within the project site. After demolition and removal
activities, site recontouring would ensure soil stabilization and erosion control within disturbed portions of the site.
No public access facilities would be constructed as part of this project. Please see Chapter 2, “Project Description,” in
the accompanying environmental impact report (EIR) for detailed information about the project.

1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public
Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section
15000 et seq.). Under CEQA, an IS can be prepared by a lead agency to determine if a project may have a significant
effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063[a]), and thus to determine the appropriate environmental
document. In this circumstance, the lead agency has prepared the following analysis that identifies potential
environmental impacts requiring further evaluation and preparation of an EIR. Under CEQA, the lead agency is the
public agency with primary responsibility over approval of the project; therefore, Midpen is the CEQA lead agency for
this project. This IS is being made available to the public and is included as Appendix B within the Redwood Cabin
Removal Project EIR.

1.3 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This IS is organized as follows:

Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter introduces the environmental review process, describes the purpose and
organization of this document, and presents a summary of findings.

Chapter 2: Environmental Checklist. This chapter presents an analysis of a range of environmental issues identified in
the CEQA Environmental Checklist and determines if project actions would result in no impact, a less-than-significant
impact, a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated, or a potentially significant impact. If any impacts

were determined to be potentially significant, an EIR would be required.

Chapter 3: References. This chapter lists the references used in preparation of this IS.

Chapter 4: Report Preparers. This chapter identifies report preparers.

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
Redwood Cabin Removal Project Initial Study 1-1
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1.4 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least two
impacts that are “Potentially Significant Impacts” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. Where
checked below, the topic with a potentially significant impact will be addressed in an EIR.

Aesthetics [] Agriculture and Forest Resources Air Quality
Biological Resources X Cultural Resources Energy
Geology / Soils [] Greenhouse Gas Emissions Hazards / Hazardous Materials

Hydrology / Water Quality [ ] Land Use / Planning Mineral Resources

Noise [] Population / Housing Public Services
Recreation [ ] Transportation Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities / Service Systems |:| Wildfire

Oooogon
XOodooo

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

|:| None

[]

None with Mitigation
Incorporated

As indicated above, potentially significant impacts were identified for cultural resources and mandatory findings of
significance. Impacts to air quality and biological resources were identified to be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated. The project’s potential environmental effects to biological and cultural resources, and mandatory
findings of significance are addressed in an EIR. Impacts to air quality are addressed in Section 2.3 of this Initial Study.

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

L] | find that the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

] | 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.

L] | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

X | 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.

L] | 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, nothing further is required.

DocuSigned by:

Swsana (fuan 04/07/2022
— 0D9YD898F2A384CD...
Signature Date
Susanna Chan Assistant General Manager

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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2 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

2.1 AESTHETICS

Potentially Si Lﬁ;scaThn?vr:fm LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gn - Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

[.  Aesthetics.

Except as provided in Public Resources Code section 21099 (where aesthetic impacts shall not be considered
significant for qualifying residential, mixed-use residential, and employment centers), would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? L] ] ]

[ X

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but ] O] X
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the ] O] X L]
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage
points.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would
the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare ] O] L] X
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

2.1.1 Environmental Setting

As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR, the project site is located within the upper
portion of the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve (Preserve), west of the community of Sky Londa, California and
south of Skyline Boulevard/Highway 35. The project site includes the approximate 2,000 square foot Redwood Cabin, a
circular dirt driveway, a small grove of redwood trees, as well as several stone retaining walls, a stone barbeque pit,
and a fire pit. No existing sources of light are present within the project site and public access is not currently available.

Overall, the visual character of the Preserve, as well as scenic vistas from and onto the Preserve, are generally very high
quality (Midpen 2012a). The visual character of the project site consists of the existing Redwood Cabin, sloped terrain,
and heavily wooded surroundings. Because of these visual obstructions, views to and from the site are unavailable
from any publicly accessible area or property not owned by Midpen. For the same reasons, the project site is not
visible from Highway 35, which is an officially-designated State Scenic Highway located approximately 800 feet north
of the project site (Caltrans 2018).

2.1.2 Discussion

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No impact. A scenic vista is generally defined as a distant public view along or through an opening or corridor that is
recognized and valued for its scenic quality, or a natural or cultural resource that is indigenous to the area. As

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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described above, various locations within the Preserve offer views of scenic vistas both to and from the Preserve.
However, due to the dense wooded area surrounding the project site, long distance views are limited. For this reason,
there are no scenic vistas visible to or from the project site. Project demolition and site recontouring activities would
therefore not result in adverse effects on a scenic vista; the project would restore the site to its natural state. No
impact would occur, and no mitigation would be required.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Less-than-significant impact. Highway 35, which is an officially designated State Scenic Highway, is located
approximately 800 feet north of the project site (Caltrans 2018). The Redwood Cabin has been evaluated as appearing
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and is therefore a historical resource under
CEQA. As described in Criterion (a), views to and from the project site are limited due to the surrounding wooded
areas. Further, the project site, including the Redwood Cabin, is not visible from Highway 35. Therefore, although
project activities would include demolition of the Redwood Cabin and recontouring within the project site, it would not
substantially damage scenic resources, within a state scenic highway because the project site is not visible from the
state scenic highway. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.

C) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage points.) If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

Less-than-significant impact. As previously described, the visual character of the site consists of the existing Redwood
Cabin, sloped terrain, and surrounding wooded area which shields views towards and from the project site. No public
access to the site is currently permitted and as such, no public views towards the site are available. Project activities
would alter the visual character of the project site through removal of the existing Redwood Cabin. Once the structure
has been demolished and materials have been removed from the site, disturbed areas would be revegetated and
recontoured to ensure adequate erosion control and site drainage. No maintenance or operational activities would be
required at the project site after construction and the site would remain closed to the public. Because the project site
is not visible or accessible to the public, and would remain closed once project activities are complete, implementation
of the project would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

No impact. Construction activities associated with removal of the Redwood Cabin structure and site recontouring
would occur during daylight hours and would not require nighttime lighting. Construction equipment is unlikely to
have reflective surfaces, other than what is required for safety purposes, and would not create a substantial source of
glare in the area. Once construction activities are complete, the site would remain undeveloped, secured and closed to
the public; no sources of light or glare would be present at the project site. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no
mitigation would be required.

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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2.2 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Potentially Si LE.rﬁS wsmn?\;\lfrth LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTALISSUES Significant gn_ - Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incoporated

[l. Agriculture and Forest Resources.

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997, as updated) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.

In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted
by the California Air Resources Board.

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ] L] L] X
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 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 ] O] L]
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, O] L] []
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(q)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(q))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of L] L] ]
forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, O] L] []
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

2.2.1 Environmental Setting

While areas suitable for grazing are identified within the Preserve (Midpen 2012a: 3-12), no areas identified as
Important Farmland, meaning Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance, Unique Farmland, or Prime Farmland are
identified within the Preserve. No grazing land, Important Farmland, or land under Williamson Act contract is present
within the project site (CDOC 2021). The parcel containing the project site is classified as “other land.”

According to the San Mateo County General Plan land use map, the project site is within an area zoned for Forest
resources and Timber Production (TPZ) (San Mateo County 2021). However, no logging or other timber harvest
activities currently occur on or adjacent to the project site.

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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2.2.2 Discussion

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

No impact. No Important Farmland is located within the Preserve or on the project site. Project activities include
demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features, recontouring, and site revegetation.
Therefore, the project would not result in conversion of designated Important Farmland, and there would be no
impact.

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

No impact. No parcels with active Williamson Act Contracts are present within or adjacent to the project site. Project
activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features, recontouring, and
site revegetation. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any agricultural land uses or Williamson Act Contracts
and would have no impact.

) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

No impact. The parcel containing the project site does contain forest resources and is designated as a Timber
Production Zone per the San Mateo County General Plan. No timber harvest occurs on the project site. Project
activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features, grading and
recontouring, and site revegetation. The project does not propose zoning or land use changes, and project activities
would not substantially limit availability or affect quality of forest or timber resources within the vicinity of the project.
Therefore, the project would have no impact.

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No impact. See discussion under item c) above.

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 conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

No impact. No agricultural or forestry operations are located adjacent to or within the project vicinity. Project activities
include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features, recontouring, and site
revegetation; the project does not propose any land use or zoning changes. Implementation of the project would not
involve any uses that would impede or otherwise alter agricultural or forestry operations. For this reason, project
activities would not result in a direct or indirect conversion of existing or surrounding land uses into non-agricultural
use and would not impact the availability of forest resources. Therefore, the project would have no impact.

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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2.3 AIR QUALITY

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signficant  Slncantwith e ot No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incoporated

1. Air Quality.

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

Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the U] U] X ]
applicable air quality plan?

b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of L] X ] ]
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] O] X L]
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to L] L] X ]
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

2.3.1 Environmental Setting

The project site is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) within the County of San Mateo. The
SFBAAB is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The existing air quality
conditions in the area are determined by such natural factors as topography, meteorology, and climate, in addition to
the amount of emissions released by existing air pollutant sources.

CLIMATE AND TOPOGRAPHY

The climate of the SFBAAB is determined largely by a high-pressure system that is often present over the eastern
Pacific Ocean. High-pressure systems are characterized by an upper layer of dry air that warms as it descends,
restricting the mobility of cooler marine-influenced air near the ground surface, resulting in subsidence inversions
restricting the dispersion of air masses. During summer and fall, locally generated emissions can, under the restraining
influences of topography and subsidence inversions, cause conditions that are conducive to the formation of
photochemical pollutants, such as ozone and secondary particulates (e.g., nitrates and sulfates). In the winter, the
Pacific high-pressure system shifts southward, allowing storms to pass through the area (BAAQMD 2017a).

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

Air Pollutants

As required by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has identified National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide
(NOy), sulfur dioxide (SOy), respirable and fine particulate matter (PM1 and PM, s, which are particulate matter 10
microns or less in diameter and 2.5 microns or less in diameter, respectively), and lead. The State of California has also
established California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for these six pollutants as well as sulfates, hydrogen
sulfide (H2S), vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. NAAQS and CAAQS were established to protect the public

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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from adverse health impacts caused by exposure to air pollution. A brief description of the criteria air pollutants and
their effects on health is provided in Table 2.3-1.

Table 2.3-1 Air Pollutants
Pollutant Sources Effects
Ozone Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere |Ozone causes eye irritation, airway constriction, and
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving | shortness of breath and can aggravate existing respiratory
reactive organic gases (ROG), also sometimes referred to as diseases such as asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema.
volatile organic compounds by some regulating agencies) and
nitrogen oxides (NOx). The main sources of ROG and NOy, often
referred to as ozone precursors, are products of combustion
processes (including motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation
of solvents, paints, and fuels.
Carbon CO is usually formed as the result of the incomplete combustion |Exposure to high concentrations of CO reduces the
monoxide | of fuels. The single largest source of CO is motor vehicle oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and can cause
engines; the highest emissions occur during low travel speeds,  [headaches, nausea, dizziness, and fatigue; impair central
stop-and-go driving, cold starts, and hard acceleration. nervous system function; and induce angina (chest pain) in
persons with serious heart disease. Very high levels of CO
can be fatal.
Particulate | Some sources of particulate matter, such as wood burning in Scientific studies have suggested links between fine
matter fireplaces, demolition, and construction activities, are more local |particulate matter and numerous health problems,
in nature, while others, such as vehicular traffic, have a more including asthma, bronchitis, and acute and chronic
regional effect. respiratory symptoms, such as shortness of breath and
painful breathing. Recent studies have shown an
association between morbidity and mortality and daily
concentrations of particulate matter in the air.
Nitrogen  |NO: is a reddish-brown gas that is a by-product of combustion |Aside from its contribution to ozone formation, NO; can
dioxide processes. Automobiles and industrial operations are the main  |increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease
sources of NO,. and reduce visibility.
Sulfur SO; is a combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels |Exposure can lead to the irritation of upper respiratory
dioxide such as coal and diesel. SO; is also a precursor to the formation |tract and heighten asthma symptoms.
of particulate matter, atmospheric sulfate, and atmospheric
sulfuric acid formation that could precipitate downwind as acid
rain.
Lead Leaded gasoline, lead-based paint, smelters (metal refineries),  |Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects.
and the manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the
primary sources of lead released into the atmosphere, with lead
levels in the air decreasing substantially since leaded gasoline
was eliminated in the United States.

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; ROG = reactive organic gases; SOz = sulfur dioxide.

Sources: EPA 2018

Attainment Area Designations
The CAA and the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) require all areas of California to be classified as attainment, non-
attainment, or unclassified as to their status relative to the NAAQS and CAAQS. Under the CAA and the CCAA, the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) designates portions of the state based on air quality monitoring data.
Attainment statuses for San Mateo County are shown in Table 2.3-2. San Mateo County is designated as
nonattainment for ozone, PMyg, and PM, 5 with respect to the CAAQS and ozone and PM s with respect to the NAAQS.

2-6

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
Redwood Cabin Removal Project Initial Study



Ascent Environmental

Environmental Checklist

Table 2.3-2 Attainment Status Designations for San Mateo County
Pollutant NAAQS CAAQS
Ozone Attainment (1-hour)! Nonattainment (1-hour) Classification?

Nonattainment (8-hour)? Classification — Marginal

Nonattainment (8-hour)

Nonattainment (8-hour)? Classification — Marginal

Nonattainment (24-hour)

Respirable particulate matter (PMyg)

Attainment (24-hour)

Nonattainment (24-hour)

Attainment (24-hour)

Nonattainment (Annual)

Fine particulate matter (PM_s)

Nonattainment (24-hour)

(No State Standard for 24-Hour)

Nonattainment (Annual)

Nonattainment (Annual)

Carbon monoxide (CO)

Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

Nitrogen dioxide (NO,)

Unclassified/Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (1-hour)

Unclassified/Attainment (Annual)

Attainment (Annual)

Sulfur dioxide (SO2)*

(Attainment) (1-Hour)

Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (3-month rolling avg.)

Attainment (24-hour)

Lead (Particulate)

Attainment (3-month rolling avg.)

Attainment (30-day average)

Hydrogen Sulfide

Sulfates

Visibly Reducing Particles

Vinyl Chloride

No Federal Standard

Unclassified (1-hour)

Attainment (24-hour)

Unclassified (8-hour)

Unclassified (24-hour)

Notes: NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards; CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards

T Air Quality meets federal 1-hour Ozone standard (77 FR 64036). EPA revoked this standard, but some associated requirements still apply.

2 Per Health and Safety Code Section 40921.5(c), the classification is based on 1989-1991 data, and therefore does not change.

32015 Standard.
42010 Standard.

Source: EPA 2019; CARB 2018

Air Quality Planning

The BAAQMD is responsible for ensuring that the federal and State ambient air quality standards are attained and
maintained in the SFBAAB. The BAAQMD is also responsible for adopting and enforcing rules and regulations
concerning air pollutant sources, issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollutants, inspecting stationary sources
of air pollutants, responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological conditions,
awarding grants to reduce motor vehicle emissions, conducting public education campaigns, as well as many other
activities. BAAQMD updates its Clean Air Plan every three years to reflect progress in meeting the NAAQS and CAAQS
and to incorporate new information regarding the feasibility of control measures and new emission inventory data.
BAAQMD's record of progress in implementing previous measures must also be reviewed. BAAQMD prepared these
plans in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments.
On April 19, 2017, BAAQMD adopted the most recent revision to the Clean Air Plan, titled the 2017 Clean Air Plan:
Spare the Air, Cool the Climate (BAAQMD 2017b). This plan serves to:

» define a vision for transitioning the region to a post-carbon economy needed to achieve 2030 and 2050
greenhouse gas reduction targets;

» decrease emissions of air pollutants most harmful to Bay Area residents, such as particulate matter, ozone, and

toxic air contaminants (TACs);

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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» reduce emissions of methane and other potent climate pollutants; and
» decrease emissions of carbon dioxide by reducing fossil fuel combustion.

Projects located in the SFBAAB are subject to BAAQMD's rules and regulations. Specific rules applicable to the project
include:

» Regulation 2, Rule 1, General Permit Requirements. Includes criteria for issuance or denial of permits, exemptions,
appeals against decisions of the Air Pollution Control Officer and BAAQMD actions on applications.

» Regulation 6, Rule 1, General Requirements. Limits the quantity of particulate matter in the atmosphere by
controlling emission rates, concentration, visible emissions and opacity.

» Regulation 7, Odorous Substances. Regulation 7 places general limitations on odorous substances and specific
emission limitations on certain odorous compounds. A person (or facility) must meet all limitations of this
regulation, but meeting such limitations shall not exempt such person from any other requirements of BAAQMD,
state, or national law. The limitations of this regulation shall not be applicable until BAAQMD receives odor
complaints from 10 or more complainants within a 90-day period, alleging that a person has caused odors
perceived at or beyond the property line of such person and deemed to be objectionable by the complainants in
the normal course of their work, travel, or residence. When the limits of this regulation become effective, as a
result of citizen complaints described above, the limits shall remain effective until such time as no citizen
complaints have been received by BAAQMD for 1 year. The limits of this Regulation shall become applicable again
if BAAQMD receives odor complaints from five or more complainants within a 90-day period. BAAQMD staff
investigate and track all odor complaints it receives and make attempts to visit the site and identify the source of
the objectionable odor and assist the owner or facility in finding a way to reduce the odor.

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS

TACs, or in federal parlance, hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), are a defined set of airborne pollutants that are known to
pose a present or potential hazard to human health. A TAC is defined as an air pollutant that may cause or contribute

to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or that may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are usually present in
minute quantities in the ambient air, however, their high toxicity or health risk may pose a threat to public health even

at low concentrations.

According to the 2073 Edition of the California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality, health risks from TACs can largely
be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most important being diesel PM (CARB 2013:5-2 to 5-4). Diesel PM
differs from other TACs in that it is not a single substance, but rather a complex mixture of hundreds of substances.
Although diesel PM is emitted by diesel-fueled internal combustion engines, the composition of the emissions varies
depending on engine type, operating conditions, fuel composition, lubricating oil, and whether an emissions control
system is being used. Unlike other TACs, no ambient monitoring data are available for diesel PM because no routine
measurement method currently exists. However, CARB has made preliminary concentration estimates based on a PM
exposure method. This method uses the CARB emissions inventory’s PMyo database, ambient PMig monitoring data,
and the results from several studies to estimate concentrations of diesel PM. In addition to diesel PM, the TACs for
which data are available that pose the greatest existing ambient risk in California are benzene, 1,3-butadiene,
acetaldehyde, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene, formaldehyde, methylene chloride,
and perchloroethylene. However, diesel PM poses the greatest health risk among the ten TACs mentioned. Overall,
levels of most TACs, except para-dichlorobenzene and formaldehyde, have decreased since 1990 (CARB 2013).

ODORS

Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. Manifestations of a person’s reaction to
odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory
effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). Odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary
landfills, composting facilities, recycling facilities, petroleum refineries, chemical manufacturing plants, painting

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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operations, rendering plants, and food packaging plants (BAAQMD 2017a). None of these odorous land uses are
within proximity to the project site.

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Sensitive receptors are generally considered to include those land uses where exposure to pollutants could result in
health-related risks to sensitive individuals, such as children or the elderly. Residences, schools and school yards, parks
and playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical facilities are of primary concern because of the
presence of individuals particularly sensitive to pollutants and/or the potential for increased and prolonged exposure
of individuals to pollutants.

The closest sensitive receptors are the private residences off Highway 35. The closest residence is located
approximately 840 feet north of the project boundary.

BAAQMD Thresholds

The BAAQMD's significance thresholds in the May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines for a project-level analysis are the
most appropriate thresholds for use in determining air quality impacts of the proposed project. Table 2.3-3 presents
the significance thresholds for construction and operations-related criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions used
for this analysis. These thresholds were developed by BAAQMD to achieve and maintain the NAAQS and CAAQS,
which are standards intended to protect the public health. The thresholds represent the levels at which a project’s
individual emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
the SFBAAB's existing nonattainment air quality conditions.

Table 2.3-3 BAAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Average Daily Operational Average Daily Operational Maximum Annual
Emissions (Ib/day) Emissions (lb/day) Emissions (typ)
Reactive Organic Compounds (ROG) 54 54 10
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 54 54 10
Respirable Particulate Matter (PMyo) 82 (Exhaust) 82 15
Fine Particulate Matter (PM.s) 54 (Exhaust) 54 10

Notes: tpy = tons per year; Ib/day = pounds per day. PMi and PMz; fugitive dust emissions require implementation of best management practices
(BMPs).

Source: BAAQMD 2017a

BAAQMD has not adopted quantitative thresholds for fugitive dust emissions during construction. Instead, the
BAAQMD recommends best management practices (BMPs) be implemented to reduce fugitive dust emissions. The
20712 La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan EIR requires projects to implement BMPs consistent with the
BAAQMD Basic Construction Mitigation Measures. These measures would be part of the standards condition of
approval for project construction.

BAAQMD has established the following Thresholds of Significance for local community risks and hazards associated
with TACs and PM;s for assessing individual source impacts at a local level. Impacts would be significant if:

» The project would result in an increased cancer risk of > 10 in one-millions
» The project would result in an increased non-cancer (i.e., Chronic or Acute) risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index

» The project would result in an ambient PM, s concentration increase of > 0.3 micrograms per cubic meters (ug/m?3)
annual average

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
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A project would be considered to have a cumulatively considerable impact if the aggregate total of current and
proposed TAC sources within a 1,000 feet radius of the project fence-line in addition to the project would exceed the
Cumulative Thresholds of Significance. Thresholds would be exceeded if:

» The project would result in an increased cancer risk of > 100 in one million
» The project would result in an increased non-cancer (i.e., Chronic or Acute) risk of > 10 Hazard Index
» The project would result in an ambient PM, s concentration increase of > 0.8 pg/m? annual average

Excess cancer risks are defined as those occurring in excess of or above and beyond those risks that would normally
be associated with a location or activity if toxic pollutants were not present. Non-carcinogenic health effects are
expressed as a hazard index, which is the ratio of expected exposure levels to an acceptable reference exposure level.

The BAAQMD provides minimum distances for siting of new odor sources in Table 3-3 of their CEQA Guidelines
document. The odor screening distances in Table 3-3 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines should not be used as
absolute screening criteria, rather as information to consider along with the odor parameters and complaint history.
BAAQMD does not provide guidance or recommendations to assess odors from construction activities, thus these
odors are discussed qualitatively for informational purposes.

2.3.2 Discussion

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Less-than-significant impact. The emission inventories used to develop a region’s air quality attainment plans are
based primarily on projected population growth and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the region that are determined,
in part, based on the planned growth identified in regional and community plans. Therefore, projects that would result
in population or employment growth beyond that projected in regional or community plans could result in increases
in VMT and overall emissions above that planned in the attainment plan, further resulting in emissions that could
conflict with a region’s air quality planning efforts. Increases in VMT and emissions beyond that projected in the air
quality attainment plans generally would be considered to have a significant adverse incremental effect on the region'’s
ability to attain or maintain the CAAQS and NAAQS.

The project involves the demolition of a vacant cabin and would not result in any new long-term employment
opportunities or new housing, and it would not change the amount of development projected in the SFBAAB.
Therefore, it would be consistent with the population growth and VMT projections used in BAAQMD's 2017 Clean Air
Plan. Also, as discussed below under criterion (b), the project would not result in any short-term construction
emissions or new stationary sources of emissions that would result in a significant impact. Thus, implementation of the
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the BAAQMD 2017 Clean Air Plan and the impact would
be less than significant.

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Under a project level analysis, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
identify whether a project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard through average
pounds per day significance thresholds. The project level thresholds were developed to bring the SFBAAB into
attainment for the NAAQS and CAAQS and to be protective of human health.

Project construction would involve demolition and recontouring that have the potential to generate air pollutant
emissions. Project activities may also include soil decompaction and revegetation, as described in Section 2.4.2 of
Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR. Construction emissions were modeled using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2020.4.0 computer program (CAPCOA 2021). Attachment A includes
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modeling inputs and parameters used for this analysis. Table 2.3-4 summarizes the estimated average daily emissions of
ROG, NOx, PM1o (exhaust) and PM2s (exhaust) during project construction. As shown in Table 3.3-4, project construction

emissions for all criteria pollutants would be below the BAAQMD average daily thresholds of significance. It should be
noted that this project only requires the demolition and recontouring of the site, thus, no operational emissions were
evaluated. To reduce operational fugitive dust and help with erosion control the project would spread native grass seed

mix in the disturbed areas and weed free or native grass straw would be placed on the disturbed areas.

Table 2.3-4 Summary of Average Daily Pounds Per Day Construction Emissions of Criteria Pollutants and
Precursor Emissions
Emissions Source ROG NOx CcO PMio PMzs SOx
2023 1 10 12 <1 <1 <1
Average Daily Emissions 1 10 12 <1 <1 <1
BAAQMD Emissions Threshold 54 54 N/A 82! 541 N/A

Notes: CO = Carbon Monoxide; ROG = Reactive Organic Gases; NOx = Oxides of Nitrogen; PMio = Particulate matter 10 micrometers or less in
diameter; PMzs = Particulate matter 2.5 micrometers or less in diameter; SOx = Sulfur Dioxide.

T Exhaust emissions only

Source: Ascent Environmental, Inc. 2021

Fugitive Dust Emissions

The construction activities of demolition and recontouring would result in fugitive dust emissions from soil movement
and equipment use. For all proposed projects, BAAQMD recommends the implementation of all BMPs, whether or not
construction-related emissions exceed applicable thresholds of significance. To satisfy this requirement and to reduce
emissions from construction-related sources, the project would implement environmental protection guideline (EPG)
AQ-1, Minimize Air Pollutant Emissions, as outlined in Chapter 2, “Project Description” of the accompanying EIR. While
EPG AQ-1 contains many of the BMPs required by BAAQMD, such as watering exposed surfaces twice daily and
covering haul trucks, not all BMPs are provided in EPG AQ-1. Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant.

The project would implement BMP AQ-1, as described in Section 2.7.3, “Project Specific BMPs" of Chapter 2, “Project
Description” of the accompanying EIR. With the implementation of project-specific BMP AQ-1, which contains BMPs
required by BAAQMD but not provided in EPG AQ-1, the project would be consistent with the BPMs required by
BAAQMD and reduce emissions from construction activities. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation.

) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less-than-significant impact. As discussed previously, sensitive receptors are generally considered to include those
land uses where exposure to pollutants could result in health-related risks to sensitive individuals, such as children or
the elderly. The closest sensitive receptor is a residence off Highway 35, located approximately 840 feet north of the
project boundary.

The potential cancer risk from inhaling diesel PM outweighs the potential for all other diesel PM—related health
impacts (i.e., non-cancer chronic risk, short-term acute risk) and health impacts from other TACs (CARB 2003:K-1). With
regard to exposure to diesel PM, the dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine
health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the duration
of exposure to the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, meaning that a longer exposure period would
result in a higher level of health risk for any exposed receptor. Thus, the risks estimated for an exposed individual are
higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA), when a health risk assessment is prepared to project the results of exposure of sensitive
receptors to selected compounds, exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions should be based on a 70- or 30-
year exposure period, however, such assessments should be limited to the duration of activities associated with the
proposed project if emissions occur for shorter periods (OEHHA 2015:5-23, 5-24).

Construction-related activities would result in temporary, intermittent emissions of diesel PM from the exhaust of off-
road, heavy-duty diesel equipment. Construction activities would occur at a minimum of 840 feet away from the
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nearest sensitive receptor. On-road diesel-powered haul trucks traveling to and from the construction area to deliver
materials and equipment are also a source of diesel PM, however, their operations would be dispersed throughout the
roadway network in the plan area, and they would not operate at any one location for extended periods of time such
that they would expose a single receptor to excessive diesel PM emissions.

The results of emissions modeling show that average daily emissions of exhaust PM. s, of which diesel PM is a subset,
would not exceed 1 Ib/day during construction. Additionally, movement of haul trucks would occur near a sensitive
receptor intermittently over a 10-week period.

Considering the highly dispersive properties of diesel PM, the relatively low mass of diesel PM emissions that would be
generated at any single place during project construction, the relatively short period during which diesel PM—emitting
construction activities would take place, and the fact that the nearest sensitive receptor (occupied residence) is 840
feet away, construction-related TACs would not expose sensitive receptors to an incremental increase in cancer risk
that exceeds 10 in one million or a Health Index greater or equal to 1.0. As a result, this impact would be less than
significant.

