
File No. _ ___._..HQ_o-1 ..... dt? ___ _ Committee Item No. _ __.(e.-9'----­
Board Item No. --------

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST 

Committee: Budget & Finance Sub-Committee 

Board of Supervisors Meeting 

Date July 20. 2016 

Date 
~------

Cmte Board 
D D Motion 

Resolution 
Ordinance 
Legislative Digest 

~, D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D BJ. D 
~ D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 

OTHER 

~ 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Budget and Legislative Analyst Report 
Youth Commission Report 
Introduction Form 
Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report 
MOU 
Grant Information Form 
Grant Budget 
Subcontract Budget 
Contract/ Agreement 
Form 126- Ethics Commission 
Award Letter 
Application 
Public Correspondence 

(Use back side if additional space is needed) 

Completed by:_L_in_d_a_W_o_n_g ______ Date July 15, 2016 
Completed by: Linda Wong Date ________ _ 



FILE NO. 160720 RESOLUTI01" NO. 

1 [California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco Westside Recycled Water 
Project] 

2 

3 Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, inch.nding 

4 the adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and a stateme1n1t of 

5 overriding considerations related to the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project; 

6 and directing the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Controller of thlls action. 

7 

8 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) has developed 

9 . and approved a project description for the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 

10 (Project), Project No. CUW30201, which is a water infrastructure project included as part of 

11 the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP); and 

12 WHEREAS, The Project is located in the City.and County of San Francisco and its 

13 completion would help the SFPUC achieve the WSIP Level of Service goal for Water Supply 

14 adopted by the SFPUC in Resolution No. 08-200; and 

15 WHEREAS, The objectives of the Project are to produce a new supply of recycled 

16 water of up to 2 million gallons per day for irrigation, lake fill, and other non-potable uses, 

17 which will expand and diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio and increase system 

18 reliability by increasing the use of local water supply sources and reducing dependence on 

19 imported surface water; and 

20 WHEREAS, An environmental impact report (EIR) as required by the California 

21 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was prepared for the Project in Planning Department, File 

22 No. 2008.0091 E; and 

23 WHEREAS, The Project is a capital improvement project approved by the SFPUC as 

24 part of the WSIP; and 

25 
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1 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission ori September 3, 2015, certified 

2 the Final EIR (FEIR) by Motion No. M-19442, including a statement of overriding 

3 considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Recycled Water 

4 Project by Motion No. 19443, and found the Project consistent with the General Plan by 

5 Resolution No. 19444; and 

6 WHEREAS, The Project FEIR is tiered from the WSIP Program Environmental Impact 

7 Report (PEIR) certified by the Planning Commission on October 30, 2008, by Motion No. 

8 17734; and 

9 WHEREAS, Thereafter, the SFPUC approved the WSIP and adopted findings and a 

10 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (PEIR MMRP) as required by CEQA on October 

11 30, 2008, by Resolution No. 08-200; and 

12 WHEREAS, On September 8, 2015, the SFPUC, by Resolution No. 15-0187, a copy of 

13 which is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 160720 and which is incorporated herein by 

14 this reference: (1) approved the Project; and (2) adopted findings (CEQA Findings), including 

15 a Statement of Overriding Considerati_ons, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

16 (MMRP) as required by CEQA; and 

17 WHEREAS, The Project files, including the FEIR, PEIR, and SFPUC Resolution 

18 No. 15-0187 have been made available for review by the Board and the public, and those files 

19 are considered part of the record before this Board; and 

20 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the information 

21 and findings contained in the FEIR, PEIR and SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0187, and all written 

22 and oral information provided by the Planning Department, the public, relevant public 

23 agencies, SFPUC and other experts and the administrative files for the Project; and 

24 WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 0092-10 that placed 

25 WSIP appropriated funds on Controller's Appropriation Reserve, by project, making release of 
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1 appropriation reserves by the Controller subject to the prior occurrence of: (1) the SFPUC's 

2 and the Board's discretionary adoption of CEQA Findings for each project, following review 

3 and consideration of completed project-related environmental analysis, pursuant to CEQA, the 

4 State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, where 

5 required, and (2) the Controller's certification of funds availability, including proceeds of 

6 indebtedness; and 

7 WHEREAS, The ordinance also placed any project with construction costs in excess of 

8 $100,000,000 on Budget and Finance Committee reserve pending review and reserve release 

9 by that Committee; and 

10 WHEREAS, Therefore, the SFPUC has sent a letter to the Budget & Finance 

11 Committee requesting review and release of the portion of those funds necessary for Project 

12 No. CUW~0201; now, therefore, be it 

13 RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Project 

14 FEIR and record as a whole, finds that the FEIR is adequate for its use as the decision-

15 making body for the action taken herein including, but not limited to, approval of the Project 

16 and adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the CEQA Findings, 

17 including the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the MMRP contained in SFPUC 

18 Resolution No. 15-0187; and, be it 

19 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board adopts the City Planning Commission's 

20 General Plan consistency findings, and finds that the Project mitigation measures. set forth in 

21 the Project FEIR and the MMRP, and adopted by the SFPUC and herein by this Board will be 

22 implemented as reflected in and in accordance with the MMRP; and, be it· · 

23 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that since the FEIR was finalized, there 

24 have ·been no substantial project changes and no substantial changes in Project 

25 circumstances that would require major revisions to the FEIR due to the involvement of new 
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1 significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified 

2 significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would 

3 change the conclusions set forth in the FEIR; and, be it 

4 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board directs the Clerk of the Board to forward this 

5 Resolution to the Controller. 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 08-0200 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approved and 
adopted a Long-Tem1 Strategic Plan for Capital Improvements, a Long-Range Financial 
Plan, and a Capital Improvement Program on May 28, 2002 under Resolution No. 02-
0101; and 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission determined the need 
for the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) to address water system deficiencies 
including aging infrastructure, exposure to seismic and other hazards, maintaining water 
quality, improving asset management and delivery reliability, and meeting customer 
demands;. and 

WHEREAS, Propositions A and E passed in November 2002 by San Francisco 
voters and Assembly Bill No. 1823 was also approved in 2002 requiring the City and 
County of Sail Francisco to adopt a capital improvement program designed to restore and 
improve the regional water system; and 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff developed a 
variant to the WSIP referred to as the Phased WSIP; and 

WHEREAS, the two fundamental principles of the program are 1) maintaining a 
clean, unfiltered water source from the Hetcb Hetchy system, and 2) maintaining a 
gravity-driven system; and 

WHEREAS, the overall goals of the Phased WSIP for the regional water system 
include 1) Maintaining high-quality water and a gravity-driven system, 2) Reducing 
vulnerability to earthquakes, 3) Increasing delivery reliability, 4) Meeting customer water 
supply needs, 5) Enhancing sustainability, and 6) Achieving a cost-effective, fully 
operation~! system; and 

WHEREAS, on October 30, 2008, the Planning Commission reviewed and 
considered the Final Program Envirom;nental Impact Report (PEIR) in Planning 
Department File No. 2005.0159E, consisting of the Draft PEIR and the Comments and 
Responses document, and found that the contents of said report and the procedures 
through which the Final PEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of the Caiifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31 ") and found 
further that the Final PEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City and 
County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Comments and 
Responses document contains no significant revisions to the Draft PEIR, and certified the 
completion of said Final PEIR in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and 
Chapter 31 in its Motion No. 17734; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission has reviewed and considered the information 
contained in the Final PEIR, all written and oral information provided by the Planning 



Department, the public, relevant public agencies, SFPUC and other experts and the 
administrative files for the WSIP and the PEIR; and 

WHEREAS, the WSIP and Final PEIR files have been made available for review 
by the San Francisco Public Utilities Conm1ission and the public, and those files are part 
of the record before this Commission; and 

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff prepared proposed 
fmdings, as required by CEQA, (CEQA Findings) and a proposed Mitigation, Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (MMRP), which material was made available to the public and 
the Commission for'the Commission's review, consideration and action; and 

WHEREAS, the Phased WSIP includes the following program elements: 1) full 
implementation of all WSIP facility improvement projects; 2) water supply delivery to 
regional water system customers through 2018; 3) water supply sources (265 million 
gallons per day (mgd) average annual from SFPUC watersheds, 10 mgd conservation, 
recycled water, groundwater in San Francisco, iind IO mgd conservation, recycled ·water, 
groundwater in the wholesale service area); 4) dry-year water transfors coupled with the 
Westside Groundwater Basin Conjunctive Use project to ensure drought reliability; 5) re~ 
evaluation of 2030 demand projections, regional water system purchase requests, and 
water supply options by 2018 and a separate SFPUC decision by 2018 regarding water 
deliveries after 2018; and, 6) provision of fmancial incentives to limit water sales to an 
average annual 265 mgd from the SFPUC watersheds through 2018; and 

WHEREAS, the SFPUC staff has.recommended that this Commission make a 
water supply decision only through 2018, limiting water sales from the SFPUC 
watersheds to an average annual of 265 mgd; and 

WHEREAS, before 2018, the SFPUC would engage in a new planning process to 
re-evaluate water system demands and water supply options. As part of the process, the 
City would conduct additional environmental studies and CEQA review as appropriate to 
address the SFPUC's recommendation regarding water supply and proposed. water system 
deliveries after 2018; and 

WHEREAS, by 2018, this Commission will consider and evaluate a long-term 
water supply decision that contemplates deliveries beyond 2018 through a public process; 
and 

WHEREAS, the SFPUC must consider current needs as well as possible future 
changes, and design a system that achieves a balance among the numerous objectives, 
functions and risks a water supplier must face, :including possible increased demand in 
the future; now, therefore, b~ it 

RESOLVED, this Commission hereby adopts the CEQA Findings, including the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, attached to this Resolution as Attachment A and 
:incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto, and adopts the · 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached to this Resolution as Attachment 
B and incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, this Commission hereby approves a water system 
improvement program that would limit sales to an average annual of265 mgd from the 
watersheds through 2018, and the SFPUC and the wholesale customers would 



·:· 

collectively develop 20 mgd in conservation, recycled water, and groundwater to meet 
demand in 2018, which includes 10 mgd of conservation, recycled water, and 
groundwater to be developed by the SFPUC in San Francisco, and 10 mgd to be 
developed by the wholesale customers in the wholesale service area; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission shall set 
aggressive water conservation and recycling goals, shall bring short and long-term 
conservation, recycling, and groundwater programs on line at the earliest possible time, 
and shall undertake every effort to reduce demand and any further diversion from the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission watersheds; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, San Francisco Public utilities Commission staff shall 
provide ongoing updates to this Commission about the progress and development of 
conservation, recycling, and groundwater programs, and shall provide annual figures and 
projections for water system demands and sales, and provide water supply options; and, 
be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, As part of the Phased WSIP, this Commission hereby 
approves implementation of delivery and drought reliability elements of the WSIP, 
including dry-year water transfers coupled with the Westside Groundwater Basin 
Conjunctive Use project, which meets the drought-year goal of limiting rationing to no 
more than 20 percent on a system-wide basis; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, This Commission hereby approves the Phased Water 
System Improvement Program, which includes seismic and delive1y reliability goals that 
apply to the design of system components to improve seismic and water delivery 
reliability, meet current and future water quality regulations, provide for additional 
system conveyance for maintenance and meet water supply reliability goals for year 2018 
~nd possibly beyond; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, This Commission hereby approves the fo Uowing goals 
and objectives for the Phased Water System Improvement Program: 

Phased WSIP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Program Goal 

Water Quality- maintain 
high water quality 

System Performance Objective 

• Design improvements to meet current and foreseeable future federal 
and state water quality requirements. 

• Provide clean, unfiltered water originating from Hetch Hetchy 
Reservoir and filtered water from local watersheds. 

• Continue to implement watershed protection measures. 



Program Goal 

Seismic Reliability-· 
reduce vulnerability to 
earthquakes 

Delivery Reliability­
increase delivery 
reliability and improve 
ability to maintain the 
system 

Water Supply- meet 
customer water needs in 
non-drought and drought 
periods 

Sustainability- enhance 
sustainability in all 

·system activities 

Cost-effectiveness -
achieve a cost-effective, . 
fully operational system 

And, be it 

System Perfom1ance Objective 

• Design improvements to meet current seismic standards. 
" Deliver basic service to the three regions in the service area (East/ 

South Bay, Peninsula, and San Francisco) within 24 hours after a 
major earthquake. Basic service is defined as average winter-month 
usage, and the performance objective for design of the regional 
system is 229 mgd. The performance objective is to provide delivery 
to at least 70 percent of the turnouts in each region, with 104, 44, 
and 81 mgd delivered to the East/South Bay, Peninsula, and San 
Francisco, respectively. 

• Restore facilities to meet average-day demand of up to 300 mgd 
within 30 days after a major earthquake. 

• Provide operational flexibility to allow planned maintenance 
shutdown of individual facilities without interrupting customer 
service. 

• Provide operational flexibility to minimize the risk of service 
interruption due to unplanned facility upsets or outages. 

• Provide operational flexibility and system capacity to replenish local 
reservoirs as needed. 

• Meet the estimated average annual demand of up to 300 mgd under 
the conditions of one planned shutdown of a major facility for 
maintenance concurrent with one unplanned facility outage due to a 
natural disaster, emergency, or facility failure/upset. 

• Meet average annual water demand of 265 mgd from the SFPUC 
watersheds for retail and wholesale customers during non ·drought 
years for system demands through 2018. · 

• Meet dry-year delivery needs through 2018 while limiting rationing 
to a maximum 20 percent system-wide reduction in water service 
during extended droughts. 

• Diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought 
periods. 

• Iqiprove use of new water sources and drought management, 
including groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. 

• Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect watershed 
ecosystems. 

• Meet, at a minimum, all current and anticipated legal requirements 
for protection of fish and wildlife habitat. 

• Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect public 
health and safety 

• Ensure cost-effective use of funds. 
• Maintain gravity-driven system. 

. • Implement regular inspection and maintenance program for all 
facilities. 

FURTHER RESOLVED, This Commission authorizes and directs SFPUC staff to 



design and develop WSIP facility improvement projects consistent with the Phased WSIP 
Goals and Objectives. 

!hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities 
Commission at its meeting of Oct~o~b~e~r~3~0~2~D~08~---------------

SecretaryJ Public Utilities Commission 



PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) staff developed a 
project description under the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) for meeting water 
supply demands, otherwise known as Project No. CUW30201, San Francisco Westside Recycled 
Water Project, in the City and County of San Francisco, California; and 

WHEREAS, The objectives of the Project are to construct a new recycled water treatment 
facility, pump station, underground reservoir and ai;;sociated pipelines and that would produce 
and deliver up to 2 million gallons per day of recycled water for irrigation, lake fill, and other 
non-potable uses, to diversify the SFPUC's water supply po1tfolio and increase the use of local 
water supply sources; and 

WHEREAS, A Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) was prepared for the 
WSIP and certified by the Planning Commission on October 30, 2008 by Motion No. 17734; and 

WHEREAS, Thereafter, the SFPUC approved the WSIP and adopted findings and a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) as required by California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) on October 30, 2008 by Resolution No. 08-200; and 

WHEREAS, The PEIR has been made available for review by the SFPUC and the public, 
and is part of the record before this Commission; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared an BIR for the Project that is tiered from 
the PEIR, as authorized by and in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; and · 

WHEREAS, On September 3, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission reviewed· 
and considered the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project in Planning 
Department File No. 2008.009 lE, consisting of the Draft Environmental hnpact Report (EIR) 
and the Responses to Comments document, and found that the contents of said report and the 
procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of the CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code, and found further that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment and 
analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that 
the Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and 
certified the completion of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines in its 
Motion No. M-19442; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission, also on September 3, 2015, adopted CEQA 
Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations and an MMRP by Motion No. M-
19443. The Planning Department found the Project consistent with the General Plan on 
September 3, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, This Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the FEIR, all written and oral information provided by the Planning Department, the public, 
relevant public agencies, SFPUC and other experts and the administrative files for the Project 
and the EIR; and 



WHEREAS, The Project and FEIR files have been made available for review by the 
SFPUC and the public, and those files are part of the record before this Commission; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Department, Timothy Johnston, is the custodian of records, 
located in File No. 2008.009 IE, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California~ 
and 

WHEREAS, SFPUC staff prepared proposed findings, as required by CEQA, (CEQA 
Findings) and a proposed MMRP, which material was made available to the public and the 
Commission for the Conm1ission's review, consideration and action; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That this Commission has reviewed and considered the FEIR, finds that the 
FEIR is adequate for its use as the decision-making body for the actions taken herein, and hereby 
adopts the CEQA Findings, including the Statement of Overriding Considerations, attached 
hereto as Attachment A and incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference 
thereto, and adopts the MMRP attached to this Resolution as Attachment B and incorporated 
herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the General Manager, or his designee, is authorized to 
apply for, accept and ex.ecute required approvals from State agencies, including but not limited 
to, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Transportation, 
and California Coastal Commission, and any other regulatory approvals as required. To the 
extent that the terms and conditions of the necessary approvals will require SFPUC to indemnify 
other parties, those indemnity obligations are subject to review and approval by the San 
Francisco Risk Manager. The General Manager is authorized to agree to such terms and 
conditions that are within the lawful authority of the agency to impose, in the public interest, 
and, in the judgment of the General Manager, in consultation with the City Attorney, are 
reasonable and appropriate for the scope and duration of the required approval, as necessary for 
the Project; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby approves Project No. 
CUW30201, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, and authorizes staff to proceed 
with actions necessary to implement the Project; provided, that staff returns to the Commission 
to seek: approval of necessary agreements with the Recreation and Park Department, Presidio 
Trust, California Army National Guard, and San Francisco Zoological Society; authorization for 
State Revolving Fund and State Water Recycling Fund financing; Board of Supervisor's 
approval, where required; and award of constmction contracts. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities 
Commission at its meeting of September 8, 2015. 

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission 
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Attachment A 

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 

California Environmental Quality Act Findings: 
Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and 

Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

fn determining to approve the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("SFRW Project" 
or "Project") described in Section r, Project Description, below, the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission ("SFPUC") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions regarding 
mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding considerations, 
based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., 
particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., particularly Sections 
15091 through I 5093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Pr~ject proposed for adoption, the environmental 
review process for the Project (San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental· 
Impact Report, Planning Department Case No., 2008.009 lE, State Clearinghouse No. 
2008052133) (the "Final EIR" or "E1R"), the approval actions to be taken and the location of 
records; 

Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation; 

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to 
Jess-than-significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation 
measures; 

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than­
significant levels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of 
the mitigation measures; 

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, 
technological and other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection of 
alternatives, or elements thereof, analyzed; and 
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Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific 

reasons in support of the Commission's actions and rejection of the alternatives not incorporated 

into the Project. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that 

have been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Attachment B to Resolution 
No. 15-0187. The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091. Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final 

Environmental Impact .Report for the Project ("Final EIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a 

significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency. responsible for 

implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. 

The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. 

The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report ("Draft EIR" or "DEIR") or the Comments and Responses document ("C&R") in 

the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the 

evidence relied upon for these findings. 

I. Approval of the Project 

A. Project Description 

By this action, the SFPUC adopts and implements the SFRW Project identified in the Final EIR. 

Specifically, the Project adopted by the SFPUC includes the following: 

• Constrnction of a recycled water treatment plant at the SFPUC's Oceanside Water 

Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army 

National Guard site. Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Goltj.en Gate 

Park for iTI"igation and as fill water for Golden Gate Park lakes; and for irrigation in the 

Panhandle portion of the park; Lincoln Park Golf Course, and various areas of the Presidio. 

Tl\e treatment plant would have an annual average production capacity of up to 2 million 

gallons per day (mgd) and sized to meet peak-day demands of up to 5 mgd. 

• Construction of a transmission pipeline primarily along 36th A venue that would run 

between the proposed recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside WPCP and the 

existing Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park. The pipeline would deliver the recycled 

water from the Oceanside WPCP to the areas of use. 

• Construction of transmission pipelines between the Central Reservoir and Lincoln Park and 

the Presidio and the adjacent Golden Gate Park Panhandle. 

• Construction of an expanded underground reservoir to provide additional storage capacity 

and a new pump station to provide increased pumpin15 capacity at the Central Reservoir 

site. 

2 



B. Project Objectives 

The three main objectives of the SFRW Project are: 

• Diversify the SFPUC's water supply by developing recycled water. 

• Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant. 

• Reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses 

by supplying those demands with recycled water. 

In addition, the Project is patt of the SFPUC's adopted Water System Improvement Program 

("WSIP'') adopted by this Commission on October 30, 2008 (see Section C. l). The WSIP consists 

of over 70 local and regional facility improvement projects that would increase the ability of the 

SFPUC's water supply system to withstand major seismic events and prolonged droughts and to 

meet estimated water-purchase requests in the service areas. With the exception of the water 

supply goal, the overall WSIP goals and objectives are based on a planning horizon through 2030. 

The water supply goal to meet delivery needs in the SFPUC service area is based on a planning 

horizon through 2018. The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-qua!.ity water. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 

• Increase water delivery reliability. 

• Meet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP level-of-service goals and system performance objectives. 

These goals include providing a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled 

water, groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this 

amount, the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would 

be derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up to 2 

mgd of recycled water; currently identified customers are estimated to use l.6 mgd. This Project 

would also enable implementation of the SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the 

SFPUC in December, 2013. The SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of 

new groundwater \vells to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater in the first phase and conversion 

of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable use, providing l .O to 1.5 mgd of 

groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot occur until recycled water is available 

for Golden Gate Park landscaping or until another landscaping water source is identified. Thus 

the Project would also help meet the WSIP goal of providing approximately 4 mgd annual 

average of water supply from groundwater. 

3 



C. Environmental Review 

1. Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report 

On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water System Improvement Program (also 

known as the "Phased WSIP") with the objective of repairing, replacing, and seismically 

upgrading the system's aging pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump stations, and storage tanks 

(SFPUC, 2008; SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200). The WSIP improvements span seven 

counties--Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, ·and 

San Francisco (see SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200). 