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

Less-than-significant impact. The proposed project is the demolition of a vacant cabin and would not result in the
introduction of any new permanent sources of odors to the area. Because construction-related odors would be
intermittent, temporary, and would disperse rapidly with distance from the source, construction-related odors would
not result in the frequent exposure of a substantial number of individuals to objectionable odors. Short-term exposure
to odorous emissions would therefore be considered less than significant. For these reasons, odorous emissions
generated during construction under the project would also be less than significant.
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2.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Potertialy L‘;::fv"vim LessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gificant Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
IV. Biological Resources.
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] X ] ]

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

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

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally L] X ] ]
protected wetlands (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 L] X ] ]
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 [ [ [ X
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O] L] L] X
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

2.4.1 Environmental Setting

A Botanical Resources Survey Report was prepared in November 2020 for an area encompassing the project site.
Findings of the Botanical Resources Survey Report indicate that the project site encompasses a single plant
community, a North Coast Coniferous Forest. The understory of the forest features a mix of native and introduced
plants, including a number of invasive species. The underlying shrub and vine layer consists largely of native California
blackberry (Rubus ursinus), California hazelnut (Corylus cornuta), and blood current (Ribes sanguineum). Invasive
French broom, English ivy, and vinca were found primarily along historically graded or otherwise disturbed areas.
Thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus) is fairly common along the margins of La Honda Creek, and western burning bush
(Euonymus occidentalis var. occidentalis) is a reflection of the relatively high level of moisture even in upland habitats—
the species is known only from coastal and montane habitats and does not occur south of Santa Cruz County. As with
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the shrub/vine stratum, the most common herbs observed in this habitat are primarily those well adapted to the deep
shade of the tree canopy. Most of them typically feature broad or highly dissected leaves that spread out parallel to
the forest floor, allowing for maximum absorption of the briefly available stippled sun. The only widespread introduced
plant was broadleaved forget-me-not (Myosotis latifolia), which was observed primarily along the access road and
leveled areas. Herbaceous plants that were found only below or along the banks of La Honda Creek include giant
chain fern (Woodwardia fimbriata), sedges (e.g., Carex amplifolia and C. bolanderi), and giant horsetail (Equisetum
telmateia). Such wetland plants were relatively sparse as a result of the generally steep stream banks and limited
floodplain as well as the paucity of sunlight and the high cover of cobbles and boulders within the stream. (Vollmar
Natural Lands Consulting 2020).

A Marbled Murrelet Habitat Assessment and Management Recommendations Report was prepared for Midpen in
2007. Findings of the report indicate that Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), a seabird listed as federally-
threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act, may nest in coniferous forests on Midpen lands (H.T. Harvey
and Associates 2007). Additionally, a report on sensitive amphibian and reptiles was prepared for Midpen in 2007. The
report concluded that California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) and western pond turtle (Emys marmorata)
were present within Midpen preserves. Further, though San Francisco garter snake was not observed during the
surveys, the report indicated that the possibility of San Francisco garter snake occurrence cannot be ruled out due to
the presence of appropriate habitat within Midpen's property (Richard Seymour and Associates 2007).

No signs of roosting bats were detected during a 2019 biological survey of the Redwood Cabin, however, four dusky-
footed woodrat nest structures were observed inside the structure. Although no bats were observed emerging from
the Redwood Cabin, acoustic recordings identified fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes) foraging calls in the vicinity
(Swaim 2019).

La Honda Creek, a semi-perennial stream that supports some wetland habitat as well as open water, is located directly
north of the project site (Vollmar Natural Lands Consulting 2020).

2.4.2 Discussion

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The project area has the potential to support sensitive species. As
such, project activities could result in substantial adverse effect to candidate, sensitive, or special-status species within
the project vicinity. Midpen has adopted standard mitigation measures as part of the Preserve Master Plan and its
various land management program, which continue to be used onsite to reduce impacts to candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species to a less than significant level. Therefore, these impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated and will be discussed further in the Biological Resources section of the EIR.

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The project area has the potential to support sensitive natural
communities. As such, project activities could result in substantial adverse effect to riparian habitat and sensitive
communities within the project vicinity. Midpen has previously adopted standard mitigation measures as part of the
Preserve Master Plan and its various land management programs that will reduce impacts to riparian habitat and
sensitive communities within the project vicinity to a less than significant level. These impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated and will be discussed further in the Biological Resources section of the EIR.
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) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. As described above, La Honda Creek, which supports wetland
habitat as well as open water, is located directly north of the project site. As such, project activities could result in
substantial adverse effect to federally protected wetlands. Midpen has adopted standard mitigation measures as part
of the Preserve Master Plan and its various land management program, which continue to be used onsite that will
reduce impacts to federally protected wetlands to a less than significant level. Therefore, these impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated and will be discussed further in the Biological Resources section of the
EIR.

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?

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The project area has the potential to support migratory wildlife
species. As such, project activities could result in interference with wildlife species within the project vicinity. Midpen
has adopted standard mitigation measures as part of the Preserve Master Plan and its various land management
program, which continue to be used onsite that will reduce interference with wildlife species within the project vicinity
to a less than significant level. Therefore, these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated and
will be discussed further in the Biological Resources section of the EIR.

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

No impact. Implementation of the project would comply with existing policies and ordinances related to the protection
of biological resources. Further, the project would not involve any tree removal, such that conflicts related to tree
preservation would occur. As such, no impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

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?

No impact. The project site is not within an area designated under a habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact on adopted habitat conservation plans and no mitigation is required.
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2.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SoNMCantwith e ot No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated
V. Cultural Resources.
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the X L] ] ]

significance of a historical resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the X L] ] ]
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.57?

c) Substantially disturb human remains, including those O] O] X L]
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

2.5.1 Environmental Setting

As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR, the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared
by Page & Turnbull, Inc. in 2020 determined that the Redwood Cabin is a historical resource per CEQA because it
appears to be eligible for listing in the CRHR. CRHR eligibility was determined for the Redwood Cabin because it
appears to be one of few remaining examples of a permanent recreational cabin from the 1920s with a high degree of
integrity and is representative of the peak of recreational development in the Santa Cruz Mountains in the nineteenth
century (CRHR Criterion 1); and is a unique example of a rustic recreational cabin in the surrounding area (CRHR
Criterion 3) (Page & Turnbull 2020).

A cultural resources literature search was conducted in July 2021 by the Central California Information Center (NWIC)
of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at Sonoma State University. The records search was
conducted to determine if prehistoric or historic cultural resources had been previously recorded within the project
site, the extent to which the project site had been previously surveyed, and the number and type of cultural resources
within a 0.25-mile radius of the project area. The NWIC records search indicated that no resources were located within
the project area or within a 0.25-mile radius of the project area.

2.5.2 Discussion

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5?7

Potentially significant impact. Because the Redwood Cabin is considered eligible for listing in the CRHR and is
therefore considered a resource under CEQA, impacts related to the project could be potentially significant. This issue
will be analyzed further in the EIR.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?7

Potentially significant impact. Ground-disturbing activities could damage previously unrecorded archaeological
resources. This would be a potentially significant impact. This issue will be analyzed further in the EIR.
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) Substantially disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Less-than-significant impact. No human remains have been found previously on the project site. However, the
potential for human remains to occur below the ground surface in the project area is currently unknown.
Implementation of the project would involve soil disturbance during construction, which could result in impacts on any
interred on-site human remains.

California law recognizes the need to protect Native American human burials, skeletal remains, and items associated
with Native American burials from vandalism and inadvertent destruction. The procedures for the treatment of Native
American human remains are contained in California Health and Safety Code Sections 7050.5 and PRC Section 5097.

These statutes require that, if human remains are discovered during any construction activities, potentially damaging
ground-disturbing activities in the area of the remains shall be halted immediately, and the San Mateo County coroner
and Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified immediately, in accordance with to PRC Section
5097.98 and Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined by NAHC to be Native
American, the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. Following the
coroner’s findings, the archaeologist, the NAHC-designated Most Likely Descendant, and the landowner shall determine
the ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps to ensure that additional human
interments are not disturbed. The responsibilities for acting upon notification of a discovery of Native American human
remains are identified in PRC Section 5097.94.

Compliance with California Health and Safety Code Sections 7050.5 and PRC Section 5097 would provide an
opportunity to avoid or minimize the disturbance of human remains, and to appropriately treat any remains that are
discovered. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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2.6 ENERGY

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SoNMCantwith e ot No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated
VI. Energy.
Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact O] L] X []

due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for L] L] X ]
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

2.6.1 Environmental Setting

California relies on a regional power system composed of a diverse mix of natural gas, petroleum, renewable,
hydroelectric, and nuclear generation resources:

» Natural gas: AlImost two-thirds of California households use natural gas for home heating, and about half of
California’s utility-scale net electricity generation is fueled by natural gas (U.S. Energy Information Administration
[EIA] 2021).

» Petroleum: Petroleum products (gasoline, diesel, jet fuel), which are consumed almost exclusively by the
transportation sector, account for almost 99 percent of the energy used in California by the transportation sector,
with the rest provided by ethanol, natural gas, and electricity (Bureau of Transportation Statistics 2017). Gasoline
and diesel fuel sold in California for motor vehicles is refined in California to meet specific formulations required
by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) (EIA 2021).

» Electricity and renewables: The California Energy Commission (CEC) estimates that 34 percent of California’s
retail electricity sales in 2018 were provided by Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS)-eligible renewable
resources (EIA 2021).

» Alternative fuels: Conventional gasoline and diesel may be replaced (depending on the capability of the vehicle) with
many alternative transportation fuels (e.g., biodiesel, hydrogen, electricity). Use of alternative fuels is encouraged
through various statewide regulations and plans (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard, California’s 2017 Climate Change
Scoping Plan [2017 Scoping Plan]).

The project would not require use of natural gas or electricity because the project would only require demolition and
recontouring of the site.

San Mateo County adopted an Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP) in June 2013 to align with the State’s
GHG emission reductions set by Assembly Bill 32 of a 15 percent reduction below 1990 levels by 2020. The EECAP
established the goals of achieving a 17 percent reduction in GHG emissions from 2005 levels by 2020. To reach its
goals, the EECAP established several GHG reduction measures that would reduce the county’s overall energy use from
both residential and nonresidential sources through increasing efficiency. The EECAP includes Measure 15.1 which is
specific to this project’s construction activities by minimizing idling times from equipment and utilizing cleaner fuels.

In October 2018, Midpen adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) to reduce its operational GHG emissions 20 percent by
2022, 40 percent by 2030, and 80 percent by 2050 from 2016 levels to be in line with State GHG emission reduction
goals. To reach its goals, the CAP advises Midpen to reduce emissions from its vehicle fleets, equipment, and business-
related travel, employee commutes, buildings and facilities, and adoption of renewable electricity by its residences. In
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addition to these strategies, Midpen proposes to reduce or offset livestock emissions, enhance carbon sequestration,
reduce visitor transportation emissions, and increase staff and visitor awareness and action on climate change.

2.6.2 Discussion

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

Less-than-significant impact. Energy would be required to operate and maintain construction equipment and
transport construction materials. The one-time energy expenditure required for demolition associated with the project
would be nonrecoverable. Most energy consumption would result from operation of off-road construction equipment
and on-road vehicle trips associated with commutes by construction workers and haul trucks trips. It should be noted
that the demolition material may contain hazardous material. Although it is possible that some of the historical
materials from the cabin would be salvaged, for a conservative estimate, it is assumed that all material would be
disposed at the Kettleman Hills Landfill located approximately 180 miles from the project site. See Attachment B for
modeling inputs and parameters. An estimated 207 gallons of gasoline and 2,327 gallons of diesel fuel would be used
during construction of the project (see Attachment B).

The energy needs for project construction would be temporary and are not anticipated to require additional capacity
or substantially increase peak or base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy. Associated energy
consumption would be typical of that associated with demolition projects of this size in a rural setting. Automotive
fuels would be consumed to transport people and materials to and from the project site. There is no atypical
construction-related energy demand associated with the proposed project. Non-renewable energy would not be
consumed in a wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary manner when compared to other construction activity in the region.
This impact would be less than significant.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency

Less than significant. Because the proposed project would only include demolition, site recontouring, and possible soil
decompaction and revegetation, it would only require fuel use from construction equipment and commutes from
workers and haul trucks. The proposed removal of the cabin would remove any potential future energy use of the site.
The energy use associated with the project would be subject to BAAQMD's requirements, the County’s EECAP, and
Midpen’'s CAP. As discussed in Section 2.3, “Air Quality,” while EPG AQ-1 contains many of the BMPs required by
BAAQMD, not all BMPs are provided in EPG AQ-1. Therefore, Midpen would adhere to project-specific BMP AQ-1, as
described in Section 2.7.3, "Project Specific BMPs,” of Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR.

Project-specific BMP AQ-1 would minimize equipment idling times and requires all equipment to be properly tuned to
meet manufacturer specifications as advised by BAAQMD's CEQA Guidelines. BMP AQ-1 would ensure that the project
would also be consistent with the County’s EECAP which requires minimization of idling to no more than five minutes.
In addition, off- and on-road vehicles would be subject to State and federal regulations regarding fuel efficiency
standards for vehicles which would not conflict with the vehicle emission reduction provided in the Midpen CAP.
Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. This impact
would be less than significant.
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2.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Potertialy L‘;::fv"vim LessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gn e Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

VII. Geology and Sails.
Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated O] L] X []
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 California Geological Survey
Special Publication 42.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? L] L] X Ll
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including ] O] X L]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? L] L] X ]
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] O] X L]
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, O] O] X L]
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- L] L] X ]
B of the Uniform Building Code (1994, as updated),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use ] O] L] X
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?
f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological L] L] X []

resource or site or unique geologic feature?

2.7.1 Environmental Setting

A geotechnical investigation was prepared by Romig Engineers in August 2019. The investigation determined that the
Preserve is not included in current Alquist-Priolo fault zone maps, however, noted that the Preserve is located within a
seismically active region of the San Andreas Fault System, and that the La Honda Fault bisects the preserve, but is not
within or adjacent to the project site. The San Andreas Fault is located to the northeast of the Preserve, approximately
2 miles from the project site, and that no faults are mapped within or adjacent to the project site. The report
determined that the potential for fault-related ground rupture at the project site was low, but that the project site
would “undoubtably” experience strong ground shaking during a seismic event (Romig 2019:6).

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
2-20 Redwood Cabin Removal Project Initial Study



Ascent Environmental Environmental Checklist

The report noted that the project site is located in an area that is potentially susceptible to “Earthquake-Induced
Landslides” per the State Seismic Hazards Map of the Woodside Quadrangle, and that the topography of the project
vicinity indicates previous “movement of material in the downslope direction”, but that landslides were not observed
within approximately 50 feet from the cabin (Romig 2019:4-5). The investigation determined that soils present at and
around the project site revealed that soils at the site consisted of “stiff” sandy clay with moderate to low potential for
expansion. Groundwater was not encountered during the investigation, however, groundwater levels were assumed to
vary with season, drainage, and precipitation levels.

2.7.2 Discussion

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

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

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is located within a seismically active region. The nearest fault line to the
project site is the San Andreas Fault, which runs approximately north-south and is located approximately two miles
east of the project site and the Preserve. The geotechnical report prepared for the project site determined that the
potential for fault-related ground rupture at or adjacent to the project site was low.

The existing character of the project site and surrounding areas are remote and rural. Project activities include
demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features, recontouring, and site revegetation.
The project would not place development such as homes, commercial facilities, or other structures or land uses that
could increase the potential for fault rupture or otherwise result in harm, loss, injury, or death in the event of fault
rupture.

Since potential for fault rupture at the site was determined to be low, and project activities would not result in
development on the site, the project would therefore not substantially increase risk of loss, injury, or death resulting
from fault rupture on the project site. This impact would be less than significant.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is located within a seismically active region. The geotechnical investigation
conducted for the project determined that the project site may be subject to strong ground shaking in the event of a
nearby seismic event. However, project activities would not result in development on the site, and the project would
therefore not substantially increase the potential for seismic ground shaking or otherwise increase the risk of loss, injury,
or death resulting from seismic shaking on the project site. This impact would be less than significant.

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less-than-significant impact. The project site is located within a seismically active region. The geotechnical
investigation conducted for the proposed project determined that the project site may be subject to strong ground
shaking in the event of a nearby seismic event.

Factors such as groundwater level, soil type, and shaking potential can affect the potential of a site to experience
ground failure such as liquefaction. Groundwater was not encountered at the project site during the time of the
investigation; however, the geotechnical report mentioned that groundwater and soil water levels would likely vary by
season and precipitation (Romig 2019:4). The potential for soils at the site to undergo liquefaction was not determined
by the soil report. However, given the potential for strong shaking at the site, variable topography, seasonally varying
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water levels, and evidence of material movement at the project site, the possibility of seismic related ground failure
such as liquefaction does exist.

Project activities would not result in development on the site, and the project would therefore not substantially
increase liquefaction potential or potential for other types of seismic-related ground failure. The project would not
otherwise increase risk of loss, injury, or death resulting from ground failure on the project site in the event of a
seismic event. This impact would be less than significant.

iv) Landslides?

Less-than-significant impact. The geotechnical investigation found evidence of landslides and downslope movement in
vicinity of the project site. The existing character of the project site and surrounding areas are remote and rural.
Besides the Redwood Cabin and associated features, the project site does not contain additional structures,
residences, or other development. The site is not accessible to the public.

Project activities would not result in new development on the site. Therefore, the project would not substantially
increase landslide potential or otherwise increase the risk of loss, injury, or death resulting from landslides on the
project site. This impact would be less than significant.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less-than-significant impact. Demolition of the Redwood Cabin, construction staging, and waste removal, would result
in some disturbance of topsoil on the site. Removal of the wooden posts supporting the Redwood Cabin may require
excavation of 2 to 5 feet. After demolition of the Cabin, disturbed areas under the structure would be graded and
recontoured as necessary to ensure adequate erosion control and site drainage. All demolition and graded areas
would be compacted to 75 percent relative compaction. Native grass seed mix would be spread in the disturbed areas,
and weed free or native grass straw would be placed in the disturbed areas, on top of the native grass seed mix, to
assist with soil stabilization and erosion control. Any wood chips or mulch generated from unsalvageable building
materials may also be used to stabilize disturbed areas.

Site recontouring and revegetation would reduce the potential for erosion at the site that may result from project
activities. After completion of demolition, recontouring, and revegetation, the project would not involve any additional
operation or maintenance activities at the site. The project site would remain closed off from public access. Due to the
limited nature of soil disturbance at the project site, and site recontouring and revegetation activities that would occur,
the project would not result in substantial erosion of topsoil, and this impact would be less than significant.

) Be located on a 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?

Less-than-significant impact. According to the geotechnical investigation and report prepared, the project site may be
subject to strong shaking and ground movement such as landslides during a seismic event (Rowig 2019:6, 8). However,
the project consists of demolition and revegetation activities, and would not place additional structures, development,
or land uses on the project site. After completion of demolition, recontouring, and revegetation, the project would not
involve any additional operation or maintenance activities at the site. The project site would remain closed to public
access. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

D) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994, as updated), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Less-than-significant impact. The geotechnical report prepared for the project indicated that soil on the project site
had a low to moderate potential for expansion (Romig 2019: 3). Project activities would remove an existing structure
on the project site and would not result in additional development on the project site that could increase risk of
damage from expansive soils. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
recontouring, and site revegetation. The suitability of the soils at the project sit for septic tanks was not evaluated,
however, the project does not propose addition of septic tanks and would not result in development that may
generate wastewater requiring septic tanks.

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

Less-than-significant impact. The University of California Museum of Paleontology Specimen Data search reflected that
there are 1,696 known records of paleontological specimens within San Mateo County (UCMP 2021). Most of the
specimens listed were microfossils, and were found in areas of the County outside the Preserve, such as Moss Beach,
San Bruno, and QOil Creek, which are approximately 14 miles northwest, 20 miles northeast, and 10 miles southwest of
the project site, respectively. No unique geologic features are identified within the project area. While no known
paleontological resources are known to occur within % miles of the project site, potential for unexpected discovery of
paleontological exists.

Demolition of the Redwood Cabin, construction staging, and waste removal, would result in some ground disturbance
at the project site. In order to remove the wooden posts that support the Redwood Cabin structure, excavation of up
to 2-5 feet would be required. As excavation would occur in areas of the project site which have already been
disturbed, the potential for encounter of paleontological material is low.

However, in the event of that unanticipated paleontological resources are encountered during construction, Midpen
and the construction contractor would implement EPG CUL-1, Protocol for Unexpected Discovery of Archaeological
and Paleontological Cultural Materials as described in Chapter 2, “Project Description” of the accompanying EIR and as
originally outlined in the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan. CUL-2 includes steps such as stopping
work within 30 feet of the discovery, notifying a qualified professional, and implementing methods to protect the
resources (such as fencing) until the significance of the resources is determined and a treatment plan can be identified
and implemented.

Potential for encounter of paleontological material at the project site is low, given that excavation would be limited to
previously disturbed areas of the project site, However, if paleontological materials are discovered, implementation of
CUL-2 would minimize impacts. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact.
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2.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signficant  SBnmcantwith o et No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
VIIl.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or ] ] X ]
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation ] O] X L]

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

2.8.1 Environmental Setting

Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as greenhouse gases (GHGS), play a critical role in determining the
earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation enters the earth’s atmosphere from space. Most solar radiation passes
through GHGs, however, infrared radiation is absorbed by these gases. As a result, radiation that otherwise would have
escaped back into space is instead “trapped,” resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon, known as
the greenhouse effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on earth.

Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (COz2), methane (CHa), nitrous oxide (N20),
hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), perfluorocarbons (PFC), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). GHG emissions contributing to global
climate change are attributable, in large part, to human activities associated with on-road and off-road transportation,
industrial/manufacturing, electricity generation by utilities and consumption by end users, residential and commercial
on-site fuel usage, and agriculture and forestry. It is “extremely likely” that more than half of the observed increase in
global average surface temperature from 1951 to 2010 was caused by the anthropogenic increase in GHG
concentrations and other anthropogenic factors together (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 2014: 5).

Climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants because even local GHG emissions contribute to
global impacts. GHGs have long atmospheric lifetimes (one to several thousand years) and persist in the atmosphere
long enough to be dispersed around the globe. Although the lifetime of any particular GHG molecule is dependent on
multiple variables and cannot be determined with any certainty, it is understood that more CO; is emitted into the
atmosphere than is sequestered by ocean uptake, vegetation, and other forms of sequestration (IPCC 2013:467).

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION SOURCES AND SINKS

As discussed previously, GHG emissions are attributable in large part to human activities. CO; is the main byproduct of
fossil fuel combustion. Methane, a highly potent GHG, primarily results from off-gassing (the release of chemicals from
nonmetallic substances under ambient or greater pressure conditions) and is largely associated with agricultural
practices, organic material decomposition in landfills, and the burning of forest fires (Black et al. 2017). Nitrous oxide
emissions are largely attributable to agricultural practices and soil management. CO; sinks, or reservoirs, include
vegetation and the ocean, which absorb CO, through sequestration and dissolution (CO; dissolving into the water);
respectively, these are the two of the most common processes for removing CO, from the atmosphere.

The total GHG inventory for the unincorporated San Mateo County in 2005 was 782,080 metric tons of CO;
equivalents (MTCOze) (San Mateo County 2013). The 2005 and most recent local GHG inventory for the
unincorporated San Mateo County is presented in Table 2.8-1 to provide context for the GHG emissions associated
with the project.
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Table 2.8-1 2005 Unincorporated San Mateo County GHG Emissions Inventory

Sector Emissions MTCOze Percent
Transportation 479,400 61
Commercial and Industrial Energy 160,900 21
Residential Energy 93,100 12
Off-Road 35,800 5
Solid Waste 8,380 1
Agriculture 3,000 <1
Water and Wastewater 1,500 <1
Total 782,080 100

Source: San Mateo County 2013

The Midpen inventory of administrative GHG emissions in 2018 was 1,307 MTCOze (Midpen 2019). Table 2.8-2 presents
the breakdown of Midpen'’s emissions.

Table 2.8-2 2018 Midpen GHG Emissions Inventory

Sector Emissions MTCOze Percent
Vehicles, Equipment, Business Travel 608 46
Employee Commute 389 30
Facilities 170 13
Tenant Residences 139 1
Total 1,307 100

Source: Midpen 2019

Statewide GHG Emission Targets and the Climate Change Scoping Plan

Reducing GHG emissions in California has been the focus of the State government for approximately two decades
(State of California 2018). GHG emission targets established by the State legislature include reducing statewide GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (Assembly Bill 32 [AB 32] of 2006) and reducing them to 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030 (Senate Bill 32 [SB 32] of 2016). Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 calls for statewide GHG emissions to be reduced
to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. EO B-55-18 calls for California to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045 and
achieve and maintain net negative GHG emissions thereafter. These targets align with the scientifically established
levels needed globally to limit the rise in global temperature to no more than 2 degrees Celsius, the warming
threshold at which major climate disruptions, such as super droughts and rising sea levels, are projected; these targets
also pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase even further to 1.5 degrees Celsius (UN 2015:3).

The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (2017 Scoping Plan), prepared by CARB, outlines the main strategies California
will implement to achieve the legislated GHG emission target for 2030 and “substantially advance toward our 2050
climate goals” (CARB 2017:1, 3, 5, 20, 25-26). It identifies the reductions needed by each GHG emission sector (e.g.,
transportation, industry, electricity generation, agriculture, commercial and residential, pollutants with high global
warming potential, and recycling and waste). The State has also passed more detailed legislation addressing GHG
emissions associated with industrial sources, transportation, electricity generation, and energy consumption.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BAAQMD is the primary agency responsible for addressing air quality concerns in the San Francisco Bay Area,
including San Mateo County. BAAQMD also recommends methods for analyzing project-related GHGs in CEQA
analyses and recommends multiple GHG reduction measures for land use development projects. BAAQMD developed
thresholds of significance to provide a uniform scale to determine the CEQA significance of GHG emissions associated
with land use and stationary source projects that align with the statewide GHG target mandated by AB 32 (BAAQMD
2017). BAAQMD's goals in developing GHG thresholds include ease of implementation; use of standard analysis tools;
and emissions mitigation consistent with AB 32.
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The proposed project's GHG emissions are primarily related to construction activities, however, BAAQMD has not
adopted thresholds for evaluating GHG emissions from construction activities. Nevertheless, BAAQMD recommends
that the lead agency quantify and disclose GHG emissions that would occur during construction and make a
determination on the significance of these construction-generated GHG emission impacts in relation to meeting AB 32
GHG reduction goals. Furthermore, BAAQMD does not advise that a project should be consistent with the State’s
latest GHG emission reduction targets established by SB 32 (i.e., 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030). Because
BAAQMD has not adopted a threshold under SB 32 targets, a project generated GHG emissions threshold was
estimated to evaluate the project in a statewide context. Thus, this analysis presumes that a 40 percent reduction in
the BAAQMD's existing bright-line threshold (resulting in 660 MT CO.e) is necessary to achieve the State's 2030 GHG
reduction goal (which is a 40 percent reduction below 1990 GHG emissions levels). This threshold is presented to
demonstrate the progress required under SB 32.

Also as previously discussed in Section 2.6, “Energy,” San Mateo County has adopted an EECAP to be in line with the
State’s GHG emission reductions and Midpen has adopted a CAP to reduce its operational GHG emissions

2.8.2 Discussion

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Less than significant. BAAQMD's bright-line threshold of 1,100 MTCO,e was developed with the intention of attributing
an appropriate share of GHG emission reductions necessary to reach AB 32 goals for proposed land use development
projects in BAAQMD's jurisdiction under CEQA. However, AB 32's GHG reduction target date of 2020 has passed and
GHG emission reduction are now to be analyzed in meeting updated targets provided by SB 32. At the time of
preparing this analysis, BAAQMD has not updated its bright-line threshold to be consistent with SB 32 reduction
targets. Thus, a project-specific threshold was developed by applying SB 32's reduction target of 40 percent below
1990 GHG emissions level to the 1,100 MTCO.e bright-line threshold, which equates to 600 MTCOze. This threshold is
presented to demonstrate the progress required under SB 32. This linear reduction approach oversimplifies the
threshold development process. It is not the intent of this document to propose the adoption of this threshold as a
mass emissions limit or CEQA GHG threshold for general use, but rather to provide this additional information to put
the project-generated GHG emissions in the appropriate statewide context.

The proposed project would result in construction activities associated with demolition and recontouring of the site.
Construction-related GHG emissions would result from the use of construction equipment (haul trucks, excavator,
forklifts, etc.) and vehicle trips from construction workers over a 10-week construction period. The proposed
construction activities were estimated to generate a total of 46 MTCOze which is under the project-specific threshold
of 660 MTCO.e per year.

In addition to comparing the project to a threshold consistent with State targets, BAAQMD's CEQA Guidelines
encourage Lead Agencies to incorporate BMPs which include using alternative fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric)
construction vehicles/equipment for at least 15 percent of the fleet; using local building materials for at least 10
percent of materials required; and recycling or reusing at least 50 percent of construction waste or demolition
materials. The project would implement BMP GHG-1, as described in Section 2.7.3, “Project Level BMPs" of Chapter 2,
"Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR.

With incorporation of BMP GHG-1, the project would be consistent with the BMPs required by BAAQMD and reduce
emissions from construction activities. This impact would be less than significant.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less-than-significant impact. Midpen’s CAP evaluated the operational emissions of the agency. Because the project
would not result in any long-term operational emissions, the proposed project would not conflict with any of the GHG
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emission reduction efforts provided in the CAP. Furthermore, the project would not exceed the project-related
threshold and is consistent with the State’s latest reduction goals of the 2017 Scoping Plan and SB 32. Thus, the project
would not have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purposes of reduction the emissions of GHGs. This impact would be less than significant.
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2.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SBncantwith - et No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated
IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] O] X L]

environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the ] O] X L]
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and/or accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or L] L] L] X
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 L] ] ] X
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan ] L] L] X
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 or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?

f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with ] O] X L]
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or ] ] X ]
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires?

2.9.1 Environmental Setting

An Asbestos and Lead Survey was prepared by Terracon Consultants for the Redwood Cabin in November 2019. No
asbestos containing material were detected in any of the samples collected from the Redwood Cabin, however, several
sources of paint within the cabin were determined to contain lead (ZFA 2020). Considering the historic use of the
Redwood Cabin as a temporary recreational residence, it is possible that residential hazardous materials such as paint
and cleaning solutions/materials were used at the site and could be present within the soils.

No known hazardous waste sites are located within the project site or surrounding area (DTSC 2021; SWRCB 2021a).
There are two former leaking underground storage tank sites within the community of Sky Londa, however, both sites
have been considered closed for over 10 years (SWRCB 2021b; SWRCB 2021c).
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The nearest school, Portola Valley Elementary School, is located over 2.5 miles southeast of the project site. No public
airports or private airstrips are within 2 miles of the project site. The San Carlos Airport is located approximately 8.5
miles northeast of the project site.

Fire protection within Midpen’s boundaries is provided by the jurisdictional local fire departments and CAL FIRE.
Midpen works cooperatively with these jurisdictional fire agencies to reduce fire risk. According to the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer, the project site is within a
zone of high fire hazard severity in a State Responsibility Area (CAL FIRE 2021). In May 2021, Midpen released the
Wildland Fire Resiliency Program (Program) which includes a Vegetation Management Plan, Prescribed Fire Plan,
Wildland Pre-Fire Plan/Resource Advisor Maps, and Monitoring Plan. Section 6 of the Program, “Wildland Pre-Fire
Plan/Resource Advisor Maps,” includes guidance for Open Space Preserves within Midpen'’s jurisdiction to include in
their Wildland Pre-Fire Plan. Specifically, guidance related to emergency access and evacuation elements as well as
best management practices to be implemented during and post-fire activities are identified (Midpen 2021).

2.9.2 Discussion

a,b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and/or accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Less-than-significant impact. Project activities would involve the use of hazardous materials, such as fuels, solvents,
gasoline, asphalt, and oil. Further, demolition of the Redwood Cabin would require removal of existing lead-containing
materials present in the structure. The use, disposal, and storage of these materials could potentially expose and
adversely affect workers, the public, or the environment as a result of improper handling or use, accident,
environmentally unsound disposal methods, fire, explosion, or other emergencies, resulting in adverse health or
environmental effects. Project operation would not involve the use of hazardous materials.

Disturbance of lead-containing paints and materials would occur in accordance with CCR Title 8, Section 1532, which
provides requirements related to removal and disturbance of lead and lead containing materials. The California
Highway Patrol and Caltrans are responsible for enforcing regulations related to the transportation of hazardous
materials on local roadways, and the use of these materials is regulated by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), as outlined in CCR Title 22. Midpen and its construction contractors would be required to
comply with the California Environmental Protection Agency’s (Cal EPA’s) Unified Program, which protects Californians
from hazardous waste and hazardous materials by ensuring consistency throughout the state regarding the
implementation of administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and enforcement at the local regulatory level.
Regulated activities would be managed by the San Mateo County Environmental Health Services, which is the
designated Certified Unified Program Agency, and in accordance with the regulations included in the Unified Program
(e.g., hazardous materials release response plans and inventories, California Uniform Fire Code hazardous material
management plans and inventories). Such compliance would reduce the potential for accidental release of hazardous
materials during project construction.

The project would be required to comply with existing laws and regulations regarding the transportation, use, and
disposal of hazardous materials. These regulations are specifically designed to protect the public health and the
environment and must be adhered to during project construction and operation. Compliance with applicable
regulations would ensure that this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

No impact. As described above, there are no schools within one-quarter miles of the project site. Because the nearest
school, Portola Valley Elementary School, is located over 2.5 miles southeast of the project site, the project would not
emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials within the one-quarter mile of the project site. Further, as
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discussed under criterion (a), the project would be required to comply with existing regulations associated with the
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

D) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code §865962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

No impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires that DTSC compile and maintain a list of hazardous waste
facilities subject to corrective action, land designated as hazardous waste property, or hazardous waste disposals on
public land. This list is known as the Cortese List, which can be accessed on Cal EPA’s website. As described above,
there are no hazardous materials sites located within the project site or surrounding area. Therefore, the project site is
not listed within the Cortese list database. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in
the project area?

No impact. The San Carlos Airport is located approximately 8.5 miles northeast of the project site. The project site is
not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the
vicinity of a private airstrip, and implementing the project would not result in an aviation-related safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

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

Less-than-significant impact. The project includes demolition and site recontouring activities and does not include any
modification to an adopted emergency plan. During construction, the eastern portion of the project site would be
utilized for staging activities. The project would not result in any temporary closures of Highway 35 for construction
vehicle trips or staging and public access is not permitted within the project site. However, because Highway 35 is a
windy, two-lane road, it is possible that construction vehicles turning off Highway 35 could temporarily interfere with
traffic, which has the potential to reduce emergency access. As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the
accompanying EIR, a traffic control plan would be developed and followed. Emergency services access to local land
uses shall be maintained at all times and require the use of flaggers to direct traffic. This impact would be less than
significant.

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires?

Less-than-significant impact. As described above, the project site is located within a very-high fire hazard severity
zone. Project activities would involve removal of the Redwood Cabin structure and site recontouring activities to
ensure adequate erosion control and drainage within the site. The operation of construction-related vehicles and
equipment has the potential for fire ignition risk. As described in Section 2.7.1, “La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve
Master Plan EPGs,” EPG HAZ-9 requires that all equipment used during construction have an approved spark arrestor,
that grass and fuels where construction vehicles are allowed to be parked be cut or reduced, and that construction
equipment that can cause an ignition will not be used when the National Weather Service issues a Red Flag Warning
for the San Francisco Bay Area. Once the structure has been removed and site recontouring activities have been
completed, no public access would be permitted within the project site. Project implementation would not include
construction of any new inhabitable structures or facilities such that significant risks associated with wildland fire occur.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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2.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SENMCANtWith e ot No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
X. Hydrology and Water Quality.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge O] L] X []
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or ] O] X L]
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?
¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in @ manner which would:
i)  Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion or L] L] X ]
siltation;
ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of O] O] X []

surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or offsite;

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would ] ] ] D(
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted

runoff; or
iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? O O O I
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release L] ] ]
of pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water ] O] L]

quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

2.10.1 Environmental Setting

The Preserve is located within the San Gregorio Creek watershed, which drains an area of approximately 53 square
miles in southwestern San Mateo County. Three major creek tributaries of San Gregorio flow through its center (La
Honda, Harrington, Weeks); and Bogess Creek flows along the western boundary. The creeks reach their confluence
with San Gregorio Creek to the south of the Driscoll Ranch area. The creek and its tributaries are sediment-impaired
by accelerated rates of erosion and sedimentation resulting from natural geological and climatic processes and
augmented by human land use practices. The largest anthropogenic sources of sediment are believed to be active and
abandoned roads on unstable slopes near stream channels and hillside gullies on agricultural and range lands in the
lower watershed, formed primarily as a result of hillside row cropping in the 1930's (Midpen 2012a:3-58).
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There are nearly four miles of intermittent or ephemeral tributary streams within Preserve boundaries. While some of
these may dry by late summer, they experience significant flows during the wet months. Although it is considered a
perennial stream, low gradient reaches within La Honda Creek may also go dry in certain conditions. There are a
number of natural springs and seeps in the Preserve. Several springs were improved to serve as watering sources for
cattle and provide year-round flows. Twenty-three permanent and seasonal ponds are located on the Preserve, all but
three of which are associated with providing a water source for the cattle operation on Driscoll Ranch (Midpen
2012a:3-58).

The project site is located within the La Honda Creek Watershed, approximately 200 feet south of the La Honda Creek.
The Redwood Cabin is located approximately 60 feet above the creek in elevation at its nearest point (refer to Figure
2-2, Project Site in Chapter 2, "Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR). The distance from La Honda Creek to
the Redwood Cabin in densely vegetated, rural in nature, and does not contain any impervious surfaces.

Water quality and hydrology policies applicable to the project includes EPG WQ-2 from the 2012 La Honda Creek
Preserve Master Plan. EPG WQ-2 outlines storm water quality BMPs, including directing runoff flow to vegetated areas
and away from creeks and drainages, conducting trail maintenance during low flow periods, using erosion and
sediment control features such as silt fences, straw bale barriers, brush/rock filters, inlet protection, etc.

The project is located in an area of minimal flood hazard per the Federal Emergency and Management Agency
(FEMA)’s National Flood Hazard Layer Viewer tool (FEMA 2021).

2.10.2 Discussion

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Less-than-significant impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and
associated features, recontouring, and site revegetation. After demolition is complete, site recontouring would be
implemented to reduce potential runoff, erosion, and to ensure proper site drainage consistent with the surrounding
drainage patterns.

Furthermore, best management practices included in the project from the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve
Master Plan would minimize water quality impacts. As outlined in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the
accompanying EIR, BMPs included in EPG WQ-2 include: directing flow toward vegetated areas away from creeks as
practical; using erosion and sediment control measures such as silt fences, straw bale barriers, sediment traps, or other
materials, to minimize sediment flow into creeks; and conducting work during low flow periods to reduce potential
runoff impacts. The project would not increase impervious area on the site or otherwise result in development that
could impact water quality. Therefore, the project would not violate applicable water quality requirements or degrade
surface or groundwater quality. This impact would be less than significant.

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

No impact. During the geotechnical investigation conducted for the project, no groundwater was encountered at the
project site (Rowig 2019:4). However, the report noted that water levels may vary depending on season and
precipitation levels. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated
features, recontouring, and site revegetation, and would not require extraction of groundwater. No structures or other
development requiring a water supply exists on or adjacent to the project site. By their nature, project activities would
not create demand for groundwater extraction. Therefore, the project would not decrease groundwater supplies, and
this impact would be less than significant.
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) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:

i) Result in substantial on or offsite erosion or siltation;

Less-than-significant impact. Project activities such as removal of the Redwood Cabin and subsequent site contouring
and revegetation may alter the drainage patterns at the project site compared to existing conditions. However, site
recontouring activities and revegetation would be implemented with the purpose of reducing site run off, siltation, and
erosion. The project would not alter or otherwise disturb the course of a stream or river and would not add impervious
surfaces.

Furthermore, best management practices included in the project from the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve
Master Plan would minimize potential impacts related to runoff or erosion. As outlined in Chapter 2, “Project
Description,” of the accompanying EIR, BMPs included in EPG WQ-2 include: directing flow toward vegetated areas
away from creeks as practical; using erosion and sediment control measures such as silt fences, straw bale barriers,
sediment traps, or other materials, to minimize sediment flow into creeks; and conducting work during low flow
periods to reduce runoff flows that may occur during project activities. Implementation of these measures would
reduce potential erosion or siltation at the project site, and this impact would be less than significant.

i) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or offsite;

Less-than-significant impact. The project would conduct recontouring to maintain adequate site drainage and would
not add impervious surfaces on the site. After completion of demolition activities, the project would not result in any
additional land uses that may increase the rate or amount of surface run off. Revegetation activities would reduce
potential run off from the site. Furthermore, best management practices included in the project from the La Honda
Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan would minimize potential impacts related to runoff or erosion. As outlined in
Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR, BMPs included in EPG WQ-2 include: directing flow toward
vegetated areas away from creeks as practical; using erosion and sediment control measures such as silt fences, straw
bale barriers, sediment traps, or other materials, to minimize sediment flow into creeks; and conducting work during
low flow periods to reduce potential runoff impacts. The project does not propose activities or substantially altered
drainage patterns that would increase opportunities for increased run-off or flooding. Therefore, this impact would be
less than significant.

iii)  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; or

No impact. The setting of the project is rural. No built stormwater drainage systems exist on or in vicinity of the project
site. The project does not propose development that would result in increased sources of pollution on the project site.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

No impact. No regular flood flows are known to occur for the project site. The project does not proposed activities

that could impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, the project would have no impact.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation?

No impact. The project is located in an area of minimal flood hazard per FEMA'’s National Flood Hazard Layer
mapping tool (FEMA 2019). The project site is not located in an area with notable risk for tsunamis or seiches, as the
Preserve is more than 200 feet above sea level at its lowest point and the Pacific Ocean is located more than seven
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miles to the west. Furthermore, the project would not result in permanent sources of pollution or hazardous waste on
the project site. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

No impact. The proposed project is not located within the plan area of an existing water quality control plan or a
sustainable groundwater quality control plan. The project would therefore not conflict with the implementation of any
such plan, and there would be no impact.
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2.11  LAND USE AND PLANNING

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SBmcantwith it No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incoporated
Xl. Land Use and Planning.
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O] L] [] X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a ] L] L] X

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

2.11.1 Environmental Setting

The Redwood Cabin was historically used as a temporary, recreational residence. However, the structure is no longer
in use and does not have any future long-term uses. The project site is in a rural, remote setting, and no additional
residential structures or other built communities are present within or adjacent to the project site. No other residential
structures or other built communities exist on or adjacent to the project site.

According to the County of San Mateo Planning and Building Map Viewer, the project site is within the “Forest/Timber
Production” land use designation and is zoned as Timber Land Preserve District (TPZ) (San Mateo County 2021). The
project site, located in the northern portion of the Preserve, south of Highway 35, is within the State Scenic Corridor
portion of Highway 35. See Section 2.1, “Aesthetics,” of this document for a discussion of potential impacts of the
project on scenic resources.

The project site is also within the plan area of the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan (Midpen 2012b).
The project is consistent with Theme 8 from the Master Plan “Address the presence of existing and potential hazards”
by “removing dilapidated structures that can become a nuisance...” (Midpen 2012b: 27).

2.11.2 Discussion

a) Physically divide an established community?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
recontouring, and site revegetation. The project site does not contain residential structures or any form of established
living community. The project does not propose any activities that would result in the division of an established
community. Therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

No impact. The project is consistent with the activities proposed in the La Honda Creek Open Space Master Plan and
analyzed in the Master Plan IS/MND (Midpen 2012a). The Master Plan recommends historical and structural
evaluations of the Redwood Cabin for future Midpen Board of Directors consideration on the disposition of the
structure. Consistent with the Master Plan, historical and structural evaluations for the Redwood Cabin were prepared
in 2020. Based on those evaluation, the Midpen Board of Directors directed the General Manager to evaluate the
environmental effects that would result from removing the Redwood Cabin. The project does not propose changes in
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the Open Space Master Plan or in the County’s land use designation or zoning of the site. The project also does not
propose any activities that may conflict with the land use designation or zoning. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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2.12  MINERAL RESOURCES

Potentially Si Ler;smmn?:vnh LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnificart Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incoporated

Xll. Mineral Resources.
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral ] O] L] X

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 ] O] L] X
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

2.12.1 Environmental Setting

The 2012 La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan IS/MND identified one Significant Mineral Resource Area
in the southwestern portion of the preserve, within the area formerly known as Driscoll Ranch. This site was known as
the La Honda Qil Field and is no longer active (Midpen 2012a:3-67). It was sealed in 1985 and the availability of oil
from this resource is unknown. No mineral resource extraction is currently occurring within the preserve. Project
activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features, recontouring, and
site revegetation. No other mineral resources are identified within or adjacent to the project site (CDOC 2018).

2.12.2 Discussion

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?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
recontouring, and site revegetation. No known mineral resources are identified within or adjacent to the project site.
Demolition and removal of materials, from the project site may involve excavation of up to 5 feet required to remove
posts and bases that are associated with the existing structure (see Chapter 2, “Project Description” of the
accompanying EIR).

Due to the nature of project activities, the project would not impact the existing potential for mineral resource
extraction within the preserve in the event that resources are discovered or extraction is permitted. Excavation
required to remove subsurface posts and foundation associated with the structure would be limited to 5 feet and
would be unlikely to disturb or otherwise impact mineral resources within the area, given that the occurrence of
mineral resources in the area is unknown, and given the limited extent of excavation.

Since mineral resources are not known to occur within the project area, and since project activities would not impact
future availability of mineral resources, the project would have no impact.

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?

No impact. As discussed above, mineral resources are not known to occur within the project site, and the site is not
zoned for mineral resource recovery according to the County’s General Plan, or the La Honda Creek Preserve Open
Space Preserve Master Plan. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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2.13 NOISE

Potentially Si L?;ScaThni‘:lvr\llim LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnificant Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated
Xlll.Noise.
Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent ] O] X L]
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or in other
applicable local, state, or federal standards?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ] ] X L]
groundborne noise levels?
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private ] L] L] X

airstrip or 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
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

2.13.1 Environmental Setting

ACOUSTIC FUNDAMENTALS

In the science of acoustics, the fundamental model consists of a sound (or noise) source, a receiver, and the
propagation path between the two. Sound is the mechanical energy of a vibrating object transmitted by pressure
waves through a liquid or gaseous medium (e.g., air) to a human ear. Noise is defined as loud, unexpected, annoying,
or unwanted sound. As sound travels through the atmosphere from the source to the receiver, noise levels attenuate
(i.e., decrease) depending on a variety of factors, including geometric spreading (i.e., spherical or cylindrical
spreading), ground absorption (i.e., hard versus soft sites), atmospheric conditions (e.g., wind direction and speed, air
temperature, humidity, turbulence), and shielding by natural or human-made features.

The amplitude of pressure waves generated by a sound source determines the loudness of that source, also called the
sound pressure level (SPL). SPL is most commonly described by using decibels (dB) because this logarithmic unit best
corresponds to the way the human ear interprets sound pressures. However, the decibel scale does not adequately
characterize how humans perceive noise because the human ear is not equally sensitive to loudness at all frequencies
(i.e., pitch) in the audible spectrum. To approximate the response of the human ear, sound levels of individual
frequency bands are weighted, depending on the human sensitivity to those frequencies. Then, an “A-weighted”
sound level (expressed in units of A-weighted decibels or dBA) can be computed based on this information. All sound
levels discussed in this section are expressed in A-weighted decibels.

Because decibels are logarithmic units, SPLs expressed in dB cannot be added or subtracted through ordinary
arithmetic. Under the decibel scale, a doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3-dB increase. In typical noisy
environments, changes in noise of 1-2 dB are generally not perceptible. However, it is widely accepted that people can
begin to detect sound level increases of 3 dB in typical noisy environments. Further, a 5-dB increase is generally
perceived as a distinctly noticeable increase, and a 10-dB increase is generally perceived as a doubling of loudness
(Caltrans 2013:2-10).
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Various noise descriptors have been developed to describe time-varying noise levels. The noise descriptors used in
this chapter include:

» Equivalent Continuous Sound Level (Leq): Leq represents an average of the sound energy occurring over a specified
period. In effect, Leq is the steady-state sound level containing the same acoustical energy as the time-varying sound
level that occurs during the same period (Caltrans 2013:2-48). For instance, the 1-hour equivalent sound level, also
referred to as the hourly Leg, is the energy average of sound levels occurring during a 1-hour period.

»  Maximum Sound Level (Lmay): Lmax is the highest instantaneous sound level measured during a specified period
(Caltrans 2013:2-48; FTA 2018:207-208).

GROUND VIBRATION

Vibration is the periodic oscillation of a medium or object with respect to a given reference point. Groundborne
vibration is vibration of and through the ground. Sources of ground-borne of vibration include natural phenomena
(e.g., earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves, landslides) and those introduced by human activity (e.g., explosions,
machinery, traffic, trains, construction equipment). Vibration sources may be continuous, (e.g., operating factory
machinery) or transient in nature (e.g., explosions).

Ground-borne vibration amplitudes are commonly expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV) or root-mean-square
(RMS) vibration velocity. PPV and RMS vibration velocity are normally described in inches per second (in/sec) but can
also be expressed in decibel notation (VdB), which is used mainly in evaluating human response to vibration.

EXISTING NOISE SOURCES

Because the project site is located in a heavily forested area within the upper La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve,
there are few existing noise sources. The most predominant noise source in the vicinity of the project site is vehicular
traffic along Highway 35 which is approximately 495 feet north of the project site.

NOISE AND VIBRATION-SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Noise-sensitive land uses are generally considered to include those uses where noise exposure could result in health-
related risks to individuals, as well as places where quiet is an essential element of their intended purpose. Residential
dwellings are of primary concern because of the potential for increased and prolonged exposure of individuals to both
interior and exterior noise levels, and because of the potential for nighttime noise to result in sleep disruption. Vibration-
sensitive land uses are generally considered to be buildings or structures that could be damaged due to vibration or land
uses where vibration levels could interfere with operations or cause human annoyance. The nearest noise-sensitive
receptor is a single-family residence located on the opposite side of Highway 35 from the project site, approximately 840
feet north of the project site boundary. The Bechtel House, the second closest residence, shown on Figure 2-2 of Chapter
2, "Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR is located approximated 1,250 feet northeast of the project site
boundary.

2.13.2 Discussion

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state, or federal standards?

Less-than-significant impact. Temporary noise would result from the use of heavy-duty equipment for demolition of
the existing Redwood Cabin structure and other features (i.e., retaining walls, fire/barbeque pits) and site recontouring.
No permanent increases in ambient noise levels would occur after these activities are completed because the project
would not involve any operational activities. Demolition noise would be short-term and temporary, and operation of

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
Redwood Cabin Removal Project Initial Study 2-39



Environmental Checklist Ascent Environmental

heavy-duty construction equipment would be intermittent throughout the day during construction. The types of
equipment that would be used for demolition activities include an excavator, manlift, boom truck, skid steer, water
truck, forklift, and haul trucks. Reference noise levels for these types of equipment are shown in Table 2.13-1.

Table 2.13-1 Noise Emission Levels from Construction Equipment

Equipment Type Typical Noise Level (dBA) at 50 Feet
Boom Truck/Crane 85
Excavator 85
Forklift/Manlift 85
Haul Truck 84
Skid Steer/Front End Loader 80
Water Truck 82

1 Noise level of a concrete pump truck was used to represent the noise level for a water truck, as these pieces of equipment provide similar tasks
and produce similar noise levels.

Source: FHWA 2006:3

For noise modeling conducted, it was conservatively assumed that the loudest three pieces of equipment (a boom
truck/crane, an excavator, and a forklift/manlift) would operate simultaneously in close proximity to each other,
combining to generate a maximum possible noise level from construction activity. Note that pieces of construction
equipment move around a construction site and generally are not close to each other for safety reasons; thus, noise
levels would fluctuate throughout the day, depending on the actual activity taking place and equipment used at any
one location on the site.

Within San Mateo County, the County Code Section 4.88.360 exempts certain activities, including demolition activities,
from the County's noise standards as long as the activities are limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. on weekdays
and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturdays. All project demolition activity would occur during the daytime hours when
construction noise is exempt.

Assuming simultaneous operation of a boom truck/crane, an excavator, and a forklift/manlift and accounting for
typical use factors of individual pieces of equipment and activity types along with typical attenuation rates, on-site
construction-related activities could result in hourly average noise levels of approximately 84 Leqand 90 dBA Lmax at 50
feet. As described above, the nearest sensitive land uses are residences located approximately 840 feet north of the
project site. At this distance, noise from the use of heavy-duty equipment would attenuate, from distance alone, to 52
dBA Leq and 58 dBA Limax. Refer to Attachment C for detailed calculations. The County’s daytime noise standards for
single-family residential land uses are 55 dB Leq and 75 dB Lmax. Because the County's applicable noise standards would
not be exceeded at the nearest residential receptors and demolition activities would be exempt per Section 4.88.360
of the County Code, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Less-than-significant impact. Project demolition would not involve the use of ground vibration—intensive activities,
such as pile driving and blasting. Activities involving pile driving and blasting typically generate the highest vibration
levels compared to other construction methods and are, therefore, of greatest concern when evaluating construction-
related vibration impacts. Pieces of equipment that generate lower levels of ground vibration, such as excavators and
haul trucks, would be used during demolition. These types of common construction equipment do not generate
substantial levels of ground vibration that could result in structural damage, except at extremely close distances (i.e.,
within at least 10 feet). Because demolition activities would occur at least 840 feet away from all adjacent residential
land uses, would not require vibration-intensive equipment, and would be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. on
weekdays and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturdays, project demolition would also not result in human annoyance. Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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 expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

No impact. The project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport. Additionally, the project is not located within two miles of a private airstrip. San Carlos Airport is the
closest airport and is located approximately 8 miles north of the project site. Also, the project would not include any
new land uses where people would live or work. Thus, the project would have no impact regarding the exposure of
people residing or working in the project area to excessive aircraft-related noise levels, and no mitigation is required.
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2.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Potentially o, “fﬁscamnﬁﬂm Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnificart Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated

XIV.  Population and Housing.
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in ] L] L] X

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 people or ] O] O] X

housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

2.14.1 Environmental Setting

San Mateo County was estimated to have a population of 766,573 in 2018 (US Census Bureau 2019). The project site is
located within the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve. While some residential properties are scattered within and
adjacent to the preserve, no housing is located on or adjacent to the project site. The Redwood Cabin is not currently
used as a residential structure.

2.14.2 Discussion

a) Induce substantial unplanned 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)?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
recontouring, and site revegetation. No housing is located on the project site. Project activities would not result in any
changes that could directly or indirectly induce population growth in vicinity of the project site or elsewhere.

As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR, public access to the project site is limited,
and there are no paved roadways leading to the project site. The project does not propose new or expanded
roadways, additional housing, commercial facilities, or other development that could induce population growth.
Therefore, the project would not result in unplanned population growth, and no impact would occur.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No impact. The project would remove the Redwood Cabin, which was historically used as a recreational retreat, but
has been uninhabited since at least 1988. No other housing or other community is present on the project site. Project
activities would therefore not displace existing communities or people, and the construction of replacement housing
would not be required. There would be no impact.
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2.15 PUBLIC SERVICES

LessThan

Potentially i . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SEmcantwith it No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incoporated
XV.Public Services.
Would the project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, 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 of the public services:
Fire protection? ] ] X L]
Police protection? ] ] ] X
Schools? ] O] [] X
Parks? ] L] [] X
Other public facilities? ] ] ] X

2.15.1 Environmental Setting

Fire protection for the Preserve is provided by collaboration of Midpen with other agencies, including the jurisdictional
fire agencies of CAL FIRE/County of San Mateo Fire Department (CAL FIRE/County Fire) and La Honda Fire Brigade.
First response is typically provided by Midpen Ranger Staff (Midpen 2012a).

Police protection for the preserve is provided by the San Mateo County Sherriff's Department.

Recreational uses such as hiking and horseback riding, are permitted in the Preserve; however the portion of the
Preserve where the Redwood Cabin is located is closed to the public. The El Corte De Madera Creek Preserve is
located approximately one mile northwest of the project site. Wunderlich County Park is located 1300 feet north of the
project site, on the other side of Highway 35. The Thornwood Open Space Preserve is located approximately 1 mile
east of the project site.

The Preserve is served by multiple school districts. The project site and nearby areas are within the service areas of the
Portola Valley School District and the Sequoia Valley Elementary School District.
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2.15.2 Discussion

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, 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 of the public services:

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

Less-than-significant impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and
associated features, recontouring, and site revegetation. The project would not introduce new housing, commercial
facilities, roadways, or other development such that the provision of new or expansion of existing public services
including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities would be required beyond
existing levels.

Construction activities may temporarily increase risk of fire within the project area, due to presence of motorized
vehicles and construction equipment on site. The operation of construction-related vehicles and equipment has the
potential for fire ignition risk. As described in Section 2.7.1, “La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan EPGs,”
EPG HAZ-9 requires that all equipment used during construction have an approved spark arrestor, that grass and fuels
where construction vehicles are allowed to be parked be cut or reduced, and that construction equipment that can
cause an ignition will not be used when the National Weather Service issues a Red Flag Warning for the San Francisco
Bay Area. Fire services in the event of an emergency would be met with existing services. Access by fire response and
other emergency services such as medical emergency and police responders would be maintained during construction
activities to minimize delays to the project site. The project’s potential need for fire response or protection services
would be temporary and would not require expanded fire response services. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.
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2.16  RECREATION

Potertialy L“f;:"nf;‘mh LessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnificart Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact

Incoporated
XVI.  Recreation.
Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and ] O] L] X

regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the L] L] ] X
construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

2.16.1 Environmental Setting

In addition to the Preserve itself, three recreational areas or preserves are located near the project site. The El Corte De
Madera Creek Preserve is located approximately one mile northwest of the project site. Wunderlich County Park is
located 1300 feet north of the project site, on the other side of Highway 35. Thornwood Open Space Preserve is
located approximately 1 mile east of the project site. Several equestrian and hiking trails are present within the
northern portion of the preserve. Within La Honda Creek Preserve, the Cielo Trail and the Coho Vista Loop trail are
located approximately 2,000 and 400 feet south of the project site, respectively. Redwood Cabin is located within a
portion of the Preserve that is closed to the public.