To address the potential environmental effects of the WSIP, the San Francisco Planning 
Department prepared a Program EIR ("PEIR"), which was certified by the San Francisco 

Planning Commission on October 30, 2008 (Motion No. 17734 ). At a project-level of detail, the 
PEIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's water supply strategy and, at a program 

level of detail, it evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's facility improvement 

projects. The PEIR contemplated that additional project-level environmental review would be 
conducted for the facility improvement projects, including the San Francisco Recycled Water 

Project. 

2. San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report 

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Environmental 
Planning ("EP") staff of the San Francisco Planning Department, as lead agency, sent a first and 
then a revised Notice of Preparation ("NOP") to interested entities and individuals to begin the 
formal CEQA scoping process for the Project on June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, 

respectively. Following the 2010 NOP scoping period, the SFPUC in response to public feedback 
evaluated altemative possible sites, resulting in a revised Project proposal for which the Planning 
Department issued a revised NOP/Initial Study (IS) on July 16, 2014 with the scoping period 
ending on August 15, 2014. The NOP was distributed to interested parties that had received the 
initial NOPs, public agencies, additional interested parties and landowners/occupants located in 
ihe vicinity of the Project facilities, and was posted on the Planning Department's website and 

placed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle. 

The San Francisco Planning Department received nine comments on the scope of the EIR either 

at the scoping meeting or in writing following the 2014 scoping meeting. The comment 
inventories for all three NOPs are included in the Scoping Report in Appendix A of the EIR along 

with the IS. 

EP then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the Project and the environmental setting, 
identified potential impacts, presented mitigation measures for impact<; found to be significant or 
potentially significant, and evaluated Project alternatives. The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts 

associated with each of the key components of the Project, and identified mitigation measures 

applicable to reduce impacts found to be significant or potentially significant for each key 
component. It also included an analysis of three alternatives to the Project. In assessing 
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construction mid operational impacts of the Pn:~ject, the EIR considered the impacts of the Project 
as well as the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project in combination with other 
past, present, and future actions that could affect the same resources. 

Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR was analyzed with respect to significance 
criteria that are based on EP guidance regarding the environmental effe.cts to be considered 
significant. EP guidance is, in tum, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some 
modifications .. 

The Draft EIR was circulated for public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 201.5. A 
public hearing on the Draft EIR to accept written or oral comments was held at the San Francisco 
Planning Commission meeting at San Francisco City Hall on April 23, 2015. During the public 
review period, EP received written comments sent through the mail, fax, or email. A court 
reporter was present at the public hearing, transcribed the publ.ic hearing verbatim, and prepared a 
w1itten transcript. 

EP then prepared the C&R document, which provided written responses to each comment 
received on the Draft EIR. The C&R document was published on August 19, 2015 and included 
copies of all of the comments received on the Draft EIR and individual responses to those 
comments. The C&R provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised 
by commenters, as well as SFPUC and Planning Depaitment staff-initiated text changes to 
address Project updates. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR, 
which includes the Draft EIR and the C&R document, and all of the supporting information. The 
Final EIR provided augmented and updated information presented in the Draft EIR, on the 
following topics: Project description, cultural resources, transpottation and circulation, air quality, 
hydrology and water quality, biological resources, and Project alternatives. This augmentation 
and update of infonnation in the Draft EIR did not constitute new information or significance that 
altered any of the conclusions of the EIR. 

In certifying the Final EIR, the Planning Commission determined that none of the factors are 
present that would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. The Final EIR contains no information revealing (1) any new significant environmental 
impact that would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be 
implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental 
impact, (3) any feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
others previously aniilyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Project, but 
that was rejected by the Project's proponents, or ( 4) that the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and 
basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. This Commission concurs in that determination. 

The Commission finds that the Project is within the scope of the Project analyzed in the Final EIR 
and the Final EIR fully analyzed the Project proposed for approval. No ·new impacts have been 
identified that were not analyzed in the Final EIR. 
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D. Approval Actions 

1. San Francisco Planning Commission Actions 

On August 13, 2015, the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR. 

The Planning . Commission also adopts CEQA Findings, makes General Plan consistency 

findings, and issues a Coastal Development Permit. 

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Actions 

The SFPUC ls taking the following actions and approvals to implement the Project: 

• Adopts these CEQA findings and. the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program. 

• Approves the Project, as described in these findings, and authorizes the General Manager 
or his designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements and approvals as set forth in the 
Commission's Resolution No. 15-0187 approving the Project to which this Attachment A is 
attached. Approvals include entering into an agreement with the San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks Commission ("SFRPD") for construction in and use of SFRPD-managed land for recycled 
water facilities and pipelines. 

3. San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission 

The Recreation and Parks Commission adopts CEQA Findings and approves an agreement wiih 
SFPUC for construction, operation and maintenance of recycled water facility structures and 
pipelines on park lands. 

4. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions 

The Planning Commission's certification of the Final EIR may be appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors. If appealed, the Board of Supervisors will determine whether to uphold the 
certification or to remand the Final EIR to the Planning Department for further review. 

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopts CEQA Findings, approves an allocation of bond 
monies to pay for implementation of the Project, and approves the recycled water facility 
structures in Golden Gate Park. 

5. Other - Federal, State1 and Local Agencies 

Implementation of the Project will involve consultation with or required approvals by other local, 
state, and federal regulatory agencies, including (but not limited to) the following: 

• Other San Francisco City entities, including the Department of Public Works, and the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
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• California Army National Guard (lease amendment) 

• California State Water Resources Control Board (loan approval; stormwater and recycled 
water discharges) 

• California Department of Transportation (encroachment permit) 

• California Coastal Commission (coastal permit) 

• Presidio Trust (water supply agreement} 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Regional Water Quality Control Board 
CNPDES permit) 

To the extent that the identified mitigation measures require consultation or approval by these 
other agencies, this Commission urges these agencies to assist in implementing, coordinating, or 
approving the mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure. 

E. Contents and Location of Records 

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based ("Record 
of Proceedings") includes the following: 

• The Draft EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. (The references 
in these findings to the EIR or Final EIR include both the Draft EIR and the Comments and 
Responses document.) 

• The PEIR for the Phased WSIP Valiant, which is incorporated by reference in the SFRW 
Project EIR. 

• AH infomiation (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 
SFPUC and Planning Commission relating to the EIR, the Project, and the alternatives set forth in 
the EIR. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the SFPUC and 
the Planning Commission by the environmental consultant and sub-consultants who prepared the 
EIR or that was incorporated into reports presented to the SFPUC. 

• All information presented at any public hearing or workshop related to the Project and the 
EIR. 

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• All other documents available to the SFPUC and the public, comprising the 
administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e). 
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The SFPUC has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the 
Project, even if not every document was formaily presented to the SFPUC. Without exception, 
these documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or 
legislative decisions that the SFPUC was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents 
influenced the expert advice provided to Planning Depaitment staff or consultants, who then 
provided advice to the SFPUC. For these reasons, such documents form part of the underlying 
factual basis for the SFPUC's decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the 
public review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR 
are available at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. 
Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department 
Materials concerning approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in 
SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. CUW30102 in the Bureau of Environmental Ma11agement, San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California 
94102. The Custodian of Records is Scott MacPherson. All files have been available to the 
SFPUC and the public for review in considering these findings and whether to approve the 
Project. 

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II, Ill, and IV set forth the SFPUC's findings about the Final EIR's 
determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures 
proposed to address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the 
SFPUC regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included 
as part of the Final EIR and adopted by the SFPUC as part of the Project. To avoid duplication 
and redundancy, and because the SFPUC agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the 
Final EIR, these findings will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final EIR but instead 
incorporate them by reference and rely upon them as substantial evidence supporting these 
findings. 

In making these findings, the SFPUC has considered the opinions of SFPUC staff and experts, 
other agencies, and members of the public. The SFPUC finds that (i) the determination of 
significance thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San 
Francisco; (ii) the significance thresholds used in the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in 
the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR preparers and City staff; and (iii) the 
significance thresholds used in the EIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing 
the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Pro~ect. Thus, although, as a legal 
matter, the SFPUC is not bound by the significance detenninations in the EIR (see Public 
Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e)), the SFPUC finds them persuasive and hereby 
adopts them as its own. 

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact 
contained in the Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and 
conclusions can be found in the Final EIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the 
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discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the determination regarding the project 
impact and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. fn making these findings, the 
SFPUC ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of 
the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any 
such detenninations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 

As set forth below, the SFPUC adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures set forth in 
the Final EIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant 
and significant impacts of the Project. The SFPUC intends to adopt each of the mitigation 
measures proposed in the Final EIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure 
recommended in the Final EIR has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, 
such mitigation mem;ure. is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. 
In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings 
or the MlYfRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical 
error, the language of the policies and implementatjon measures as set forth in the Final BIR shall 
control. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the 
information contained in the Final EIR. 

In Sections II, III and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to 
address each and every significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the 
need for such repetition because in ~o instance is the SFPUC rejecting the conclusions of the 
Final EIR or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR for the Project. 

II. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant and Thus Do Not Require 
Mitigation 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant 
(Public Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guideline.s, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3), 
1509 l). Based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the SFPUC finds that the 
implementation of the Project either does not apply or will result in no impacts in the following 
areas: (1) Population and Housing: displace existing housing units or people or require new 
housing; (2) Transportation and Circulation: change air traffic patterns; (3) Noise: expose people 
to airplane noise or be substantially affected by existing noise levels; (4) Air Quality: create 
objectionable odors; (5) Recreation: create a need for new facilities; (6) Utilities and Service 
Systems: conflict with solid waste regulations; (7) Public Services: create a need for new or 
altered facilities; (8) Biological Resources: conflict with local policies protecting biological 
resources, such as trees, or a habitat conservation plan or other similar plan; (9) Geology and 
Soils: change existing topography or unique geologic features of the site; ( l 0) Hydrology and 
Water Quality: expose housing to flooding hazard, impede or redirect flood flows, or expose 
people or structures to hann from flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudflow; (l I) Hazardous 
Materials: create a safety hazard from aircraft or fires; (12) Mineral and Energy Resources: result 
in loss of mineral resource or availability of a resource recovery site; and (13) Agricultural 
Resources: all issues. These subjects are not further discussed in these findings. 
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The SFPUC further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant 
impacts in the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation: 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-1: The Project would not physically divide an established community. 

• Impact LU-2: The Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, 
policies, or regulations of any agency with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

• Impact LU-3: The Project would not impact the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact C-LU: The Project would not have a cumulative impact on land use. 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-1: The Project would not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista, scenic 
resource, or the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

• Impact AE-2: The Project would not result in a substantial source of light or glare. 

• Impact C-AE: The Project would not have a cumulative impact on aesthetics. 

Population and Housing 

• Impact PH-1: The Project would not induce substantial populatio11 growth, either 
directly or indirectly. 

• Impact C-PH: The Project would not have a project·specific impact on population 
and housing and, therefore, would not directly result in a significant cumulative 
impact on population and housing. 

Cultural Resources 

• Impact CP-1: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, 
including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article l l of the San Francisco 
Planning Code. 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR~l: The Project would not result in conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program. 

• Impact TR-2: Closure of travel lanes during Project construction would temporarily 
reduce roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing 
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temponuy and inteimittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be 

of short duration and limited in magnitude. 

• Impact TR-3: Project constmction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes 

on area roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts with the perfoimance of the 

circulation system. 

• Impact TR-4: Project construction within roadways would not substantially limit 
access to adjacent roadways and land uses. 

• Impact TR~5: Project constrnction would not substantially impair access to alternative 
transp01iation facilities (public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities), although it 

could temporarily deteriorate the perfonnance of such facilities. 

• Impact TR-6: Project operation and maintenance activities would catL-;e some 
increases in traffic volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter 
transportation conditions and would not cause conflicts with alternative travel modes, 

including vehicles, emergency vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic. 

• Impact C-TR: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative traffic 
increases on local and regional roads. 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impact N0-1: The Project would not result in substantial groundbome vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 

• Impact N0-2: Project operations would not result in the exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, noise levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase in ambient 
noise levels in the Project vicinity. 

• Impact N0-3: Construction of the Project would not result in a substantial 
temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and 

would not expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code). 

• Impact C-NO: The Project would not have significant cumulative noise impacts. 

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-1: The Project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. 
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• Impact AQ-3: The Project's construction activities would generate TACs, including 

DPM, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations. 

• Impact C-AQ: The Project could result in cumulative air quality impacts associated 

with criteria pollutant and precursor emissions and health risks, but the Project's 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Impact C-GG-1: The Pr~ject would generate greenhouse gas e1111ss1ons during 
Project constmction and operation, but not at levels that would result in a significant 
impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Wind and Shadow 

• Impact WS-1: The Project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially 

affects public areas. 

• Impact WS-2: The Project would not create new shadow in a manner that could 
substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 

• Impact C-WS: The Project would not have significant cumulative wind and shadow 
impacts. 

Recreation 

• Impact RE-1: The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 

deterioration of the facilities. 

• Impact C-RE: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact on 

recreation. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-1: The Project would not result in construction or expansion of water or 
wastewater treatment facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, or 

stonnwater drainage facilities, exceed wastewater requirements, or result in a 

determination by the wastewater treatment provider that there is insufficient capacity 
to serve the Project. 

• Impact UT~2: The Project would have sufficient water supply available, and would 
not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. 
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• Impact UT-3: The Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the Project's solid waste disposal needs .. 

• Impact UT-4: The Project would comply with all applicable statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste. 

• Impact UT-5: The Project's construction would not result in a substantial adverse 

effect related to disrnption, relocation, or accidental damage to existing utilities. 

• Impact C-UT: The Pr~ject would not have a significant cumulative impact on 

utilities and service systems. 

Biological Resources 

• Impact BI-2: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, and regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS. 

• Impact BI-3: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

• Impact Bl-4: The Project would not 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. 

Geology and Soils 

• Impact GE-1: The Project would not expose people or structures to substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a 
known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced ground 
failure. 

• Impact GE-2: The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil. 

• Impact GE-3: The Project is not located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that could become unstable as a result of the Project. 

• Impact C-GE: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact related to 

geologic hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-1: Project construction would not violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or otherwise degrade water quality. 
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• Impact HY ·2: Project operation would not contribute mnoff water that would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide substantial an 

additional sources of polluted runoff, or, with the exception of potentially violating 

water quality standards, otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• Impact HY-3: The Project woul.d not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit 

in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. 

• Im pact HY -4: The Project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area in a 
manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off the site. 

• Impact C-HY-1: The Project would not have a significant cumulative hydrology and 

water quality impact. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

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

materials. 

• Impact HZ-2: The Project would be constructed on a site identified on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
but excavation activities would not expose workers and the public to adverse effects 

from release of hazardous materials. 

• Impact HZ-3: Reconfiguration of the chemical building interior would not expose 
workers and the public to hazardous building materials including asbestos-containing 
materials, lead-based paint, PCBs, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, 
or result in a release of these materials into the environment during construction. 

• Impact HZ-4: The Project would not result in adverse effects related to hazardous 
emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within 1.4 mile of an existing 
school. 

• Impact HZ-5: The Project would not impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

• Impact C-HZ-1: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact related 
to hazardous materials. 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

• Impact ME~l: The Project would not encourage activities that result in the use of 
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these resources in a wasteful 

manner. 
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• Impact C-.ME: The Project would not have significant cumulative mineral and 

energy impacts. 

III. Findings of Potentially Significant or Significant Impacts 
That Can Be A voided or Reduced to a Less-Than-Significant Level 
through Mitigation and the Disposition of the Mitigation Measures 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a 
project's identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are 
feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a proje.ct alternative). 

The findings in this Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the 

EIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for 
adoption by the SFPUC, which can be implemented by the SFPUC. The mitigation measures 
proposed for adoption in this section and referenced following each Project impact discussed in 

this Section III, are the same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR for the 
Project. The full text of each mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final 

EIR and in Attachment B, the MIV1RP. The Commission finds that for the reasons set forth in the 
Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts identified in this section would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this 

section. 

Project Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results, 
there is generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering 

archaeological resources during Pr.oject construction. However, it is possible that previously 
unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during 
Pr~ject constrnction. Excavation, grading, and the movement of heavy constrnction vehicles and 
equipment could expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources, which would be 
a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
mitigation measure M-CP-2, which requires avoidance measures or appropriate treatment of 
cultural resources if accidentally discovered. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery ofArchaeological Resources 

Impact CP-3: The Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
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Ground-distt.lfbing activities associated with the construction of the recycled water treatment plant 

would extend about 23 feet into the Colma Formation, a geologic unit with a high paleontological 

sensitivity. Vertebrate fossils, including parts of mammoths and bison, have been found in the 

Colma Formation in San Francisco. Given the sensitivity of the Colma Formation and the depth of 

excavation, the Pr~ject could adversely impact paleontological resources at the water treatment 

plant site, a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 

mitigation measure M-CP-3, which requires the contractor to stop all ground di::.turbance within 50 

feet if a paleontological resource Lo;; encountered and to implement actions to investigate the 

discovery and recover fossil remains by a qualified professional before ground-disturbing activities 

can resume. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources 

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

Based on the background research, geological assessment, and survey results, there is a low 
potential for Project construction to uncover human remains, except for the Project area adjacent 
to the Golden Gate Cemetery (see Impact CP-5). Although no known human burials have been 
identified within the Project site, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely 

discounted. Earthmoving activities associated with Project construction could result in direct 
impacts on previously undiscovered human remains. Therefore, the dil.iUrbance to human remains 
could be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
mitigation measure M-CP-4, which requires avoidance measures or the appropriate treatment of 
human remains if accidentally discovered. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Acci.dental Discovery o.f Human Remains 

Impact CP-5: Construction of the Project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 
39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park could disturb human remains 
associated with the historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

The Project borders the boundary of Lincoln Park, the location of the historic-period Golden Gate 
Cemetery where 19th century inhabitants of San Francisco were buried. Past projects in the area 

have uncovered human remains, which have provided a wealth of in:fomiation about the overall 
health of these former inhabitant".. While there is a slight potential for the Project to uncover human 

remains, the disturbance of remains would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation measure M-CP-5, which 

requires the development of a monitoring program to monitor for tbe presence of human remains 
in the historic-period during construction and to take specific steps to comply with legal 
requirements and to take mitigation actions to recover historically important data. 
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• lvfitigation Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program 

Air Quality 

Impact AQ~2: The Project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and 
criteria air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

When the construction schedules of components of the Project overlap, NOx emissions could 
exceed the BAAQMD's 54 pounds/day significance criterion, a significant impact. Mitigation 
measure M-AQ-2 would reduce the Project's combined construction-related criteria pollutant 
emissions below the significance criteria by using construction equipment with Tier 3 engines or 
better, reducing the impact to less than significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ~2, Construction Emissions Minimization 

Biological Resources 

Impact BI-1: The Project would potentially have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the CDFW or USFWS. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The overall potential of the Project area to support special-status fish or plant species is 
considered low because the Project area lacks suitable habitat. Several special-status animals 
might use habitat in certain parts of the Project area or vicinity for roosting, foraging, or breeding 
purposes, including Califomia red-legged frog, western pond turtle, Yuma myotis, western red 
bat, and hoaiy bat. In addition, there are a number of native resident and migratory bird species 
protected under federal and State legislation with the potential to use trees, shrubs, and other 
habitats as well as buildings within the Project area for nesting and foraging. 

Existing trees at the Oceanside WPCP facility and the California Anny National Guard property, 
and in the vicinity of the Central Pump Station, could support native nesting birds. Removal and/or 
relocation of trees with active nests and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during 

. bird nesting season could result in nest abandonment, destruction, injury or mortality of nestlings 
and distuption of reproductive behavior during the breeding season, including mortality of 
individual birds, such as red-shouldered hawk, red-tailed hawk. Cooper's hawk, or American 
kestrel, a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-la woulq reduce potential 
impacts on special-status birds to a less-than-significant level by requiring surveys of the Project 
site to identify nests and protection of nesting birds. 

Vegetation clearing (including tree removal) at the Oceanside WPCP and the Central Pump 
Station could result in direct mortality of special-status bats. Direct mortality of special-status 
bats would be a significant impact. Mitigation measure BI-lb would require surveys of the 
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Project site within two weeks of tree removal. With implementation of M-BI-1 b, the impact on 

roosting bats would be reduced to less than significant. 

Due to the proximity of aquatic habitats to the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Central Pump 

Station well facility sites, western pond turtle and California red-legged frog could utilize upland 
habitat where the Project construction activities will occur. If California red-legged frog or 
western pond turtle are present, they could be injured or killed, a significant impact. Mitigation 

measure M-BI-lc would mitigate the effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days 

of the construction activity. With implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-lc, the impact 

would be less than significant. 

• Mitig11tion Measure M-BI-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lb, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status 

Bats 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lc, Avoidffnce and Minimization Measures for California 

Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Impact C-CP: The Project could result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to 
historical, archaeological, paleontological resources or human remains. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

Cumulative projects in the Project vicinity could adversely affect the same cultural resources 

affected by the Project and the Project could make a considerable contribution to a cumulative 
cultural resource impact, a sign(ficant impact. The Project's impacts, however, are site specific and 
implementation of site-specific mitigation measures M-CP-2, M-CP-3, M-CP4 and M-CP-5 would 
reduce Project impacts such that ihe Project's contribution to this cumulative impact would be less 

than significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Acci.dental Discovery of Archaeological Resources 
• Mitigation lvleasure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery qf Paleontological Resources 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accid.ental Discovety of Human Remain 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program. 

Biological Resources 

Impact C-BI-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulative 
impacts on biological resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
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Construction of the Project has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, if present, 
including California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and native nesting 
birds. It is assumed that the cumulative projects including the past cumulative projects have 
already caused substantial adverse cumulative changes to biological resources in San Francisco; 

the Project area was converted from its original sand dune habitat to current uses. Current and 
reasonably foreseeable projects could have construction-related impacts if construction occurs at 
the same time as the Project. These projects include the Vista Grande Drainage Basin 
Improvement Plan, the Parkmerced Project, and the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. 
The Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources would be cumulatively 
considerable, a significant impact. However, with the implementation of Project-level mitigation 
measures to reduce impact~ to these species, the Project's incremental contribution to potential 
cumulative impacts on biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable (less than 
significant). 