2.16.2 Discussion

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
recontouring, and site revegetation. The project site does not currently support public recreational use.

The project does not propose new housing, commercial facilities, roadway, or other development that may increase
use of nearby trails, parks, or other recreational facilities. Project activities are designed to improve and maintain the
habitat and reduce hazards associated with the Redwood Cabin project site. Therefore, the project would not result in
increased use or deterioration of recreational facilities, and there would be no impact.

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
recontouring, and site revegetation. These activities are intended to maintain and improve quality, safety, and
environmental quality of nearby recreational facilities. The project would not require the construction of additional
recreational features and there would be no impact.
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2.17 TRANSPORTATION

LessThan

Potentially . . LessThan
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signfficant  SlenMcantwith e ont No
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incomorated
XVII.  Transportation.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy ] O] O] X
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines L] ] ]
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric ] O] L]
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? O] O] X L]

2.17.1 Environmental Setting

Access to the Redwood Cabin is provided via an unpaved road accessible from Highway 35, which travels through two
locked gates. The final segment of this unpaved road requires a four-wheel drive vehicle or access by foot. Generally,
the project site is rural in nature, and vehicle traffic within the Preserve is limited.

The Preserve is within the plan areas of the San Mateo Countywide Transportation Plan, which primarily addresses
transportation issues and policies within the urbanized areas of San Mateo County. The La Honda Creek Open Space
Preserve Master Plan does not contain policies that specifically pertain to transportation or circulation within the preserve.

2.17.2 Discussion

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

Less-than-significant impact. Equipment and vehicles would access the project area from Highway 35 (via Highways 92
or 84), then to the unpaved driveway extended from Highway 35 to the project site. Construction equipment,
materials, and vehicle staging would occur within the driveway area of the project site. Project activities may
temporarily increase use of the unpaved road used to access the site. Project activities may result in vehicle trips to
transport equipment, materials, and waste on and off of the project site, which would not result in permanent traffic
increase on any nearby roadways or trail. Impacts of construction to traffic would be temporary and limited in nature.
Therefore, the project would not conflict with any applicable plans or policies addressing the local circulation system,
and this impact would be less than significant.

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), which pertains to
vehicle miles travelled?

Less-than-significant impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and
associated features, recontouring, and site revegetation. Potential trips generated from project activities could result
from transport of materials on and off site, transport of construction vehicles, and commute trips from construction
workers.
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The project would generate limited trips during construction activities because only 8 crew members are expected to
be onsite for a period of 10 weeks. Additionally, because there is no construction associated with the project, the only
daily hauling would be associated with the removal of demolition debris. These trips would be temporary and would

not directly or indirectly result in a permanent increase in vehicle miles traveled. Therefore, this impact would be less

than significant.

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

No impact. Project activities would not construct additional roadways or alter existing ones. Therefore, the project
would not increase hazards related to geometric roadway design. There would be no impact.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less-than-significant impact. Access to the project site is provided by an unpaved road that may be accessed from
Highway 35. The project site is located in a rural setting with no adjacent housing, commercial areas, or other facilities
that require consistent emergency access. Demand for emergency services within the vicinity of the project is therefore
low, however, temporary reduction of emergency vehicle access may occur as materials and construction equipment
are transported on and off site. As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR, a traffic
control plan would be developed. Emergency services access to local land uses shall be maintained at all times and
require the use of flaggers to direct traffic. This impact would be less than significant.
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2.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potentially Si LE.rﬁS casmn?cv'rth LessThan No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gn_ - Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incoporated

XVIIl.  Tribal Cultural Resources.

Has a California Native American Tribe requested
consultation in accordance with Public Resources Code |X| Yes |:| No
section 21080.3.1(b)?

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register O] L] X []
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Code section 5020.1(k)?

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its O] O] X L]
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe?

2.18.1 Environmental Setting

Under PRC section 21080.3.1 and 21082.3, Midpen must consult with tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
project area that have requested formal notification and responded with a request for consultation. The parties must
consult in good faith. Consultation is deemed concluded when the parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a
significant effect on a tribal cultural resource when one is present or when a party concludes that mutual agreement
cannot be reached. Mitigation measures agreed on during the consultation process must be recommended for
inclusion in the environmental document.

On June 9, 2021, Midpen sent notification letters that the project was being addressed under CEQA, as required by
PRC 21080.3.1, to the following Native American tribal representatives:

» Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay Area, Monica Arellano, Vice Chairwoman
» Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista, Irene Zwierlein, Chairperson
» Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay Area, Charlene Nijmeh, Chairperson

» Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan, Kanyon Sayers-Roods, MLD Contact

» Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan, Ann Marie Sayers, Chairperson

» Rumsen Am:a Tur:ataj Ohlone, Dee Dee Ybarra, Chairperson

» The Ohlone Indian Tribe, Andrew Galvan

» Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe, Tony Cerda, Chairperson
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On June 11, 2021, an email from Kanyon Konsulting on behalf of the Indian Canyon Band of Costanoan Ohlone People,
was received in response to Midpen’s AB 52 tribal consultation notification. Midpen responded on July 9, 2021 and
again on August 2, 2021 requesting additional information from Kanyon Konsulting, however, no response was
received.

As described in Section 2.5, “Cultural Resources,” the NWIC records search indicated that no resources were located
within the project site or within a 0.25-mile radius.

2.18.2 Discussion

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe,
and that is:

a, b) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k)? A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?

Less-than-significant impact. As described above, no additional consultation between Midpen and Kanyon Konsulting
has occurred. Therefore, there are no known tribal cultural resources as defined in PRC Section 21074 present within
the project area. The project would involve demolition of the Redwood Cabin and site recontouring activities. As
discussed in Chapter 2, "Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR, it is expected that excavation of posts and
bases associated with the structure would be approximately 2 feet below grade, however, it is possible that maximum
depth of excavation could reach up to 5 feet. Excavation would occur within the footprint of the disturbed footings,
which is unlikely to yield any significant materials and/or features.

Because no known tribal cultural resources are located within the project site or surrounding area and project
excavation activities would occur within existing disturbed portions of the Redwood Cabin footprint, the potential for
disturbance or destruction of tribal cultural resources, such that a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
resource occur, would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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2.19

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

LessThan
Significant with
Mitigation
Incoporated

LessThan
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XIX.

Utilities and Service Systems.

Would the project:

a)

b)

Q

d)

Require or result in the relocation or construction of
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power,
natural gas, or telecommunication facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand, in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

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

[

2.19.1 Environmental Setting

The project site is located in a remote rural setting. Water, wastewater electricity and gas connections exist at the
project site, however these utility connections have not been used since 1988.

2.19.2 Discussion

a)

Require or result in the relocation or construction of construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
recontouring, and site revegetation. The project would not introduce new housing, commercial facilities, roadway, or
other development such that the provision of new or expanded water, wastewater, electric power, gas,
telecommunications, or other utilities or service systems would be required. The existing utility lines would be
abandoned in place. Therefore, the project would have no impact.
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
recontouring, and site revegetation. The project would not introduce new housing, commercial facilities, roadways, or
other development that would create new demand for water on the project site; there would be no impact.

) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand, in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

No impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and associated features,
grading and recontouring, and site revegetation. The project would not introduce new housing, commercial facilities,
roadway, or other development that would generate wastewater. The project would therefore not exceed local
wastewater provision capacity, and there would be no impact.

d, e) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals? Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Less-than-significant impact. Project activities include demolition of the Redwood Cabin, removal of materials and
associated features, grading and recontouring, and site revegetation. The project would not introduce new housing,
commercial facilities, roadway, or other development that would generate operational solid waste. However,
demolition of the Redwood Cabin and associated site features may result in up to 60 tons of waste removal from the
project site. Per Chapter 4.105 "Recycling and Diversion of Debris from Construction and Demolition,” of the San
Mateo County Code, demolition projects in unincorporated San Mateo County would be required to submit a Waste
Management Plan to assist in the County's goal of the diversion of inert solids such as concrete and untreated wood
waste, or waste that is not treated with hazardous preservatives. Additionally, if the building materials are in good
condition, Midpen will conduct salvage operations per the process outlined in Midpen'’s Board of Directors Policy 4.08
- Construction and Demolition Waste Diversion. Although it is possible that some of the historical materials from the
cabin would be salvaged, for a conservative estimate it is assumed that all material would be disposed at the
Kettleman Hills Landfill located approximately 180 miles from the project site. For additional information on the
disposal of hazardous materials, refer to Section 2.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”. The project would be
required to comply with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations regarding the production of solid
construction waste and would not generate waste in excess of standards or capacity. This impact would be less than
significant.
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2.20 WILDFIRE

Potertialy Lerzsca"‘nf‘:‘mh LessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gnificart Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated
XX. Wildfire.
Is the project located in or near state responsibility areas
or lands classified as high fire hazard severity zones?
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands X Yes [INo
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would
the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response ] O] X L]
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, ] ] X ]

exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

¢) Require the installation of associated infrastructure L] ] ] (
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary
or ongoing impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, ] L] L] X
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

2.20.1 Environmental Setting

According to the CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer, the project site is within a zone of high fire hazard
severity in a State Responsibility Area (CAL FIRE 2021). As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the
accompanying EIR, the project site is located in a heavily wooded area within a portion of the Preserve and is situated
atop sloped terrain.

Fire protection within Midpen’s boundaries is provided by the jurisdictional local fire departments and CAL FIRE.
Midpen works cooperatively with these jurisdictional fire agencies to reduce fire risk. In May 2021, Midpen released the
Wildland Fire Resiliency Program (Program) which includes a Vegetation Management Plan, Prescribed Fire Plan,
Wildland Pre-Fire Plan/Resource Advisor Maps, and Monitoring Plan. Section 6 of the Program, “Wildland Pre-Fire
Plan/Resource Advisor Maps,” includes guidance for Open Space Preserves within Midpen'’s jurisdiction to include in
their Wildland Pre-Fire Plan. Specifically, guidance related to emergency access and evacuation elements as well as
best management practices to be implemented during and post-fire activities are identified (Midpen 2021).
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2.20.2 Discussion

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

Less-than-significant impact. The project includes demolition and site recontouring activities within the northern
portion of the Preserve. During construction, the eastern portion of the project site would be utilized for temporary
staging activities. The project site is accessed via an unpaved driveway off Highway 35. As described in Chapter 2,
"Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR, a traffic control plan would be developed to insure that emergency
services access to local land uses shall be maintained at all times. The project would not result in any temporary
closures of Highway 35 for construction vehicle trips or staging and public access is not permitted within the project
site. Therefore, project implementation is not expected to substantially impair or interfere with emergency response or
evacuation plans within the area. As such, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

Less-than-significant impact. The project includes demolition and recontouring activities within the project site. The
operation of construction-related vehicles and equipment has the potential for fire ignition risk. As described in
Section 2.7.1, “La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan EPGs,” EPG HAZ-9 requires that all equipment used
during construction have an approved spark arrestor, that grass and fuels where construction vehicles are allowed to
be parked be cut or reduced, and that construction equipment that can cause an ignition will not be used when the
National Weather Service issues a Red Flag Warning for the San Francisco Bay Area. Once construction activities are
complete, the project site would remain vacant and inaccessible by the public. Though the project site is situated atop
sloped terrain, project implementation does not include new structures or facilities that would be occupied. Further,
site recontouring activities would ensure soil stabilization and erosion control within the project site. Therefore, the
project would not result in exposure to pollutant concentrations from wildfire. No impact would occur, and no
mitigation is required.

) Require the installation of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

No impact. The project involves removal of existing site structures as well as site recontouring and does not include
installation of any utility infrastructure. Once project activities are complete, the site would remain closed and would
not be accessible by the public. As such, the project would not exacerbate fire risks associated with the installation of
utility infrastructure. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

No impact. As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the accompanying EIR, following completion of
demolition activities, disturbed areas underneath the Redwood Cabin and within the staging area would be graded
and/or recontoured to ensure adequate erosion control and site drainage. Once site recontouring activities are
complete, no additional maintenance or operational activities would be required at the project site and no public
access would be available. As such, the project would not result in the exposure of people or structures to significant
risks as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability and drainage changes. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is
required.
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2.21  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Potertialy Lerzsca"‘nf‘:‘mh LessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant gn“ : Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

XX. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially X L] L] []
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, substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or
threatened species, or eliminate important examples
of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually X L] [] []
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) Does the project have environmental effects that will O] L] X []
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

2.21.1 Discussion

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an
endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

Potentially significant. The project could affect sensitive species, sensitive communities, and protected wetlands, and
interfere with wildlife species, however Midpen has previously adopted, and will implement, standard mitigation
measures as part of the Preserve Master Plan and its various land management program that would reduce these
potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Additional evaluation is necessary to determine whether the project
with the proposed removal of the Redwood Cabin would result in substantial adverse effects to historic and
archaeological resources. Impacts to cultural resources would be potentially significant and will be analyzed further in
the EIR.
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b) Does the project have impacts that are 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.)

Potentially significant. Generally, due to the limited scope of the project, implementation would not result in
cumulatively considerable contributions to cumulative cultural and biological resource effects in the project area.
Evaluation of the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to cultural and biological resources will be
evaluated once the project impacts are characterized in the EIR. This impact would be potentially significant, and this
issue will be analyzed further in the EIR.

) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than significant. Effects on human beings associated with the project include air quality, hazards, and noise
impacts. As described in this IS, impacts related noise would be less than significant because the County’s applicable
noise standards would not be exceeded at the nearest residential receptors and demolition activities would be exempt
per Section 4.88.360 of the County Code. The project would be required to comply with existing laws and regulations
regarding the transportation, use, and disposal of hazardous materials. Also as described in Chapter 2, “Project
Description,” of the accompanying EIR, a traffic control plan would be prepared to ensure the safety of Highway 35
road users. These actions would ensure that hazards impacts would be less than significant. Air quality impacts would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of BMP AQ-1 to reduce emissions from
construction activities. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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Emissions Modeling Results
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MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo - San Mateo County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo
San Mateo County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 7/29/2021 9:48 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Recreational : 1.00 User Defined Unit 0.70 0.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 70
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2025
Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 203.98 CH4 Intensity 0.033 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Site acreage = 0.7

Construction Phase - 10 week construction timeframe

Trips and VMT - 8 workers; 2 trips/day for water trucks
On-road Fugitive Dust - No paved roads

Demolition -

Grading -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - BAAQMD BMPs
Off-road Equipment - Client provided equipment

Off-road Equipment - Client provided equipment

Table Name Column Name

Default Value New Value

tblConstDustMitigation CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction

0 9
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MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo - San Mateo County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadMoistureContent 0 0.5
tblConstDustMitigation : WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed = 0 15
tbiConstructionPhase ' NumbDays ' 10.00 42.00
tblConstructionPhase I NumbDays ' 2.00 9.00
tbiConstructionPhase ' NumDaysWeek ' 5.00 6.00
tblConstructionPhase I NumDaysWeek ' 5.00 6.00
tbiGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 6.75
tblLandUse : LotAcreage = 0.00 0.70
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment : LoadFactor = 0.31 0.31
tblOffRoadEquipment I LoadFactor ' 0.37 0.37
tblOffRoadEquipment : LoadFactor = 0.20 0.20
tblOffRoadEquipment I LoadFactor ' 0.29 0.29
tblOffRoadEquipment ' LoadFactor ' 0.38 0.38
tblOffRoadEquipment I LoadFactor ' 0.31 0.31
tblOffRoadEquipment ' LoadFactor ' 0.37 0.37
tblOffRoadEquipment I LoadFactor ' 0.29 0.29
tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.20 0.20
tblOffRoadEquipment : OffRoadEquipmentType = Excavators
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Aerial Lifts
tblOffRoadEquipment : OffRoadEquipmentType = Skid Steer Loaders
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Forklifts
tblOffRoadEquipment : OffRoadEquipmentType = Cranes
tblOffRoadEquipment I OffRoadEquipmentType ' Excavators
tblOffRoadEquipment : OffRoadEquipmentType = Aerial Lifts
tblOffRoadEquipment I OffRoadEquipmentType ' Skid Steer Loaders
tblOffRoadEquipment ' OffRoadEquipmentType ' Cranes
tblOffRoadEquipment I OffRoadEquipmentType ' Forklifts
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MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo - San Mateo County, Annual

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment i OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount ' 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment ' OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount ' 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment I OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount ' 1.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment ' OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount ' 2.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment I OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount ' 1.00 0.00
tblOnRoadDust HaulingPercentPave 100.00 0.00
tblOnRoadDust i HaulingPercentPave ' 100.00 0.00
tblOnRoadDust VendorPercentPave 100.00 0.00
tblOnRoadDust i VendorPercentPave ' 100.00 0.00
tblOnRoadDust I WorkerPercentPave ' 100.00 0.00
tblOnRoadDust i WorkerPercentPave ' 100.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics I UrbanizationLevel ' Urban Rural
tbITripsAndVMT ' HaulingTripLength ' 20.00 181.00
tbITripsAndVMT I VendorTripNumber ' 0.00 2.00
tbITripsAndVMT i VendorTripNumber ' 0.00 2.00
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MTl/yr
2023 0.0207 0.2165 0.2592 5.1000e- 5.9646 8.7600e- 5.9734 0.5954 8.0600e- 0.6035 0.0000 45.0579 45.0579 0.0132 4.9000e- i 45.5353
004 003 003 004




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

Page 4 of 22

MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo - San Mateo County, Annual

Date: 7/29/2021 9:48 AM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Maximum 0.0207 0.2165 0.2592 5.1000e- 5.9646 8.7600e- 5.9734 0.5954 | 8.0600e- 0.6035 0.0000 45.0579 | 45.0579 0.0132 4.9000e- | 45.5353
004 003 003 004
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MTlyr
2023 0.0207 0.2165 0.2592 5.1000e- 3.6514 8.7600e- 3.6602 0.3641 8.0600e- 0.3721 0.0000 45.0579 45.0579 0.0132 4.9000e- i 45.5352
004 003 003 004
Maximum 0.0207 0.2165 0.2592 5.1000e- 3.6514 8.7600e- 3.6602 0.3641 8.0600e- 0.3721 0.0000 45.0579 | 45.0579 0.0132 4.9000e- | 45.5352
004 003 003 004
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 38.78 0.00 38.73 38.86 0.00 38.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
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1 9-25-2023 9-30-2023 0.0240 0.0240

Highest 0.0240 0.0240

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
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ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
:Demolition :Demolition 9/25/2023 11/11/2023 6 42
EGrading EGrading 11/13/2023 11/22/2023 6 9
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Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 6.75

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: O; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition EConcrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73
Demolition ERubber Tired Dozers 0 1.00 247 0.40
Demolition ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37
Grading EGraders 0 6.00 187 0.41
Grading ERubber Tired Dozers 0 6.00 247 0.40
Grading ETractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37
Demolition EExcavators 1 8.00 158 0.38
Demolition EAeriaI Lifts 2 8.00 63 0.31
Demolition ESkid Steer Loaders 1 8.00 65 0.37
Demolition EForinfts 1 8.00 89 0.20
Demolition ECranes 1 8.00 231 0.29
Grading EExcavators 1 8.00 158 0.38
Grading EAerial Lifts 2 8.00 63 0.31
Grading ESkid Steer Loaders 1 8.00 65 0.37
Grading ECranes 1 8.00 231 0.29
Grading EForinfts 1 8.00 89 0.20
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vebhicle Class | Vehicle Class
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Demolition : 6 15.00 2.00 6.00 10.80 6.60 181.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading : 6 15.00 2.00 0.00 10.80 6.60 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
Clean Paved Roads
3.2 Demolition - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MTlyr
Fugitive Dust 6.4000e- 0.0000 6.4000e- i 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
004 004 004 004
Off-Road 0.0163 0.1729 0.2058 3.8000e- 7.1700e- i 7.1700e- 6.6000e- 6.6000e- 0.0000 32.9496 32.9496 0.0107 0.0000 33.2161
004 003 003 003 003
Total 0.0163 0.1729 0.2058 3.8000e- | 6.4000e- | 7.1700e- | 7.8100e- | 1.0000e- | 6.6000e- 6.7000e- 0.0000 32.9496 32.9496 0.0107 0.0000 33.2161
004 004 003 003 004 003 003
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling 4.0000e- i 3.8400e- i 1.1100e- : 2.0000e- 0.6460 3.0000e- i 0.6460 0.0645 3.0000e- 0.0645 0.0000 1.7956 1.7956 1.8000e- i 2.9000e- 1.8864
005 003 003 005 005 005 004 004
Vendor 4.0000e- i 1.8300e- i 6.7000e- i 1.0000e- 0.3298 1.0000e- i 0.3298 0.0329 1.0000e- 0.0329 0.0000 0.8120 0.8120 5.0000e- : 1.2000e- 0.8490
005 003 004 005 005 005 005 004
Worker 6.8000e- i 4.4000e- i 6.1200e- i 2.0000e- i 4.0468 1.0000e- i 4.0468 0.4039 1.0000e- 0.4039 0.0000 1.8662 1.8662 5.0000e- i 5.0000e- 1.8811
004 004 003 005 005 005 005 005
Total 7.6000e- | 6.1100e- | 7.9000e- | 5.0000e- 5.0226 5.0000e- 5.0226 0.5013 5.0000e- 0.5014 0.0000 4.4738 4.4738 2.8000e- | 4.6000e- | 4.6165
004 003 003 005 005 005 004 004

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr

Fugitive Dust 2.9000e- 0.0000 2.9000e- i 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
004 004 005 005

Off-Road 0.0163 0.1729 0.2058 i 3.8000e- 7.1700e- i 7.1700e- 6.6000e- i 6.6000e- 0.0000 32.9496 i 32.9496 0.0107 0.0000 33.2160
004 003 003 003 003

Total 0.0163 0.1729 0.2058 | 3.8000e- | 2.9000e- | 7.1700e- | 7.4600e- | 4.0000e- | 6.6000e- | 6.6400e- 0.0000 32.9496 | 32.9496 0.0107 0.0000 33.2160
004 004 003 003 005 003 003
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ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling 4.0000e- i 3.8400e- i 1.1100e- : 2.0000e- 0.3955 3.0000e- i 0.3956 0.0395 3.0000e- 0.0395 0.0000 1.7956 1.7956 1.8000e- i 2.9000e- 1.8864
005 003 003 005 005 005 004 004
Vendor 4.0000e- i 1.8300e- i 6.7000e- i 1.0000e- 0.2019 1.0000e- i 0.2020 0.0202 1.0000e- 0.0202 0.0000 0.8120 0.8120 5.0000e- : 1.2000e- 0.8490
005 003 004 005 005 005 005 004
Worker 6.8000e- | 4.4000e- i 6.1200e- i 2.0000e- 2.4778 1.0000e- 2.4778 0.2470 1.0000e- 0.2470 0.0000 1.8662 1.8662 5.0000e- i 5.0000e- 1.8811
004 004 003 005 005 005 005 005
Total 7.6000e- | 6.1100e- | 7.9000e- | 5.0000e- 3.0753 5.0000e- 3.0753 0.3066 5.0000e- 0.3067 0.0000 4.4738 4.4738 2.8000e- | 4.6000e- | 4.6165
004 003 003 005 005 005 004 004
3.3 Grading - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 3.5800e- 0.0000 3.5800e- i 3.9000e- 0.0000 3.9000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Off-Road 3.4900e- i 0.0371 0.0441 8.0000e- 1.5400e- i 1.5400e- 1.4100e- i 1.4100e- 0.0000 7.0606 7.0606 2.2800e- i 0.0000 7.1177
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Total 3.4900e- | 0.0371 0.0441 8.0000e- | 3.5800e- | 1.5400e- | 5.1200e- | 3.9000e- | 1.4100e- | 1.8000e- 0.0000 7.0606 7.0606 2.2800e- | 0.0000 7.1177
003 005 003 003 003 004 003 003 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 11 of 22

MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo - San Mateo County, Annual

Date: 7/29/2021 9:48 AM

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 1.0000e- i 3.9000e- : 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.0707 0.0000 0.0707 7.0600e- 0.0000 7.0600e- 0.0000 0.1740 0.1740 1.0000e- : 3.0000e- 0.1819
005 004 004 003 003 005 005
Worker 1.5000e- i 1.0000e- i 1.3100e- 0.0000 0.8672 0.0000 0.8672 0.0866 0.0000 0.0866 0.0000 0.3999 0.3999 1.0000e- i 1.0000e- 0.4031
004 004 003 005 005
Total 1.6000e- | 4.9000e- | 1.4500e- 0.0000 0.9378 0.0000 0.9379 0.0936 0.0000 0.0936 0.0000 0.5739 0.5739 2.0000e- | 4.0000e- 0.5850
004 004 003 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 1.6100e- 0.0000 1.6100e- : 1.7000e- 0.0000 1.7000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
003 003 004 004
Off-Road 3.4900e- i 0.0371 0.0441 8.0000e- 1.5400e- i 1.5400e- 1.4100e- i 1.4100e- 0.0000 7.0606 7.0606 2.2800e- i 0.0000 7.1177
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Total 3.4900e- | 0.0371 0.0441 8.0000e- | 1.6100e- | 1.5400e- | 3.1500e- | 1.7000e- | 1.4100e- | 1.5800e- 0.0000 7.0606 7.0606 2.2800e- | 0.0000 7.1177
003 005 003 003 003 004 003 003 003
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ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 1.0000e- i 3.9000e- i 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.0433 0.0000 0.0433 4.3200e- 0.0000 4.3200e- 0.0000 0.1740 0.1740 1.0000e- i 3.0000e- 0.1819
005 004 004 003 003 005 005
Worker 1.5000e- i 1.0000e- i 1.3100e- 0.0000 0.5310 0.0000 0.5310 0.0529 0.0000 0.0529 0.0000 0.3999 0.3999 1.0000e- i 1.0000e- 0.4031
004 004 003 005 005
Total 1.6000e- | 4.9000e- | 1.4500e- 0.0000 0.5742 0.0000 0.5742 0.0573 0.0000 0.0573 0.0000 0.5739 0.5739 2.0000e- | 4.0000e- 0.5850
004 004 003 005 005
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
User Defined Recreational : 0.00 0.00 0.00 : :
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
User Defined Recreational & 14.70 6.60 6.60 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 : 0 0 :

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Recreational 1 0.465403: 0.073585i 0.235906: 0.146720; 0.025583: 0.006412: 0.010355: 0.002060: 0.001446: 0.000572: 0.028871i 0.000432i 0.002657

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOXx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated
NaturalGas 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGas 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Unmitigated
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTlyr
User Defined 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Recreational
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Mitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
User Defined 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Recreational
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity Total CH4 N20 CO2e
Use Cco2
Land Use kWh/yr Jtons/yr MT/yr
User Defined 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Recreational
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
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Mitigated
Electricity Total CH4 N20 CO2e
Use CO2
Land Use kWhlyr |tons/yr MT/yr
User Defined 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Recreational
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- : 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
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Unmitigated
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Avrchitectural 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
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MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo - San Mateo County, Annual

Date: 7/29/2021 9:48 AM

Mitigated
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Avrchitectural 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 : 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 | 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
Total CH4 N20 CO2e
COo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Unmitigated 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
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MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo - San Mateo County, Annual

Date: 7/29/2021 9:48 AM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated
Indoor/Outdoor Total CH4 N20 CO2e
Use CO2
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MTl/yr
User Defined 0/0 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Recreational
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Mitigated
Indoor/Outdoor Total CH4 N20 CO2e
Use Cco2
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MTl/yr
User Defined 0/0 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Recreational
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CH4 N20 CO2e
CO2
tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed CO2
Land Use tons  Jtons/yr MT/yr
User Defined 0 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Recreational
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Waste Total CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed CO2
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
User Defined 0 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
Recreational
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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MidPen Redwood Cabin Demo - San Mateo County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied
10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers
Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type
User Defined Equipment
Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation




Redwood Cabin Project Emissions Calculations
Total and Annual Emissions Summary - Construction - Unmitigated (for AQ and GHG Analysis)

tons MT
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5
ROG NOx Cco SO2 PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Total 0.02 0.22 0.26 0.00 3.65 0.01 3.66 0.36 0.01 0.37 45.06 0.01 0.00 45.54
tons MT
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5
ROG NOx Cco S02 PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Total Onsite 0.02 0.21 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 40.01 0.01 0.00 40.33
Total Offsite 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 3.65 0.00 3.65 0.36 0.00 0.36 5.05 0.00 0.00 5.20
tons/year MT/year
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5
ROG NOx Cco S02 PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Total 2023 0.02 0.22 0.26 0.00 3.65 0.01 3.66 0.36 0.01 0.37 45.06 0.01 0.00 45.54
tons/year MT/year
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5
ROG NOx Cco S02 PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total C02 CH4 N20 CO2e
2023 Onsite 0.02 0.21 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 40.01 0.01 0.00 40.33
2023 Offsite 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 3.65 0.00 3.65 0.36 0.00 0.36 5.05 0.00 0.00 5.20




SUMMARY OF MODELING RESULTS
Demolition - 2023
Unmitigated Construction

tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5
Category ROG NOx co S0O2 PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Fugitive Dust 0.0003 0.0000 0.0003 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.0163 0.1729 0.2058 0.0004 0.0072 0.0072 0.0066 0.0066 32.9496 0.0107 0.0000 33.2160
Hauling 0.0000 0.0038 0.0011 0.0000 0.3955 0.0000 0.3956 0.0395 0.0000 0.0395 1.7956 0.0002 0.0003 1.8864
Vendor 0.0000 0.0018 0.0007 0.0000 0.2019 0.0000 0.2020 0.0202 0.0000 0.0202 0.8120 0.0001 0.0001 0.8490
Worker 0.0007 0.0004 0.0061 0.0000 2.4778 0.0000 2.4778 0.2470 0.0000 0.2470 1.8662 0.0001 0.0001 1.8811
Total 0.0171 0.1790 0.2137 0.0004 3.0755 0.0072 3.0829 0.3067 0.0067 0.3133 37.4234 0.0110 0.0005 37.8350
TOTAL ONSITE 0.0163 0.1729 0.2058 0.0004 0.0003 0.0072 0.0075 0.0000 0.0066 0.0066 32.9496 0.0107 0.0000 33.2160
TOTAL OFFSITE 0.0008 0.0061 0.0079 0.0001 3.0752 0.0001 3.0754 0.3067 0.0001 0.3067 4.4738 0.0003 0.0005 4.6165
Grading (Recontouring) - 2023
Unmitigated Construction
tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5

Category ROG NOx co S02 PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Fugitive Dust 0.0016 0.0000 0.0016 0.0002 0.0000 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road 0.0035 0.0371 0.0441 0.0001 0.0015 0.0015 0.0014 0.0014 7.0606 0.0023 0.0000 7.1177
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Vendor 0.0000 0.0004 0.0001 0.0000 0.0433 0.0000 0.0433 0.0043 0.0000 0.0043 0.1740 0.0000 0.0000 0.1819
Worker 0.0002 0.0001 0.0013 0.0000 0.5310 0.0000 0.5310 0.0529 0.0000 0.0529 0.3999 0.0000 0.0000 0.4031
Total 0.0037 0.0376 0.0456 0.0001 0.5759 0.0015 0.5775 0.0574 0.0014 0.0588 7.6345 0.0023 0.0000 7.7039
TOTAL ONSITE 0.0035 0.0371 0.0441 0.0001 0.0016 0.0015 0.0032 0.0002 0.0014 0.0016 7.0606 0.0023 0.0000 7.1177
TOTAL OFFSITE 0.0002 0.0005 0.0015 0.0000 0.5743 0.0000 0.5743 0.0572 0.0000 0.0572 0.5739 0.0000 0.0000 0.5850




Average Daily Emissions Summary - Construction - Unmitigated

Construction Schedule

Start Dat End Dat Working Days Hours per
art bate navate (5 Days per week) Day
2023 9/25/2023 | 11/22/2023 43 8
Total Working Days 9/25/2023 |11/22/2023 43 8
Ib/day
Exhaust Exhaust
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5
Average Daily Emissions 0.96 10.07 0.41 0.37
(Calculated from total
construction emissions)
BAAQMD Threshold 54 54 82 54
Exceeds Threshold No No No No
Exhaust Exhaust
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5
Total Onsite 0.92 9.77 0.41 0.37
Total Offsite 0.04 0.31 0.00 0.00
Exhaust Exhaust
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5
Total 2023 0.96 10.07 0.41 0.37




Greenhouse Gas Emissions Summary
Construction
Construction MT/yr
Unmitigated Const.
2023 46
Total Construction 46
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Energy Calculations Summary

Construction Fuel Usage Summary

Diesel Gasoline Diesel
Off-road
Construction Equipment On-road On-road
Year (gallons) (gallons) (gallons)
2023 2,146 207 181
Total Gasoline 207 gallons
Total Diesel 2,327 gallons

Diesel

Combined
2,327



2022 Construction Offroad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Amount Usage Horse Power | Load Factor | Number of [Average Daily| Diesel Fuel
Equipment Hours days Factor Usage
e Year Start Date |End Date  [Network Days
Demolition Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38 35 0.6 504 Demolition 2023 9/25/2023| 11/11/2023 35
Demolition Aerial Lifts 2 8.00 63 0.31 35 0.6 328 Grading (Recontouring) 2023 11/13/2023| 11/22/2023 8
Demolition Skid Steer 1 8.00 65 0.37 35 0.6 202
Loaders
Demolition Forklifts 1 8.00 89 0.20 35 0.6 150
Demolition Cranes 1 8.00 231 0.29 35 0.6 563
Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38 0.6 115
Grading Aerial Lifts 2 8.00 63 0.31 0.6 75
Grading Skid Steer 1 8.00 65 0.37 0.6 46
Loaders
Grading Cranes 1 8.00 231 0.29 0.6 129
Grading Forklifts 1 8.00 89 0.20 8 0.6 34
TOTAL 2,146
Trips and VMT
2023
Phase Name Daily Days per Total Total Vendor Total Worker Trip | Vendor Trip Haul Trip Total Total Vendor| Total Haul Trip Total gallons of gasoline Total
Worker Trip Year Worker Trips Hauling Length |Length (miles)| Length (miles) | Worker Trip | Trip Length | Length (miles) gallons of
Trips Trips (miles) Length (miles) diesel
(miles)
Demolition 15 35 525 2 6 10.80 6.60 181.00 5670 13.2 1086 207 181
Grading 15 8 120 2 0 10.80 6.60 20.00 1296 13.2 0 47 2
(Recontouring)
TOTAL 207 181

Notes: Consistent with CalEEMod, worker vehicles assumed to be gasoline and 50% LDA, 25% LDT1, and 25% LDT2. Vendor and haul trips are assumed to be 100% diesel Heavy-Duty Trucks (T7).




Source: EMFAC2021 (v1.0.1) Emissions Inventory

Region Type: County
Region: San Mateo
Calendar Year: 2023
Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2011 Categories

Units: miles/day for CYVMT and EVMT, trips/day for Trips, kWh/day for Energy Consumption, tons/day for Emissions, 1000 gallons/day for Fuel Consumption

Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips Fuel gas Diesel gas . . . . .
Miles per |Gasoline miles per| Diesel miles per
miles/hr vehicles miles/day trips/day 1,000 gallons/day 1,000 gallons/day gallon gallon gallon
San Mateq 2023|LDA Aggregate [Aggregate [Gasoline 240378.7755| 7727537.252( 1129354.924 259.343852 0.00 29.80
San Mateq 2023(LDT1 Aggregate |[Aggregate [Gasoline 24557.61445| 732297.8125 111855.32 28.87343542 0.00 25.36 2736 6.08
San Mateq 2023(LDT2 Aggregate |Aggregate |[Gasoline 139222.3344| 4716888.169| 668266.1465 192.6175289 0.00 24.49
San Mateq 2023|T7 Tractor Aggregate |Aggregate |Diesel 173.2071705] 13783.10051| 2516.700187 0.00 2.267454612 6.08

Notes: Consistent with CalEEMod, worker vehicles assumed to be gasoline and 50% LDA, 25% LDT1, and 25% LDT2. Vendor and haul trips are assumed to be 100% diesel Heavy-Duty Trucks (T7).
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Construction Source Noise Prediction Model

Distance to
Nearest Receptor Combined Predicted Reference Noise Levels Usage
Location in feet Noise Level (L., dBA) Equipment (Limax) @t 50 feet' Factor’
Crane 85 0.16
Single-family residences in the Tahoe Park East neighborhood | 840 | 51.5 Excavator 85 0.4
Man Lift 85 0.2
Ground Type soft
Source Height 8
Receiver Height 5
Ground Factor’ 0.63

Predicted Noise Level L., dBA at 50 feet’

Crane 77.0
Excavator 81.0
Man Lift 78.0

Combined Predicted Noise Level (L., dBA at 50 feet)

83.8

Sources:
! Obtained from the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model, January 2006. Table 1.

?Based on Table 4-26 from the Federal Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2018 (pg 86).
3Based on the following from the Federal Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2018 (pg 176 and 177).

Leq(€quip) = E.L.+10*log (U.F.) - 20*log (D/50) - 10*G*log (D/50)

Where: E.L. = Emission Level;

U.F.= Usage Factor;
G = Constant that accounts for topography and ground effects (FTA 2018: pg 86); and

D = Distance from source to receiver.



Construction Source Noise Prediction Model

Distance to Nearest Combined Predicted Reference Emission Noise Usage
Location Receptor in feet Noise Level (L,,,, dBA) Equipment Levels (L) at 50 feet’ Factor
Crane 85 1
Phoenix Sacramento apartment complex | 840 | 57.5 Excavator 85 1
Man Lift 85 1
Ground Type soft
Source Height 8
Receiver Height 5
Ground Factor’ 0.63

Predicted Noise Level L., dBA at 50 feet’

Crane 85.0
Excavator 85.0
Man Lift 85.0

Combined Predicted Noise Level (L., dBA at 50 feet)
89.8

Sources:

! Obtained from the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model, January 2006. Table 1.

?Based on Table 4-26 from the Federal Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2018 (pg 86).

®Based on the following from the Federal Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2018 (pg 176 and 177).
Leq(equip) = E.L.+10*log (U.F.) - 20*log (D/50) - 10*G*log (D/50)

Where: E.L. = Emission Level;

U.F.= Usage Factor;

G = Constant that accounts for topography and ground effects (FTA 2018: pg 86); and
D = Distance from source to receiver.



Spec Actual

Acoustical 721.560 Measured Act’\LlJca’i (I;fata Spec Spec Actual Actual
Usage Lmax @ Lmax @ samples 721.560 721.560 Distance Measured Measured
Equi t Factor (%) 50ft (dBA 50ft LmaxCalc Leq LmaxCalc Leq
quipmen (count)
Description slow) (dBA slow)

Auger Drill Rig 20 85 84 36 79.0 72.0 100 78.0 71.0
Backhoe 40 80 78 372 74.0 70.0 100 72.0 68.0
Bar Bender 20 80 na 0 74.0 67.0 100

Blasting na 94 na 0 88.0 100

Boring Jack Power Unit 50 80 83 1 74.0 71.0 100 77.0 74.0
Chain Saw 20 85 84 46 79.0 72.0 100 78.0 71.0
Clam Shovel (dropping) 20 93 87 4 87.0 80.0 100 81.0 74.0
Compactor (ground) 20 80 83 57 74.0 67.0 100 77.0 70.0
Compressor (air) 40 80 78 18 74.0 70.0 100 72.0 68.0
Concrete Batch Plant 15 83 na 0 77.0 68.7 100

Concrete Mixer Truck 40 85 79 40 79.0 75.0 100 73.0 69.0
Concrete Pump Truck 20 82 81 30 76.0 69.0 100 75.0 68.0
Concrete Saw 20 90 90 55 84.0 77.0 100 84.0 77.0
Crane 16 85 81 405 79.0 71.0 100 75.0 67.0
Dozer 40 85 82 55 79.0 75.0 100 76.0 72.0
Drill Rig Truck 20 84 79 22 78.0 71.0 100 73.0 66.0
Drum Mixer 50 80 80 1 74.0 71.0 100 74.0 71.0
Dump Truck 40 84 76 31 78.0 74.0 100 70.0 66.0
Excavator 40 85 81 170 79.0 75.0 100 75.0 71.0
Flat Bed Truck 40 84 74 4 78.0 74.0 100 68.0 64.0
Front End Loader 40 80 79 96 74.0 70.0 100 73.0 69.0
Generator 50 82 81 19 76.0 73.0 100 75.0 72.0
Generator (<25KVA, VMS s 50 70 73 74 64.0 61.0 100 67.0 64.0
Gradall 40 85 83 70 79.0 75.0 100 77.0 73.0
Grader 40 85 na 0 79.0 75.0 100

Grapple (on Backhoe) 40 85 87 1 79.0 75.0 100 81.0 77.0
Horizontal Boring Hydr. Jac 25 80 82 6 74.0 68.0 100 76.0 70.0
Hydra Break Ram 10 90 na 0 84.0 74.0 100

Impact Pile Driver 20 95 101 11 89.0 82.0 100 95.0 88.0
Jackhammer 20 85 89 133 79.0 72.0 100 83.0 76.0
Man Lift 20 85 75 23 79.0 72.0 100 69.0 62.0
Mounted Impact Hammer 20 90 90 212 84.0 77.0 100 84.0 77.0
Pavement Scarafier 20 85 90 2 79.0 72.0 100 84.0 77.0
Paver 50 85 77 9 79.0 76.0 100 71.0 68.0
Pickup Truck 40 55 75 1 49.0 45.0 100 69.0 65.0
Pneumatic Tools 50 85 85 90 79.0 76.0 100 79.0 76.0
Pumps 50 77 81 17 71.0 68.0 100 75.0 72.0
Refrigerator Unit 100 82 73 3 76.0 76.0 100 67.0 67.0
Rivit Buster/chipping gun 20 85 79 19 79.0 72.0 100 73.0 66.0
Rock Drill 20 85 81 3 79.0 72.0 100 75.0 68.0
Roller 20 85 80 16 79.0 72.0 100 74.0 67.0
Sand Blasting (Single Nozzlt 20 85 96 9 79.0 72.0 100 90.0 83.0
Scraper 40 85 84 12 79.0 75.0 100 78.0 74.0
Shears (on backhoe) 40 85 96 5 79.0 75.0 100 90.0 86.0
Slurry Plant 100 78 78 1 72.0 72.0 100 72.0 72.0
Slurry Trenching Machine 50 82 80 75 76.0 73.0 100 74.0 71.0
Soil Mix Drill Rig 50 80 na 0 74.0 71.0 100

Tractor 40 84 na 0 78.0 74.0 100

Vacuum Excavator (Vac-tru 40 85 85 149 79.0 75.0 100 79.0 75.0
Vacuum Street Sweeper 10 80 82 19 74.0 64.0 100 76.0 66.0
Ventilation Fan 100 85 79 13 79.0 79.0 100 73.0 73.0
Vibrating Hopper 50 85 87 1 79.0 76.0 100 81.0 78.0

Vibratory Concrete Mixer 20 80 80 1 74.0 67.0 100 74.0 67.0



Spec Actual
P No. of

Acoustical 721.560 Measured Actual Data Spec Spec Actual Actual
Usage Lmax @ Lmax @ Samples 721.560 721.560 Distance  Measured Measured
Equipment Factor (%) 50ft (dBA 50ft (count) LmaxCalc Leq LmaxCalc Leq

slow) (dBA slow)

Description

Vibratory Pile Driver 20 95 101 44 89.0 82.0 100 95.0 88.0
Warning Horn 5 85 83 12 79.0 66.0 100 77.0 64.0
Welder / Torch 40 73 74 5 67.0 63.0 100 68.0 64.0
Source:

FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model, January 2006. Table 9.1
U.S. Department of Transportation
CA/T Construction Spec. 721.560
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Methods

The species tables in this appendix were developed through a review of relevant databases and a botanical
resources survey report conducted for the project site (Vollmar 2020). CDFW's California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB) (CNDDB 2021) was reviewed for specific information on documented observations of
special-status species previously recorded in the IPM Program Area and vicinity. A search of the CNDDB and
the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CPNS 2021) was
conducted for the following U.S. Geological Survey 7.5’ quadrangles surrounding the project site: Montara
Mountain, San Mateo, Redwood Point, Half Moon Bay, Woodside, Palo Alto, San Gregorio, La Honda, and

Mindego Hill.

Status?!
Species Habitat and Blooming Period Potential for Occurrence 2
Federal | State | CRPR
San Mateo thorn- Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland. Not expet.:ted to occur: The north
! s ; . coast coniferous forest that covers the
mint Uncommon serpentinite vertisol clays; in S i )
. E E 1B.1 . ; . project site does not provide habitat
Acanthomintha relatively open areas. 160-980 feet in elevation. ; :
. . for this species. There are no
duttonii Blooms April-June. . . o
serpentine soils on the project site.
Coastal dunes, coastal bluff scrub, coastal Not expected to occur: The north
Blasdale's bent prairie. Sandy or gravelly soil close to rocks; coast coniferous forest that covers the
grass 1B.2 |often in nutrient-poor soil with sparse project site does not provide habitat
Agrostis blasdalei vegetation. 20-1,200 feet in elevation. Blooms  |for this species.
May-July.
Not expected to occur: Although
Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill suitable habitat for the species is
Franciscan onion grassland. Clay soils; often on serpentine; present within the preserve
Allium peninsulare 1B.2  |sometimes on volcanics. Dry hillsides. 20-1,150 |(Vollmar2020), the north coast
var. franciscanum feet in elevation. Blooms May-June and as early |coniferous forest that covers the
as April in some locations. project site does not provide habitat
for this species.
Not expected to occur: Although
suitable habitat for the species is
Bent-flowered Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill present within the preserve
fiddleneck 1B.2 |grassland, coastal bluff scrub. 10-2,600 feetin |(Vollmar2020), the north coast
Amsinckia lunaris elevation. Blooms March-June. coniferous forest that covers the
project site does not provide habitat
for this species.
Not expected to occur: Suitable
Anderson's Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, north habitat for this species is found within
: . ! the preserve (Vollmar 2020); however,
manzanita coast coniferous forest. Open sites, redwood )
1B.2 ; . the north coast coniferous forest that
Arctostaphylos forest. 200-2,500 feet in elevation. Blooms S
. covers the project site does not
andersonii November-May.

contain sufficient openings to provide
habitat for this species.




Status !

Species Habitat and Blooming Period Potential for Occurrence 2
Federal | State | CRPR
Montara manzanita Not expected to occur: The north
Arctostanhvlos 18.2 Chaparral, coastal scrub. Slopes and ridges. 900- |coast coniferous forest that covers the
payt " 11,510 feet in elevation. Blooms January-March. |project site does not provide habitat
montaraensis ; :
for this species.
Not expected to occur: The species is
documented to occur within the
Kings Mountain Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, north preserve and north cgast coniferous
. . " forest is suitable habitat for the
manzanita coast coniferous forest. Granitic or sandstone .
1B.2 . . species (Vollmar 2020); however, the
Arctostaphylos outcrops. 790-2,310 feet in elevation. Blooms .
. ! north coast coniferous forest that
regismontana December—April. S
covers the project site does not
contain sufficient openings to provide
habitat for this species.
Coastal marsh milk- Not expected to occur: The north
Coastal dunes,marshes and swamps, coastal .
vetch o coast coniferous forest that covers the
scrub. Mesic sites in dunes or along streams or S X .
Astragalus 1B.2 : . project site does not provide habitat
coastal salt marshes. 0-510 feet in elevation. ; :
pycnostachyus var. . for this species.
Blooms April-October.
pycnostachyus
Brewer's Coastal scrub, disturbed sites and burns on Not expected to occur: The north
. sandy or loamy soils. 30 - 4,000 feet in coast coniferous forest that covers the
calandrinia 42 . S : .
. . elevation. Blooms March - June and as early as | project site does not provide habitat
Calandrinia breweri : . ; :
January in some locations. for this species.
\ Valley and foothill grassland. Alkaline soils, Not expected to occur: The north
Congdon's tarplant . . . ;
) ) sometimes described as heavy white clay. 0-760 |coast coniferous forest that covers the
Centromadia parryi 1B.1 . ) S . .
. feet in elevation. Blooms May—October and as | project site does not provide habitat
ssp. congdonii : : . :
late as November in some locations. for this species.
Chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows and seeps, |Not expected to occur: The north
Pappose tarplant ! )
Centromadia parryi 18.2 coastal salt marsh, valley and foothill grassland. |coast coniferous forest that covers the
«s0. Darrvi ™ |Vernally mesic, often alkaline sites. 7-1378 feet |project site does not provide habitat
P- party in elevation. Blooms May-November. for this species.
Point Reyes salty Not expected to occur: The north
bird's-beak Usually in coastal salt marsh with Salicornia, coast coniferous forest that covers the
Chloropyron 1B.2 |Distichlis, Jaumea, Spartina, etc. 0-375 feetin | project site does not provide habitat
maritimum ssp. elevation. Blooms June-October. for this species.
palustre
Sap Francisco Bay Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, coastal Not expeFted to occur: The north
spineflower " coast coniferous forest that covers the
. prairie, coastal scrub. Closely related to C. S ; .
Chorizanthe 1B.2 . project site does not provide habitat
. pungens. Sandy soil on terraces and slopes. 10- . .
cuspidata var. . ) . for this species.
) 705 feet in elevation. Blooms April-July (August).
cuspidata
. . Coastal bluff scrub, broadleaved upland forest, Not expeFted to occur: The north
Franciscan thistle . : coast coniferous forest that covers the
1B.2 |coastal scrub, coastal prairie. Serpentine seeps.

Cirsium andrewsii

0-490 feet in elevation. Blooms March—July.

project site does not provide habitat
for this species.
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Species Habitat and Blooming Period Potential for Occurrence 2
Federal | State | CRPR
Chaparral and cismontane Woodland. 300 - Not expeFted to oceur: The north
Santa Clara red . ) . |coast coniferous forest that covers the
: 4,920 feet in elevation. Blooms as early as April S X .
ribbons 43 . . project site does not provide habitat
. . and as late as July in some locations, but . )
Clarkia concinna o for this species.
. primarily May - June.
ssp. automixa
. Valley and foothill grassland, chaparral, Not expected to occur: The north
Crystal Fountain . ;
thistle cismontane woodland, meadows and seeps, coast coniferous forest that covers the
. . E E 1B.1 |ultramafic, wetland. Serpentine seeps and project site does not provide habitat
Cirsium fontinales : . ; :
var. fontindle grassland. 150-610 feet in elevation. Blooms for this species.
' (April), May-October.
Little information exists on this plant; it was Not expected to occur: The species
collected from the Palo Alto area at the turn of | has not been recorded since 1901.
Lost thistle 1A the 20th Century. Although not seen since 1901, |The north coast coniferous forest that
Cirsium praeteriens this Cirsium is thought to be quite distinct from | covers the project site does not
other Cirsiums acc. to D. Keil. 0-330 feet in provide habitat for this species.
elevation. Blooms June-July.
Santa Clara red . Not expected to occur: The north
: . Cismontane woodland, chaparral. On slopes and ;
ribbons Clarkia X . ; coast coniferous forest that covers the
. 4.3 |near drainages. 300-4,920 feet in elevation. S . .
concinna ssp. ! project site does not provide habitat
) Blooms (April), May=June (July). . :
automixa for this species.
Not expected to occur: The north
Round-headed . . ;
. Coastal dunes. 30-100 feet in elevation. Blooms | coast coniferous forest that covers the
Chinese-houses 1B.2 ) S X .
. April-June. project site does not provide habitat
Collinsia corymbosa . :
for this species.
. Closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub. On | Not expected to occur: The north
San Francisco . . )
- decomposed shale (mudstone) mixed with coast coniferous forest that covers the
collinsia 1B.2 . . S X .
- , humus; sometimes on serpentine. 100-820 feet |project site does not provide habitat
Collinsia multicolor . . . :
in elevation. Blooms (February), March-May. for this species.
Broadleafed upland forest, chaparral, closed- Could occur: Documented to occur
cone coniferous forest, cismontane woodland, | within the preserve and suitable north
Western north coast coniferous forest, riparian forest, coast coniferous forest habitat is
leatherwood 1B.2 |riparian woodland. On brushy slopes, mesic present within the project site.
Dirca occidentalis sites; mostly in mixed evergreen and foothill
woodland communities. 80-1,390 feet in
elevation. Blooms January—March (April).
I Broadleaf upland forest, cismontane woodland, |Could occur: Suitable north coast
California bottle- . s . s
S e 17 north coast coniferous forest, and riparian coniferous forest habitat is present
" ' woodland. 50-1,540 feet. Blooms May-August | within the project site.
Elymus californicus
(November).
San Mateo woolly Cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, lower Not expected to occur: The north
sunflower £ £ 181 montane coniferous forest. Often on roadcuts; | coast coniferous forest that covers the
Eriophyllum "~ |found on and off of serpentine. 98-2,000 feet in |project site does not provide habitat
latilobum elevation. Blooms May-June. for this species.
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Species Habitat and Blooming Period Potential for Occurrence 2
Federal | State | CRPR
Hoover's button- Vernal pools, wetland. Alkaline depressions, Not expected to occur: The north
celery Eryngium 181 vernal pools, roadside ditches and other wet coast coniferous forest that covers the
aristulatum var. ™ | places near the coast. 0-160 feet in elevation.  |project site does not provide habitat
hooveri Blooms June -August. for this species.
JeDson's covote- Not expected to occur: The north
P Y Vernal pools, valley and foothill grassland. Clay. |coast coniferous forest that covers the
thistle 1B.2 ! . X S ; .
L N 10-980 feet in elevation. Blooms April-August. | project site does not provide habitat
Eryngium jepsonii ; :
for this species.
Minute pocket North coast redwood forest. Moss growing on Cou'Id occur: Suitable north coast'
moss . coniferous forest and stream habitat
. 1B.2 | damp soil along the coast. In dry streambeds and X s
Fissidens . . for minute pocket moss occurs within
on stream banks. 30-3,360 feet in elevation. Lo
pauperculus project site.
Hillsborough Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill Not expected to occur: The north
chocolate lily 181 grassland. Probably only on serpentine; most coast coniferous forest that covers the
Fritillaria biflora ™ |recent site is in serpentine grassland. 300-530  |project site does not provide habitat
var. ineziana feet in elevation. Blooms March-April. for this species.
Coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland, Not expected to occur: The north
" coastal prairie, cismontane woodland. Often on |coast coniferous forest that covers the
Fragrant fritillary ) . . S ; .
o 1B.2 |serpentine; various soils reported though usually | project site does not provide habitat
Fritillaria liliacea . . ) . .
on clay, in grassland. 10-1,300 feet in elevation. |for this species.
Blooms February—April.
San Francisco Coastal scrub, coastal bluff scrub, valley and Not expected to occur: The north
gumplant Grindelia 32 foothill grassland. Sandy or serpentine slopes,  |coast coniferous forest that covers the
hirsutula var. ' sea bluffs. 50-1,000 feet in elevation. Blooms  |project site does not provide habitat
maritima June-September. for this species.

Short-leaved evax Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, coastal Not expeFted to occur: The north
Hesperevax . . coast coniferous forest that covers the
. 1B.2 |prairie. Sandy bluffs and flats. 0-700 feet in S ; .

sparsiflora var. . project site does not provide habitat
e elevation. Blooms March-June. . :
brevifolia for this species.
. Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland. In Not expected to occur: The north
Marin western flax . ) . )
Hesperolinon T T 181 serpentine barrens and in serpentine grassland | coast coniferous forest that covers the
"~ |and chaparral. 200-1,210 feet in elevation. project site does not provide habitat
congestum : . :
Blooms April-July. for this species.
. Not expected to occur: The north
. . Closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub, .
Kellogg's horkelia coast coniferous forest that covers the
> coastal dunes, chaparral. Old dunes, coastal L . .
Horkelia cuneata 1B.1 . ) . . project site does not contain sufficient
) sandhills; openings. 20-700 feet in elevation. : . . ;
var. sericea . openings to provide habitat for this
Blooms April-September. .
species.
. Coastal dunes, coastal prairie, coastal scrub. Not expected to occur: The north
Point Reyes . .
. Sandy flats and dunes near coast; in grassland or |coast coniferous forest that covers the
horkelia 1B.2 " ) S ; .
) L scrub plant communities. 10-2,540 feet in project site does not provide habitat
Horkelia marinensis

elevation. Blooms May-September.

for this species.
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Species Habitat and Blooming Period Potential for Occurrence 2
Federal | State | CRPR
Broadleaf upland forest, coastal bluff scrub, Could occur: Suitable north coast
closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane coniferous forest habitat is present
. woodland, coastal prairie, coastal scrub, within the project site.
Harlequin lotus
) o 4.2 |meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps,
Hosackia gracilis )
north coast coniferous forest, and valley and
foothill grassland. 0-2,300 feet in elevation.
Blooms March - July.
Island tube lichen Chaparral, closed-cone coniferous forest. On Not expeFted to accur: The north
) . coast coniferous forest that covers the
Hypogymnia 1B.3 |bark and wood of hardwoods and conifers. roiect site does not provide habitat
schizidiata 1,180-1,330 feet in elevation. projec : P
for this species.
. . Not expected to occur: The north
. Coastal prairie. Lower montane coniferous :
Coast Iris . coast coniferous forest that covers the
; ) 4.2 |forest, meadows and seeps. 0-1,970 feet in o ) )
Iris longipetala . project site does not provide habitat
elevation. . :
for this species.
Perennlgl goldfields Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, coastal scrub. Not expeFted to accur: The north
Lasthenia . X coast coniferous forest that covers the
v 1B.2 |20-610 feet in elevation. Blooms January— S ; .
californica ssp. project site does not provide habitat
November. ; :
macrantha for this species.
Not expected to occur: The north
Legenere Legenere 181 Vernal pools, wetland. In beds of vernal pools.  |coast coniferous forest that covers the
limosa ™ 10-2,890 feet in elevation. Blooms April-June. project site does not provide habitat
for this species.
Coast yellow Not expected to occur: The north
leptosiphon % 181 Coastal bluff scrub, coastal prairie. 30-490 feet |coast coniferous forest that covers the
Leptosiphon " |in elevation. Blooms April-May. project site does not provide habitat
croceus for this species.
Rose lentosiohon Not expected to occur: The north
-PtosIp Coastal bluff scrub. 30-460 feet in elevation. coast coniferous forest that covers the
Leptosiphon 1B.1 . S ; .
Blooms April-July. project site does not provide habitat
rosaceus ; :
for this species.
. Coastal sage scrub, valley and foothill grassland, |Not expected to occur: The north
Crystal Springs : )
L . cismontane woodland. Grassy slopes on coast coniferous forest that covers the
lessingia Lessingia 1B.2 ) . ) S . .
. serpentine; sometimes on roadsides. 300-660 | project site does not provide habitat
arachnoidea . ) . :
feet in elevation. Blooms July-October. for this species.
Ornduff's Not expected to occur: The north
meadowfoam Meadows and seeps, agricultural fields. 30-70 coa§t cor.nferous forest th?t covers the
Limnanthes 1B.1 ) X project site does not provide habitat
. feet in elevation. Blooms November-May. ; :
douglasii ssp. for this species.
ornduffii
Arcuate bush- . Not expected to occur: The north
Chaparral, cismontane woodland. Gravelly )
mallow : ) . coast coniferous forest that covers the
1B.2 |alluvium. 0-2,410 feet in elevation. Blooms o ) e
Malacothamnus ) project site does not provide sufficient
April-September. . : .
arcuatus open habitat for this species.
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Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane Not expected to occur: The north
Marsh microseris 18.2 woodland, coastal scrub, valley and foothill coast coniferous forest that covers the
Microseris paludosa " |grassland. 20-980 feet in elevation. Blooms project site does not provide habitat
April-June and as late as July in some locations. |for this species.
Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland, Not expected to occur: The north
cismontane woodland, broadleafed upland coast coniferous forest that covers the
Woodland forest, north coast coniferous forest. Grassy project site does not contain sufficient
woollythreads 18.2 sites, in openings; sandy to rocky soils. Often openings to provide habitat for this
Monolopia " |seen on serpentine after burns but may have species.
gracilens only weak affinity to serpentine. 330-3,940 feet
in elevation. Blooms March-July and as early as
February in some locations.
Chaparral, north coast coniferous forest, valley | Could occur: Suitable north coast
\ and foothill grassland. Deep shady woods of coniferous forest habitat for Dudley's
Dudley's lousewort ) . " e
e 1B.2 |older coast redwood forests; also, in maritime | lousewort occurs within project site.
chaparral. 200-2,950 feet in elevation. Blooms
April-June.
. Valley and foothill grassland, cismontane Not expected to occur: The north
White-rayed )
woodland. Open dry rocky slopes and grassy coast coniferous forest that covers the
pentachaeta . ) . ; . .
E E 1B.1 |areas, often on soils derived from serpentine project ste does not provide habitat
Pentachaeta . . ; .
. bedrock. 120-2,000 feet in elevation. Blooms for this species.
bellidiflora
March-May.
North coast coniferous forest, lower montane | Could occur: Suitable north coast
) coniferous forest, broadleafed upland forest. coniferous forest and stream habitat
White-flowered . : . ; .
. . Sometimes on serpentine. Forest duff, mossy  |for White-flowered rein orchid occurs
rein orchid 1B.2 L o
S . banks, rock outcrops, and muskeg. 150-5,300 | within project site.
Piperia candida ) .
feet in elevation. Blooms May-September and as
early as March in some locations.
Choris' Not expected to occur: The north
popcornflower Chaparral, coastal scrub, coastal prairie. Mesic | coast coniferous forest that covers the
Plagiobothrys 1B.2 [sites. 50-525 feet in elevation. Blooms March— | project site does not provide habitat
chorisianus var. June. for this species.
chorisianus
Oregon - Not expected to occur: The north
. Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, lower montane .
polemonium ; . . coast coniferous forest that covers the
. 2B.2 |coniferous forest. 0-6,000 feet in elevation. o ) )
Polemonium ! project site does not provide habitat
Blooms April-September. . :
carneum for this species.
Coastal bluff scrub, closed-cone coniferous Not expected to occur: The north
. . forest, meadows and seeps, marshes and coast coniferous forest that covers the
I-I.|ckman.s . swamps. Freshwater marshes, seeps, and small | project site does not provide habitat
cinquefoil Potentilla E E 1B.1 ! !

hickmanii

streams in open or forested areas along the
coast. 20-410 feet in elevation. Blooms April-
August.

for this species.
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Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub. |Not expected to occur: The north
Chaparral ragwort 282 Drying alkaline flats. 70-2,810 feet in elevation. |coast coniferous forest that covers the
Senecio aphanactis " | Blooms January-April and as late as May in some | project site does not provide habitat
locations. for this species.
Coastal bluff scrub, coastal prairie, valley and Not expected to occur: The north
Scouler's catchfly foothill grassland. 0-1,9670 feet in elevation.  |coast coniferous forest that covers the
Silene scouleri ssp. 2B.2 |Blooms as early as March-May in some project site does not provide habitat
scouleri locations. In most locations blooms June-August | for this species.
and sometimes as late as September.
Coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland, Not expected to occur: The north
San Francisco coastal bluff scrub, chaparral, coastal prairie. coast coniferous forest that covers the
campion 18.2 Often on mudstone or shale; one site on project site does not provide habitat
Silene verecunda " |serpentine. 100-2,120 feet in elevation. Blooms |for this species.
ssp. verecunda March-June; although, may bloom as early as
February and as late as August.
Slender-leaved Not expected to occur: The north
Marshes and swamps. Shallow, clear water of )
pondweed ; . |coast coniferous forest that covers the
e 2B.2 |lakes and drainage channels. 980-7,050 feet in o ) )
Stuckenia filiformis . project site does not provide habitat
. elevation. Blooms May-July. . :
ssp. alpina for this species.
Valley and foothill grassland, coastal bluff scrub. |Not expected to occur: The north
Sometimes on serpentine soil, open sunny sites, |coast coniferous forest that covers the
Two-fork clover . . S ) .
Trifolium amoenum E 1B.1 |swales. Most recently cited on roadside and project site does not provide habitat
eroding cliff face. 20-1,020feet in elevation. for this species.
Blooms April-June.
Not expected to occur: The preserve
Coastal prairie, broadleafed upland forest, does contain suitable habitat for this
Santa Cruz clover : : .
g cismontane woodland. Moist grassland. Gravelly |species; however, the north coast
Trifolium 1B.1 . . ; )
buckwestiorum margins. 340-2,000 feet in elevation. Blooms | coniferous forest that covers the
April-October. project site does not provide habitat
for this species.
Saline clover Marshes and swamps, valley and foothill Not expeFted to oceur: The north
e : S coast coniferous forest that covers the
Trifolium 1B.2 |grassland, vernal pools. Mesic, alkaline sites. 0- S ! .
. . : . project site does not provide habitat
hydrophilum 980 feet in elevation. Blooms April-June. . :
for this species.
. \ Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, valley and foothill |Not expected to occur: The north
San Francisco owl's- ) . )
; ) grassland. On serpentine and non-serpentine  |coast coniferous forest that covers the
clover Triphysaria 1B.2 . S . .
. substrate (such as at Pt. Reyes). 5-490 feetin  |project site does not provide habitat
floribunda . . . .
elevation. Blooms April-June. for this species.
Coastal bluff scrub, coastal scrub. Grows within | Not expected to occur: The north
Coastal triquetrella 30m from the coast in coastal scrub, grasslands | coast coniferous forest that covers the
Triquetrella 1B.2 |and in open gravels on roadsides, hillsides, rocky | project site does not provide habitat
californica slopes, and fields. On gravel or thin soil over for this species.

outcrops. 30-330 feet in elevation.
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Species Status Habitat and Blooming Period Potential for Occurrence 2
Federal | State | CRPR
0Old growth redwood forest, broadleafed upland |Could occur: Suitable north coast
Methuselah's beard forest. Grows in the "redwood zone" on tree coniferous forest habitat for
lichen Usnea 4.2 |branches of a variety of trees, including big leaf | Methuselah’s beard occurs within
longissima maple, oaks, ash, Douglas fir, and bay. 150- project site.
4,800 feet in elevation.

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; CNPS California Native Plant Society; ESA = Federal Endangered Species Act; CESA = California Endangered Species Act;

!Legal Status Definitions

Federal :

E Endangered (legally protected by ESA)
T Threatened (legally protected by ESA)

C Candidate (legally protected by ESA)
State:

E Endangered (legally protected by CESA)
T Threatened (legally protected by CESA)

2Potential for Occurrence Definitions

California Rare Plant Ranks:

1B Plant species considered rare or endangered in California and elsewhere
(protected under CEQA, but not legally protected under ESA or CESA)

2 Plant species considered rare or endangered in California but more common
elsewhere (protected under CEQA, but not legally protected under ESA or CESA)

3 Plants about which more information is needed (a review list) (may be protected
under CEQA, but not legally protected under ESA or CESA)

4 Plants of limited distribution (a watch list) (may be protected under CEQA, but not
legally protected under ESA or CESA)

Threat Ranks

0.1-Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high
degree and immediacy of threat)

0.2-Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened /
moderate degree and immediacy of threat)

Not expected to occur: Species is unlikely to be present on the project site due to poor habitat quality, lack of suitable habitat features, or restricted current distribution of

the species.

Could occur: Suitable habitat is available at the project site; however, there are little to no other indicators that the species might be present.

Known to occur: The species, or evidence of its presence, was observed at the project site during reconnaissance surveys, or was reported by others.

Sources: CNPS 2021; Vollmar 2020.




Status?! Habitat Potential for Occurrence 2
Speci
pecies
Federal | State
Invertebrates
Not expected to occur: The project
Bav checkersoot Coastal dunes, ultramafic, valley and foothill grassland. :gf iﬁfizzmr;;):lgg ;ggﬁcgltefor Ba
bu}clterfl P Restricted to native grasslands on outcrops of serpentine soil in chepckers of butterflv. Not y
Eunh d:l as T the vicinity of San Francisco Bay. Plantago erecta is the primary documenrfced to occu»;.in the Santa
payaryas host plant; Orthocarpus densiflorus and O. purpurscens are the . .
editha bayensis secondary host plants Cruz Mountain portions of San
y plants. Mateo or Santa Clara Counties
(CNDDB 2021).
Crotch bumble Coastal California east to the Sierra-Cascade crest and south :li,?: ;:)(:Se;t:f C’i)on;):icr]u:;:gglerJect
bee 5152 into Mexico in grassland and woodland habitats. Food plant rassland and woodland habitat
.. genera include Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia, Dendromecon, 8 -
Bombus crotchii Eschscholzia. and Erioaonurm with sufficient nectar resources for
! g ’ the Crotch bumblebee.
EAJE;?H b;laljjbe s Coastal prairie. Inhabits grasslands of the San Francisco :li,?: ;:)(:Se;t:f C’i)on;):icr]u:;:gglerJect
outterty / E peninsula. Three larval host plants: Lupinus albifrons, L. X L
icarioides o . ; . grassland habitat for the mission
. , variicolor, and L. formosus, of which L. albifrons is favored.
missionensis blue butterfly.
Monarch - Not expected to occur:
California Winter roost sites extend along the coast from northern Overwintering roost sites for
overwinterin C Mendocino to Baja California, Mexico. Roosts located in wind- | monarchs are found an average of
ooulation & protected tree groves (eucalyptus, Monterey pine, cypress), 1.5 miles from the coast, which
Bafmus lexinus with nectar and water sources nearby. makes it unlikely that the species
prexipp overwinters in the project site.
Myrtle's Not expected to occur: The project
silverspot Coastal dunes. Restricted to the foggy, coastal dunes/hills of the |site does not contain suitable
butterfly E Point Reyes peninsula; extirpated from coastal San Mateo coastal habitat for Myrtle’s
Speyeria zerene County. Larval foodplant thought to be Viola adunca. silverspot butterfly. Extirpated from
myrtleae coastal San Mateo County
Not expected to occur: The project
San Bruno elfin Valley and foothill grassland. Coastal, mountainous areas with  |site does not contain suitable
butterfl grassy ground cover, mainly in the vicinity of San Bruno grassland habitat for San Bruno elfin
callo h;’ s mossii E Mountain, San Mateo County. Colonies are located on steep, | butterfly. Project is outside of the
ba eﬁsisy north-facing slopes within the fog belt. Larval host plant is range of the species which is
y Sedum spathulifolium. restricted to Northern San Mateo
County.
western bumble Meadows and grasslands with nectar and pollen from floral :li,?: ;:)(:Se;t:f C’i)on;):icr]u:;:gglerJect
bee Bombus gqg* |resources throughout the duration of the colony period (spring, rassland and woodland habitat
, ; summer, and fall), and suitable overwintering sites for the 8 -
occidentalis Ueens with sufficient nectar resources for
a ' the species.




. Status! Habitat Potential for Occurrence?
Species
Federal | State
Fish
Longfin smelt Found in open waters of estuaries, mostly in middle or bottom | Not expected to occur: The project
Spirinchus C SC  |of water column. Prefer salinities of 15-30 ppt, but can be found |site does not contain the estuary
thaleichthys in completely freshwater to almost pure seawater. habitat suitable for this species.
Coho Salmon- Clear, cool, perennial sections of relatively undisturbed low Not expected to Occur: La Honda
Central CA Coast gradient streams, with high dissolved oxygen levels. Prefer Creek adjacent to the project site is
ESU £ £ streams with dense canopy over without rooted or aquatic above a total barrier that prevents
Oncorhynchus vegetation. Require stream temperatures between 40 degrees | passage upstream by salmon (CDFW
kisutch and 58 degrees F. Gravel substrates are needed for spawning  |2021).
habitat.
Clear, cool, perennial sections of relatively undisturbed low Not expected to Occur: La Honda
Steelhead - . R . N
I gradient streams, with high dissolved oxygen levels. Prefer Creek adjacent to the project site is
central California ith ith . barri
coast DPS streams with dense canopy over without rooted or aquatic above a total barrier that prevents
Oncorhvnchus T vegetation. Require stream temperatures between 40 degrees | passage upstream by steelhead
oryn and 58 degrees F. Gravel substrates are needed for spawning  |(CDFW 2021).
mykiss irideus . : . . .
habitat. Rearing habitat contains pools formed by logjams and
pop. 8 .
loose woody debris.
. Brackish water habitats along the California coast from Agua Not expected to occur: The project
Tidewater goby . . . . :
3 Hedionda Lagoon, San Diego County to the mouth of the Smith |site does not contain the lagoon and
Eucyclogobius E SC . '
newberryi River. Found in shallow lagoons and lower stream reaches, they |lower stream reaches that are
need fairly still but not stagnant water and high oxygen levels. |suitable for this species.

Amphibians and Reptiles

California giant

Known from wet coastal forests near streams and seeps from
Mendocino County south to Monterey County and east to Napa

Could Occur: La Honda Creek
adjacent to the project site could
support California giant salamander

;lczr:]nj:;.‘gzgn SC  |County. Aquatic larvae found in cold, clear streams, occasionally | and the project site itself could
in lakes and ponds. Adults known from wet forests under rocks |provide upland habitat for the
ensatus . I
and logs near streams and lakes. species. Species is known to occur
on the preserve (CNDDB 2021).
Found in artificial flowing waters, artificial standing waters, Could Occur: Suitable aquatic and
freshwater marsh, marsh and swamp, riparian forest, riparian  |upland habitat present in the
scrub, riparian woodland, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing project site. Documented to occur
California red- waters, Sacramento/San Joaquin standing waters, and south | on the preserve in multiple
legged frog Rana T SC  |coast flowing waters. Lowlands and foothills in or near locations (CNDDB 2021). The project
draytonii permanent sources of deep water with dense, shrubby or is located within designated critical

emergent riparian vegetation. Requires 11-20 weeks of
permanent water for larval development. Must have access to
estivation habitat.

habitat for the species.




. Status! Habitat Potential for Occurrence?
Species
Federal | State
Not expected to occur: The project
Cismontane woodland, meadow and seep, riparian woodland, |site does not contain suitable
California tiger valley and foothill grassland, vernal pool, and wetlands. Central |woodland and grassland habitat for
salamander T T Valley DPS federally listed as threatened. Santa Barbara and California tiger salamander. Not
Ambystoma Sonoma counties DPS federally listed as endangered. Need documented to occur in the Santa
californiense underground refuges, especially ground squirrel burrows, and | Cruz Mountain portions of San
vernal pools or other seasonal water sources for breeding. Mateo or Santa Clara Counties
(CNDDB 2021).
Not expected to occur: La Honda
Creek adjacent to the project site is
Aquatic, chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, potentially suitable habitat for this
Klamath/north coast flowing waters, lower montane coniferous |species. However, foothill yellow-
foothill yellow- forest, meadow and seep, riparian forest, riparian woodland,  |legged frog has not been detected
legged frog Rana CE |and Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing waters. Partly-shaded, within the San Gregorio Creek/La
boylii shallow streams and riffles with a rocky substrate in a variety of |Honda Creek drainage since 1951
habitats. Need at least some cobble-sized substrate for egg- (CNDDB 2021), and surveys
laying. Need at least 15 weeks to attain metamorphosis. conducted on the preserve
concluded that the species is not
likely to be present (MidPen 2012).
Broadleaved upland forest, north coast coniferous forest, Not expected to occur: Occurrences
redwood, riparian forest, and riparian woodland. Coastal south of Sonoma County are
drainages from Humboldt County south to Sonoma County, isolated within the drainage of
Red-bellied newt S inland to Lake County. Isolated population of uncertain origin in |Steven’s Creek approximately 9
Taricha rivularis Santa Clara County. Lives in terrestrial habitats, juveniles miles south of the project site
generally underground, adults active at surface in moist (CNDDB 2021).
environments. Will migrate over 1 km to breed, typically in
streams with moderate flow and clean rocky substrate.
Not expected to occur: La Honda
Creek within the project site does
. Artificial standing waters, marsh and swamp, Sacramento/San | not contain the deep, slow-moving
San Francisco . . - . ;
Joaquin standing waters, wetland. Vicinity of freshwater stream, marsh, or pond habitat with
gartersnake . . . \
) marshes, ponds and slow-moving streams in San Mateo County |dense vegetation need for this
Thamnophis E EFP . :
sirtalis and extreme northern Santa Cruz County. Prefers dense cover |species. The nearest suitable
, and water depths of at least one foot. Upland areas near water |aquatic habitat is greater than 0.25
tetrataenia : . >
are also very important. mile from the project site;
therefore, the site is not suitable
upland habitat for the species.
Santa Cruz black Mixed deciduous and coniferous woodlands and coastal Lol Occ'ur.' Sl hab't?t ¢
) ) present within the project site for
salamander SC  |grasslands in San Mateo, Santa Cruz, and Santa Clara counties. . . . S,
) ) . this species, and the project site is
Aneides niger Adults found under rocks, talus, and damp woody debris. I .
within the range of the species.




. Status! Habitat Potential for Occurrence?
Species
Federal | State
Aquatic, artificial flowing waters, Klamath/north coast flowing | Not expected to occur: La Honda
waters, Klamath/north coast standing waters, marsh and Creek adjacent to the project site
swamp, Sacramento/San Joaquin flowing waters, could support western pond turtle;
western pond . : .
turtle Sacramento/San Joaquin standing waters, South coast flowing  |however, the deeply shaded nature
Actinemvs SC  |and standing waters. A thoroughly aquatic turtle of ponds, of the site does not provide basking
marmor(}Jl ta marshes, rivers, streams and irrigation ditches, usually with sites for the species or open upland
aquatic vegetation, below 6,000 feet elevation. Need basking  |habitat for egg laying. Species is
sites and suitable (sandy banks or grassy open fields) upland known to occur on the preserve

habitat up to 0.5 km from water for egg-laying. (CNDDB 2021).

Birds
Alameda song Salt marsh. Resident of salt marshes bordering south arm of San | Not expected to occur: Suitable salt
sparrow % Francisco Bay. Inhabits Salicornia marshes; nests low in marsh habitat for the species is not
Melospiza Grindelia bushes (high enough to escape high tides) and in found within the project site.
melodia pusillula Salicornia.
Amerlc.an Near wetlands, lakes, rivers, or other water; on cliffs, banks, N9t expected to occur: Buildings,
peregrine falcon . cliffs, or other elevated places

. D D FP |dunes, mounds; also, human-made structures. Nest consists of . .
Falco peregrinus . : ) needed for nesting habitat are not

a scrape or a depression or ledge in an open site. o Co
anatum found within the project site.

Lower montane coniferous forest, old growth. Ocean shore, Not expected to occur: Trees that

. . . S could support nests are present
bald eagle lake margins, and rivers for both nesting and wintering. Most L C
. e . A within the project site; however, the
Haliaeetus D E FP |nests within 1 mile of water. Nests in large, old-growth, or T
: . . ) project site is too far from
leucocephalus dominant live tree with open branches, especially ponderosa : o
) L waterbodies of sufficient size to
pine. Roosts communally in winter. .
support nesting.

Riparian scrub, riparian woodland. Colonial nester; nests Not expected to occur: Vertical cut
bank swallow T primarily in riparian and other lowland habitats west of the banks and cliffs needed for nesting
Riparia riparia desert. Requires vertical banks/cliffs with fine-textured/sandy  |habitat are not found within the

soils near streams, rivers, lakes, ocean to dig nesting hole. project site.

Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, Great Basin grassland, Great Basin | Not expected to occur: Suitable

. scrub, Mojavean desert scrub, Sonoran desert scrub, and valley |habitat for the species is not found
burrowing ow! ; . L e
and foothill grassland. Open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, | within the project site.
Athene SC ) .
Co deserts and scrublands characterized by low-growing
Cunicularia . .

vegetation. Subterranean nester, dependent upon burrowing

mammals, most notably, the California ground squirrel.

California black Brackish marsh, freshwater marsh, marsh and swamp, salt Not expected to occur: Suitable
rail marsh, wetland. Inhabits freshwater marshes, wet meadows marsh or swamp habitat for the
Laterallus T FP | and shallow margins of saltwater marshes bordering larger species is not found within the
jamaicensis bays. Needs water depths of about 1 inch that do not fluctuate |project site.

coturniculus during the year and dense vegetation for nesting habitat.

California least Alkali playa, wetland. Nests along the coast from San Francisco Not'expected to oceur: Suitable
tern e . habitat for the species is not found

Bay south to northern Baja California. Colonial breeder on bare | . . e
Sternula E EFP . within the project site.

. or sparsely vegetated, flat substrates: sand beaches, alkali flats,
antillarum )
] landfills, or paved areas.
browni




. Status! Habitat Potential for Occurrence?
Species
Federal | State
Cismontane woodland, Great Basin scrub, riparian forest, Not Likely to Occur: One historical
riparian woodland, and upper montane coniferous forest. (1987) occurrence within San Mateo
Long-eared ow! Riparian bottomlands grown to tall willows and cottonwoods; | County. Suitable Long-eared owl
) SSC . : . : o :
Asio otus also, belts of live oak paralleling stream courses. Require nesting habitat is not present in the
adjacent open land productive of mice and the presence of old |project site, due to a lack of
nests of crows, hawks, or magpies for breeding. adjacent open habitat.
Could Occur: The redwood forest
Lower montane coniferous forest, old growth, redwood. Feeds Lyl thg project footprln'F (o33
Marbled . not contain trees that provide the
near-shore; nests inland along coast from Eureka to Oregon . .
murrelet . large branches suitable for nesting;
T E  [border and from Half Moon Bay to Santa Cruz. Nests in old- )
Brachyramphus : T however, suitable marbled murrelet
growth redwood-dominated forests, up to six miles inland, ) .
marmoratus often in Douglasfir nesting habitat has been
& ' documented within % mile of the
project site (MidPen 2007).
Coastal scrub, Great Basin grassland, marsh and swamp, Not expected to occur: The densely
riparian scrub, valley and foothill grassland, and wetlands. forested habitat in the project site
Northern harrier Coastal salt and fresh-water marsh. Nest and forage in does not provide the open
) SC : . S .
Circus cyaneus grasslands, from salt grass in desert sink to mountain cienagas. |marshland and grassland habitat
Nests on ground in shrubby vegetation, usually at marsh edge; |needed for this species.
nest built of a large mound of sticks in wet areas.
Saltmarsh Marsh and swamp. Resident of the San Francisco Bay region, in Not expected to oceur: Suitable
common ; ) . marsh or swamp habitat for the
fresh and salt water marshes. Requires thick, continuous cover . L
yellowthroat SC X species is not found within the
. down to water surface for foraging; tall grasses, tule patches, S
Geothlypis . . project site.
; . willows for nesting.
trichas sinuosa
Great Basin grassland, marsh and swamp, meadow and seep, | Not expected to occur: Suitable
valley and foothill grassland, and wetlands. Found in swamp grasslands, marsh, or swamp
Short-eared owl ssC lands, both fresh and salt; lowland meadows; irrigated alfalfa | habitat for the species is not found
Asio flammeus fields. Tule patches/tall grass needed for nesting/daytime within the project site.
seclusion. Nests on dry ground in depression concealed in
vegetation.
Western snowy Not expected to occur: Suitable
plover Great Basin standing waters, sand shore, wetland. Sandy habitat for the species is not found
Charadrius T SC  |beaches, salt pond levees and shores of large alkali lakes. Needs | within the project site.
alexandrinus sandy, gravelly or friable soils for nesting.
nivosus
Cismontane woodland, marsh and swamp, riparian woodland, |Not expected to occur: The densely
valley and foothill grassland, and wetlands. Rolling foothills and |forested habitat in the project site
White-tailed kite valley margins with scattered oaks and river bottomlands or does not provide the open
FP . .
Elanus leucurus marshes next to deciduous woodland. Open grasslands, woodland and grassland habitat
meadows, or marshes for foraging close to isolated, dense- needed for this species.
topped trees for nesting and perching.




) Status!? Habitat Potential for Occurrence 2
Species
Federal | State
yellow rail Freshwater marsh, meadow and seep. Summer resident in Not expected to occur: Suitable
) ) ) marsh, wet meadow, or seep
Coturnicops SC  |eastern Sierra Nevada in Mono County. Fresh-water ; S
. habitat for the species is not found
noveboracensis marshlands. " T
within the project site.
Mammals
Alkali marsh, alkali playa, alpine, alpine dwarf scrub, bog a fen, |Could Occur: The species has been
brackish marsh, broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, documented on the preserve
chenopod scrub, cismontane woodland, closed-cone coniferous |(CNDDB 2021); although more often
American badger S forest, coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, coastal prairie. Most  |found within grassland and
Taxidea taxus abundant in drier open stages of most shrub, forest, and chaparral habitats, could occur
herbaceous habitats, with friable soils. Needs sufficient food, | within the project site.
friable soils and open, uncultivated ground. Preys on burrowing
rodents. Digs burrows.
Not expected to occur: Only one
Big free-tailed Low-lying arid areas in Southern California. Need high cliffs or dgc#mented historical occurrence
bat Nyctinomops SSC  |rocky outcrops for roosting sites. Feeds principally on large within San Mateo County (CNDDB
; ' 2021). No high cliffs or rocky
macrotis moths. . o
outcrops for roosting habitat in the
project site or vicinity.
Mountain lion- Known to Occur: A male mountain
Southern lion was documented to be using
California/Centra Found in most habitats within Central California. Uses caves,  |the project site in 2012 (Sant Cruz
| Coast CT  |other natural cavities, and brush thickets for cover and denning, | Puma Project 2021). Suitable
evolutionary often within riparian habitats. habitat exists in the project site.
significant unit
Puma concolor
Could Occur: A survey of the
Chaparral, coastal scrub, desert wash, Great Basin grassland, redwood cabin in 2019 (Swaim
Great Basin scrub, Mojavean desert scrub, riparian woodland, |2019) did not find evidence of
allid bat Sonoran desert scrub, upper montane coniferous forest, valley |roosting bats, and acoustic
P and foothill grassland. Deserts, grasslands, shrublands, recordings did not identify the
Antrozous SC . . . Lo
allidus woodlands and forests. Most common in open, dry habitats species in the project site. However,
P with rocky areas for roosting. Roosts must protect bats from the species is known to occur on the
high temperatures. Very sensitive to disturbance of roosting preserve (CNDDB 2021), and could
sites. use the redwood cabin during
project implementation.
ringtail Could Occur: Suitable habitat for
Bassariscus ep Riparian habitats, forest habitats, and shrub habitats in lower to | the species is found within the
astutus middle elevations. project site.