• Mitigation Measure M-Bl- la, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status 

Bats 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lc, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California 

Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

IV. Significant Impacts That Cannot Be A voided or Reduced to a 
Less-Than-Significant Level 

WSIPimpact 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the SFPUC finds that, 
where feasible, changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the SFRW Project 
to reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR for the Project. All 
Project-specific impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation 
of the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth in the MMRP, attached hereto 

as Attachment B .. 

The SFPUC fu1ther finds, however, that the Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore, 
will contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact caused by the WSIP water supply 
decision. For the WSIP impact listed below, the effect remains significant and unavoidable. The 
SFPUC determines that the following significant impact on the environment, as reflected in the 
Fina! PEIR, is unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 2108l(a) (3) and (b), and 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 1509l(a) (3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the SFPUC determines 
that the impact is acceptable due to the overriding considetations described in Section VI below. 
This finding is supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

The WSIP PEIR and this Commission's Resolution No. 08-0200 related to the WSIP water 
supply decision identified three significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: Impact 5.4.1-2-
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Stream Flow: Effects on flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Division Dam; 

Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources in Ciystal Springs reservoir (Upper and 
Lower); and Impact 7-1-Indirect growth inducing impacts in the SFPUC service area. 
Mitigation measures that were proposed in the PEIR were adopted by this Commission for these 

impacts; however, the mitigation measures could not reduce all the impacts to a less than 
significant level, and these impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable. This 

Commission has already adopted the mitigation measures proposed in the PEIR to reduce these 
impacts when it approved the WSIP in its Resolution No. 08-0200, This Commission also 

adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as part of that approval. The findings 
regarding the three impacts and mitigation measures for these impacts set forth in Resolution No. 

08-0200 are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these 
CEQA Findings .. 

Subsequent to the certification of the PEIR, the Planning Department has conducted more 

detailed, site-specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts 

identified in the PEIR. In the case of Impact 5.5.5.~1, the Pr~ject-level fisheries analysis in the 
Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement Project Final EIR modifies the PEIR impact 

detennination based on more detailed site-specific data and analysis and determined that impacts 
on fishery resources due to inundation effects would be less than significant. Project-level 
conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA 

Findings with respect to the approval of the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement Project in 
Resolution No. 10-0175. The CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 10-0175 related to the impacts 
on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these findings by this 
reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 

In the c.ase of Impact 5.4.J-2, the project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement 
project Final EIR modifies the PEIR determination and concludes that the impact related to 

stream flow along Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras 
Creek (PETR Impact 5.4.1-2) will be less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific 
modeling and data. Project-level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the 
PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam 
Improvement Project in Resolution No. 11-0015. The CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015 
related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these 

findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 

The remaining significant and unavoidable water supply impact listed in Resolution No. 08-0200 
is as follows, relating to Impact 7-1: 

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operation 
Impact 

• Growth: Indirect growth-inducement impacts in the SFPUC service area. 
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V. Evaluation of Project Alternatives 

This section describes the Project as well as alternatives and the reasons for approving the Project 

and for rejecting the alternatives as infeasible. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable 

range of alternatives to the Project or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid 

potentially significant impacts of the Project. CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a 

"No Project" alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of 

their significant impacts and their ability to meet Project objectives. This comparative analysis is 
used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing environmental 

consequences of the Project. 

A. Reasons for Approval of the Project 

The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-quality water and a gravity-driven system. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes - deliver basic service to the three regions in the, 

service area within 24 hours and restore facilities to meet average-day demand within 30 

days after a major eaithquake. 

• Increase delivery reliability - allow planned maintenance shutdown without customer 
service interruption and minimize risk of service intenuption from unplanned outages. 

• Meet customer water supply needs through 2018 - meet average annual water purchase 
requests during non-drought years and meet dry-year delivety needs while limiting 
rationing to a maximum 20 percent systemwide; diversify water supply options during non­
drought and drought years and improve use of new water resources, including the use of 
groundwater, recycled water, conservation and transfers. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP level-of-service goals and system performance objectives. 

Specific objectives of the Project are to: 

• Diversify the SFPUC's water supplies by <level.oping recycled water, 

• Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant. 

• Reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by 
supplying those demands with recycled water. 

The WSIP aims to provide a total of l 0 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water, 
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, 
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the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be 
derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up to 2 mgd of 
recycled water; currently identified customers are estimated to. use 1.6 mgd. Also, this Project 
would enable implementation of the SFPUC s Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the 
SFPUC in December, 2013. The SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of 
new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater in the first phase and conversion 
of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of 
groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot occur until recycled water is available 
for Golden Gate Park landscaping or until another landscaping water source is identified. Thus 
the Project would also help meet the WSIP goal of providing approximately 4 mgd annual 

average of water supply from groundwater. 

This increase in water supply would improve the SFPUC' s ability to deliver water to its 
customers in San Francisco during both drought and non-drought petiods. The Project will help 
the SFPUC to diversify its water supply portfolio, which largely consists of imported surface 
water. It would add up to 2 mgd from recycled water to the SFPUC water supply, and enable 
implementation of the second pha.5e the SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project, which would 
provide 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater to the SFPUC's potable water supply. The proposed 
Project is a fundamental component of the SFPUC's WSIP and is needed to fully meet WSIP 
goals and objectives, in particular those for seismic reliability, delivery reliability, and water 
supply reliability. 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the 
Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations described in this section in addition to those 
described in Section VI below under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), that make such Alternatives 
infeasible. In making these infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA 
defines "feasibility" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and 
technological factors." The Commission is also aware that under CEQA case law the concept of 
"feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the 
underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is 
"desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

Altemative A: No Project 

Under the No Project Alternative, the SFRW Project would not be constructed or operated. The 
proposed recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed 
and l.6 mgd of recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable 
demand. Existing irrigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well 
as lake refill would continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater. The two 
existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park that are part of the second phase of the SFPUC's 
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Groundwater Supply Project would not be converted to potable groundwater well facilities unless 

and until another source of water for irrigation and lake fi II can be found. 

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to diversify 

the SFPUC's water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San 

Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant, and re<luce the use of potable water and 

groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled 
water. Also, it would fail to meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely directly on the 

contribution of the Prqject to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. If the Project is not 

constructed, the SFPUC's water supply portfolio would not include up to 2 mgd of recycled 
water. It would also prevent the SFPUC from implementing the second phase of SFPUC's 

Groundwater Supply Project, which would produce LO to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. This pha<;e of 
the project cannot be implemented until another source of water besides groundwater is provided 

to Golden Gate Park for irrigation and lake refill. The SFPUC would be limited in its ability to 
meet its adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in the San 
Francisco region, because of reduced water supply in San Francisco. 

Under the No Project Alternative, current conditions would continue and all construction.related 
impacts would be avoided. Consequently, there would be no potential to encounter prevfously 

unrecorded and buried archaeological deposits, archeological resources, human remains, or 
legally-significant prehistoric depositions within the Colma Formation at the Oceanside WPCP. 
No construction activities means that fugitive dust and criteria pollutant emissions would not 
occur and there would be no construction-related effects or disturbance to special-status species, 
including the Califomia red-legged frog, western pond turtle, nesting birds and roosting bats. 
While the No Project Alternative would avoid or reduce impacts that would occur compared to 
those of the Project, the Project impacts would be fully mitigated through the adoption of 
identified mitigation measures. The only unmitigated impact that would occur with the Project is 
the Project's contribution to the WSIP impact of indirect impacts related to growth. To the extent 
that the 2 mgd of water supply from the Project contributes to growth, the Project's contribution 
to the indirect impact.<> associated with growth would not occur with the No Project Alternative. 

The Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet any of 
the project objectives, and because it would jeopardize the SFPUC' s ability to meet the adopted 
WSIP goals and objectives as set forth in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200. 

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative 

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative, would locate the recycled water treatment plant at the 

San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot, a 2.3 acre site north of the Oceanside WPCP and east of 
the Great Highway. Under the Project as proposed, the site would be used for construction 

staging. Storage and pumping facilities that under the Project would be located at the Central 
Reservoir site in Golden Gate Park would instead be located with the recycled water treatment 
plant at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot. Under this Alternative, distribution pipelines 

would avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard and instead, 
distribution pipelines would run from the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot nmth to 
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W awona Street, then east to 34th Street, and north up 34th Street into Golden Gate Park. 
Construction activities would be sequenced and staggered, reducing the amount of concurrent 
construction am;l extending the overall Project constmction duration. Staging would not occur at 

Harding Road and Herbst Road. Other aspects of the Project would remain unchanged and the 
Project would be able to produce the same 5 mgd peak flow amount, or 2 mgd annual average 
amount of recycled water. 

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. As a result of decreasing 
the area of construction activities slightly by consolidating the treatment and storage facilities to 
one area at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot instead of at the Oceanside WPCP and 
Central Reservoir sites, the impacts on unknown archaeological resources and human remains 
would be reduced. This Alternative would eliminate the potential impacts to paleontological 
resources because it would avoid construction in the Colma Formation below the Oceanside 
WPCP site. As a result of reducing impacts on cultural resources, the Alternative would make 
less of a contribution to cumulative impacts on cultural resources. 

The daily impact on air quality would be less under Alternative B than the Project. By 
construction sequencing and staggering construction activities, Alternative B would reduce the 
amount of fugitive dust and criteria pollutants emitted at one time, thereby reducing the potential 
to exceed regulatory thresholds based on emissions per day. However, the total amount of 
construction would not be reduced and the total amount of air pollution would be the same as for 
the Project. 

Alternative B would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to 
nesting birds because trees would not need to be removed between the Oceanside WPCP and the 
California National Guard property. Also, vegetation clearing at the Central Reservoir site would 
be avoided as would disturbance of trees on Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset A venue. 
Pipeline construction that would instead occur on Wawona Street and 34th Avenue would disturb 
few trees. Alternative B also would reduce impacts on roosting bats by reducing construction near 
trees in the vicinity of the Oceanside WPCP, Lake Merced, and the Central Pump Station site 
where bats are thought most likely to roost. Finally, the elimination of constmction near Lake 
Merced, along Route 35/Skyline Boulevard, and near Harding and Herbst Roads, and elimination 
of most construction around the Central Reservoir site, would reduce impacts on the Western 
Pond turtle and California red-legged frog, which may be found in upland habitat in these areas. 
The only remaining areas where these species may be found, at Metson and Lloyd Lakes in 
Golden Gate Park would have minimal construction nearby, limited to installation of pipeline 
distribution lines. As a result of reduced impacts on biological resources under Alternative B, the 
contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources also would be reduced as compared to 
the Project. 

This Alternative also would increase certain impacts as compared to the Project and result in 
different impacts than the Project in the areas of noise, traffic, and energy use. Alternative B 
would increase constmction and operational noise levels in the vicinity of the San Francisco Zoo 
by moving the construction activities and facilities approximately 900 feet closer to Zoo facilities 
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as compared to the Project. Increased noise could negatively impact Zoo animals. Operational 
noise impacts might be reduced through noise reduction berms. 

Shifting the location of construction of the recycled water treatment plru1t could increase truck 
traffic along the Great Highway and potentially require lane detours. Also, relocating distribution 
pipelines from Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset Avenue to Wawona Street and 34th 
Avenue would cause an increase in traffic on narrower roadways, possibly increasing traffic 
impacts. 

Finally, locating the recycled water storage reservoir at the Zoo parking lot instead of at the 
Central Reservoir site would require additional energy to pump recycled water over longer 
distances and elevations to customers north of the Central Reservoir site. Under the Ptoject, four 
100 horsepower pumps (one standby) would be installed at the Central Reservoir site in a new 
pump station to pump recycled water from the Central Reservoir to users in Golden Gate Park 
and north. There also would be three pumps with motors of up to 200 horsepower to pump 
recycled water from the treatment facility to the Central Reservoir site. Under Alternative B, a 
new pump station would be installed instead at the Zoo parking lot site, with three or more up to 
400 horsepower pumps installed to pump recycled water to all the planned distribution points. By 
comparison, Alternative B would require more energy to distribute the recycled water to the same 
planned distribution points. 

The Project Design Alternative would meet all of the Project objectives and WSIP goals and 
objectives, although completion of the Project would be delayed due to a longer construction 
schedule. It is also possible that future treatment plant operations would be restricted because of 
proximity to the Zoo facilities and concern by the Zoo of disruption to Zoo activities and 
disturbance of animals. 

The SFPUC rejects the Project Design Alternative as infeasible. While the Project Design 
Alternative would reduce some impacts to cultural resources, biological resources, and air 
quality, all of the Project impacts that it would reduce will be reduced to less than significant 
levels under the Project with the implementation of adopted mitigation mea~ures. The Project 
Design Alternative will increase other impacts in the areas of noise and traffic. lr is possible that 
such effects, if significant, could be mitigated but may affect Project operations. Alternative B 
also would increase energy use by requiring the pumping of recycled water over a longer 
distances and elevations than under the Project, resulting in energy waste. Thus, the Project 
Design Alternative does not have a clear environmental benefit over the Project as the Project 
would mitigate its impacts md it is unclear whether the increased impacts of the Project Design 
Alternative can be fully mitigated. 

Most problematic from a feasibility perspective is the fact that the SFPUC does not have control 
over the proposed site for the co-located recycled water treatment plant, pump station, and water 
storage facilities at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot. The parking lot is under the 
management of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department with the premjses leased to 
the nonprofit San Francisco Zoolog.ical Society. The SFPUC would need the consent of the San 
Francisco Zoo and the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Departments to obtain use of the site. 
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The SFPUC has been informed that the Zoo has plans to use the site for necessary Zoo 
operations, including meeting stringent animal isolation and testing requirements. The San 
Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments are therefore, unlikely to readily agree 
to the SFPUC taking over use of the site. 

Under the circumstances, the SFPUC finds that the Project Design Alternative is not feasible as 
the site is cmrently and in the future projected to be needed by the San Francisco Zoo for its own 
operations. In addition, even if the San Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments 
might eventually agree to the SFPUC's use of the site, the SFPUC is faced with an unpredictable 
period of delay in implementing the Project. Finally, the Project Design Altemative would result 
in minimal to no benefit to the environment. All Project impacts, with the exception of the WSIP­
related impact to growth are mitigable. On the other hand, the Project Design Alternative would 
cause energy waste and it would have the same WSIP·re!ated impact to growth. For all of these 
reasons, the SFPUCrejects the Project Design Alternative as infeasible. 

·Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative 

The Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate recycled water supply to Lincoln Park and the 
Presidio. Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a new underground storage reservoir and pump 
station woul.d not be constructed at the Central Reservoir site and distribution pipelines north of 
the Central Reservoir would be eliminated. The size of the recycled water treatment plant and 
storage at the Oceanside WPCP would be reduced somewhat and the constniction duration would 
be shorter. As a r~sult of these changes from the Project, the recycled water treatment plant would 
have a reduced peak-day capacity of 3.8 mgd instead of 5 mgd and an annual average capacity of 
1. 7 mgd instead of 2.0 mgd. 

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. First, as a result of 
eliminating recycled water supply to Lincoln Park, significant potential impacts on human 
remains that may be associated with the former Golden Gate Cemetery site (e.g. Lincoln Park) 
would be avoided. Second, construction of a smaller recycled water supply treatment plant, 
eliminating new storage and pumping facilities at the Central Reservoir site, and eliminating 
distribution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir reduces the area of excavation, reducing 
potential exposure to unknown archeological resources and unknown human remains. Third, 
constrncting a smaller recycled water treatment plant reduces potential impacts to paleontological 
resources that may be found in the Colma Formation as less excavation in that area would be 
required. Finally, by reducing cultural resource impacts, the contribution to cumulative impacts 
on cultural resources also would be reduced. 

Alternative C would not reduce the daily impact on air quality, but because total construction 
activities are reduced, the total volume of air pollution emitted during construction is less under 
Alternative C than the Project. 

Alternative C would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to 
nesting birds,· California red-legged frog and western pond turtle as a result of reduced 
construction activities at the Central Reservoir site where these species could be impacted. As a 
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result of reduced impacts on biological resources under Alternative C, this alternative would 

make less of a contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources as compared to the 

Project. 

Alternative C also would reduce energy usage as compared to the Project because it would 
eliminate the need to pump recycled water to Lincoln Park and the Presidio from the Central 

Reservoir site. Alternative C would also reduce the contribution to the WSIP's indirect growth 

inducing impact by reducing the amount of water that could be supplied to a growing population. 

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative would meet the Project objectives, which are to 

diversify the SFPUC's water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply 
in San Francisco that is both reliabie and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water 

and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with 
recycled water. However, by reducing the capacity of the recycled water treatment plant, 
Alternative C would not provide the full amount of recycled water supply provided under the 

Project so the degree to which it would meet the last of these objectives would be reduced 
somewhat. Alternative C would enable implementation of the SFPUC's Groundwater Supply 

Project, approved by the SFPUC in December, 20 l 3, because it would provide recycled water to 

Golden Gate Park, facilitating the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC' s 
Groundwater Supply Pr~ject, which calls for conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden 
Gate Park to potable use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. 

However, Alternative C would only pa1tially meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely 
directly on the contribution of the Project to fulfilJ systemwide level of service objectives. The 
WSIP aims to provide a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water, 
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, 
the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual_ average would be 
derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. The Project would provide up to 2 mgd of 
recycled water on an annual average basis, and 5 mgd peak day flow, but under Alternative C this 
would be reduced to· I. 7 mgd annual average and 3.8 mgd peak day flow. Under the project, 
currently identified customers have a demand of 1.6 mgd annual average and 4 mgd peak-day, 
but customer served would be reduced to those with a demand of l.38 mgd annual average and 

2.81 mgd peak day. Customers at Lincoln Park and the Presidio that could use recycled water 
would continue to use potable water sources for irrigation. 

To the extent that Alternative C fails ro fully satisfy WSIP identified water supply goals and 
objectives as approved under SFPUC Resolution 08-0200, it would limit the SFPUC's ability to 
provide water to customers during both drought and non-drought periods ~nd may prevent the 

SFPUC from limiting rationing during drought periods to a maximum 20 percent systemwide. 
Customers in San Francisco would be most affected as water supply in the city would be reduced 
during peak demand periods by up to 1.2 mgd. As a result, the SFPUC may need to revise the 

WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects. 

Environmentally Superior AJternative. The Reduced Project Alternative would be the 

Environmentally Superior Alternative, other than the No Project Alternative. The Reduced 
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Project Alternative would not increase any impacts and it would reduce impacts on cultural 

resources and biological resources. Also, it would reduce energy use and reduce the total amount 

of air pollution produced by the Project. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would still contribute to the WSIP's significant and unavoidable 
indirect impact related to growth, but to a lesser degree than for the Project, as it would provide 

0.3 mgd less of water supply on an annual average basis that could contribute to growth. 

The Commission rejects the Reduced Project Alternative as infeasible because it will not allow 

the SFPUC to fully meet WSIP goals and objectives. Additionally, although this alternative 
would generally meet the SFPUC's objectives for the Project, it would not satisfy the Project's 

third objective to the same degree as the Project, namely to reduce the use of potable water and 
groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled 

water. Likewise, it would only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives, which rely directly 

on the up to 2 mgd of local recycled water supply on the west side of San Francisco that the 
Project would provide to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. The total average yield 

under normal operations for the Reduced Project Alternative would be 1.7 mgd, causing the 
SFPUC to fall short of the 2 mgd annual water supply designed for the Project and the WSIP 

identified supply need of 4 mgd from local recycled water supply by 2018. Although the SFPUC 
originally envisioned that the 4 mgd of recycled water wpuld supply customers on the west side 

of San Francisco and now the SFPUC expects the west side recycled water demand to be 
somewhat reduced, the SFPUC has not revised its originally WSIP goal of obtaining 4 mgd from 

recycled water and is exploring recycled water supply options on the east side of the City. Thus, 
if the Project were sized below the Project size of 2 mgd annual average, and designed not to 
serve Lincoln Park and the Presidio, some viable recycled water supply customers on the west 
side. of San Francisco would not be able to make use of recycled water and instead would need to 

continue to use groundwater or imported surface water for irrigation and other nonpotable uses. 
Such a situation would be contrary to the WSIP goal of diversifying water supply options and 
improving use of new water resources, such as recycled water. For these reasons, the SFPUC 

rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible. 

VI. Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby 
finds, after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific 

overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth 
below, independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is 

an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for 
approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to 

conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will stand 
by its determination that each individual reason is sufficienl The substantial evidence supporting 
the vari.ous benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference 

into this section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Section 

I. 
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On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding, the Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in 
spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Oven-iding 
Considerations. The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project 
approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been 
eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final 
EIR for the Pr~ject are adopted as part of this approval action. Furthennore, the Commission has 
determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are 
acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social, and other 
considerations. 

The Project will have the following benefits: 

• The Project will expand and diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio to increase system 
reliability, particularly for retail customers in San Francisco. The Project provides an 
additional 2 mgd of water supply from other than imported surface water, the main water 
supply source in the SFPUC water system. 

• The Project will increase the use of local water supply sources. The Project provides 2 mgd 
of recycled water to irrigators on the Westside of San Francisco who are now using imported 
potable surface water or groundwater for itTigation. 

• The Project will reduce dependence on imported surface water. The Project provides 2 mgd 
from local recycled water. 

• The Project, by providing recycled water for irrigation and Jake refill in Golden Gate Park 
will enable the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC's San Francisco 
Groundwater Supply Project, which will provide LO to 1.3 mgd of potable groundwater 
supply. 

In addition, the Project will further the WSIP' s goals and objectives. As part of the approval of 
Resolution 08-2000, the SFPUC adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations as to why the 
benefits of the WSIP. outweighed the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the 
WSIP. This Statement of Overriding Considerations is relevant to the significant and unavoidable 
impact related to growth-inducement to which this Project contributes. The findings regarding the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth in Resolution No. 08-2000 are incorporated into 
these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. In addition, for 
the particular reasons set fcnth below, this Project helps to implement the following benefits of 
the WSIP: 

• Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes 
many features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water 
system as a means of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake 
scenario or even a disaster scenario not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the 
improvements to assure the water system's continued reliability, and developing it as part of a 
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larger, integrated water security strategy, is critical to the Bay Area's economic security, 

competitiveness and quality of life. This Project provides a critical source of water - local 

recycled water - that will be available even if it is not possible for a period of time to obtain 

imported surface water from the SFPUC' s regional water system. 

• The WSIP would meet SFPUC customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of 

retail and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset 

the remaining 20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail 

and wholesale service areas. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the 

WSIP, through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, 

and to mgd would be met through local conservation, recycled water and groundwater 

in the wholesale service area. Of the 10 mgd that would come from projects in San 

Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from local recycled water. This Project would provide 

up to 2 mgd of this critical 4 mgd of local recycled water. In addition, by providing recycled 

water to Golden Gate Park. this Project will enable implementation of the second phase of 

the SFPUC' s Sau Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, which will provide 1.0 to l .3 mgd 

of potable groundwater for San Francisco residents, water that is currently used for irrigation 

and lake refill in Golden Gate Park. 

• The WSIP will substantially improve use of new water sources and drought management, 

including use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. A critical part of 

the WSIP is to provide water from new sources other than from imported surface water from 

the Hetch Hetchy Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project 

is important to meeting the WSIP goal of providing local recycled water in San Francisco. 

• The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality 

requirements. This Project, which will produce recycled water by treating sanitary sewage 

with microfiltration/ultrafiltration, reverse osmosis, and ultraviolet light disinfection, will 

provide recycled water that meets or exceeds the California Department of Public Health 
requirements for disinfected tertiary recycled water. 

• The WSIP will diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought periods. The 

Project supports this WSIP objective by providing up to 2 mgd of local recycled water during 

both drought and non-drought periods. 

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section I above, the 

Commission finds that the benefits of the Project and the Project's fu1therance of the WSIP goals 

and objectives outweigh the unavoidable adverse environme.ntal effects, and that the adverse 

environmental effects are therefore acceptable. 
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Impact · Rl!viewing and 
No. I Impact Sumn1acy [ Adopted Mitigation Measures Respollliil>le Party Approval Party T Monitoring and Reporting Actions I Implementation Schedule 

c~:~(f;~;~~;t~· ·f :~~:~:~f ·~:~~~~~:~,d~~:~:5:·:'1~:, .. ~(~~i'~~ . _,} .. ,I~:-... :.,~=~~~:~<':; .. ,;~F ~;~~:~~~;;;;:~;~;:~~;~~\it,_, ::Et~\tt!~I:::~~:~~~~"-.:}::; 
di..wge U1 lh~ ~lgnl tti.::axice 01 accidcrtta1 disrovety of .m u.rcheulogical resource: 3) SFPUC CJYlB/lHtM 

113) S.FPUC BEM and ERO 2) Ensure \hat all personnel attend envixonrnental trc!.ining 1 Coru.ln!ction 
a.n iucheologtca resoui:<.e . 

1 
, • . _ - ,, • • 

pur.mant t()$.:?ciion Tht" following mlti.g.1tionmt.'dSUre b rt.·qub:ed 1oavo1d .m.y pot~i1iiFlladV'CI~ effit'cl (ArchL"'logi::.tJ 4) SFl'UC HE.~i .:.nJ. l:.RO P.no:rtol c~nin~ wo~k. ,n.-;;,eive- A~ .. E~T sheet ..uiJ 13) Constmc:\i.(1n 
l50b4..5(f). ! from the propoSt!d J"T•')eli on oicodcnl>.11ly cbscover.ed buned ur s.ubmerg1.:d hi.::i1oncal l -t; SFPlJC CMff/SEM : :'.~gn U'ie lt~lg ;ign-m >~eets. MruntaUl ~ o( j 4) .Post Construdion 

re~omces. ar;! defined in CEQA Gtrlde.lines. Sections. 15064.S(a) and (c). The projed I (Archeologist1 I s1gn~ture s.ll:l;is lOt subm1~ to b'RO. Monitor t~ ' 
spun.'iQr shJ.11 distribute .the: Planniug Department archt<.Uogical resouri.:e #ALERT" , i ensure _tlM: the ~ontrnct{Jt::I imp~\('I\~ m~.isures ~·~ .. u 
:,h~i:-t 10 thl" pn;,ji!t'I prime t·cinlructor; to tmy project subi.:ontudor (indudlng · 1 ! I ccmtr..i~ l d< cu.in<t ut, report non-Q.>mpliam.il! .M:ld en. re 
de:moJilion, ex('.avation ... grading. fow\datian,, e:t.c. fi.rrn5.J; or utilities firm involved m. corrective action. 
soils distuTl•ini;«ctMti•• wlihin the proj0<tsilc. l'tior ta any •oil><listur~ing I I , 3) Evaluat£ the pot•nlialdi«o•ery an.i ad.-&< lM ERO as 
::icU¥\ti~ ~lng '\Uld~rtJ.1'..cn e.u:h o.mtr.:ictor 1s re.!i.pon:>ible t'Or l!'nsurin~ \h.lt the i ; l to the ~1gni.bcan-ce of th~ discovt.'l)'- If warr..i.n.ted, 
".ALE.RT' sh~t 1S \"Jrculated to ;1.ll. fi~ld person.nel including. mJ.chine operalucs:, held I 'I proceed with meas'lll'1?s that may include the following: 
c..-rt•W; :,-upt'1'"1SOty pi'rsonnel, etc. Ihe ptcJect :rpansor ::Jhall pr-0v1de the .i. On~-:,il~ pr~r"'·'"'tion of rc..q;iuri..-c· 
Env1r<m1nt'ntJ.l Rcv\r:wOffiett (ERO} Wlth a !ijgru."Li affitlilvil from the n.~pons1b\C> 

1

. ' 
pJrlies {pmne contruc.1or, suboontractor(s) .. and utilltie!> firm} to the ERO confu-mmg I !~ h. ~laeologk:al monitoring program with prio.r 
th;1t all fie1J perso:nttcl have recerved r..'Oples oi i.he Alert S'hcet. l revtew/.appmval of ERO; or 

f->hould an;r mJh:o:ih»n cif Jll ,)rt·heologtc al rc~uurce be en~ountt"N"d dun11 ~ nny SlUb- I 1 l c. Art:haeol_ogi~al tes.1mf/datu recovery pr.ograrn wi.th 
disturbing activity co{ the prcjed,. the projet.'t Head FQrcman and/or proj?ct sponsor I I prloi:- review1approv$.l of ERO. 
shJli lmn1P.tliiltely notif}' lhe RRO an<l shall immediatl'ly suspcnJ any !",(Jils ·1) l:'re~re J Fino:il Ardu~eiJlogi.:ul Rcs~·n1rcc~ l{r.oport. 
d\S1urhlrlo OIC.livi.tu?~ in the \.'icin~ty of lhe d~.:::ovety un\il the m10 hasdet~rmine-cl I ' I f.uhmii 10 ERO for review and approval. Submit to 
wb.tl addlt.Jonal me.):.'"Utes ::;hould be- undert.U.en. I others ilS required OIK'f!' approved by ERO. 

lf the l!RO cktermlni'S that ao ardw1hlf)l"'Jd r~:rnurce m.ly be pn?:t'Cl\t wilhin the . . 
pn>]t!'Ct si1t:. tht! pt~'l'jt\:t ~-pu.o~>T Stall retdin. the ;~rvict-s 1.>f ~ q-..1.:1li:.hed an.:Ju:ologki.11 I .

1

. 
COltstdlant, based on standards developed by tbe Planning Department ..utlteologist 
Thtt archeol<tgiml cnnsultm1 shall evaluate th~ discoverad material and .idvise the 
hk.C) as tt1 whetbt.<r lhe dbt:rwery hi.-tt.oric.al or unique retl.linS ftUffklenl inh:!gr.ity and l ' 
i~ .,t potentwl sdeniific/histor1cal/culturi1J sigro.ficance. If it sigrufkant ardieologh:ill 
re:.oui:ce is present.. the Oidtl.'<llogkal t.:onsullant shall ·tffilke a r<.~i.'linmendalion a.-: lo 
whtJ.t acifon,. if all}'- is warra:cdt.•J. H11~eU 1m ll1is inio1m.,\io11r lhe ERO tni.IY require1 ll I 1

1 

warranted, s.pt'lC.ific iJdditional measures to be impletl\ented by the project sponsor 
indudh.1g u"nJdance measures or other appt~'lprinfe mitigation. 

.Mt>a!>~ might in .. · Jude: presl!h'ation io situ ol Lh~ ardl~ologi1.:.il re:sDtJ n:(·.- an 
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'1 Tiw project archeoJogicnJ consull:allt sha'll submit a Fin.al Archeologjral llt!SQulces I 
tu-port (FA.l<..R.) l'O the ERO th.it l!\'aJUJ.ll!S the hjstoricttl !1ignifi<.:.in~ of any 
Jh;.,;c.vereJ .ucheoli>gkal re:.tmrce aud Jescnbing the Mclleolll17rical and historical I I 

J
, res1:arch m1.."1.hods employ<--d jn the arche.llogk..tl testingfdatn terovery program(s) 

w1<lc!r~ken. Iufonn<1tion thal may put at risk .ltl!f archeulo,gical tL'"3ouru~ $hall bl' _J j 
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF EnviTonment>.l l'lanning Cas• No. 2008.DD912E)-MITIGATION MONITORIN(; AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Conlinued) - -i- - ---·- _ _. ____ ,, ___ .. _. __ .. __ ,, ___________ , _________ ... 
Impact I I ~-·---- '1 Reviewing and 

Monitoring and Reporting Program -r--·-----------r--·-----
No. Impact Summary Adopl•d Mitigation Measure• j Responsible Party Approval P<Uty Monil•ring and Reporting Actions i lmplementatio.n Schedulo 

~j~"~w;..

11
.E"~i~~ii~itl ,."''''"'k'r

11
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FA.RR along with copies of any 1unnal ~~l"' re(;ordation funn.'i (CA PPR 523 sell£!S) I J 
.md/Qr d<>t11ment;mon fornom111ation to thf: National Rcg!sterof lUstom: 

Plaros/C.ih,om1a.Rr-"gls'er ot J-tlstom:al ~ources. Jn in:;.tance::; .:,f !ugh. pubUc: mtet~r.t -1 ~ ' j' 
and distrti:tuiiun tiuin tlW: pI'£!St>.nted above 

~-- ---- . ---·--+ -------------··--·· --· ---- ·---- ---·- .. --· --- -· ------ --------- --·------· ·---

ormterptetiv~ value-, the ERO m.ay require a different fu.1al report content. tGm\a1, t 
CP-3 The proje.·( ~ould din..~tly ur 

inditectly d~:;troy a umqu.e 
P.lleontolog.ical tesO\UCe or 
sile or unique geolo-gk 
tea tu.re. 

Mtti~on Meilsute M-Cf'-3: Ac:cidcnta:I Discovery of P.zlcantolog:ka) Ke$0.UJ"Ce:!I I) s.rPli(" l!l\fB 1} .'ll;l)UC Jil!M 2) l!n.!ture th.at contr..1ct dtxunwnls md~dl' thE.· listt.'d I~ 1) OC!>lgll 

lh-¢ foJlo'Wing mea.'>lltes ~hall be impleuumted ~hould consl::nldkm at the recyckJ water 2) Sf]>UC CMB(BEM .2) s1:puc BEM and ERO tno?JS~es rehiU:d to ~nleo~tologii:al resources. ZJ Pnl:con~truction and 
tre1rtment pliirlt site result ln the ao:.1dental disoovery of paleontologk~ Je&OUKes: (Paleontologist) ) , 2) Obtam .and Ic>view resume or other documentiltion on 1 CoP!>truction 

_ 3) SFl UC BEM and ERO pa.1.eontologis.t':s: quallficat10ns. Ensure that contractor's. 
y,, reduce the- putttr(1i1l fot" ~ pmpoSe"d pr9ft!.ct to result u1.a SJgmficanf 1nlP"''' on 13) SFPUC CMl3/6EM ~tatf p.artiopate ut ihi.'.' envuonment.tl loaming pno;to 13) Con~t:mcuon 
paleont\)logkal resomces1 fue SfPtJC shall .u:range Jor a paleonlologica.l tr.ilnirtg by b~gmning work and sign lhe trauungsig.tNn ~heet. 
a qualified paleontologist regarding the potential for s.ucll resowc.'e5 to exist in the Maintain file of sign-in sheets. 1 
project ~iht and how to identify ::.·uch r.esouri.•es-The training could .cllnsistoi a 1 

re<.un.lt:'d .Pre-.-e.nulfo" ~fthe ioiti.<1l ':1'ainjo_8 that·~oul~ .I.it! ~sc<l Ji)r new personnel. I 3) In tht!' e-vtmt oi ..\ djscuvery, confirm suspett1ion of 
The trnirung shall aJM mdude ol review ot penaltleS 1 or Jooung: .mti disturbance cf work,. exam.in~ fossil. .cmd advi.se the EOR to the 
these :t:!snurces. An ruex:t sheet shall be prepated by the quallfu!d paleonl{llagi~i: and I si~nifi~ce of the disOJvery- Earthwork iAitd ,ground I 
$hall 1nc.h.1Je the follawmg: I di$tud>a:nce in the vicinity of find shall stop uncil 
1- A dlSt'\l!iSion of thl.!' pot.entL..tl to ~no...,unler palt'01.ll0Iogirut f.t;"$.OUrL1.'.!:l. q1.wliikd palea:nJolDgi5t can OlSSf'~ natureji~port.anre i 

2. Instructions for reportb1g observt>d loolingof a p..tleontologkal resour~; and i I c.1t ~ind and make a rei.:ornmendation regarding further I 
instrudions that 1f a paleantalogkal dt!posit is em:ounter.ed within a project area, I action. 
all s.<1i1-disturbing .. ittiviti~!> in thE:! vkiru:ty of the dt"posit sh..ill .::e.asE! and th~ 4.) Monitor to etu.ure-that the contl'a.L..10r i_mplemc:-nts I 
En\'ironmental Review Otti.ccr (ERO) ::.hall be notified immediately. I uw:.asure:s in i::ontract. JDt-ui:nen~ induding: in....,,uriTig 

3. Who to contact jn the event of an unanticipated dlsC!overy. th<il all potential discoveries are r~p_orted as required ). 
and that contmc:wr suspends worlc m the vicl11ity. 

tf potcr~u.ii fossih. ill'(:> disrovl'!TOO by ron.ott.ruction in:w . .-.. all e~rthwoTk ur c1th1:.~r types. . ~port nom:ompliaru.-e ».nd ensure L..'Ol'Ncli.W 4clion. I 
uf grouttJ dislll.tb.im:e ¥-ithin 50 feietaf the lind s.h..}I\ ~top im.mi:d1-.d.e!y until the 11 
qualified profession.al paleant1::.logist can assess the nature and importance of the ' 
find. :fia.iq_-d on the :Sci~ntific:. value or uniqin .. "11.ess 0£ thC" find, the paleontologist may ~ 
record 1hc find and ,iltow work 1l, rontinu-e. or rec:ommt.'Tldsalvagc and xe.:ovrry of I' 
the fossil. The pal~ntologist may also proprue modilkatlons Lo.'l t~ stOF"'"-'OC\;: 
radius based on the nature of the find. sib:' grology, .md the ac:l:J'ltti~ -occurring on 
the biie- I( treat.tnenl Llnd salva&: is required, .reamunendations shall Pe- ronsistet\t ! 
with sv1~ 1995 gmdclioes and ('Ufrently at,:l'~pted !:CJenLificpr1Ktkc, and sh&..11 be I 
subjet:t t.(1 review .mtl appr.o,.·.;tl. by th~ ERO or de!>if,.H<:t'. li requnecl, tre1:1l1~nt fm: 

i 
fosi;il relrulinS may h\dude preparation and recovery of fossil ro~terials so th.at they I 
-can be ltolt.<red i1\ an appropriatu m~um or university collection., and may also i 

I
- / include pr,;"parotitJn ol' ~report for pub1iuHion d~!i(:r.ibing the flnds. The Sfl1UC shall l J 

be re~fX't't<;ibJe for t?-nsu.dr1g lh.1t tr~atml.!ot 1!. implt!mi!;rited iIDJ tt'!pr)rtcd ta lhe San I 
l F.rro:u:is£u .Planning Depa:rtrrumL. If no .report is reqw.re~ the SF PUC -&-hall 

nonetheJ1;,>ss ensure th;;:st infoan.1tion on th~ na-tul'e, foca1i.on, ilnd depil\ of a)l finds is 

_ __J _________ J_, ~ :;~~l~~-~:~:;~. \~ sdentllic ~=:~:· ihcou~ :::~_'~ra-~on or ot~-l_~~·---··---··· ~-------. 
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SAN FRANCISCO WES'fS!Dli RECYCLED WA 'fER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) - MITIGA TlON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continuedl 

-- 1~o~ct 1·-,m~act Summary--[---·····--- ·- _A_d_o_p~-~-Mi--~:auo:~:-as_u_ro_s --- . -- ---- ~R-:_:--_o-~-:--b-le-;:---~~~---!---;~-i~~~"f~-- ~f~o~~~~:~~:~-:--g-~--~~-::--~~------~-1----lm-~~-~ _-e-n~~:--S-ch-.e-~-u-l~-~ 

CF-4 !Tu~proposed_Projectcould MitigatianMea11-mcM-CP-4:AccidrmtatPiscDveryofUnknownHumanRtm1.n.ina. l} SFPUCE.ft.IB I l) SJ!J.>OCBl~M . 1) Ensurethat_.:..1ntr.ictdocun:n::ntsinclud~measur.es [ 1) th!-~i.go 
acmkntaJJy d.15turb . Tiu! folk1wiug nnHl$lll'C!.·!·lhlll be implemented ~1ould constnzrt'lun actJvilies,. .1ll of. wliJd• ~ 2.) Sl'l'UC CMB{BEM l) .SFPlJC Bf!:M I rcl.Jled t~ dlSCOVefJ' ofh~tln 1'··1nams. . ' 2} CfJIU7f.rucUo-n 
unknown bwlt.im i-em .. rmt>, Jre outs1Je a dedit·o11ted cemetery N ··ult in tb~ acc.ide1,f:al d.isl....._we1y of previousiy I (Archeafogist) I 2) H potential human remams ot funi;:rary ob1ects are I . 
in duding thosa! interred unknctwn human remains .md a.'">~Ot~lE?d, cu ltur..U nndetials: , . • . 3) SFPUC BEM aiu.l ERO i encountered. tnobili.i:t' .:ln archeolo-gist to confirm 3) Cl")Ntructlon 
outsidt.• of (unnJl cemch:!ries. 3} SIT UC t:t-.IB/BEM l t:::dstr-nte of hu:m;in n?trucln:;. Jt human tE'n'Min~ an: 

The lre;tt.meril of human reman'I:!>- t111d ._1[ ~oociated or un<l!iSodat~J iu11er,u1• objcc.t!= 

1
~ con£tcm.ed, per.fom1 teqt!i.TI?d roorditu.1tian and J 

discoYered d\U'ing <my soil-di~turbing: a1.:tlvi1ies sh.u.t co-rnpJy with <tpplkable state I notificatiohS. 
laws.111is sll.:iU indud~ itnmedi.ltc notifi .. ~ation of the coroner of the i.:ounty within l I 
whid1 the pm;.:."Cl ii; 1\n,'.ih.>d for ti)'°' d.E't1mnin.ltiou that no inyestigatlDn ~( ihe c:~us..: ~ i 3) Moniiort~ cru.ure that the t:onlt~urin:1ple:wml~ 
of dL'cth is requln~d; and (ff) in l.h~ ev~m1 of lhe ci.~:roner's ~lete:uninatlon that the I I m~a~tes u:i c~tracl docum~ts mduding illSU~.mg j 
bu.man remains: are N;iitive Amt.'lican,. notlfo::atior. of tl"te California Native Americ.a11 that ?~l poh."'1\tial huroan rem.lulS are rcpotw.d .l5 j 
l:WritJg.c C<Hl\Dtiss~~Yl:I, whid1 ~h.il\ apJ11..1int .l Mu:a l.ike:ly o,·~-endalm {MLD) tFRC 1· Jei.~\ll_red Mni tha\. l,'(IJ'll'tA.C\?r ::.?1~<,pextds ~O"(k II\ the. 
Sectiuu 5097.98.). 1he .irdiaeolugu:al con .. <tulta.nt. SFPU(' ... and MLD $hall rna)(e .all 1

1 

vkuuty. Report non\.-ompliani.e md eusurecor.r&tille ! 
reasonable efforts lo dt.~k'P an agreenumt for the treatment, wlth appropn~te adion. 
digmly. of hum.in nm1.ims .and <lSsoci.aleJ .:ir unas!.ociare<l Eun~r.iry abie~"ts (CEQA i 

1 Gwdl•lines St.~1lQJ:115064.Sfdj). 'Jhe as:n~·ment !>hould tal.:.4-' into t.-ons.idern.ti.on the 1 ·1 i 

fiLlOll dL'lposirion of the! human remoora and <ssS1Jdated-0r Ull..J.S!>'lci<ltc:.d tuner.try I appniprta.te e~ca,.,atio~ temavlli.i recordation,. anJ.1ys.is, custodianship, ~.rn1km, and I! I 1 

objL-'1.:b. TI1e PltC allow.; 24 hours to rn:.idl a.greE"mt11t on Lhese m.Ult-rS.. H tht' Ml.J) ·1' 

and the olh~r parti1$ do not agree on the reburial me:lhod, the SF PUC shall follow \ 1 

. ~ Secti~in.5097.~S.(b) of tlw PRC wbich stat~ that .,the l"'udowneror his orJ:i~ ! I 
I l' autlm·ri:red repn::senwtiv1: shall reinter tl~ hum.J.n ct!tticuns aod iten1s associ.'.lted with I I 