Table A-2 Special-Status Animal Species Known to Occur in the Project Region and their Potential for Occurrence in
the Redwood Cabin Project site
) Status! Habitat Potential for Occurrence?
Species
Federal | State
Salt-marsh Marsh and swamp, wetland. Only in the saline emergent Not expected to occur: Suitable
wetlands of San Francisco Bay and its tributaries. Pickleweed is | marsh or swamp habitat for the
harvest mouse . ; , : o L
) E E FP |primary habitat, but may occur in other marsh vegetation types |species is not found within the
Reithrodontomys T . S
. . and in adjacent upland areas. Does not burrow, build loosely  |project site.
raviventris . L
organized nests. Requires higher areas for flood escape.
SaIt-marsh Marsh and swamp, wetland. Salt marshes of the south arm of Not expected to oceur: Suitable
wandering shrew X . X marsh or swamp habitat for the
SC  |San Francisco Bay. Medium high marsh 6-8 feet above sea level o L
Sorex vagrans . . T species is not found within the
) where abundant driftwood is scattered among Salicornia. S
halicoetes project site.
200 AETEEED Chaparral, redwood. Forest habitats of moderate canopy and L) Oc'cu'r: el Of. e
dusky-footed redwood cabin in 2019 (Swaim
moderate to dense understory. May prefer chaparral and :
woodrat X 2019) discovered woodrat nests
SC  |redwood habitats. Constructs nests of shredded grass, leaves L
Neotoma : - o within the structure.
) and other material. May be limited by availability of nest-
fuscipes . )
building materials.
annectens
Santa Cruz Not expected to occur: Suitable
kangaroo rat Chaparral. Silverleaf manzanita mixed chaparral in the Zayante |chaparral habitat for the species is
Dipodomys Sand Hills ecosystem of the Santa Cruz Mountains. Needs soft, |not found within the project site,
venustus well-drained sand. which occurs outside of the Zayante
venustus Sand Hills ecosystem.
Marine intertidal and splash zone communities, protected Not expected to occur: Suitable
Steller " : C
(=northern) sea- deepwater coastal communities, rock shore. Breeds on Ano habitat for the species is not found
] Nuevo, San Miguel and Farallon islands, Pt. St. George, and within the project site, which occurs
lion D . X )
. Sugarloaf. Hauls-out on islands and rocks. Needs haul-out and  |above the intertidal zone.
Eumetopias L . . .
; breeding sites with unrestricted access to water, near aquatic
jubatus . .
food supply and with no human disturbance.
Could Occur: A survey of the
Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, chenopod scrub, Great  |redwood cabin in 2019 (Swaim
Basin grassland, Great Basin scrub, Joshua tree woodland, lower | 2019) did not find evidence of
Townsend's big- montane coniferous forest, meadow and seep, Mojavean desert | roosting bats, and acoustic
eared bat SC scrub, riparian forest, riparian woodland, Sonoran desert scrub. |recordings did not identify the
Corynorhinus Throughout California in a wide variety of habitats. Most species in the project site. However,
townsendii common in mesic sites. Roosts in the open, hanging from walls |the species is known to occur on the
and ceilings. Roosting sites limiting. Extremely sensitive to preserve (CNDDB 2021), and could
human disturbance. use the redwood cabin during
project implementation.

Note: CNDDB = California Natural Diversity Database; USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; ESU = Evolutionary Significant Unit; DPS= Distinct Population Segment

* This species is included as special-status species due to the previous listing as Candidate Endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission. This candidate status
was overturned by the courts in 2020; however, the species still warrants consideration under CEQA (see Section 3.3, Biological Resources).

1 Legal Status Definitions

Federal:

E

T
C
D

Endangered (legally protected)
Threatened (legally protected)

Candidate (no formal protection)

Delisted

State:
FP Fully protected (legally protected)

SC Species of special concern (no formal protection other than CEQA consideration)

CE Candidate Endangered (legally protected)
E  Endangered (legally protected)
T Threatened (legally protected)




) Status!? Habitat Potential for Occurrence?
Species
Federal | State
S1 Critically Imperiled (no formal protection other than CEQA consideration)
S2 Imperiled (no formal protection other than CEQA consideration)
Other:

WBWG: M Western Bat Working Group - Medium
2 Potential for Occurrence Definitions

Not expected to occur: Species is unlikely to be present in the project site due to poor habitat quality, lack of suitable habitat features, or restricted current distribution of the
species.

Could occur: Suitable habitat is available in the project site; however, there are little to no other indicators that the species might be present.

Known to occur: The species, or evidence of its presence, has been reported by others.

Source: Authority 2010; CNDDB 2021; Midpen 2012; Santa Cruz Puma Project 2021; Swaim 2019
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I. INTRODUCTION

This Historic Research Evaluation has been prepared at the request of the Midpeninsula Regional
Open Space District (“District,” “MROSD”) for the L.a Honda Creek Redwood Cabin (“Redwood
Cabin”) (San Mateo County APN 075-330-260)! (Figure 1). The Redwood Cabin is situated within
the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve and is under the jurisdiction of the Midpeninsula Regional
Open Space District. The subject building is located in unincorporated San Mateo County, just west
of the town of Woodside, California.

A

Figure 1. Approximate location of the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin. Route 35 is also known as
Skyline Boulevard. Source: La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan, August 2012. Edited
by Page & Turnbull.

Figure 2. San Mateo County Assessor’s Map. Approximate location of subject building marked by
orange arrow. Source: San Mateo County Property Maps Portal. Edited by Page & Turnbull.

I'There is currently not a formal address commonly associated with the Redwood Cabin.

March 26, 2020 -2- Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin is not currently listed in the National Register of Historic
Places (National Register) or the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register).
According to the District, the cabin has not been previously evaluated.

METHODOLOGY

This report provides a summary of the current historic status, a building description, historic context,
and an evaluation for the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin for listing in the California Register. Page
& Turnbull prepared this report using research collected at various local repositories, including the
Palo Alto Historical Association, San Mateo County History Museum Archives, as well as various
online sources including Ancestry.com and the California Digital Newspaper Collection. Key primary
sources consulted and cited in this report include San Mateo County Assessor-County Clerk-
Recorder records, historical newspapers and photographs, local historic accounts, and USGS
topographical maps. Due to its rural location in a heavily forested area, aerial photographs did not
provide useful information regarding the Redwood Cabin and Sanborn maps appear to not have
been drawn for this area.

All photographs in this report were taken by Page & Turnbull during a site visit on February 20,
2020, unless otherwise noted.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This HRE finds that the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin appears to qualify as an eligible
historic resource for the purposes of review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

March 26, 2020 -3- Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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1. EXISTING HISTORIC STATUS

The following section examines the national, state, and local historic status currently assigned to the
La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin.

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

The National Register of Historic Places (National Register) is the nation’s most comprehensive
inventory of historic resources. The National Register is administered by the National Park Service
and includes buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, architectural,
engineering, archaeological, or cultural significance at the national, state, or local level.

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin is not currently listed in the National Register of Historic
Places.

CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is an inventory of significant
architectural, archaeological, and historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be
listed in the California Register through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and
National Register-listed properties are automatically listed in the California Register. Properties can
also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private organizations, or citizens.
The evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are closely based on
those developed by the National Park Service for the National Register of Historic Places.

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin is not currently listed in the California Register of Historical
Resources.

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCE STATUS CODE

Properties listed or under review by the State of California Office of Historic Preservation are
assigned a California Historical Resource Status Code (Status Code) of “1” to “7” to establish their
historical significance in relation to the National Register of Historic Places (National Register or
NR) or California Register of Historical Resources (California Register or CR). Properties with a
Status Code of “1” or “2” are either eligible for listing in the California Register or the National
Register or are already listed in one or both of the registers. Properties assigned Status Codes of “3”
or “4” appear to be eligible for listing in either register, but normally require more research to
support this rating. Properties assigned a Status Code of “5” have typically been determined to be
locally significant or to have contextual importance. Properties with a Status Code of “6” are not
cligible for listing in either register. Finally, a Status Code of “7” means that the resource has not
been evaluated for the National Register or the California Register, or needs reevaluation.

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin is not listed in the California Office of Historic Preservation
(OHP) Historic Property Data File for San Mateo County with a Status Code. The most recent
update to the Historic Property Data File for San Mateo County that lists the Status Codes was in
April 2012.

SAN MATEO COUNTY INVENTORY OF COUNTY HISTORIC RESOURCES

San Mateo County maintains an inventory of historic resources (“inventory”) located in
unincorporated San Mateo County. The 1986 San Mateo County General Plan state that:

March 26, 2020 -4 - Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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The inventory was compiled by the County Historic Resources Advisory Board and is based
on eatlier research don by a previous bod, the County Historic Sites Advisory Committee.
The Inventory contains all resources that are designated National or State Historic
Landmarks, and those listed in the National Register of Historic Places, the Historic
American Building Survey, the Historic American Engineering Record, and the State
Inventor of Historic Resources. It is by no means a ‘final’ list. It represents the beginnings of
an inventory in the county and provides a basis for work on a more comprehensive survey to
be completed later.?

However, the San Mateo County Historic Resources Inventory does not appear to have been
updated since 1986. The inventory contains a list of 69 historic and archeological resources, and a list
of 49 cultural resources “found within the San Mateo County Coastal Zone.”? The inventory was
adopted “by reference as part of the Historic Resources Element.”*

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin is not included in the San Mateo County Inventory of County
Historic Resources.

2 “Chapter 5 — Historic and Archaeological Resources,” in San Mateo County General Plan, prepared by Environmental Services Agency for
the San Mateo County Planning & Building Division (November 1986), 5.6A, accessed online March 4, 2020,
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/ files/ SMC-GP%201986.pdf.

3 Ibid, 5.25A.

4Ibid, 5.25A.
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I1l. ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

EXTERIOR

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin is a large, side-gabled log cabin with a rectangular plan and an
open wraparound plank deck (Figure 3). The Redwood Cabin measures approximately 66 feet long
by 30 feet wide. It is constructed solely of barked redwood logs of various sizes, with saddle notches
that are set unconventionally (Figure 4).5 The east and west facades are each composed of four bays,
some delineated by a vertical set log or opening. ¢ The cabin and deck are supported by large rustic
wood posts, some of which are set in concrete and others of which are set on grade. The side-gabled
roof has exposed rafter tails of various widths, with full barked logs set as decorative fascia, and is
topped with wood shingles and five skylights (Figure 12). There is also a central interior stone
chimney that connects to an expansive interior fireplace, whose foundation is visible from beneath
the cabin (Figure 5). The cabin has wood sash multi-lite double casement windows of vatious sizes
throughout all facades, hereafter referred to as “typical” windows. There are multiple paneled one-lite
wood doors and wood multi-lite French doors throughout the north, east, and west facades.

The deck previously wrapped around all four fagades. Two sections of the wraparound deck have
rotted and collapsed, the north facade deck and the open deck that extended from the northwest
corner. At the south fagade and part of the west fagade the deck is on grade, and elsewhere it is
elevated by the large rustic wood posts. The deck has wood plank flooring and is supported by
pressure treated timber. Horizontal rustic log railing is set between the large rustic support logs; the
railing wraps around the entire primary (east) facade and part of the south facade. A U-shaped wood
and stone staircase is located at the northeast corner and connects the driveway to deck. It features a
lower flight made of large stones and an upper flight of redwood treads and railing.

Figure 3. Primary (east) fagade, facing southwest from the circular driveway.

5 According to the Basis of Design and Alternative Evaluation by Page & Turnbull, the cabin notches appear to be saddle notched yet
“assembled with the notches facing up rather than down.”

¢ The cabin is not otiented true north; for the purpose of this report, facade directions will be referred to as true cardinal ditections. Facade
directions are based on USGS topographical maps.
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Figure 4. Close up of the cabin’s typical saddle notching, facing northeast.

Figure 5. View of stone chimney foundation and on-grade cabin piers.
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Primary (East) Facade

The primary (east) facade of the Redwood Cabin overlooks the driveway downbhill. The facade is
primarily characterized by the large rustic support piers and the wraparound deck (Figure 5 and
Figure 7). The fagade has four sets of log bays, two of which are separated by vertically set logs. The
main entry is centered on the facade and features a thick redwood butl door with ironwork and
decorative ironwork hardware (Figure 8 and Figure 9). A set of divided-lite wood French doors is
situated at the south end of the east facade. There are five sets of typical windows along the entire
facade (Figure 10). The five skylights are evident on the east-facing roof gable and are aligned with
window and door openings along the primary facade (Figure 11).

Figure 6. View of terrain, site features, and primary fagade (right) and partial view of the south fagade
(left), facing north.

Figure 7. Primary (east) fagade, facing northwest. Driveway stone walls are in the forefront.
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Figure 8. Front entry door and three typical wood Figure 9. Detail of front entry door and
casement windows, as seen from the interior, ironwork.
facing east.

Figure 10. Typical wood sash casement window,  Figure 11. Typical aluminum skylight, as seen
as seen from the interior, facing southeast. from the interior.

South Facade

The south facade of the Redwood Cabin is located on grade, at the top of the steep terrain. The
driveway spur rises up the steep terrain and terminates next to the facade. There are three typical
divided wood sash casement windows, one of which is shorter and is located at the east side (Figure
12). Various mechanical and electrical hookups that lead to the interior are attached to the south
fagade. The wraparound porch is partially intact at the south fagade. The railing is only evident at the
southeast corner, where a safety sign and railings restrict access to the rest of the porch.
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Figure 12. South elevation of the Redwood Cabin, facing northeast from top of hill.

Rear (West) Facade

The rear (west) fagcade of the Redwood Cabin is similar to the east facade. It has four bays, each with
an entry door and an accompanying typical window (Figure 13). Many of the windows and
doorways are currently boarded with plywood or have a screen covering. The rear (west) section of
the wraparound porch appears to be hidden under ground cover and has no railing (Figure 14 and

Figure 15).

Figure 13. View of west fagcade (left), and south fagade (right), facing northeast.
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Figure 14. Close-up of south end of west fagade, facing southeast.

Figure 15. North half of west facade, facing north. Wraparound porch planks are located on
grade, below ground cover.
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North Facade

The north facade is set above grade, supported by large rustic wood posts, and the north section of
the wraparound porch has been intentionally removed within the past year as a safety precaution
(Figure 16 and Figure 17). The north fagade has one partially glazed wood door, which is currently
not accessible from the exterior as the porch has been removed. There are two typical windows, one
of which has a storm window. Remnants of the rear porch projection are located at the northwest
corner (Figure 18). The main exterior U-shaped stone and wood staircase can be seen from the
north facade (Figure 19).

Figure 16. North fagade, facing east. The wraparound porch along this fagade and the porch
projection (right) are no longer extant.

Figure 17. North facade, facing southwest from entry staircase.
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Figure 18. Remnants of rear porch  Figure 19. Entry staircase at northeast corner of the Redwood
projection at the northwest fagade. Cabin, facing southeast.

SITE FEATURES

The Redwood Cabin is located in a heavily wooded rural area, within a section of the La Honda
Creek Open Space Preserve that is currently not accessible to the general public. The building is
accessed via a narrow dirt road that connects to Skyline Boulevard. The Redwood Cabin is situated
on top of sloped terrain, overlooking a circular dirt driveway to the east that surrounds a small grove
of redwood trees (Figure 20). A spur splits from the southeast corner of the circular driveway, rises
up the slope, and terminates next to the south facade of the cabin (Figure 21). The driveway is
partially delineated by stone walls (Figure 22). A stone staircase rises from the driveway to the east
and connects to the wood deck of the Redwood Cabin (Figure 23). Various remnants of the
Redwood Cabin’s recreational history are scattered throughout the property; these include a
horseshoe pit, a stone barbeque pit, and a brick planter or pit (Figure 24 through Figure 26).

Figure 20. View of the Redwood Cabin from the dirt driveway approach, facing west.
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Figure 21. Spur, facing northeast towards the
rest of the circular driveway and grove.

Figure 23. View of the U-shaped entry staircase,
facing north.

Figure 25. Barbeque pit located at rear of
property.
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Figure 22. One of multiple stone walls that
delineate the circular driveway.

Figure 24. Remnants of horseshoe pit at rear of

property.

Figure 26. Brick planter or pit, located at rear of
property.
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IV. HISTORIC CONTEXT

The Redwood Cabin is located in unincorporated San Mateo County, within the Santa Cruz
Mountains of the San Francisco Peninsula. The cabin is situated on the land that was historically
occupied by the Ohlone peoples prior to Spanish and Mexican settlement. After Mexico gained
independence from Spain in 1821, the land that encompasses present-day San Mateo County was
parceled out in a number of land grants known as ranchos (Figure 27). The Redwood Cabin is
located in the former Rancho San Gregorio, which stretched from the coast of the Pacific Ocean up
to the forested heights of the Santa Cruz Mountains.

Figure 27. Map of ranchos, or land grants, in San Mateo County. Source: Frank M. Stanger, South
From San Francisco (San Mateo, CA: San Mateo County Historical Association, 1963), 50.

The California Gold Rush and the rapid development of the city of San Francisco triggered a logging
boom in the Santa Cruz Mountains. Home to old-growth redwoods and Douglas firs, lumber mills
soon inundated the area and became the primary catalyst for the development of small towns in the
hills along the peninsula, including nearby Woodside and La Honda that were established in the latter
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half of the nineteenth century.” By 1853, 15 mills were operating on Kings Mountain, northwest of
Woodside.?

EARLY RECREATION IN THE SANTA CRUZ MOUNTAINS

By the late 1800s and early 1900s, commercial timber logging in the Santa Cruz Mountains had
subsided.” Meanwhile, beginning in the mid 1800s, the Santa Cruz Mountains were becoming a prime
area for recreation, including camping, hunting, and fishing. The atea’s proximity to San Francisco
and other Bay Area cities, paired with the rise of the personal automobile in the eatly twentieth
century made the forests of the San Francisco Peninsula ideal locations for middle-class and wealthy
families to vacation. Tourism became the livelihood of La Honda, a nearby former logging town
located south of the subject Redwood Cabin. By the 1890s, several camps were located in the vicinity
of La Honda, including the Cozy Nook Camp, the Bohemian Camp, Maplewood Camp, and Jonah
Camp (Figure 28).1° Some camps had as many as 300 campers at a time. Lodges and hotels were
also constructed during this period to accommodate non-campers and long-term visitors.

The area was accessed by several roads and logging trails that connected up through the San
Francisco Peninsula. During the early 1920s, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz
counties established a joint highway district in order to build Skyline Boulevard.! The route would
become a major local route and would run along much of the spine of the San Francisco Peninsula.!?
By 1923, approximately 30 miles of the road had been completed between the city of San Francisco
and La Honda Road, which formed a junction with Skyline Boulevard close to the Redwood Cabin.

Figure 28. Camp Boheme, ca. 1900, one of many camps located near La Honda. Photograph by Gus
Zanoni. Source: Milton Cavalli Collection, San Mateo County Historical Association.

7 Frank Stanget, Sawmills in the Redwoods: 1.ogging on the San Francisco Peninsula, 1849-1967, (San Mateo: San Mateo County Historical
Association, 1967), 77.

8 Stacy Trevenon, Kings Monntain (Chatleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2008), 29.

? Bob Dougherty, L.z Honda, (Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2007), 33.

10 Tbid., 86.

11 “Skyline: Santa Cruz Mountains Area Study,” Department of Environmental Management, Planning and Development Division, San
Mateo County, California, Hearing Draft July 1982, 1.2-1.4.

12 Bob Dougherty, I.a Honda, 80.
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One of the first subdivisions recorded along the Skyline Ridge was Redwood Park in 1908. Following
the construction of Skyline Boulevard, the area was made more accessible to both visitors and year-
round residents. The 1920s and 1930s brought the peak of residential development for the area, with
new construction in unincorporated San Mateo County peaking in 1930.13 Developments like Sky
Londa (located directly east of the Redwood Cabin on Skyline Boulevard), Cuesta L.a Honda, the
Middleton Tract, Sierra Morena Woods, Kings Mountain Park, and L.a Honda Park followed in the
subsequent two decades, bringing hundreds of summer houses and cabins to the immediate area
(Figure 29 and Figure 30).14 1> A 1931 sales pamphlet describes the appeal of the area:

La Honda Park, in the midst of miles of giant redwoods, a restful retreat for which you have
been looking; not far from home, yet far enough to help you forget the troubles and cares of
business. The most beautiful spot in San Mateo County. Pure spring water piped to camps
and cabins. Picnicking, boating, camping, swimming. Parking fee 50 cents per car; camp
tents $7.00 per week. Cabin lots, creek and woods, $400 up. 16

Figure 29. Advertisement for Sky Londa cabins, San Francisco Examiner, August 10, 1929.

BBHistoric Development Totals (Unincorporated San Mateo County), County of San Mateo Assessor’s Standards Division records, page 88,
on file at the San Mateo County Historical Association Archives.

14 Bob Dougherty, L.a Honda, 33.

15 “Skyline: Santa Cruz Mountains Area Study,” 1.2-1.4.

16 Bob Dougherty, I.a Honda, 99.
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Despite their early popularity, most of the lodges and hotels along Skyline Ridge and in L.a Honda
did not remain open past the Depression.!” As other recreation areas became accessible, the
popularity of La Honda and the Santa Cruz Mountains waned.'® With the rise of the conservation
movement in the 1970s, the remaining forests, coastal areas, and open spaces of the Santa Cruz
Mountains were preserved. As a result, much of the surrounding area, including that of the subject
property, has been incorporated into local and state parks and open space preserves. Today, the area
serves yet again as a popular day recreation area and the occasional permanent residence or vacation
home.

Figure 30. Sky Londa advertisement, San Francisco Examinet, September 14, 1929.

17 Bob Dougherty, La Honda, 99.
18 Thid., 88.
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V. PROJECT SITE HISTORY
SITE DEVELOPMENT

The Redwood Cabin is situated on land within the boundary of the former Rancho San Gregorio and
is near the site of former lumber mills, including Harrington Mill (Figure 28 and Figure 29). In
1894, the land in which the cabin would be built was owned by F.M.L. Peters and J. Kubler (Figure
30). The land transferred hands, and in 1909 was owned by J.F. Peters, M.T. Maison, C.H. Souther,
and J. Palmer with nearby lots owned by the Virginia Timber & Lumber Company (Figure 31). In
1927, the land was owned by William O. Harabin and W.B. Allen and a portion of Skyline Boulevard
had been constructed through said land (Figure 32). According to District records, the Redwood
Cabin was constructed by W.B. Allen from 1927-1928. By the early 1940s, Skyline Boulevard had
been fully constructed along the Peninsula and a dirt road extended south, partially along the
footprint of the road that now connects to the cabin (Figure 33 and Figure 34). The development
of the Sky Londa neighborhood, which had been underway for a decade, is also evident.
Additionally, the road that connected the Redwood Cabin to Skyline Boulevard was named Allen
Road at this time and wrapped south and then westward toward Bear Gulch Road, connecting to
Allen Lookout and the former Dyer Ranch and White Barn (Figure 35). It was not until 1961 that
the subject building appeared on a USGS topographic map. During this time the Sky Londa
development had grown and the section of Allen Road that connected the cabin to Dyer Ranch and
the White Barn was converted to a “Jeep trail,” or in other words, an unimproved dirt road (Figure
36). A 1991 USGS topographic map shows the cabin on the access road to Skyline Boulevard and a
re-configured Allen Road (Figure 37).

An appraisal report from the San Mateo County Assessor’s Office, dated June 10, 1953 and July 21,
1954, is currently the earliest and only known official record of the Redwood Cabin on file at the
County of San Mateo. The record notes a 66’x30 rectangular building labeled “lodge” with a
wraparound open plank deck and a larger rear deck (Appendix B and Figure 38).1° The lodge is
described as a 6-room building with one bathroom and redwood log walls; light shake roof; exposed
rustic along rake of rafters; mud sills and large rustic posts; pine floor; large natural stone fireplace;
and deck pillars set on concrete piers.

The date of construction is listed as “est. 1920” on the appraisal report. Three other buildings
accompany the lodge on the appraisal report and are noted as being “removed to parcel #075-330-
010, dated 1/17/1966.” The buildings appear to have been situated around the circular driveway and
included two garages and a caretaker’s cabin with an open deck at the front. Both garages are noted
as being constructed in 1953. The caretaker’s cabin and two garages are no longer extant on the site,
and it is unknown whether they were demolished or relocated.

The following list details known dates and details on the site history of the La Honda Creek
Redwood Cabin:

19 San Mateo County Assessor’s Office Property Appraisal Report for parcel number (APN) 075-330-220, a former parcel number that was
previously consolidated into the current number.
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Table |. Site Development

La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin
La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space

Date(s) Site History Source

Ca. 1920s The Redwood Cabin is constructed on 1953-1954 San Mateo County
former timber land near L.a Honda Creek, Assessor Appraisal Record
presumably as a recreation cabin for W.B.
Allen and his family.

Ca. 1953 Redwood Cabin — Roof is replaced with 1953-1954 San Mateo County

composite shingles, new deck underpinning
and pins.

Garage 1 and Garage 2 — Constructed

Caretaker’s Cabin — Constructed at an
unknown date. T'wo rooms added in 1953.

Assessor Appraisal Record

Ca. 1/17/1966

Garage 1, Garage 2, and the Caretaker’s
Cabin are “removed to parcel #075-330-
010.”

1953-1954 San Mateo County
Assessor Appraisal Record

Unknown

Aluminum skylights are added. It is unclear
whether or not they replaced original
skylights or were additions.

&

Figure 31. 1868 map of approximate future location of the Redwood Cabin, marked with orange arrow.
Source: 1868 Official Map of the County of San Mateo, California, on file at the San Mateo County
History Museum Archives. Edited by Page & Turnbull.
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Figure 32. 1868 view of La Honda Creek area. Approximate future location of cabin marked with
orange arrow. Source: 1868 Official Map of the County of San Mateo, California, on file at the San
Mateo County History Museum Archives. Edited by Page & Turnbull.

Figure 33. 1894 view of landholdings along the La Honda Creek. Future landholdings of W.B. Allen
and William O. Horabin are outlined in blue. Approximate future location of cabin marked by orange
arrow. Davenport Bromfield, County Surveyor, Official Map of San Mateo County, California, 1894.
Source: Stanford Libraries. Edited by Page & Turnbull.
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A

Figure 34. 1909 view of private and timber landholdings along the La Honda Creek. Future
landholdings of W.B. Allen and William O. Horabin are outlined in blue. Approximate future location
of cabin marked by orange arrow. J.V. Neumann, County Surveyor, Official Map of San Mateo

County, California, 1909. Source: Stanford Libraries. Edited by Page & Turnbull.

A

Figure 35. 1927 view of W.B. Allen and William O. Horabin’s land holdings, outlined in blue.
Approximate location of cabin is marked by orange arrow. Woodside Country and Portola Woods, two
developments, can be seen to east. George A. Kneese, County Surveyor, Official Map of San Mateo
County, California, 1927. Source: Stanford Libraries. Edited by Page & Turnbull.
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A

Figure 36. 1940 USGS Topographic Map of Half Moon Bay area. Approximate location of subject
property marked by orange arrow. Source: USGS TopoView.

A

Figure 37. 1943 USGS Topographic Map of Half Moon Bay area. Approximate location of subject
property marked by orange arrow. Source: USGS TopoView.
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A

Figure 38. 1953 USGS Topographic Map of Woodside area. Approximate location of subject property
marked by orange arrow. Source: USGS TopoView.

A

Figure 39. 1961 USGS Topographic Map of Woodside area. Location of subject property marked by
orange arrow. Source: USGS TopoView.
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Figure 40. 1991 USGS Topographic Map of Woodside area. Location of subject property marked by

orange arrow. Source: USGS TopoView.
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Figure 41. 1953-1954 site drawing from appraisal report of the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin.
Source: San Mateo County Assessor’s Office.
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SELECT BUILDER, OWNER, AND OCCUPANT HISTORY
The Redwood Cabin was constructed by W. B. Allen in 1927-28 as a family retreat:

Allen settled in Palo Alto in 1903 and owned and operated Palo Alto Hardware. By 1918, he
purchased 400 acres in La Honda including the subject parcel. With the assistance of two
Norwegian laborers, Allen constructed the lodge on a bedrock foundation using local timber
pieced together without nails.?0 In addition to the lodge, Allen imported stones from the
coast to construct walls, stairs, and numerous stone-lined hiking trails throughout the
property. In the 1930s, the California Conservation Corps assisted with the improvement of
some roads near the property. The Allen family as well as local groups, including the YMCA
and the rotary club, used the lodge as a summer retreat for decades. The property remained
in the Allen (Paulin) family until 1988 when the MROSD purchased it.?!