Native-Auwri~n burials with appropriare dignity Ol\ the property in a loca1io11 not l 
t-··------·---1;~bj<"<!lfo~:.".~~'.""'di:;turi>ru.><c-~ ----·- !' l I ---····--·--· 1-'1---------

CP·S l Cons.traction ~,f the pmposeJ. .Mitigation Measure M-C.r~5: Atcheological Mo.rtltorlng l'rogmm. 1) :;.FPUC 0.{8/BfilA. l} SFPUC BHM and ERO 11) Prep4U'e .md jmpJemc.>nt an Arc:he-Qloglcal Mo.oitoring 1} I?reconstruclkm/ 

projed along_ Clement Sb:eet lif.1sed on the potential thatl1uman.t'l!mains o;i5,s,)CJated ¥fith the historic~p~ri.od Golden GatP. t (AreheologiSt} l 21 SJ•ruc 8£M ar.id ERO .Prt)19'~misi ~~.asultutiun with ERO. Submit .AMP ~u the ·1! Con!-ttuc.:ti<m 
ftom 3bthA~enue- tn '3?th . Ct!:~tt.~I)· m.l.J bl~ pn~~'lll (buried} wtthin th~ pmjed.a~a, the foUowinlt m.e'llSun.""S shllfi be l 2) SFPIJC BEM 3) SF.PUC U.EMand ERO ERO tor t~'1Cw an...t itppro~.ll. II hwn~n r::ma:uu. .. ite 2.) l)r~nsh:llction/ 
A:"e.mu.· ~11 th~ r.tmth !>lJI! of I undE!rtilkt.'J1 to avoid any potenli.aU! significant ~d~ efft~'t n:~-,m the p~pt>st!d froject on (AfcheologJs-1) • .. ., . l en.~~n~r.ci:L. perfonr: :req~·reJ.· co?tdina~on _arid l . ~ . 
Linc<>IJl J ark.could dis~tuh th(! ~uman renurl~ if exF05t"d d~& ronsLruchon.. The prO}f!ct ;;porl!joT -;mill ret<Jm the 3) SF PUC CMtl/6EM 4} SFP'LJ(. B.EM and: ERO I ~uJlca.tions. Oocu~nl activ1 ties Jn monilormg logs. . ( <.mstru1.. non 

~n re~ain~ a~-sodatt...J Wl'Vl.:CS or a tl\Ul!JficJ altdu:olo81C'>l consultant. b&~J on starufard~ ikvek1pcd by the f . . < I 2) Jt f('q\llrcd by t~ m~o, proparE- Ardu.-iiloglC41l D.lta 13) Construcni>n 
Wtth the histunr..--·perlllrJ I YJ.anning Uepartmt.'nl' arclu.-.)Logist 'lhe an:heological oonsult.ant ~hall undertake an 4.) SJ?:PUC BE.M &e(overy Pl;m a~ld submit for review and ~pprov'1! lo , 
Golden Gate Cemelety. at.c:he-.ologi.:-al mc:oitodng pr~"'~' (AMP) ii.'> !>pecified herein. lh..addiiion, the co:m;ultlnt (Atclleolo,b'ist) l liRO. l 4) l)osl .. cor~'1.TUction 

$hJll be av~iLJ1;>~ lo 1.~~1nduc.t~~ i\~"he~1lu~t:\~ 4lt4 n.'L:o;~ry prn~iim \f\OKlJ} i.( ~ired ! ' 13} M.onitnr to ~fl3""Ure til.!t coutra1.i.orin\pkments I' 
p~rsu.""ltll 10 ~ m~~ure. 111e an:hE.'<.'l~&lc:'l .,;l'1J1sitl.~t :.- work ~Li.ill be ~ondu ... 'icd m ; I applicable measures in contr-e1t.1 d01..'1Unents. lleport 
zu:amlancc with thts meusm'C at the dned:ion a( the l!a'\l~l'Ol'IJlW t.al ReVleW ornl~ (E~). I noru:ompli.ut~J a.mi t:J\::i\tre l."Urll?Ctivr: .ilction. ! 
All plan.!r ..-ind reporu; prop.:iredhy 'he u.msultantil:s: spet.""tfii!:d l:tt!rein shall~ wbmi1tcd.-fi.tst 1 . . . ; 

I 
.md dJrei.:1ly to the JiRO forn-vte.w and comment.. and s)ld]l be considered draft reports I 4} Prepare F.tn.ll ~cheoJo~cal R~out'ce~ Rep~rt lfARR) I 
sobject t:o revision un.tlJ BnaJ approval by the J!RO. Arch.cologiC'".o.1 mov.ltoring ;md/ar data · , to docum~nt hislorkal SJg.nifican~e of Jny discovered 
ra.xweiy ptQ_µruru rt.><p.~d b-y this measure Cl1uld StlSp<"nd ccustrUcifot1 of the pn.'jL"1."1..fui' '! archt!olngi..:.ctl resaun.::c d.Od subm\l tu f.kO.. 1' 

I 
up lo a. m,ncimum tif (out wlot.•ks. Al th(~ din.aclion. of tltc ERO, ihe suspensfon of i 
An\Strul't:km r.an be extended bt."}'ond four wee.ks only ff such a sw-pen.sion ls th~ only I J 
ft:.i!>ible me.ms to reJure to .i less th.<in signific:.-ml level putenlfal effects cm a signtfu. .. :mt 't \ 

I 
.m:heologic:Oll.resourre as df"fmcd m CBQA Cu.idefu\e:~ $l!ct. l50b4.5 (a)\~:). I ; 
Afche.ol9gical MonittJring I:Tvgram .. The archeological cou.s.'ll!tant shall prepare and I 
submit ta I.he E'.RO t...1rre~ew and i!~pm:a) 11n A~fPfor· lhe ground di;;tu~g<letl~-iti~!> . I __ L J ~v,.,$odatni w1ih c<.m!>-ttuctJon of distribuf1on l>lpelines along Clenlent Street from • _J I 

·-__t!~~ Ave.~1e lo 3!~ A'·~~~~~te sau~. ~~~lnPark.~~ld a ~~~n~~~.:~ .. L·-··--·-···---.L. ··--· .. _, __ . .. ···-.. --·····-· .... -·--··· .. -···-· ····--· ······-- , . ___ _J_,, 

BEM = (SFPUC) Blu-eau of Environmsnhll Managenient 
COFW t111 Cafdnrnla Q19p.artmeal or Fish .and Wildtcki 

Snn Frt..tncjaoo Waatsidtit Recyd~d Wcdet Projed 
MMRP 

CMB:: (SffUC) Coostruttio11 Managenier1t Bure.io 
EMB .::: (SFPUC) EnQ111etuing Mimeaiimant 8Ufeal.l 

ERO= Sf Planning Depenment Envu-onrrlentaJ Review Officer 
Sf:'PUC .= S:a.n Fraricioro Publtc U\lhlie-! Cumml$s'°1\ 

·------·---------·-·---------------- -----· 

USFWS z:r; Unlied States fllsll tmd VWdlih:! SilMC& 

Em-ir:inmonb\' Pl~uminQ: c..s-a N:o. ~oca.oo~HG 
A>ui;itnrtWl!:i 

l1WJt.~ili{(~1~~~~~~~~iJfm~t~':U1'~1'.:~~71Wi~~~~~~~ASU1!~Ti:~:~'Ji;~fJffiiiilfiliiJ;~.r.w(G~fll/t~~WM~~.1.'n,~lltlm.~t~---··---... ·-~---· 
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE Rf.CYCLED WATER PROJECT (Sp Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued) 

--· -i-·-···-- .. --r 
Impact I I 

---------·r-------------------------------·----~ ·--------·-
1 ________________ .. ··------.------····-TMon.i~-"~ng an~-~_'.'p<>tling_P.'."!!7""'_ 

No. 1 Impact Summary Adopted Mitigation Measures 
I I Reviewing 3lld 

Responsible Party Approval Party Monitoring and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedule 

·";£,1~...,...,...,,.,~i;.,.:;;:~~~~~,~~,.E' . ! '"11".. '11!'•·· '''"" . ,,,~,. , "'~T .... ,,,,,,. ~,,~,, ~;·•ow::: '""''L ... ,,,,,1;':~~-- . '.'''iH±F ,.~'.'::11'.?'c: :'':' 

·1 • Theardn~ological ('OJPuh;mt,. prC)(IC..1. !tporu;or~ .uhi RROshal) rneetand cetre:ult on th!! ' 
scope u.t the AMf J\."•bO~bly pnur lo ~my prn}C'~:l-l'CliJfud ::.oil<> disturbing actlvitic~ 
commem:mg. 1he El<O m consultt.lt1on with the •lrcheologii.;.s.I 0.1nsultanr ~hall l 
determine-wh..i.t project adiviiie:=i shall be archeologk.ally monitored and the 
£requemy In most ca:ies. any soil:•- disturbing d~iivities, suc:h a.'1 demolihon, 

I Jound..:dion n~movat l')l..:,n.,:dion, ~t~ding, ubli\1es instnlfotnm, found.::i.unn W\.~rk, . 

driving o! piles (fotmJ.:1Uon.. shuring.. ~tc.), site rc:mediath;>n. l!l<.:., shall t'i'L}Uire l I I 
archeologirol moui!tlring because ~f the risk these activities pose lo polenllid human 
remains and tn their deposltional Clmtex.t;. 

• The ar<hc"k'gical <:onsull.>11i shall •d\'ise all projeol oonfr•c'<>rs to be on 1ho alert for l 1 l 
e.videttL1! of the pre~~tKt! of the t.Ylip~ctl!dresourc:e(~). ofh\Jw l1J ide1UU'y th'<! cvtden.:.c I I 
of1he expected resour1:e{s), and oi 1be apptopii-Ue protocol in the event of apparent 
c.&covecy- of hunian remains-; 

The arl.111:!\llog)cal tni"milor{s) sh;all bc-ptesenl on tll~ profeLi site according to a I 
sdmr.lul~ .igr~d ll pon by the ari:hcfJl•;,gical ~,nsultd.nt and tlu: F.:HO until the F.RO lws, 
in consul~ti.on with project archeological i;:oru.u.Hant·1 determin.ed. l:h<1t proje<..i' l 
constru<:tton. activities could hav~ no effocts on human remillhs; 

• Tue ar<'heological moni11>< shall record and 0., outhori2•d lo '"llect soil ;,1111p!es ond ) 
acill..u:tual(e<.:ofa1,..'tll.al m.i:tcrlal as \varranted for: Glt.alysi&; r l 
1f human remaire> arc encountered.. all soils--dLslurbing aC.:h.\o-lbes in the vidnity of the I 
find shall Ct".ase. The .u-rcheologir.al monitor 'Bhilll. be empow(.'TL.J. to temporarily 
tedirerl d,'molilion/exrnvation/pile cltivlnglron>truclion •«hvitles and <qulpmcn1 l 
until l1H:- find isev.tJU.lt~d. 111£- ard~r>fogic.U &.'O~ullimi ~h.'.ill 1mml:'diateJy notify thE: 
ERO f)f the e:ni:.oun-ret'led human r.ematns. I 

If human Xtml.'l.ins :::ire ertl'OU.n~'><l. th.ere shall be no furtht .. "1' ext:avation or di3iurbance of I 
the site or any nearby arcd rea.'icmably suspecte<l lo overlie adjtlcc)t human K'IDairu: until: 
tht: SFPDC immt'<liatcly nvtll1cs lhe S.\n Fnmd~t:o Ct,unty crm:.fl.Cr for (il a dctt•mtl~'°'tfon 1 

that M inV't~tig:i.t.tion of th~ cause oi Ji:!alh is tequhv.d; .Utd (il) ii O~~minauon Wh.etlwr' 
the htm\ill\ t~mains are N.itive Amerit:.1n- lf the human tetruiln.,; .ve not Na.Uy~ A.meric;m. 
and if the t.'Oroner determines ihe .rem;.>ins ate not ~ttb}ec.t to his or her authority, the ERO 

. in consultation with tht' archeologic.al consultant ~hall determine lf addltionill measw·~ 

I 
are warr..1.nlt'd. Addli\un~~J rneasurc;i; lh.:it may b11 llndert~t.'n .indudc ;u:fdit1onal ! l 

could be adversely alfectoo by the proposed proje<~ at the discretion of the project , 

\_ 

ardJ.e(lJogic.1J 1esting andf\:l.r an ADRl\ lf the ERO dctemtlne5 lh.tt the hunum remains I I 
~~ I 

l
. A) ·me proposcJ pwjt:o:t $h_.n 'btt n:.""'<...leo;igll(.·.d~a ;,s· to .wok! ;my ~J,,·E'r.s.e cflet..i on the 1 --- J B) A data recovery program shall be imp!emenfed, unless the IlRO detemriru!S that the 

find. is ol grea.ler inh:rpretive th;m research sig.nificom.ce and lhatinb:!rpn:tive ~e of 
the- iind is fe-.isililf.. 

l\rcheologic.•d DR.l.a. Re<:'('V"!f I-'rogr.im. 1f t"equ.it&i by the IlRO, the "n.i\E.'()log:ical data 1· 

recovery program shaU be caudui.;Wd m.accor.d with.an ADR.P. l1ie archeol<.~gical , . 
i:onsu.ll:f.mt. project r;;pomor,. and fill{) ~hall m.l?i:t 4111d. tvnsult on lhc scope ol 1he ADH.P -----....... . ..... --.. - ........ ___ ...... - ... ·------..-· _ ......... --.. --.. --..... _ .. _______ l_ __ .. _______ _j________ .... --------·--.. -------· 

l 
__ L _____ -·-·--

BE:M = (SFPIJC) Bur~.au ct EnvlronmanlBI Ma~ement 
COFW"" Cafit'omia Dep.Qrtmenl of Fish and W1.k:UI~ 

CMS ;::. (SF?UC) Con:slruct1on Management Bureau 
E.MB = (SfPUC) E.ngine&riug Mana11emeni eureau 

---·-----------·--·------· --·--------------
San r=rh.ncnuJo WQ9;tsJan Rec:yded W>llOI PtOJ&d 
MlllRP 

4 

ERO= SF PlannirtQ Dopartmeot Enviroornontal Re\/lew Officer 
SFPUC = SM Francisco Public lJtnltie.s Commis.siQ:n 

USF\NS = Unil.ad States F1~h and Wldliiu Service 

Err.i11omTisnlaf Pf&flf'~il$1 Casi! Na. ll.iU8.0091E 
A~siu:i.l::Y.115 

-----------~~-~.~w...'<n1~1~~1:t'lllWl!l\ta'h'»\~~~·~mm.'l~!:ti::!!~1~'.i'i.~il?'('ti'ti,~~~:~i~;l.'.~$~;{l'tfil:~m 
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Impact 
No. 
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SAN FRANCISCO WF.STSlDE RECYCLED WATER PROjf.Cl' (Sf Envitonmonlal Planning Case No. ZOOB.Dll912El-MJTIGATION MONITORING AND REl'ORTJNG Pl\OGRAM (Continued) ------r----.. -·-'--·--
1 

.--------·------·---------·---"--·-----------·-~-·---.. ·-- -- . --····~-· t Monitoring and Reporting ProgtOlln 
r-------·--~T--R~:.i-·e_w_i;g_an_d··--r · ---· .. ·--· --r--··--·--·--· 
! Responsible Party ! Approval Party ! Monitari.ng and Reporting Adions I Implementation Schedule Impact Summary Adopted Mitigation Measu"'s 

•S"'"1l~~r~,i~'M!iii!i,d1ljj;• ik"\:\1,,i~,g:;jC,.i~ilfi<Ji'!!filI~i~;;\\i;"t'ii\''!1;1ll; ,~)J!T,:!i~l;~i~i 'l~jj) ·~i&i·~~-~i!i!l!'[~~"l;i '~ii1\C'<l#i!Ji<~''~%1ll!i•1i4\~')¥j~i;;• 
CP-5 I prior to pn.'Parntiiln of ..t dr..i.ft ADH.l,. Tkn! ar •. :h.cwlogkalt.:am."Ut\i'lnt slw.lbubtn.i.1 a dutt !' I I f 

{<:onL) ADRP h1 tlie ERO. 'The AD1lP sh~ll identify how t.":i! propo~c:d data recovery progr..un l \ 
• will p:i:eserve the s.1gnific:.tn1: information the ru:chet'logkal r1.1source is expectl?d to I ' 

r:untain That l'>. the A.ORI' will idtnli(y wh.n 'St::k"t\Utk(histmk,:al, n:st?a.rc:.h qu~~tlon~ i!Ie l ' ' I 
~pplicabh: to ~ exp~d re.wurc.:c, what Jata dill:~ the i:csour.ce i!> expi..>Cb;·d to po~ess, ~ I 
and how lhe expected d.lta clmis-es would 11ddress the applii~able re~arch questions. Data I 
n..-covery,. ingen~r.il, sh1Jul<l be-limited to the portions o~ the historical property tb.it j 1' 

L~:.uld b~ adven.~ly ilff~c:ted l>y the propos(.'Ti proj(:!l'.'l. Desuucti vc cla:t.l rucowry meth(.!ds l! • I 
shall not be appned. to- pottions of the .archeeilogki!l resources lf nondestructive mctli .. "Kl.s I ' 
--~ I 

!
1 

'll\eSt'Opeoftlie ADRP shall include the following .:.-tement;;~ , 1 f 

• fieM Melho;l~ .md Prcer .. 'llures. fJ~scription.'1 of pruposed fit?ld str.it~gies, pro~"ed\1.r<:!:<, I! I ! 
and vp•.!rtdJ{"l\5. I 

·1 · CuMl»gqiJtg and l.fl'bi>ralory An~ly~s. DcsLliplio.n of r.elecU.'Cl catafoguing system and , , 
artif..id arn1ly:$1:> pri)'l::! .. lufes. i I ' 

• Di5<.~1t1I 1md Or:llC(at.itm Policy, Dei;cription of and: talfon.tlc for fidd and post-field 1· 1' 

\ 

disc.ard Md d£~C~SiL>T.l polidi'S. l I 
• Jnk:rpn~!Lui: Pro$r11m. Cor->hh:talion oi .m on-sitc/ufJ-sik publk mte.J:pn.."tive-pr~,grJ:on I' If ! i 

during the course of the ADRI:'. I 
• Sc4·~rity A.U11~11res • .Rc<:t.lrmnendffisecurit)' mea!.U«is tu pr11tect the ,\rch.mlo&'iCll , 

r(!.S(Jtlrl."e from vanW!li:an1~ loat\n.g. and n(m-inJ.cl°itionally damagin.g.acti\'it.ies l 
11 I I 

final Rr.'JX1rf. De!iiaip~on. of prnpo>ed report £onnat and .fu.tributi.on o! ~ull':i. I i 
CuriOiM. Dc::::rrlptitm tlt' the p1tk00Ult!'S anU n>t·nnuneJul.ations for the -.:i.tr.atio:n of .m.y 1 

1 1 
t'el."O\'e.red d."lla. having polt'ntfaJ researcl1 value,.. ldentifkation of .tppropnaie. cu.rution I I ' 
fo.l!ilities., ra:\d J suzm.n.:uy 0 { thlf" m:cesshm policies ot th~ ... '\lratlpn facilitl!!s. ·1 

Ft111ilArr11eolog.fruJ &sources .lf.i.-purt. TI1e an:heuiogICal i.:cm.:;.1.dlant shall submit a Drrlit l . 
l'iMl Arcbeolugi<al Resources ilep<>rt (FARR) to di• ERO dull <-valuoU!S lhe bistone;,J I I , 
:sJgnlflc-.in.1:e of any disoovo:>red ard1cologi<;l.l re.i;ourc.:e and dt.>::1.:1ibe::r th.t? ardw11lop<.:<.1l .lnd l I 
histor1e.il resean:h methoJs cn1pfoyed tn lhc dTCht!1Jlogical h!siingtm11nitormtfdata I 
I 

re¢OVL"l}' program(s) underW.bm Information lha.t may put at risk any archeotogical , , 

~ourre shall be provided in a scpcirate relT\OVable 11\Sert within the lmal reP'lrt. I '! 
' {).nee approved by the liltO, <=oplll?!r of the F AkR sh.3ll ~ dt!>tnbuted J.S iollov.•s: Caliiutnia 

\,;opy of the tnm!rnutta1 of lh~ FAM to the N\\'lC'. 11h~ Exw1rt)r\lllmt.al Plwuung div1s1on '[ 
~ll lhe .l.61.:llming Dcpartn\•mt shall r11L-eive tine bound .. one unbound .m.d one urJack1~. 