It is unclear who designed the building or definitively aided W.B. Allen with the construction of the
cabin. Lee Erickson, a Finnish immigrant, and his sons were known local builders of rustic log cabins
and could be responsible for the construction of the cabin. Furthermore, a cabin constructed by
Erickson in the 1920s with substantial similarities is extant. According to George Bordi, a lifelong La
Honda farmer and resident, Lee Erickson and his two sons helped his grandfather, Antone Bordi,
construct a rectangular log cabin on the Bordi Farm near La Honda in the 1920s.22 It is constructed
of barked redwood set in a saddle notch configuration with angled corners on a minimal foundation,
similar to the Redwood Cabin (Figure 39 and Figure 40). The cabin is front gabled with a small
porch and multi-paned casement windows. The front door was broad-axed out of an old redwood
butl, in similar fashion to the unique front door of the Redwood Cabin. The Bordi Cabin measures
approximately 66 feet long by 30 feet wide, the same dimensions of the subject building.?> Both men
are discussed in detail in the following biography sections.

Table 2. Owner and Occupancy of the Redwood Cabin

Date Owner(s) Occupant(s)
Ca. 1927-1964 W.B. Allen, Winifred Allen Allen Family
Ca. 1964-1988 Allen & Paulin Family Allen & Paulin Family
1988-present Midpeninsula Regional Open n/a
Space District

20'The quoted context is based on oral histoties; some details, such as that of specifically Norwegian laborers, may be incorrect.

21 Jones & Stokes, “Final Biological and Cultural Resources Technical Memo and Opportunities and Constraints Analysis,” 2004, 45;
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District. 2002. Meeting Notes, June 26, 2002, R-02-79; Joan Paulin, personal communication, October
4,2004; La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan, Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District, August 2012.

22'The Bordi Farm is currently located at 1355 Portola State Park Road in La Honda, California.

2 Google Earth, 2020.
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Figure 42. The Bordi Cabin, ca. 2011. The Bordi Cabin has many similar attributes to the Redwood
Cabin. Source: George and Mary Bordi, “Meet George and Mary Botdi,” The La Honda Voice,
January 29, 2011.
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Figure 43. Antone Bordi, Lee Erickson and sons constructing the Bordi Cabin, ca. 1920s. Source:
George and Mary Bordi, “Meet George and Mary Bordi,” The La Honda Voice, January 29, 2011.
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Builder Biography: Lee Erickson and Sons

Leander “Lee” Erickson (1864-1938) was a Finnish carpenter and the presumptive builder of the
Redwood Cabin. Erickson arrived in the U.S. circa 1882. After marrying Ida Sofia Hendrikson (1865-
1948) in Michigan, the couple moved to the Santa Cruz area where they would remain for the rest of
their lives. The two settled on Big Basin Road in the rural community of Boulder Creek and had four
children, Lydia (1894-1955), Robert (1895-1962), Jennie (1897 — ca. 1907), and Rugner (1903-1969).

Erickson was a skilled axe-ma, working at nearby lumber camps, and was a carpenter and
stonemason.? In later years, sons Robert (“Rupert”) and Rugner would join their father on projects
in L.a Honda and Boulder Creek.25 A 1931 Santa Cruzg Evening News article details a summer home
built by Erickson with similar components to the Redwood Cabin, such as “bark-covered logs on the
outside and the interior,” “a cobblestone fireplace,” and “large porch with rustic railings” (Figure
41). According to George Bordj, a lifelong L.a Honda farmer and resident, this similar log cabin was
constructed in the 1920s by his grandfather, Antone Bordi, with the help of Lee Erickson and his
two sons. The front door was broad-axed out of an old redwood burl, in similar fashion to the
unique front door of the Redwood Cabin. Bordi claims that Erickson went on to build several cabins
in the Middleton Tract, an eatly development of year-round and summer cabins and residences
located southwest of the town of La Honda.?¢

Figure 44. Santa Cruz Evening News, June 20, 1931. Newspaper clipping detailing summer home
constructed by Lee Erickson in nearby Boulder Creek.

241910 and 1920 U.S. Federal Census Records accessed via Ancestry.com; “Boulder Creek,” Santa Cruz Sentinel, March 1, 1911; “Leander
Erickson Funeral Services Set For Monday,” Santa Crug; Evening News, May 14, 1938.

% Santa Cruz; Evening News, October 8, 1927; Santa Cruz Evening News, October 13, 1927.

26 County of San Mateo, Master Index Map, Revision 2, June 1985, (Redwood City, California: County of San Mateo Assessor), 40-41.
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Owner Biography: W.B. Allen

William Benjamin Allen (1878-1964) was born to a prominent Palo Alto pioneer family (Figure 42).
In 1903 he opened the Palo Alto Hardware Company at the corner of University Avenue and Bryant
Street in Palo Alto. Allen would own the store until his retitement in 1951, and over the course of 48
years would operate one of Palo Alto’s most prominent businesses.?”

W. B. Allen married Winifred Alecia Jeffreys (1878-1976) in 1901, and they had two children, Lloyd
(1902-1979) and Edith (1906-1995). W. B. and Lloyd were both known outdoorsmen, skilled in
hunting and fishing, and traveled throughout the state and the Santa Cruz Mountains in their outdoor
pursuits (Figure 43). Lloyd would later go on to own and operate a sporting goods store in
Sacramento.?® An excerpt from the 1952 Palo Alto Community Book mentions W. B. Allen’s cabin,
presumed to be the subject La Honda Redwood Cabin, following Allen’s retirement: “Ben Allen has
always been an ardent hunter and fisherman an in later years his main hobby has been work about his
cabin in the redwoods.”?

Figure 45. W.B. Allen, ca. 1920s. Photograph by Newton Studios, Palo Alto, California. Source: Palo
Alto Historical Association.

27 “New apostle called to serve LDS Church,” Ukiah Daily Journal, January 27, 1976.
28 Guy C. Miller and Hugh Enochs, eds. Palo Alto Community Book (Palo Alto: Arthur H. Cawston, 1952), 219.
2 Ibid., 220.
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Lloyd Allen of Palo Alto. ]

7am 9
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This is the fariv-sevenih of a series of articleas on outdosr spertames
of Nerthers Oalifernia whe rate high as sl and b ..
will follew shortly. ¢

PALO :ALTO, Jan. 13.—<Few veteram Californis sportsmen can boas
of as excellent a tecord of success with rod and gun as that of Lioyd
Allen, son of W. B. Allen, Palo Altd hardware @ealer, himsslf an exper
in all things pertialning to the outdoors.

n To young Allen has fallen the honor of bringing down one of thi
largest muletail deer shot in the State this season—a gilant eight-poin
buck, weighing 380 pounds dressed. Allen got this deer in Modoe county

Ever since he was 16 years old—and he is 21 now—Allen has bagge

the limit of deer. He has hunted all over the Mount Hamliiton country
_|the Banta Crus mountains*and has spent much of his time on vacation
in the seldom-visited regions of tha Yosamile back country.
rd This summer he toured over 3700 miles up and down the Stats, humt
S-|ing and fishing as he went. On this trip, while in Modoc county, W
I¢ | pagged the big muletaill.
'l" Allen attributes his unusual success in hunting and fishing to an in
.' herited love of the eutdoors. Each year the older Alien and his son hav
se |§0One off hunting together, and the larder of the Allen home in Palo Alt
d. 1s always being repleflshed withfish and game.

aXra

- -

Figure 46. Lloyd Allen featured in the San Francisco Chronicle, January 14, 1923.
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VI. EVALUATION
CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is an inventory of significant
architectural, archaeological, and historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be
listed in the California Register through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and
National Register-listed properties are automatically listed in the California Register. Properties can
also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private organizations, or citizens.
The evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are closely based on
those developed by the National Park Service for the National Register of Historic Places.

In order for a property to be eligible for listing in the California Register, it must be found significant
under one or more of the following criteria.

»  Criterion 1 (Events): Resources that are associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the
cultural heritage of California or the United States.

»  Criterion 2 (Persons): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important
to local, California, or national history.

= Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, petiod, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master,
ot possess high artistic values.

= Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the
potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local
area, California, or the nation.

The following section examines the eligibility of the L.a Honda Creek Redwood Cabin for
individual listing in the California Register.

Criterion | (Events)

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin does appear to be significant under Criterion 1 (Events) as a
property associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. According to
various accounts, the Redwood Cabin was constructed in the 1927-1928 by Palo Alto businessman
W. B. Allen with the aid of labormen. The cabin was constructed at a peak of outdoor recreation in
the Santa Cruz Mountains. The Redwood Cabin’s construction appears representative of a broader
pattern of recreational development in the Santa Cruz Mountains following the San Francisco
Peninsula’s logging boom, specifically at a time when recreation shifted from camps to cabins and
carly subdivisions. While the cabin does not appear to be one of the earliest recreational cabins (from
the late 1800s and early 1900s), it appears to be one of the last remaining ones intact from the
transition era to permanent structures. Most of the original lodges and hotels appear nonextant. Due
to the rural nature of the area, not all nearby properties were surveyed; however, those that were
appeared not age eligible or altered. The Redwood Cabin appears to be a rare building typology and
retains its original rural setting. Therefore, the property does appear to be individually eligible for
listing under Criterion 1 with its period of significance, 1927-1928, the years of its construction.
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Criterion 2 (Persons)

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin does not appear to be significant under Criterion 2 (Persons)
for its association with the lives of persons important to local, state, or national history. W. B. Allen,
original and longtime owner of the cabin, was a well-known Palo Alto businessman. From 1903 to
1951, Allen owned and operated the Palo Alto Hardware Company, a prominent business within
Palo Alto and San Mateo County. Allen also came from a renowned local pioneer family, and he and
his wife Winifred were active in the Palo Alto community. While W.B. Allen appears to be significant
locally in Palo Alto, the Redwood Cabin was not the most significant property tied to Allen and
instead, served as a secondary residence. While no longer extant, the Palo Alto Hardware Company
formerly located at the corner of University Avenue and Bryant Street in Palo Alto was more directly
connected to W. B. Allen and his achievements. His longtime residence, 909 Hamilton Avenue in
Palo Alto, is extant and would be a more ideal candidate. Therefore, the I.a Honda Creek Redwood
Cabin does not appear to be individually eligible for listing under Criterion 2.

Criterion 3 (Architecture)

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin does appear to be individually eligible for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a building that embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or that represents the work of a
master or possesses high artistic values. The Redwood Cabin is a large, one-story side-gabled
rectangular log cabin with an open wraparound plank deck. It is constructed of barked redwood logs
of various sizes, with saddle notches that are set unconventionally and upside down. The cabin and
deck are supported by large rustic wood posts, some of which are set in concrete and others of which
are set on grade. The cabin features a large centered stone chimney that connects to an expansive
interior fireplace, its foundation visible from beneath the cabin. Its openings consist of what appear
to be original wood sash multi-lite windows, a large, handmade redwood door with iron details, and
paneled one-lite wood doors and wood multi-lite French doors throughout. It is unclear who
designed the cabin, and if it was the result of an architect or kit plan. According to district records, it
was constructed in 1927-1928 by businessman W.B. Allen with the help of two laborers. Research
suggests that the building could have been constructed by Finnish builder Lee Erickson, a local
builder of similar cabins. W.B. Allen and Lee Erickson do not appear to be master architects or
builders. Much of the cabin appears to be original. The building clearly utilizes local materials, and
while its construction method appears slightly “primitive,” it appears indicative of the rural, woodsy
character of the area and the period in which the region was transitioning to more permanent
recreational structures. As such, the Redwood Cabin does appear to be a unique property type or
architectural style such that it would rise to the level of individual significance within a local context.
In conclusion, the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin does appear to be individually eligible for listing
under Criterion 3.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential)

The “potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of California” typically
relates to archeological resources, rather than built resources. When California Register Criterion 4
(Information Potential) does relate to built resources, it is relevant for cases when the building itself
is the principal source of important construction-related information. The analysis of the Redwood
Cabin for eligibility under Criterion 4 is beyond the scope of this report.

INTEGRITY

In order to qualify for listing in any local, state, or national historic register, a property or landscape
must possess significance under at least one evaluative criterion as described above and retain
integrity. Integrity is defined by the California Office of Historic Preservation as “the authenticity of
an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed
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during the resource’s period of significance,” or more simply defined by the National Park Service as
“the ability of a property to convey its significance.”?

Page & Turnbull uses established integrity standards outlined by the National Register Bulletin: How to
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. Seven variables, or aspects, that define integrity are
used to evaluate a resource’s integrity—location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. A property must possess most or all of these aspects in order to retain overall integrity. If
a property does not retain integrity, it can no longer convey its significance and is therefore not
eligible for listing in local, state, or national registers.

The seven aspects that define integrity are defined as follows:

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where
the historic event occurred;

Setting addresses the physical environment of the historic property inclusive of the
landscape and spatial relationships of the building(s);

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure,
and style of the property;

Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form the
historic property;

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people
during any given period in history or prehistory;

Peeling is the property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular
period of time; and

Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and the
historic property.

Location

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin retains integrity of location as it has remained in its original
location since construction.

Setting

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin retains integrity of setting. The cabin remains in a rural setting,
set within a heavily forested area. The immediate area remains remarkably undeveloped, even with a
more heavily trafficked Skyline Boulevard nearby. The cabin retains its subtle landscaping features
including the stone walls and circular dirt driveway. It is also still accessed by a semi-rural dirt road.
The general area also retains similar use, functioning as a day-use recreational area and year-round
home.

30 California Office of Historic Preservation, Technical Assistance Series No. 7: How to Nominate a Resource to the California Register of Historical
Resonrces (Sacramento: California Office of State Publishing, September 4, 2001) 11; and U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park
Service, National Register Bulletin: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (Washington, D.C.: National Park Service, 1995) 44.
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Design

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin retains integrity of design. It does not appear to have any
major design alterations or additions. The building retains its large, rectangular footprint, rustic log
construction, doors and casement windows, stone and wood staircase, stone site features, side-gable
roof, and log fascia. The aluminum skylights are likely alterations; however, the original design
remains legible. The wraparound porch appears predominantly intact, although the rear porch
projection is no longer standing, and the building is still able to convey its rustic style.

Materials

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin retains integrity of materials. It does not appear to have any
major alterations and many original elements remain, including the barked redwood logs, plank
decking, rustic deck posts and railing, stone staircase and site elements, stone chimney, wood doors
and windows. The wraparound porch is mostly intact, except for the northern porch and northwest
projecting deck. The porch at the primary facade remains intact, as does the entry staircase. Most
material components appear to remain from the building’s initial construction.

Workmanship

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin retains integrity of workmanship. The building remains
representative of workmanship common to rural recreation cabins constructed in the eatly twentieth
century. The construction and design of the cabin reflect the workmanship of a local builder, such as
the rustic log construction, saddle notches, vertically set log posts, and stone chimney. The building’s
retention of such features is evidence of remaining workmanship.

Feeling

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin retains integrity of feeling as a recreational cabin constructed
in a rural setting in the 1920s, during the rise of the automobile era and recreation boom in the
country. The subject building continues to express its historic aesthetic character, as evidenced by its
retention of a rural setting away from development and within a heavily forested area, and its historic
materials and rustic workmanship associated with its era of construction.

Association

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin retains integrity of association. Originally constructed as a
recreational cabin for W. B. Allen and his family in the 1920s, the cabin no longer operates as such
and is currently vacant. While the cabin no longer serves as a retreat for the Allen family, it does
remain in a recreational setting. Acquired by the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District, the
property continues to be surrounded by a recreational area and away from any development. The
property continues to communicate its rural setting. Overall, the cabin retains sufficient enough
integrity of association.

Overall Integrity

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin retains sufficient historic integrity to be eligible for listing in
the California Register for Historical Resources as an individual resoutrce.

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES OF THE LA HONDA CREEK REDWOOD CABIN

For a property to be eligible for national, state or local designation under one of the significance
criteria, the essential physical features (or character-defining features) that enable the property to
convey its historic identity must be evident. To be eligible, a property must clearly retain enough of
those characteristics, and these features must also retain a sufficient degree of integrity. Character-
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defining features can be expressed in terms of form, proportion, structure, plan, style, materials, and

ornamentation.

The following character-defining features have been identified for the La Honda Creek Redwood

Cabin and relate to the building’s period of significance, its date of construction, 1927-1928:31

=  Siting on steep topography in a grove of redwood trees

= One-story, rectangular massing and open character under the building

*  Side-gable roof with exposed rafter tails and barked log fascia

* Barked log construction with saddle notched log corners and chinking

= Large rustic wood support posts

= Massive central stone chimney

*  Wraparound porch with rustic log railing

= Generally symmetrical door and window placement on the east and west facades

= Paired wood casement windows with divided lites and unornamented wood surrounds

= Wide, solid wood entrance door with decorative iron hardware

® Two-panel redwood stile and rail wood doors at secondary entrances, each with an
undivided glazed top panel.

31 Page & Turnbull, Inc., “Basis of Design and Alternative Evaluation: Redwood Cabin,” San Francisco, November 22, 2019.
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VIl. CONCLUSION

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin was constructed circa 1927-1928 by W.B. Allen with the help
of laborers, presumably including local builder Lee Erickson. The subject property appears to be one
of few remaining examples of a permanent recreational cabin from the 1920s with a high degree of
integrity, and which is individually representative of the peak of recreational development in the
Santa Cruz Mountains in the nineteenth century. The cabin does not appear to be significant for an
association with the lives of persons important to local, state, or national history. The cabin’s
longtime owner, W. B. Allen, was a prominent businessman in Palo Alto; however, the cabin was a
secondary residence and does not reflect his business achievements nor his association with the Palo
Alto community. Neither Allen, nor Lee Erickson, appear to be master architects or builders. The
building retains much of its original components and fully articulates its rustic style and is a unique
example of a rustic recreational cabin in the surrounding area. Overall, the La Honda Creek
Redwood Cabin does appear to be locally significant and individually eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources.

In conclusion, the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin does appear to be an historic resource for the
purposes of CEQA review.
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APPENDIX
APPENDIX A — PREPARER QUALIFICATIONS

This Historic Resource Evaluation was prepared by Page & Turnbull of San Francisco, California.
Page & Turnbull staff responsible for this report include Peter Birkholz, AIA, LEED AP, Principal-
in-charge; Sarah Brummett, Associate AIA, Project Manager; and Alicia Sanhueza, Cultural
Resources Planner and primary author. All professional staff working on this report meet or exceed
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Historic Architecture,
Architectural History, or History.
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APPENDIX B — APPRAISAL REPORT, SAN MATEO COUNTY ASSESSOR’S OFFICE
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MEMORANDUM
DATE September 8, 2021 PROJECT 20230
NUMBER
TO Alta Cunningham PROJECT OSP White Barn and
Ascent Environmental Redwood Cabin CEQA
Consultation
OF 455 Capitol Mall, Suite 300 FROM  Christina Dikas, Associate
Sacramento, CA 95814 Principal, Page & Turnbull;
916.306.2635 Clare Flynn, Cultural
Alta.cunningham@ascentenvironmental.com Resources Planner, Page &
Turnbull

REGARDING La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin Landscape Evaluation Commentary Memorandum

INTRODUCTION

This Landscape Evaluation Commentary Memorandum has been prepared for Ascent Environmental
and the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District to evaluate the need for a historic evaluation of
the landscape components at the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin property. The property is located
in the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve in an unincorporated area of San Mateo County, just
west of the town of Woodside, California.

HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF LA HONDA CREEK REDWOOD CABIN

In March 2020, Page & Turnbull prepared a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRE) for the La
Honda Creek Redwood Cabin and found the property to be eligible for listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources (California Register) under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3
(Architecture). The significance evaluation for the property under these criteria are excerpted below:

Criterion 1 (Events)

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin does appear to be significant under Criterion 1
(Events) as a property associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural
heritage of California or the United States. According to various accounts, the
Redwood Cabin was constructed in the 1927-1928 by Palo Alto businessman W. B.
Allen with the aid of labormen. The cabin was constructed at a peak of outdoor
recreation in the Santa Cruz Mountains. The Redwood Cabin’s construction appears

Imagining change in historic environments through
design, research, and technology
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representative of a broader pattern of recreational development in the Santa Cruz
Mountains following the San Francisco Peninsula’s logging boom, specifically at a
time when recreation shifted from camps to cabins and early subdivisions. While the
cabin does not appear to be one of the earliest recreational cabins (from the late
1800s and early 1900s), it appears to be one of the last remaining ones intact from
the transition era to permanent structures. Most of the original lodges and hotels
appear nonextant. Due to the rural nature of the area, not all nearby properties were
surveyed; however, those that were appeared not age eligible or altered. The
Redwood Cabin appears to be a rare building typology and retains its original rural
setting. Therefore, the property does appear to be individually eligible for listing
under Criterion 1 with its period of significance, 1927-1928, the years of its
construction.

Criterion 3 (Architecture)

The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin does appear to be individually eligible for listing
in the California Register under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a building that embodies
the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
that represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values. The Redwood
Cabin is a large, one-story side-gabled rectangular log cabin with an open
wraparound plank deck. It is constructed of barked redwood logs of various sizes,
with saddle notches that are set unconventionally and upside down. The cabin and
deck are supported by large rustic wood posts, some of which are set in concrete
and others of which are set on grade. The cabin features a large centered stone
chimney that connects to an expansive interior fireplace, its foundation visible from
beneath the cabin. Its openings consist of what appear to be original wood sash
multi-lite windows, a large, handmade redwood door with iron details, and paneled
one-lite wood doors and wood multi-lite French doors throughout. It is unclear who
designed the cabin, and if it was the result of an architect or kit plan. According to
district records, it was constructed in 1927-1928 by businessman W.B. Allen with the
help of two laborers. Research suggests that the building could have been
constructed by Finnish builder Lee Erickson, a local builder of similar cabins. W.B.
Allen and Lee Erickson do not appear to be master architects or builders. Much of
the cabin appears to be original. The building clearly utilizes local materials, and
while its construction method appears slightly “primitive,” it appears indicative of the
rural, woodsy character of the area and the period in which the region was
transitioning to more permanent recreational structures. As such, the Redwood
Cabin does appear to be a unique property type or architectural style such that it
would rise to the level of individual significance within a local context. In conclusion,
the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin does appear to be individually eligible for listing
under Criterion 3.

" Page & Turnbull, “La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin Historic Resource Evaluation Report,” 2020, 31-32.
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Based on this evaluation, the property appears to be a historic resource under CEQA.

EXISTING LANDSCAPE FEATURES

The significance evaluation contained in the 2020 HRE by Page & Turnbull focused primarily on the
Redwood Cabin building. The La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin property also includes several
landscape and site features. Existing landscape features described in the 2020 HRE include the
following:

» Heavily wooded, rural surroundings

» Sloping terrain

» Narrow dirt access road that leads to the site from Skyline Boulevard

» (Circular dirt driveway that surrounds a small grove of redwoods

» Stone walls that partially delineate the driveway's outer edges

» Stone stairs leading to the cabin

» Horseshoe pit

» Stone barbeque pit

» Brick planter or pit

Other site features, including two garages and a caretaker’s cabin that were formerly located around
the circular driveway, were relocated in 1966. The garages were constructed in 1953; research has
not revealed the date of construction of the caretaker’s cabin. The current location and status of
these features is unknown.

LANDSCAPE EVALUATION COMMENTARY

The 2020 HRE by Page & Turnbull included a brief physical description of site features at the La
Honda Creek Redwood Cabin property but focused primarily on evaluating the cabin itself. The
following discussion provides a brief summary of known information about the existing landscape
features on the site and assesses the need for further historic evaluation of these features.

While the Redwood Cabin, itself, was constructed around 1927 to 1928 for owner W.B. Allen,
research has not definitively revealed the original date of construction, builder, use, and any other
historic associations of the individual landscape features on the site. Without this information, it is
not known whether these features contribute to the property's overall significance under Criteria 1
and 3 for listing on the California Register. The features are clustered around the cabin and most
likely served a support function for the cabin and its occupants. Due to their ancillary nature, the
historic significance of these landscape features is likely to be dependent upon and inextricably
connected to the cabin. Thus, removing the cabin but retaining the surrounding contributing
landscape features would result in a loss of any associative historic significance that the landscape
features may possess, as well.
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Furthermore, the landscape features at the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin property do not appear
to be individually historically significant as separate entities from the Redwood Cabin. The stone
walls along the circular driveway, as well as the stairs leading up to the cabin and various hiking
trails throughout the site, were reportedly constructed by W.B. Allen, using stones imported from
the California coast. There is speculation that the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) may have
assisted with the construction of these walls and helped improve other roads in the surrounding
area in the 1930s.2 However, no clear documentary evidence has been uncovered to date that
confirms that the CCC did, in fact, construct the walls or any other features at the La Honda Creek
Redwood Cabin property. The CCC's involvement with a project on privately owned land seems
unlikely, given that the program'’s primary focus was to employ young men in conservation work on
public land, most of which consisted of National Forests, throughout the United States. The CCC,
originally known as the Emergency Conservation Work (ECW) program, was established in 1933 as a
New Deal era program during the Great Depression. In 1937, the program was formally renamed
the Civilian Conservation Corps.? The ECW/CCC's primary focus on completing projects on public
land is spelled out in the act that established the ECW program, which authorized:

[...] employing citizens in the construction, maintenance and carrying on of works of
a public nature in connection with the forestation of lands belonging to the United
States or to the several States which are suitable for timber production, the
prevention of forest fires, floods and soil erosion, plant pest and disease control, the
construction, maintenance or repair of paths, trails and fire-lanes in the national
parks and national forest, and such other work on the public domain, national and
State, and Government reservations incidental to or necessary in connection with
any projects of the character enumerated, as the President may determine to be
desirable: Provided, that the President may in his discretion extend the provisions of
this Act to lands owned by counties and municipalities and lands in private
ownership, but only for the purpose of doing thereon such kinds of cooperative work
as are not provided for by Acts of Congress in preventing and controlling forest fires
and the attacks of forest tree pests and diseases and such work as is necessary in
the public interest to control floods.*

2The 2012 La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve Master Plan states that it was the California Conservation Corps that
assisted with the construction of these walls. As the California Conservation Corps was created in the 1970s under Governor
Jerry Brown, this appears to refer to California’s branch of the New Deal-era Civilian Conservation Corps, which was active
from 1933 to 1942.

3 John C. Paige, “The Civilian Conservation Corps and The National Park Service, 1933-1942, An Administrative History,
(Washington, DC: National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, 1985), 24.

4“An act for the relief of unemployment through the performance of useful public work, and for other purposes,” March 31,
1933, Public No. 5, 73d Congress.
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Although this act indicates that some ECW/CCC projects may have occurred on private lands, such
projects seem to have been relatively rare. Typically, such cases occurred when it was necessary to
expand projects that had started on public land onto immediately adjacent private properties in
order to fully and adequately complete the planned work. In such instances, each case was
evaluated and granted permission by the Office of the Director of the Emergency Conservation
Work.> The construction of stone walls along a private road does not appear to fall under the
requirement that work by the CCC on private lands was intended to prevent or control forest fires,
pests, or floods. Furthermore, as there are no National Parks, National Forests, or State Parks in the
immediate vicinity of the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin site, such an exemption for ECW/CCC
work to occur on private land appears unlikely. It is possible that the stone walls and stairs at the La
Honda Creek Redwood Cabin property were constructed with the assistance of individuals who had
at some point been involved with the CCC; however, there is currently no evidence to support this.
Even if evidence proved that the CCC did construct walls or other features on the property, every
landscape feature, piece of infrastructure, or other improvement constructed by the CCC across the
country is not automatically considered historic or individually significant. A relatively small and
discrete expanse of stone wall and stair located on a private property is not likely to rise to the level
of an individually significant example of the CCC's work.

Similar arguments can be made with regard to the individual significance of the horseshoe pit,
barbeque pit, brick planter or pit, circular driveway, and narrow dirt access road. The features do not
appear to have historic significance apart from their association with the Redwood Cabin.
Demolishing the Redwood Cabin, which serves as the primary focal point for the property, but
retaining these features would impair the setting, design, association, and feeling that characterize
the integrity of these features.

CONCLUSION

Based on this review, Page & Turnbull finds that a separate historic evaluation of the landscape
features at the La Honda Creek Redwood Cabin property is unnecessary. The features do not appear
to possess individual historic significance apart from the Redwood Cabin. The landscape features
were likely built as auxiliary features that served the Redwood Cabin and its occupants; therefore,
any potential historic significance they may possess is likely to be as site features associated with the
cabin itself.

5 Paige, 19-20.
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