I 
J;lea.rchable PDF t.'QpyonCD of the FARR along with .. :opif...'S' (If any formal 1>1te rucordation. 
f\trms (< • .t.Ufomt4 Depar\mi!nlof P~rlcs at1d Rt>cre.>lll'ln523 ~tl&!s) ancl/Llrdocumm1wn"n l 1· ' 
J·Ji$lt>tkal ResotUC(!S. In insl.ant.t."S <tf high ptrblic int~1'in or the high intexpn::tive va.lue 

I A.rdtaeofogical Site S1,1.rvey NWJC shall receive one (l) copy and the ERO sh.,U re<.."t?ive a j 1· 

J
ior nonunation io the N.Jllo;.nal kcg1S>t.er or J hstorj.;- rlcu..'e~/C.ilifom1o.1 .lU!gtSter of l 
Ji the .re~urce. ~ ERO m.iy requtre a d1ff~rent finoll rcpml i.;ontent, tonnat, .ind l l t 

-----~---~--- ~-"-"_'h_u~o_n_lha_n 1_h•_•p_n.::_r:_n_led_•_bo_v_•__________________ ~------_J_________ ·-----·------·---·----~· 

8EM = (SFPUC) J3.1'reat1 pf Envlmmn~nlaJ Management 
COFW;::; C~l1f'omia Oepanment or Fish and WlJdlifQ 

Sar; Frtsncl:ico W.&:st:lltfe ft"cycleq.w,&ler Projsct 
MMRP 

CMB ~ lSFPUC} Constrncllon Manage-m"°nt BUfGaU 
EMB ::: (SFPUC) Engineer1t1B Managemunt Bu1tta.11 

5 

ERO = SF PJanning Oflparttnant Enviro.,mental Review Oftjcer 
SFPlJC =sun Francisco Piibllt: Ulfliltas Commi.ssiOn 

USFWS =: Uoll~ Stctle.s Ash ari.d Wildlife Sef\'Jce 

Envlr:mme~ Plannmg CM& No. 20i1&.0DO 1E 
Au,.,.t2015 

fri01~~\~~!~i~~~]1~1~:if,TJlt;\ifu'§'~1;·~,~~'Xlm~W~1JS:l~W1U¥..;;~-:;r,ws;t&'t;,?.~;;2rn~tlJ$12,/t~~;;:11.~&1il.~.1wmx"'m~i.,...w'"_,,,,.,_., ___ ...:_ __ 
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER i>R.OJECT !SF Environmental i>lanning Case No. 200S.00912E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING rROGRAM (Continued) 

Monitoring and Reporting rrogram 

lmpact I Revfowing and 
-~-.. --,----;;------- ·-·---------·----i:---·---

No. I Impact Summary Adopted Mjtigation Meas!lf<• Resparuible Party \ Approval Party Manilorlng and Reporting Action> . lmplementalion Schedule 
' J 

e1n""11"1""'"···•.o:~·.va11<n .. .....,.;,, :tl'i..,.., ... ,,,,-.,;.-.-.. ;·~:•!: ·• .0:.1:;;!.::1:_::'.-, .,;;-;.;:.•.:.'.!'.,•i_,,, , 1;~;;·,:::::.:~·=·" .;:::·:~;::.·~:·:".'_•:! ,,-,;,-, ::·:·:}:_•: .;c·:, ... ·:::::~· .;:;,:,;::: ;:::~ 

:lii!!:::::::~I':f,:::::::,:,,:~:::: 
AQ-2 The propcised projer.t's 

cot1Struct.1an ~1ctivities wQuJd 
generate fugitive dtu:.t and 

, <:tileria ai.rpollutantJ;, and 

I 
i..:tn.dd. yjdl.:de ,m airqu..thly 
standard t)r C(1tllt.ibub:! 
substant.lally to an e:d.sting 

. or prujected a.i4quality 
vtulation. 

Mit:ig;itian Me.;i!Ju.~ M-AQ~2: ComlTudion EmisaioN. Minimmti<>n. 1) SFPUC HMM 11) SFl)UC lSEM l) ~.JISUt~ aJl .tpprop~te bnguage incorporakd into 11) Design 

A. .Additional EJthAlUt Control Me:un1ia.. lnad.ditiun to complying with the Clean 2) SF.PlJC CMS/.lSE.M 2) SF.PUC tJEM/ c.:ontr.i...:I document.co 1 ZJ Coretrur.rion 
Constructkm Ordinance-requh:emeilt? (use ofblodlesel fuel grade B20 or higher, aud I 2) Monitor to wsure that i:ontractor implements m~-ures 1 
t•ither mt.>els or ~cee(ls llt.'t 2 engines ot operau:- with the most ef:fecti.w VDECS far oft:.. in t:t>nt:r.act dUl."ttments including the update and I 
tootd eqoipnu~nt), aver.!!;!:' 1.."t"ll.Sfructic-n·relatL-<l Nt}.: eml!.!>ion~ froJD all ti\ierJapping nwnthly s.ubmittal of ctimprehen!:>h·e inventories to the 1 
proJect toinponents sb.ill not ex~ st poutl.d:;: per day. TI1e construction contr.ai:l 

1 
SFPUC throughout t.he dwatkm 1Jf the p.ro~i::I. I 

~pectfications shall req,1ire th~ contrtc1ctor to submit a rom:prehert!>-ive fu.wntmy of~ l 
tlff-road cmts.lruction (."qulpIDE..'11t grl:"-ater than 25 hmsepowflr and operating for mare 
th.in 20 tot.JI hourstlv~r t}n~f.."tltifl! dur.ition oJ r.crn,..trucikm atiivHles. 'the inventory ! 
shall mduJe each V!!hidc's license pldte number, h.orsepaw~r ratiog. l!ng.tne pn1Judiot;. \ 
year, and projected hours of iwe or fuel throughput for eatlt piece of equipment The 1 

mvent"O:ry sh<tll demomtmte, throur,.h the use of T¥!r 3 el~ (or engines retrofttled 
1
1 j 

.wt:rage etn1'i:;1!mS tJl)m ;.ill uvedJppmg pto;«t c.:<imponei\ts. :sluUJ u~1t \!')(1.:c.~d 54 pounds , I 
n tfh CAIUS t.evel 3 VL·-nticd Dk.">Se) Emissions Canb:ol Str.,k:g.y ), that tl1e i."Ombi1~d L 
per day. llie r..ontr~d1).t sholl updnt\~ the htventory and sub nut it ')::non.lhly to the 5liPUC 1 I 

!.lql~~~~~·--:::: .:-~~.;.::· -.:.o:;t'~~th:;~;f~~~;'.~~F~!-~~':·:'.';--- :::·'.,-: --~;:::. "---~-';.?'_ ··-c::;~- . 'i~l-. 71;·:' j ·-:~>- .. 2~~~-~-;'~ .. -:·:.'·c ·-·" ;:\~'.·'~;::::-~·: ... ~:~:~~:'... :~'..:-· ·-'· !;;<:~~::·~':~~- -~~·--
1iectwould Mitigation Mea&ure M·Bl¥1a: Nesting lJinl Ptot:cctionMeasw:es. ! l) SFPUC fil...16" [ 1) SFPtJC BF..:M l) Em--ureth.)t reqwrem€'Il.tsrelatuJ tu nesting bnd 11) Design 

lly h~ve. a suln-t.mti.al NL~tm.g birds w1d theit 1,e:.L"'- shall be )"roll."(.'i.ed during oons-t:ru...tion by use f.lf the follo,...'l:n~ 2) ~FPUC CMBJBFJ,i 

1

1 2) SFPtJ(' UHM protection are included in. co.ntrat:'t documenrs. 2) PreconstrucL10n and 
effocL<"tlu>rdire.llv (Q alifi dm I gl r 2 Oll · ~ • · eoto1h d • 1 1· f Con tr on orlbicrug:hhatnti1t ' • Condud1ng<o~g:etutum.mdtrCt!'n."muv..i1.m.:lcoruttu~tton.l.divil1csuutsidethebr.rd \ u t I.)() SJ 3) SFPUC11.li.\J ) 'amun rf:'VJCW~e!ium ifi J l!t :>01;crt., 1on.o ~ !.: uc 0 

morJiflcAlio.ns on 'ine~'•<!s nesting sea:sc1n (Febru.uy l to August30), to lhe extent k.d.:'.1ble 3) 51'-PUC CMH , t:onsulungd. 
1
•
1
biologi:;t s qua} ,~:~lort~dcon U1...t ~urveys dS 3) Cun:otructlon . / -::• . . . . . ! .n?qUire .uctJ.ve oe:>ts are "-"'Ated unngsun'l'.l'}', 

Jde-nti~"-ied ah cam~idafe, • lf conslru,tK.tn OCL1JJ:S dunng Ute bird nestinr, sci.\son,. a qualified wildlife biologist e!>tabllsh buffer :lones~ co1'lSulting T\i.th US.FWS/CDI'\'V 
st-n~tiv~, t>J ~J.~cial-:;~iJtU~· n<,uld c1Jt1dud ~m~>nslnldton ~un•eys wiUun ?l•vendays of lhe sh1r1 C1f i::onslrudit.m I ii!> nec.'t.-ss.ar)'. and moni1or regularly. Docurn.tnt 
~pcues w h')cal or r\!!gWMl or-«ftet .. .my con.stru.:b•:mbre."lk!; or 14 tlay;i ur mor~ to 1J.,nhfy adi'\1~ :ni.'Sts. A C\~st ts r:nonito.riny. activiUe~ ir. Jugs. 
pJans, pali.t.ies, or defined to be at.-Uve for raplol$ d the.re ls a pa.tr M rapturs displaying reproducnve 11 . ' . 
regulationsi or by th~ C'DFW behavior (i.e., courting} at the ne~l and/or if tl1e nel>t contains eggs. or ducks, Surveys 3) Mom tort~ ensure lh.<il c:ontrado.r(s) implem.;-nts 
t'r USJ>WS. :-h.:iU b"° perfo"rr.ned for the." projf'l:l ~il-e and sui1a'ble habJbt within 250 il;"E!.t of the l mea!iures ~n cantract·doo.unents. ~'Ort . 

ptujec.t s1tc- i.n Qrde{' to ](~:i!le iii\}' .lcti v~ PA.."~rihe nests ..md within 500 h!:et of ihe no:noompli~Ulce, and ensure cotr1:1..'11ve action. 

proje<.t sit\~ to tl.te extent access is g:r-cmted by otlwr pr-0~rty owners to locate any 
ai:tive rapt(~r tbir.ds of prey) nests (l'f double-ctested cormorant or heron rookeries. 

• If ~ctivP. n~t:. oi1re foc.:ati.>d dl.,Jrlng ll1(' p1:'a"'On:.;lnu: .. 1ion bird llt!$ling !:>Utvey, Ule wtldlife 
biulob>i.ftl $h.-t.U evaluJ:i.:t if the $d1edult! of C(lnstruc.tion .-\1..1i\'il.ies cL1u[.j aU.et:t: tht" active 

nesl .. 1\d the following mea.<;\l.l"es llhall be lmplelnl!J\ted ba~ed on their deiennln.ltion: 

I. Jf Cot\.!i.'tructton is nol 11.kl:y to .:i.ffect the a1:tive ftL>St,. Jt may pwceed ,..,;,thoul 
n!'.">trit."l.rnn; howi?Yt•rr f) biolvgis.f shaU n...gul.:irly Ult)lUlo-r the nest to \°flnfir:m tAf.-n-. 
is no .iJvel'Sl.' effecl i.lnd may revise their dt:!t~nnin..itiun .i.t any thnc during th'!.! 

nesting season. In this caise, thu followil.l.g measwe would appl_Y_· ------'----------.!..-----------'-·------------------~------

8EM ;::. (SFPUC) Sumau of Ettvfronmeotal Management 
COfW = Caflfl)mW Depanmont M Fish lll'ld Wiidiife 

Sari Franctsen Wwt.tnl@A'ac.11t:1'MtWQt9l' Prti)IM..1 
MMllfl 

CMS :::. (SFPUCJ Can.sll'QCCKlfl M.tu1aqcl1'ltJaJ Bt.lreo:~ 
EMB == (SFPUC) En(ltr\eaJin{J Mana.gr.irnem Bufea.u 

6 

ERO: 5P: ?Janning D&partmar.t E!\V1f\lnmen1al Rtw1ew Of'fk;er 
SFPUC =- San Frarit.-isto Pub~ UtilitiE:-s Commi:iston 

USFWS ;::: United Slal<ts FiS'b and WddNfe Ser•1fr..e 

Errvironme.ntat Ptatjnlng ca:w No. 2008.0091E 
A1.1gust2E11s 

, .... _...,~il'J.~'""IM'\l'J~~~llin~\ .. ~,,~~~i.m:!r&tl1ff(l.l~~~t-:>;\N;i;l1.~!t~&':JiY.~'~"'4~~t.r:&'fillmm;i,~:1~l.~;}.'.1~'i~~~a:t~L~!~i.~~~ii~'&,~~\~~t:!;!EJi 
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SAN FRANQSCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJF.L"T (SF Environ.mental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E)-MITIGATION MONlTORlNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued) 

--i--· 

Impact i 
No. I Impact Summary 

r-·-·· 
I 

·---------•·----~·---,--w....,. __________ ,_ --------·----···-· 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

j Monitoring and Reporting Program 
~----····~··~····----····-~··----~~ .. ,-----· --~·· .. ·'----
: i Rovic wing and 
' R~sponsible Party l Approval Party ~lonitorlng and Rt.!porting Actions 

.... -----i--.. - .......... --.. -· 
\ Tmplementation Schedul• 

~~~r·~·r,~1··;~5.:~:-~ ..• ~ 
building. i~ within. li.n.e-o(-sig:h1 belwtti't the nest and ron~tmdion~ and the level ! 
-Of proj~t.1 und .J.mbit."llt acth·ily fi.e. aJJ.:u.:cnt to a road <J:r acti~·i; tr.ail). No I 1 t 

d.isl:mbance buff-:rs for pas~nn~ typii.:.tlly \l,uy frorn 25 fed and gr~att."T .md {or I I ' 
capl'On:. Jrom 300 foct and greatl!r 1:or hird:; pecies tlli3l an.- federally and/or $tah.'· j 
listed sim~ihv~ !:i_pedcs (i.e., threitlcnf!d, eadangen.'<1, fully proll:!'ded, species of / l 
spedal am1..:m'nJ, an SFPUC repres,.mt.uive, supported by the wiJdUfe biologist,. 
sball ton;11lt with the USFWS and/or CDFW regarding """'bulleis. 

Rtm\oving inadi ve p~serine nests: may tXC.Ut at any time. lnadive raplor ms-is shall 
oot be reml)vP.t.J unless approved by th.;. USFWS and/or CDFW. 

n~moving nr rt·loc:4ting o:lciiVCJ'lV'3t;, !>hall be iC~lordinated by tht= Sfl'UC repre~~s\t.:df\'P. 
with the USl;\\'!?/anJ tH (:01"\o\', J$ approprlall!~ given t]m ne,.;ts tl!Jlt are found 01\ the 

: ,ite, 

I .. Any birds that b....-gin nesting within the project area and survey buffets amid 
construction activilies are assumed to be habituated io constructio:n.-rel+ltcd or similar 
noise and dil'ilurlM::iil:e levels and no work e!);clusfon ~nf'.s s!Wl De r:.~iablished. around 
active nests in thes~ cases. 

····-----··-··----·-··-------.. ----....... -----· 
1t1itigaticm M~~ur~ M-Hl~ lb: Avoida.n'li:' and Minimizati<rn Musut~s for Special­

~········-- _.,_ .. ~·------·~·· - ..... ~---·-----·~···--··----·--·····--.. ··· 
I) SFPUCl~MH 1) SFPIJCHEM li Eru;u..,tO...lrnntr"''tducum•nL•illdudeapplU:•bk! 

I 11 

2) SFPUC CMB/6F.M 1) SFPUC l:J™ ''vuidiini:e -.nci mirum.iziation nw;.,..~;ures. 12) Pn."Constnu:tivn and 
h1 COOtdinalion witii th.: ~JIPUCr a qualified wifdlife biologist shall i.:rmduct I (Qualified Ufologi!.tr3) Sl.:PUC BE.~ 2} Obtrlin and review l\.~fTW or Ulherdocumentatiol\ uf I Constru ... "'bon 

ru-~-:;&;; ....... . 
Stalus Ra.t9. 

pn.,"On'itnu.:tion spcdaJ-stablS hilt :surveys. before trees and structuro 1hat are suitable for r :3) SFPJJC CM.8/ilE.M' 1 cons.uHing hlologist' s qu.ahfK.ations. Co1\duct pn.... 3-) Co struction 
bat x<tosting (I.e., excluding lemparazy lrailers, ret.ainlng walls, elc.) are """oved. ff I -t cowm•ction survey. If toosts are found, implement n 
active dety or night 10osts are found. the wildlife biologist shall ta\;e a<:tiom.· to make such l I appropdate measures. Dorurnent aLtivities in monitoring 
roo~ts unsuitable hJbi 1'1t before trees and struchm!s are removed. A no-disturban.ce ' lorli-

b~Jffer o~ 100 feet sh.:dl b~ cneatcd ai:ouo<l .uti"~.bal· i:oo:;:ts being ai:,c<l for inalentity ot 3) Mooilorto enwre that t.Ontrat.'..1.1..ir(s) impJemeri~ m~surc:; 
h1b1.?~1.ion pul"Pf.>SE'.!1 li.u ruos~ OMit bP.gcn dunn.g ;.•on'>iruct1"n .cir~ p~$umed to. be in ccrtl1J'.l~l .JQC\UIU!'nts . .E<.i:port 1,l,l1,>,'.:1JmpU.:mw .. ~ 

,.~:~~-~~~crwoul~ ne~~~:~ry. ····------·~······. . ...... ff .. ______ , •••• ··-·~·.. • • •••••• ••• -~~~-~-~~n.ediv·e ~ttoi;:. .. .. . ... ·-r·-----·-----~---· 
! Mitigation Me.uw:e M·Rl~lt: Avo.idana: md Mi»im.i%atfu.u M~urej .for Califu:m:ia l) SFPUC EM.B 1) SFPUC l:SHM 1) Sn_;ure that 1.:unttactdocumetlts b.\dudc applic~bl~ 1) DL>sJgn 
1

1 
l!od·Legged litog ;uul w .. i.n.rorul Turtle. • l) SFPIJC CMll/lll>M 2) SFPUC llllM I avoidance ~d minimlzolio.n measure;forC<illfomia l) PnmoX1Stcucuon and 
Ou.ring t."Onstruct.b:m on Route 35/Skyline Rouleviird, at the Central Pump Station site~ on 1 (3lologi.st) • J • ! red#leggt".d frog, western pond JJ.:ui-Jes, including Constru-:.:uon 

! 
th · "- ·hi G l , '- · LL · f•• I 13) SF! \JC l!lcM r~uil=•ntforoxdusion (rodn~ e p1pe"""'1eroute wit n o denlar ... near .1quani: 1.1a111t.a.t, and durmgusc o u1e 3) Sl<'PUCCM.8/trn.~-r • • • . --,, o-· 3) Precom.tru.:liOniknd 
Haroing Road and. H~rbst Road stagins areas, lhe SJ.lPUC shall ~-mur~ a biological (Biologi:.-t) l 4) SFPVC HEM 2) l)~"llelop worker training. program ~d en5\JrC! that • .iJl Corl$lnldH.m 
Ol<ll\ilOt is p1:t~nl during installatior. or t!J1i1,:lu~1un ft"nclng ..antl inib.J.I v~get.ltion Ck:.o1ring I . . ( CQn$tfUl.1iOn pcnol\tl.el partkipa.tc> h\ tht-t.,"[\V\XOnmcnl .. \( l ~ . 
and/or grading. .md sho 11 jmplement tl1e following measuri:-s: 4) Sf PUC Ci\ m/HEM 1ri:1ining p nor to be~noing WDrk at the job- :>ih.'($), I 4) l onst.n.Jt1mn 

1. \Vil-hin one Wei'k before work at these ~,tt'!> begins (including d~molition and kequut.• v.:or~ to sign ~ru: tr~'lin~ progran1 ~ign·m 
vegetal:ion .r:enu.wal}, a qu~l.llied b-iologi~t shall supervise-the m!>:~llatio:n of exduskm ; sh!"t't. Main1aui file of trammg s1gn-m sheets. 

to p~nl California .redklegged fro.gs .an'l western pond tu1tte:o ftom cnl£1ing the ; con.'illlting biologist:' s qualiiicatioru-. Conduct 
fencing along fh.e bawtdarie~ of the woxk area, as dt-emed nere;sary by the biologist;. j [) Obtain and :{evi.ew resume or other Qocumtmtatian of 

work area. 1be con."'>lntcUon contrat.'tor ~h.lil install suib.1b1e fcndng with a mh'limum 
1 

prcconstmction Survt..")'~, ""·pedes relocation (if it b. nat 
height of 3 fael ..iJ>i~1t.e ground swfact: with •. an .additional 4·6 inch~:; o.>f fence mat.e11.il po~s:i.ble for the species. 11i move aut of the: project .ir~.:i ·-~----··---~·-· ~~.~;_;:~~~~~~t;'.;':;'.::t~ ;.~~~;7~;;~~;;;.:~~· .:~h~=-need•d ~. ·-------_J__ . -~:~-~~~.~(;'o~~;,".;!::::~~~~~~7b~~~~· ~~~~~~-d_j ____ ......... ·-··----' .. ____L __ .. 

BEM = (SFPUC) Bureau of Erwironmant~I Management 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. M-19442 

Hearing Date: 
Case No.: 
Project: 
Project Location: 
Project Sponsor: 

Sta ff Contact: 

September 3, 2015 
2008.0091E 
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 
Various Locations in Western San Francisco 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Timothy Johnston- (415) 575-9035 
Timothy.Iohnston@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE PROPOSED SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby 
CERTIFIES the Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2008.0091E, San 
Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (hereinafter, "Project"), located in San Francisco, 
based upon the following findings: 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department 
("Department") fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA 
Guidelines (Cal. Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA 
Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter 
"Chapter 31"). 

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") was 
required for the Project and provided public notice of that determination by 
publication in a newspaper of general circulation, and in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15082, prepared and circulated a first and then a revised Notice of 
Preparation ("NOP") to interested entities and individuals to begin the formal CEQA 
scoping process for the Project on June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, respectively. 
These prior NOPs resulted in scoping meetings held on June 16 and 17, 2008, and on 
September 23, 2010. Fo1lowing the 2010 NOP scoping period, the SFPUC in response 
to public feedback evaluated alternative possible sites, resulting in a revised Project 
proposal for which the Planning Department issued a revised NOP/Initial Study 
(2014 IS) on July 16, 2014 with the scoping period ending on August 15, 2014. The 
NOP was distributed to interested parties that had received the initial NOPs, public 
agencies, additional interested parties, and landowners/occupants located in the 
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vicinity of the Project facilities, and was posted on the Planning Department's 
website and placed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle. 

The San Francisco Planning Department received nine comments on the scope of the 
EIR either at the scoping meeting or in writing following the 2014 scoping meeting. 
The comment inventories for all three NOPs are included in the Scoping Report in 
Appendix A of the Draft EIR. Appendix A also includes the 2014 IS. 

B. On March 18, 2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
("DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the 
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment for a 45-day period, and of the 
date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was 
mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notice and other interested 
parties. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were 
posted near the Project site by Department staff on March 18, 2015. The Notice of 
Availability was also made available at the main public library in San Francisco. 

D. On March 18, 2015, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of 
persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent 
property owners, and to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the 
State Clearinghouse. The DEIR was posted on the Department's website . 

.. 

E. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on March 18, 2015. 

2. The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the DEIR to accept 
written or oral comments on April 23, 2015. The public hearing transcripts are in the Project 
record. The period for acceptance of written comments ended on May 4, 2015. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the 
public hearing and in writing during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR, and 
prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on 
additional information that became available during the public review period. The 
Departffient provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by 
commenters, as well as SFPUC and the Planning Department, to address Project updates 
since publication of the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to Comments 
document ("RTC"), published on August 19, 2015, distributed to the Commission on 
August 20, 2015, and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others 
upon request at the Department and on the Department's website. 

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") has been prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, any consultations and comments 
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received during the review process, any additional information that became available, and 
the RTC document, all as required by law. 

5. Project files on the FEIR have been made available for review by the Commission and the 
public. These files, are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, 
and are part of the record before the Commission. Jonas Ionin is the custodian of the 
records. Copies of the DEIR and associated reference materials, as well as the RTC 
document, are also available for review at public libraries in San Francisco, as well as on the 
Department's website. 

6. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that that none 
of the factors are present that would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. The Final EIR contains no information revealing (1) any new 
significant environmental impact that would result from the Project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the 
severity of a previously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible Project alternative 
or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed that would 
clearly lessen the environmental.impacts of the Project, but that was rejected by the 
Project's proponents, or ( 4) that the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. This Commission concurs in that detepnination. 

The Commission finds that the Project is withln the scope of the Project analyzed in the 
Final EIR and the Final EIR fully analyzed the Project proposed for approval. No new 
impacts have been identified that were not analyzed in the Final BIR. 

7. The Commission further finds, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, that the Project 
described in the FEIR is a component of the SFPUC' s adopted Water Supply Improvement 
Program ("WSIP") for which the Planning Commission certified a Program Environmental 
Impact Repo_rt on October 30, 2008 (Case No. 2005.0159E) and the SFPUC approved by 
Resolution No. 08-0200; as part of the WSIP, the Commission finds that the Project will 
contribute to a significant and unavoidable impact related to indirect growth-inducement 
impacts in the SFPUC service area. 

8. On September 3, 2015, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does 
find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA 
Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

9. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental hnpact Report 
concerning File No. 2008.0091E, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
accurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no 
significant revisions to the DEIR or information that would necessitate recirculation of the 
FEIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and hereby does CERTIFY THE 
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COMPLETION of said Final Environmental Impact Report in compliance with CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its 
regular meeting of September 3, 2015. 

AYES: 6 

NOES: 0 

ABSENT: Wu 

ADOPTED: 9/3/15 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

lonffi ~ 
Commission Secretary 

4 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19443 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS 

Case No.: 
Project Name: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 

2008.0091E 

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 
P (Public)' Zoning District 
OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 
7281/007 

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Scott MacPherson 
525 Golden Gate Avenue, lQth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Staff Contact: Audrey Desmuke- (415) 575-9136 

audrey.desmuke@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, 
INCLUDING FINDINGS REJECTING ALTERNATIVES AS INFEASIBLE, ADOPTING A 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND ADOPTING A MITIGATION, 
MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM, RELATING TO THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 
UTILITY'S PROPOSED PROJECT TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE ON THE WESTSIDE 
RECYCLED WATER PLANT PROJECT. 

PREAMBLE 

On January 17, 2008, the San Francisco Public· Utilities Commission ("SFPUC") submitted an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department ("Department"), Case ·No. 
2008.0091E, in connection with a project to construct and operate a recycled water facility on the west 
side of San Francisco. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("SFRW Project" or 
"Project") would consist of a recycled water treatment plant at the SFPUC's Oceanside Water Pollution 
Control Plan ("WI>CP") and within a portion of the adjacent California Army National Guard site, 
underground storage and distribution facilities. The plant would have an operational capacity to serve 
peak-day demands ofup to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd annual average) to meet the current water demand in areas of 
western San Francisco that have substantial irrigation needs. 

On June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report ("NOP") for the Project, and, in response to comments received, revised 
the location of certain project elements and published a revised NOP on July 16, 2014. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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On March 18,2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" or "Draft 
EIR") for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability 
of the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for public comment until May 4, 
2015. 

The San Francisco Planning Commission ("Planning Commission" or "Commission")· held a public 
hearing on the DEIR on April 23,2015, at a regularly scheduled meeting to solicit public comment 
regarding the DEIR. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 
and in writing during the public review period for the DEIR, and prepared revisions to the text of the 
DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that became available during 
the public review period. This material was presented in a Draft Comments and Responses ("C & R") 
document, published on August 20, 2015, and distributed to the Planning Commi::,;sion and all parties who 
commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the Department. 

A Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") or "Final EIR") was prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the Draft EIR and the C & R document. 

Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for review by this Commission and 
the public. These files are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, and are 
part of the record before this Commission. 

On September 17~ 2015, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that the 
contents of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and 
reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code 
section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of Regulations section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31 "). 

The Planning Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the 
independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Planning Commission, and that the 
summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and approved 
the Final EIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records for the Planning Department 
materials, located in the File for Case No. 2008.0091E, at 1650 Mission Street, Forth Floor, San 
Francisco, California. 

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the Project 
and these materials were made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 
consideration and action. 

On September 17, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting on Case No. 2008.0091E to consider the approval of the Project. The Commission has 
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further considered written 
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materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the SFPUC, the Planning Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and adopts the MMRP attached as Exhibit A based on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the Preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

In determining to approve the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("SFRW Project" or 
"Project") described in Section I, Project Description, below, the San Francisco Planning Commission 
("Planning Commission" or "Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and 
decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding 
considerations, based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et 
seq., particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., particularly Sections 15091 
through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review process 
for the Project (San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report, Planning 
Department Case No., 2008.0091E, State Clearinghouse No. 2008052133) (the "Final BIR" or "EIR"), the 
approval actions to be taken and the location of records; 

Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation; 

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than­
significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels 
and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, technological and 
other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection of alternatives, or elements 
thereof, analyzed; and 

Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of 
the Commission's actions and rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project. 
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The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have 
been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit A to this Motion No. 19443. The 
MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit A provides 
a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Project ("Final EIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit A also 
specifies the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions 
and a monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Exhibit A. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. The 
references set forth in these findings to ce$in pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report ("Draft EIR" or "DEIR") or the Comments and Responses document ("C&R") in the Final EIR are 
for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for 
these findings. 

I. APPROVAL OF PROJECT 

A. Project Description 

By this action, the Planning Commission adopts and implements the SFRW Project identified in the Final 
EIR. Specifically, the Project adopted by the Planning Commission includes the following: 

• Construction of a recycled water treatment plant at the SFPUC's Oceanside Water Pollution 
Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army National Guard site. 
Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Golden Gate Park for irrigation and as fill 
water for Golden Gate Park lakes; and for irrigation in the Panhandle portion of the park; Lincoln 
Park Golf Course, and various areas of the Presidio. The treatment plant would have an annual 
average production capacity of up to 2 million gallons per day (mgd) and sized to meet peak-day 
demands of up. to 5 mgd. 

• Construction of a transmission pipeline primarily along 36th Avenue that would run between the 
proposed recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside WPCP and the existing Central Reservoir 
in Golden Gate Park. The pipeline would deliver the recycled water from the Oceanside WPCP to 
the areas of use. 

• Construction of transmission pipelines between the Central Reservoir and Lincoln Park and the 
Presidio and the adjacent Golden Gate Park Panhandle. 

• Construction of an expanded underground reservoir to provide additional storage capacity and a 
new pump station to provide increased pumping capacity at the Central Reservoir site. 

B. Project Objectives 

The three main objectives of the SFRW Project are: 

• Diversify the SFPUC's water supply by developing recycled water. 
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• Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant. 

• Reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses 
. by supplying those demands with recycled water. 

In addition, the Project is part of the SFPUC's adopted Water System Improvement Program ("WSIP") 
adopted by the SFPUC on October 30, 2008 (see Section C.1). The WSIP consists of over 70 local and 
regional facility improvement projects that would increase the ability of the SFPUC's water supply 
system to withstand major seismic events and prolonged droughts and to meet estimated water-purchase 
requests in the service areas. With the exception of the water supply goal, the overall WSIP goals and 
objectives are based on a planning horizon through 2030. The water supply goal to meet delivery needs in 
the SFPUC service area is based on a planning horizon through 2018. The overall goals of the WSIP for 
the regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-quality water. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 

• Increase water delivery reliabi~ity. 

• Meet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP level-of-service goals and system perfonnance objectives. l;'hese 
goals include providing a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water, 
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, the WSIP 
project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be derived from recycled 
water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up to 2 mgd of recycled water; currently 
identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. This Project would also enable implementation of the 
SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the SFPUC in December, 2013. The SFPUC's 
Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of new groundwater wells .to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of 
groundwater in the first phase and conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable 
use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot occur until 
recycled water is available for Golden Gate Park landscaping or until another landscaping water source is 
identified. Thus the Project would also help meet the WSIP goal of providing approximately 4 mgd 
annual average of water supply from groundwater. 

C. Environmental Review 

1. Wa!er System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report 
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On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water System Improvement Program (also known as the 
"Phased WSIP") with the objective of repairing, replacing, and seismically upgrading the system's aging 
pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump stations, and storage tanks (SFPUC, 2008; SFPUC Resolution No. 
08-0200). The WSIP improvements span seven counties-Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, 
Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco (see SFPUC Resolution No. 08~0200). 

To address the potential environmental effects of the WSIP, the San Francisco Planning Department 
("Planning Department") prepared a Program EIR ("PEIR"), which was certifi~d by the Planning 
Commission on October 30, 2008 (Motion No. 17734). At a project-level of detail, the PEIR evaluated 
the environmental impacts of the WSIP's water supply strategy and, at a program level of detail; it 
evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's facility improvement projects. The PEIR 
contemplated that additional project-level environmental review would be conducted for the facility 
improvement projects, including the San Francisco Recycled Water Project. 

2. San Francisco Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report 

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Environmental Planning 
("EP") staff of the Planning Department, as lead agency, sent a first and then a revised Notice of 
Preparation ("NOP") to interested entities and individuals to begin the formal CEQA scoping process for 
the Project on June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, respectively. Following the 2010 NOP scoping 
period, the SFPUC in response to public feedback evaluated alternative possible sites, resulting in a 
revised Project proposal for which the Planning Department issued a revised· NOP/Initial Study (IS) on 
July 16, 2014 with the scoping period ending on August 15, 2014. The NOP was distributed to interested 
parties that had received the initial NOPs, public agencies, additional interested parties and 
landowners/occupants located in the vicinity of the Project facilities, and was posted on the Planning 
Department's website and placed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle. 

The Planning Department received nine comments on the scope of the EIR either at the scoping meeting 
or in writing following the 2014 scoping meeting. The comment inventories for all three NOPs are 
included in the Scoping Report in Appendix A of the EIR along with the IS. 

EP then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the Project and the environmental setting, identified 
potential impacts, presented mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant or potentially 
significant, and evaluated Project alternatives. The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts associated with each 
of the key components .of the Project, and identified mitigation measures applicable to reduce impacts 
found to be significant or potentially significant for each key component. It also included an analysis of 
three alternatives to the Project. In assessing construction and operational impacts of the Project, the EIR 
considered the impacts of the Project as well as the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 
Project in combination with other past, present, and future actions that could affect the same resources. 

Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR was analyzed with respect to significance criteria 
that are based on EP guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. EP 
guidance is,. in tum, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications. 
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The Draft EIR was circulated for public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 2015. The 
Planning Commission held a public hearing at San Francisco City Hall on April 23, 2015 to hear oral 
comments and accept written comments on the Draft EIR. During the public review period, EP received 
written comments sent through the mail, fax, or email. A court reporter was present at the public hearing, 
transcribed the public hearing verbatim, and prepared a written transcript: 

EP then prepared the C&R document, which provided written responses to each comment received on the 
Draft EIR. The C&R document was published on August 20, 2015 and included copies of all of the 
comments received on the Draft EIR and individual responses to those comments. The C&R provided 
additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well as SFPUC and 
Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to address Project updates. The Planning Commission 
reviewed and considered the Final EIR, which includes the Draft EIR and the C&R document, and all of 
the supporting information:. The Final EIR provided augmented and updated information presented in the 
Draft EIR, on the following topics: Project description, cultural resources, transportation and circulation, 
air quality, hydrology and water quality, biological resources, and Project alternatives. This augmentation 
and update of information in the Draft EIR did not constitute new information or significance that altered 
any of the conclusions of the BIR. 

In certifying the Final EIR by Motion No. 19442, the Planning Commission determined that none of the 
factors- are present that would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. The Final EIR contains no information revealing (1) any new significant environmental impact 
that would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any 
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible 
Project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed that 
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Project; but that was rejected by the Project's 
proponents, or (4) that the Draft BIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

The Commission finds that the Project is within the scope of the Project analyzed in the Final EIR and the 
Final EIR fully analyzed the Project proposed for approval. No new impacts have been identified that 
were not analyzed in the Final BIR . 

. D. Approval Actions 

1. San Francisco Planning Commission Actions 

On August 13, 2015, the Planning Commission certified the Final BIR. 

The Planning Commission is adopting these CEQA Findings in support of making General Plan 
consistency fmdings, and _issuing a Coastal Development Permit. 

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Actions 

The SFPUC will take the following actions and approvals to implement the Project: 
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• Adopt CEQA findings and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• Approve the Project, as described in these findings, and authorize the General Manager or his 
designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements. Approvals include entering into an 
agreement with the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission ("SFRPD") for 
construction in and use of SFRPD-managed land for recycled water facilities and pipelines. 

3. San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission 

The Recreation and Parks Commission will adopt CEQA Findings and approve an agreement with 
SFPUC for construction, operation and maintenance of recycled water facility structures and pipelines on 
park lands. 

4. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions 

The Planning Commission's certification of the Final EIR may be appealed to the.Board of Supervisors. 
If appealed, the Board of Supervisors will determine whether to uphold the certification or to remand the 
Final BIR to the Planning Department for further review. 

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors will adopt CEQA Findings, approve an allocation of bond 
monies to pay for implementation of the Project, and approve the recycled water facility structures in 
Golden Gate Park. 

5. Other - Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

Implementation of the Project will involve consultation with or required approvals by other local, state, 
and federal regulatory agencies, including (but not limited to) the following: 

• Other San Francisco City entities, including the Department of Public Works and the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

• California Anny National Guard (lease amendment) 

• California State Water Resources Control Board (loan approval; stormwater and recycled water 
discharges) 

• California Department of Transportation (encroachment permit) 

• California Coastal Commission (coastal permit) 

• Presidio Trust (water supply agreement) 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Regional Water Quality Control Board (NPDES 
permit) 
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To the extent that ~he identified mitigation measures require consultation or approval by these other 
agencies, this Commission urges these agencies to assist in implementing, coordinating, or approving the 
mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure. 

E. Contents and Location of Records 

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based ("Record of 
Proceedings") includes the following: 

• The Draft BIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the BIR. (The references in 
these findings to the BIR or Final EIR include both the Draft EIR and the Comments and 
Responses document.) The PEIR for the Phased WSIP Variant, which is incorporated by 
reference in the SFRW Project BIR 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the SFPUC 
and Planning Commission relating to the EIR, the Project, and the alternatives set forth in the 
EIR. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the SFPUC and the 
Planning Commission by the environmental consultant and sub-consultants who prepared the EIR 
or that was incorporated into reports presented to the Commission. 

• All information presented at any public hearing or workshop related to the Project and the BIR. 

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• All other documents available to the Commission and the public, comprising the administrative 
record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e). 

The Commission has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the Project, 
even if not every document was formally presented to the Commission. · Without exception, these 
documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or legislative decisions 
that the Commission· was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents influenced the expert 
advice provided to · Planning Department staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the 
Commission. For these reasons, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the 
Commission's decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft BIR received during the public 
review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR are available at 
the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, 
Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department Materials concerning 
approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. 
CUW30102 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San Francisco Public. Utilities Commission, 
525 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California 94102. The Custodian of Records is Scott 
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MacPherson. All files have been available to the Commission and the public for review in considering 
these findings and whether to approve the Project. 

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II, III, and IV set forth the Commission's findings about the Final BIR's 
determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to 
address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding 
the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final BIR 
and adopted by the Commission as part of the Project. To avoid duplic"ation and redundancy, and because 
the Commission agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the Final BIR, these findings will not 
repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final BIR but instead incorporate them by reference and rely 
upon them as substantial evidence supporting these findings. 

In making these findings, the Commission has considered the opinions of Commission staff and experts, 
other agencies, and members of the public. The Commission finds that (i) the determination of 
significance thresholds is a judgment decision within .the discretion of the City and County of San 
Francisco; (ii) the significance thresholds used in the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the 
record, including the expert opinion of the BIR preparers and City staff; and (iii) the significance 
thresholds used in the BIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the 
adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal matter, the Commission is not 
bound by the significance determinations in the BIR (see Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2, 
subdivision ( e) ), the Commission finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own. 

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the 
Final BIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be foun~ in the 
Final BIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final BIR 
supporting the determination regarding the project impact and mitigation measures designed to address 
those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these 
findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final BIR relating to environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 
expressly modified by these findings. 

As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures set forth in the 
Final BIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant and 
significant impacts of the Project. The Commission intends to adopt each of the mitigation measures 
proposed in the Final BIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final BIR 
has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby 
adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language 
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical error, the language of the policies and 
implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation 
measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the Final EIR. 
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• Impact AE-2: The Project would not result in a substantial source of light or glare. 

• Impact C~AE: The Project would not have a cumulative impact on aesthetics. 

Population and Housing 

• Impact PH-1: The Project would not induce substantial population growth, either directly or 

indirectly. 

• Impact C-PH: The Project would not have a project-specific impact on population and 

housing and, therefore, would not directly result in a significant cumulative impact on 

population and housing. 

Cultural Resources 

• Impact CP-1: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those 

resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR-1: The Project would not result in conflict with an applicable congestion 

management program. 

• Impact TR-2: Closure of travel lanes during Project construction would temporarily reduce 
roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing temporary and 

intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be of short duration and 

limited in magnitude. 

• Impact TR-3: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes on area 

roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the circulation 
system. 

• Impact TR-4: Project construction within roadways would not substantially limit access to 

adjacent roadways and land uses. 

• Impact TR-5: Project construction would not substantially impair access to alternative 

transportation facilities (public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities), although it could · 

temporarily deteriorate the performance of such facilities. 

• Impact TR-6: Project operation and maintenance activities would cause some increases in 
traffic volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter transportation conditions 

and would not cause conflicts with alternative travel modes, including vehicles, emergency 
vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic. 
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In Sections II, III and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and every 
significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because 
in no instance is the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the Final EIR or the mitigation measures 
recommended in the Final EIR for the Project. 

II. LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT DO NOT REQUIRE l\flTIGATION 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Public 
Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3), 15091). Based 
on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that the implementation of 
the Project either does not apply or will result in no impacts in the following areas: (1) Population and 
Housing: displace existing housing. units or people or require new housing; (2) Transportation and 
Circulation: change air traffic patterns; (3) Noise: expose people to airplane noise or be substantially 
affected by existing noise levels; (4) Air Quality: create objectionable odors; (5) Recreation: create a need 
for new facilities; (6) Utilities and Service Systems: conflict with solid waste regulations; (7) Public 
Services: create a need for new or altered facilities; (8) Biological Resources: conflict with local policies 
protecting biological resources, such as trees, or a habitat conservation plan or other similar plan; (9) 
Geology and Soils: change existing topography or unique geologic features of the site; (I 0) Hydrology 
and Water Quality:. expose housing to flooding hazard, impede or redirect flood flows, or expose people 
or structures to harm from flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudflow; (11) Hazardous Materials: create a 
safety hazard from aircraft or fires; (12}Mineral and Energy Resources: result in loss of mineral resource 
or availability of a resource recovery site; and (13) Agricultural Resources: all issues. These subjects are 
not further discussed in these findings. 

The Commission further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts 
in the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation: 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-1: The Project would not physically divide an established community. 

• Impact LU-2: The Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or 
regulations of any agency with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

• Impact LU-3: The Project would not impact the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact C-LU: The Project would not have a cumulative impact on land use. 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-1: The Project would not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista, scemc 
resource, or the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 
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• Impact C-TR: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative traffic increases on local and 
regional roads. 

Noise and Vibration 

• · Impact N0-1: The Project would not result in substantial groundbome vibration or 

groundbome noise levels. 

• Impact N0-2: Project operations would not result in the exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, noise levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase in ambient noise 
levels in the Project vicinity. 

• Impact N0-3: Construction of the Project would not result in a substantial temporary 
increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and would not expose 
persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards established in the Noise Ordinance 
(Article 29 of the Police Code). 

• Impact C-NO: The Project would not have significant cumulative noise impacts. 

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-1: The Project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. 

• Impact AQ-3: The Project's construction activities would generate TACs, including DPM, 
but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

• Impact C-AQ: The Project could result in cumulative air quality impacts associated with 
criteria pollutant and precursor emissions and health risks, but the Project's contribution 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Impact C-GG-1: The Project would generate greenhouse gas emissions during Project 
construction and operation, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the 
environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Wind and Shadow 

• Impact WS-1: The Project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public 

areas. 

• Impact WS-2: The Project. would not create new shadow in a manner that could substantially 
affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 
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• Impact C-WS: The Project would not have significant cumulative wind and shadow impacts. 

Recreation 

• Impact RE-1: The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities. 

• Impact C-RE: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact on recreation. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-1: The Project would not result in construction or expansion of water or 
wastewater treatment facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, or stormwater 
drainage facilities, exceed wastewater requirements, or result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider that there is insufficient capacity to serve the Project. 

• Impact UT-2: The Project would have sufficient water supply available, and would not 
require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. 

• Impact UT-3: The Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the Project's solid waste disposal needs. 

• Impact UT-4: The Project would comply with all applicable statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste. 

• Impact UT-5: The Project's construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect 
related to disruption, relocation, or accidental damage to existing utilities. 

• Impact C-UT: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact on utilities and 
service syst~ms. 

Biological Resources 

• Impact BI-2: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and 
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS. 

• Impact BI-3: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands, as defmed by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

• Impact BI-4: The Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established nativ~ resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

Geology and Soils 
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• Impact GE-1: The Project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced ground failure. 

• Impact GE-2: The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

• Impact GE-3: The Project is not located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
could become unstable as a result of the Project. 

• Impact C-GE: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact related to 
geologic hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-1: Project construction would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise degrade water quality. 

• Impact HY-2: Project operation would not contribute runoff water that would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide substantial an additional 
sources of polluted runoff, or, with the exception of potentially violating water quality 
standards, otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• Impact HY-3: The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. 

• Impact HY-4: The Project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner 
that would result in substantial' erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off the site. 

• Impact C-HY-1: The Project would not have a significant cumulative hydrology and water 
quality impact. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

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

• Impact HZ-2: The Project would be constructed on a site identified on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 but excavation 
activities would not expose workers and the public to adverse effects from release of 
hazardous materials. 

• Impact HZ-3: Reconfiguration of the chemical building interior would not expose workers 
and the public to hazardous building materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-
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based paint, PCBs, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, or result in a release of 
these materials into the environment during construction. 

• Impact HZ-4: The Project would not result in adverse effects related to hazardous emissions 
or handling of acutely hazardous materials within Y-i mile of an existing school. 

• Impact HZ-5: The Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

• Impact C-HZ-1: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact related to 
hazardous materials. 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

• Impact ME-1: The Project would not encourage activities·that result in the use of large 
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these resources in a wasteful manner. 

• Impact C-ME: The Project would not have significant cumulative mineral and energy 
impacts. 

ill. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT OR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE 
AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH 
MITIGATION AND THE DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES 

CBQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a projeqt's 
identified significant impacts or potentialiy significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless 
mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this 
Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the BIR. These findings discuss 
mitigation measures. as proposed in the BIR and recommended for adoption by the SFPUC, which can be 
implemented by the SFPUC as set forth in Exhibit A in the MMRP. The mitigation measures proposed 
for adoption in this section and referenced following each Project impact discussed in this Section III, are 
the same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final BIR for the Project. The full text of each 
mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final BIR and-in Exhibit A, the MMRP. The 
Commission finds that for the reasons set forth in the Final BIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts 
identified in this section would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in this section. The Commission hereby adopts these mitigation measures 
and urges the SFPUC to adopt the mitigation measures. 

Project Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) · 
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The Project borders the boundary of Lincoln Park, the location of the historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery 
where· 19th century inhabitants of San Francisco were buried. Past projects in the area have uncovered 
human remains, which have provided a wealth of information about the overall health of these former 
inhabitants. While there is a slight potential for the Project to uncover human remains, the disturbance of 
remains would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
the implementation of mitigation measure M-CP-5, which requires the development of a monitoring 
program to monitor for the presence of human remains in the historic-period during construction and to 
take specific steps to comply with legal requirements and to take mitigation actions to recover historically 

important data. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program 

Air Quality 

Impact AQ-2: The Project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria 
air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

When the construction schedules of components of the Project overlap, NOx emissions could exceed the 
BAAQMD's 54 pounds/day significance criterion, a significant impact. Mitigation measure M-AQ-2 
would reduce the Project's combined construction-related criteria pollutant emissions below the 
significance criteria by using construction equipment with Tier 3 engines or better, reducing the. impact to 
less than significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Emissions Minimization 

Biological Resources 

Impact Bl-1: The Project would potentially have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special­
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The overall potential of the Project area to support speciai-status fish or plant species is considered low 
because the Project area lacks suitable habitat. Several special-status animals might use habitat in certain 
parts of the Project area or vicinity for roosting, foraging, or breeding purposes, including California red~ 

legged frog, western pond turtle, Yuma myotis, western red bat, and hoary bat. In addition, there are a 
number of native resident and migratory bird species protected under federal and State legislation with the 

potential to use trees, shrubs, and other habitats as well as buildings within the Project area for nesting 
and foraging. 

Existing trees at the Oceanside WPCP facility and the California Army National Guard property, and in the 
vicinity of the Central Pump Station, could support native nesting birds. Removal and/or relocation of trees 
with active nests and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during bird nesting season could 
result in nest abandonment, destruction, injury or mortality of nestlings and disruption of reproductive 
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Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey resultS, there is 
generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering archaeological 
resources during Project construction. However, it is possible that previously unrecorded and buried (or 
otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during Project construction. Excavation, 
grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and cause impacts 

· on unknown archaeological resources, which would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level through mitigation measure M-CP-2, which requires avoidance measures or 
appropriate treatment of cultural resources if accidentally discovered. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

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

Ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction of the recycled water treatment plant would 
extend about 23 feet into the Colma Fonnation, a geologic unit with a high paleontological sensitivity. 
Vertebrate fossils, including parts of mammoths and bison, have been found in the Colma Formation in San 
Francisco. Given the sensitivity of the Colma Formation and the depth of excavation, the Project could 
adversely impact paleontological resources at the water treatment plant site, a significant impact. Tue 
impact would be reduced to a less-than~significant level through mitigation measure M-CP-3, which 
requires the contractor to stop all ground disturbance within 50 feet if a paleontological resource is 
encountered and to implement actions to investigate the discovery and recover fossil remains by a qualified 
professional before ground-disturbing activities can resume. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources 

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

Based on the background research, geological assessment, and survey results, there is a low potential for 
Project construction to uncover human remains, except for the Project area adjacent to the Golden Gate 
Cemetery (see Impact CP-5). Although no known human burials have been identified within the Project 
site, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely discounted. Earthmoving activities 
associated with Project construction could result in direct impacts on previously undiscovered human 
remains. Therefore, the disturbance to human remains could be a significant impact. The impact would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation measure M-CP-4, which requires avoidance 
measures or the appropriate treatment of human remains if accidentally discovered. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Discovery of Human Remains 

Impact CP-5: Construction of the Project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th 
Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park could disturb.human remains associated with the 
historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
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behavior during the breeding season, including mortality of individual birds, such as red-shouldered hawk, 
red-tailed hawk, Cooper's hawk, or American kestrel, a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation 

measure M-BI-la would reduce potential impacts on special-status birds to a less-than-significant level by 
requiring surveys of the Project site to identify nests and protection of nesting birds. 

Vegetation clearing (including tree removal) at the Oceanside WPCP and the Central Pump Station could 
result in direct mortality of special-status bats.· Direct mortality of special-status bats would be a 
significant impact. Mitigation measure BI-lb would require surveys of the Project site within two weeks 
of tree removal. With implementation of M-BI-lb, the impact on roosting bats would be reduced to less 

than significant. 

Due to the proximity of aquatic habitats to the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Central Pump Station well 
facility sites, western pond turtle and California red-legged frog could utilize upland habitat where the 
Project construction activities will occur. If California red-legged frog or western pond turtle are present, 
they could be injured or killed, a significant impact. Mitigation measure M-BI-lc would mitigate the 
effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days of the construction activity. With 
implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-lc, the impact would be less than significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-81-1 a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 
• Mitigation Measure M-Bl-lb, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats 
• Mitigation Measure M-Bl-lc, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged 

Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Impact C-CP: The Project could result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to 
historical, archaeological, paleontological resources or human remains. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

Cumulative projects in the Project vicinity could adversely affect the same cultural resources affected by the 
Project and the Project could make a considerable contribution to a cumulative cultural resource impact, a 
significant impact. The Project's impacts, however, are site specific and implementation of site-specific 
mitigation measures M-CP-2, M-CP-3, M-CP-4 and M-CP-5 would reduce Project impacts such that the 
Project's contribution to this cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Discovery of Human Remain 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program 
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Biological Resources 

Impact C-BI-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulative impa~ts on biological 
resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Construction of the Project has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, if present, including 
California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and native nesting birds. It is assumed 
that the cumulative projects including the past cumulative projects have already caused substantial 
adverse cumulative changes to biological resources in San Francisco; the Project area was converted from 
its original sand dune habitat to current uses. Current and reasonably foreseeable projects could have 
construction-related impacts if construction occurs at the same time as the Project. These projects include 
the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Plan, the Parkmerced Project, and the San Francisco 
Groundwater Supply Project. The Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources 
would be cumulatively considerable, a significant impact. However, with the implementation of Project­
level mitigation measures to reduce impacts to these species, the Project's incremental contribution to 
potential cumulative impacts on biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable (less than 
significant). 

• Mitigation Measure M-B/-1 a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lc, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged 

Frog and Western Pond Turtle · 

IV. SIGNIFICANT IMP ACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-
THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

WSIP Impact 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Commission finds that, where 
feasible, changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the SFRW Project to reduce the 
significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final BIR for the Project. All Project-specific 
impacts. will be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of the mitigation 
measures proposed in the Final BIR and set forth in the MMRP, attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

The Commission further fmds, however, that the Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore, will 
contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact caused by the WSIP water supply decision. For the 
WSIP impact listed below, the effect remains significant and unavoidable. The Commission determines 
that the following significant impact on the environment, as reflected in the Final PBIR, is unavoidable, 
but under Public Resources Code Section 2108l(a) (3) and (b), and CBQA Guidelines Sections 15091(a) 
(3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the Commission determines that the impact is acceptable due to the 
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overriding considerations described in Section VI below. This finding is supported by substantial 
evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

The WSIP PEIR and the SFPUC's Resolution No. 08-0200 related to the WSIP water supply decision 
identified three significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: Impact 5.4.1-2- Stream Flow: Effects 

on flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Division Dam; Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects 

on fishery resources in Crystal Springs reservoir (Upper and Lower); and Impact 7-1-lndirect growth 

inducing impacts in the SFPUC service area. Mitigation measures that were proposed in the PEIR were 
adopted by this Commission for these impacts; however, the mitigation measures could not red.nee all the 
impacts to a less than significant level, and these impacts were determined to be significant and 
unavoidable. The SFPUC has already adopted the mitigation measures proposed in the PEIR to reduce 
these impacts when it approved the WSIP iri its Resolution No. 08-0200. The SFPUC also adopted a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as part of that approval. The findings regarding the three 
impacts and mitigation measures for these impacts set forth in Resolution No. 08-0200 are incorporated 
into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 

Subsequent to the certification of the PEIR, the Planning Department has conducted more detailed, site­
specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts identified in the PEIR. In 
the case of Impact 5.5.5.-1, the Project-level fisheries analysis in the Lower Crystal Springs Dam 
Improvement Project Final BIR modifies the PEIR impact determination based on more detailed site­
specific data and analysis and determined that impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects 
would be less than significant. Project-level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the 
PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with respect to the approval of the Lower Crystal Springs 
Dam Improvem~nt Project in Resolution No. 10-0175. The CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 10-0175 
related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these findings 
by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 

In the case of Impact 5.4.1-2, the project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement project Final 
EIR modifies the PEIR determination and concludes that the impact related to stream flow along Alameda 
Creek between the diversion dam and the ~onfluence with Calaveras Creek (PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2) will be 
less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific modeling and data. Project-level conclusions 
supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with 
respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam Improvement Project in Resolution No. 11-0015. The 
CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015 related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation 
effects are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA 
Findings. 

The remaining significant and unavoidable water supply impact listed in Resolution No. 08-0200 is as 
follows, relating to Impact 7-1: 

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operation 
Impact 

• Growth: Indirect growth-inducement impacts in the SFPUC service area. 
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V. EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This section describes the Project as well as alternatives and the reasons for approving the Project and for 
rejecting the alternatives as infeasible. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant 
impacts of the Project. CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a "No Project" alternative. 
Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of their significant impacts and their 
ability to meet Project objectives. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially 
feasible options for minimizing environmental consequences of the Project. 

A. Reasons for Approval of the Project 

The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-quality water and a gravity-driven system. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes - deliver basic service to the three regions in the service area 
within 24 hours and. restore facilities to meet average~day demand within 30 days after a major 
earthquake. 

• Increase delivery reliability - allow planned maintenance shutdown without customer service 
interruption and minimize risk of service interruption from unplanned outages. 

• Meet customer water supply needs through 2018 ---,- meet average annual water purchase requests 
during non-drought years and meet dry-year delivery needs while limiting rationing to a maximum 
20 percent systemwide; diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought years and 
improve use of new water resources, including the use of groundwater, recycled water, 
conservation and transfers. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP level.:of-service goals and system performance objectives. Specific 
objectives of the Project are to: 

• Diversify the SFPUC's water supplies by developing recycled water. 

• Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant. 

.• Reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by 
supplying those demands with recycled water. 
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not be converted to potable groundwater well facilities unless and until another source of water for 
irrigation and lake fill can be found. 

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to diversify the 
SFPUC's water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San Francisco that 
is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation 
and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. Also, it would fail to meet 
the WSJP goals and objectives that rely directly on the contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide 
level of service objectives. If the Project is not constructed, the SFPUC's water supply portfolio would 
not include up to 2 mgd of recycled water. It would also prevent the SFPUC from implementing the 
second phase of SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project, which would produce 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of 
groundwater. This phase of the project cannot be implemented until another source of water besides 
groundwater is provided to Golden Gate Park for irrigation and lake refill. The SFPUC would be limited 
in its ability to meet its adopted WSJP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in 
the San Francisco region, because ofreduced water supply in San Francisco. 

Under the No Project Alternative, current conditions would continue and all construction-related impacts 
would be avoided. Consequently, there would be no potential to encounter previously unrecorded and 
buried archaeological deposits, archeological resources, human remains, or legally-significant prehistoric 
depositions within the Colma Formation at the Oceanside WPCP. No construction activities means that 
fugitive dust and criteria pollutant emissions would not occur and there would be no construction-related 
effects or disturbance to special-status species, including the California red-legged frog, western pond 
turtle, nesting birds and roosting bats. While the No Project Alternative would avoid or reduce impacts 
that would occur compared to those of the Project, the Project impacts would be fully mitigated through 
the adoption of identified mitigation measures. The only. unmitigated impact that would occur with the 
Project is the Project's contribution to the WSIP impact of indirect impacts related to growth. To the 
extent that the 2 mgd of water supply from the Project contributes to growth, the Project's contribution to 
the indirect impacts associated with growth would not occur with the No Project Alternative. 

The Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet any of the 
project objectives, and because it would jeopardize the SFPUC' s ability to meet the adopted WSJP goals 
and objectives as set forth in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200. 

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative,· would locate the recycled water treatment plant at the San 
Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot, a 2.3 acre site north of the Oceanside WPCP and east of the Great 
Highway. Under the Project as proposed, the site would be used for construction staging. Storage and 
pumping facilities that under the Project would be located at the Central Reservoir site in Golden Gate 
Park would instead be located with the recycled water treatment plant at the San Francisco Zoo overflow 
parking lot. Under this Alternative, distribution pipelines would avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and 
streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard and instead, distribution pipelines would run from the San Francisco 
Zoo overflow parking lot north to Wawona Street, then east to 34th Street, and north up 34th Street into 
Golden Gate Park. Construction activities would be sequenced and staggered, reducing the amount of 
concurrent construction and extending the overall Project construction duration. Staging would not occur 
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The WSIP aims to provide a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water, 
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, the WSIP 
project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be derived from recycled 
water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up to 2 mgd of recycled water; currently 
identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. Also, this Project would enable implementation of the 
SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the SFPUC in December, 2013. The SFPUC's 
Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3 .0 mgd of 
groundwater in the first phase and conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable 
use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot occur until 
recycled water is available for Golden Gate Park landscaping or until another landscaping water source is 
identified. Thus the Project would also hdp meet the WSIP goal of providing approximately 4 mgd 
annual average of water supply from groundwater. 

This increase in water supply would improve the SFPUC's ability to deliver water to its customers in San 
Frandsco during both drought and non-drought periods. The Project will help the SFPUC to diversify its 
water supply portfolio, which largely consists of imported surface water. It would add up to 2 mgd from 
recycled water to the SFPUC water supply, and enable implementation of the second phase the SFPUC's 
Groundwater Supply Project, which would provide 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater to the SFPUC's 
potable water supply. The proposed Project is a fundamental component of the SFPUC's WSIP and is 
needed to fully meet WSIP goals and objectives, in particular those for seismic reliability, delivery 
reliability, and water supply reliability. 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the 
Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, social, 
technological, and other considerations described in this section in addition to those described in Section 
VI below under CEQA Guidelines 1509l(a)(3), that make such Alternatives infeasible. In making these 
infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors." The Commission is also aware that 
under CEQA case law the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular 
alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an 
alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the SFRW Project would not be constructed or operated. The proposed 
recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed and 1.6 mgd of 
recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable demand. Existing 

. irrigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well as lake refill would 
continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater. The two existing irrigation wells in 
Golden Gate Park that are part of the second phase of the SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project would 
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at Harding Road and Herbst Road. Other aspects of the Project would remain unchanged and the Project 
would be able to produce the same 5 mgd peak flow amount, or 2 mgd annual average amount of recycled 
water. 

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. As a result of decreasing the area . 
of construction activities slightly by consolidating the treatment and storage facilities to one area at the 
San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot instead of at the Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir· sites, 
the impacts on unknown archaeological resources and human remains would be reduced. This Alternative 
would eliminate the potential impacts to paleontological resources because it would avoid construction in 
the Colma Formation below the Oceanside WPCP site. As a result of reducing impacts on cultural 
resources, the Alternative would make less of a contribution to cumulative impacts on cultural resources. 

The daily impact on air quality would be less under Alternative B than the Project. By construction 
sequencing and staggering construction activities, Alternative B would reduce the amount of fugitive dust 
and criteria pollutants emitted at one time, thereby reducing the potential to exceed regulatory thresholds 
based on emissions per day. However, the total amount of construction would not be reduced and the total 
amount of air pollution would be the same as for the Project. 

Alternative B would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to nesting birds 
because trees would not need to be removed between the Oceanside WPCP and the California National 
Guard property. Also, vegetation clearing at the Central Reservoir site would be avoided as would 
disturbance of trees on Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset Avenue. Pipeline construction that would 
instead occur on Wawona Street and 34th Avenue would disturb few trees. Alternative B also would 
reduce impacts on roosting bats by reducing construction near trees in the vicinity of the Oceanside 
WPCP, Lake Merced, and the Central Pump Station site where bats are thought most likely to roost. 
Finally, the elimination of construction near Lake Merced, along Route 35/Skyline Boulevard, and near 
Harding and Herbst Roads, and elimination of most construction around the Central Reservoir site, would 
reduce impacts on the Western Pond turtle and California red-legged frog, which may be found in upland 
habitat in these areas. The only remaining areas where these species may be found, at Metson and Lloyd 
Lakes in Golden Gate Park would have minimal construction nearby, limited to installation of pipeline 
distribution lines. As a result of reduced impacts on biological resources under Alternative B, the 
contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources also would be reduced as compared to the 
Project. 

This Alternative also would increase certain impacts as compared to the Project and result in different 
impacts than the Project in the areas of noise, traffic, and energy use. Alternative B would increase 
construction and operational noise levels in the vicinity of the . San Francisco Zoo by moving the 
construction activities and facilities approximately 900 feet closer to Zoo facilities as compared to the 
Project. Increased noise could negatively impact Zoo animals. Operational noise impacts might be 
reduced through noise reduction berms. 

Shifting the location of construction of the recycled water treatment plant could increase truck traffic 
along the Great Highway and potentially require lane detours. Also, relocating distribution pipelines from 
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Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset Avenue to Wawona Street and 34th Avenue would cause an 
increase in traffic on narrower roadways, possibly increasing traffic impacts. 

Finally, locating the recycled water storage reservoir at the Zoo parking lot instead of at the Central 
Reservoir site would require additional energy to pump recycled water over longer distances and 
elevations to customers north of the Central Reservoir site. Under the Project, four 100 horsepower 
pumps (one standby) would be installed at the Central Reservoir site in a new pump station to pump 
recycled water from the Central Reservoir to users in Golden Gate.Park and north. There also would be 
three pumps with motors of up to 200 horsepower to pump recycled water from the treatment facility to 
the Central Reservoir site. Under Alternative B, a new pump station would be installed instead at the Zoo 
parking lot site, with three or more up to 400 horsepower pumps installed to pump recycled water to all 
the planned distribution points. By comparison, Alternative B would require more energy to distribute the 
recycled water to the same planned distributi.on points. 

The Project Design Alternative would meet all of the Project objectives and WSIP goals and objectives, 
although completion of the Project would be delayed due to a longer construction schedule. It is also 
possible that future treatment plant operations would be restricted because of proximity to the Zoo 
facilities and concern by the Zoo of disi:uption to Zoo activities and disturbance of animals. 

The Commission rejects the Project Design Alternative as infeasible. While the Project Design 
Alternative would reduce some impacts to cultural resources, biological resources, and air quality, all of 
the Project impacts that it would reduce will be reduced to less than significant levels under the Project 
with the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The Project Design Alternative will increase 
other impacts in the areas of noise and traffic. It is possible that such effects, if significant, could be 
mitigated but may affect Project operations. Alternative B also would increase energy use by requiring the 
.pumping of recycled water over a longer distances and elevations than under the Project, resulting in 
energy waste. Thus, the Project Design Alternative does not have a clear environmental benefit over the 
Project as the Project would mitigate its impacts and it is unclear whether the increased impacts of the 
·Project Design Alternative can be fully mitigated. 

Most problematic from a feasibility perspective is the fact that the SFPUC does not have control over the 
proposed site for the co-located recycled water treatment plant, pump station, and water storage facilities 
at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot. The parking lot is under the management of the San 
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department with the premises leased to the nonprofit San Francisco 
Zoological Society. The SFPUC would need the consent of the San Francisco Zoo and the San Francisco 
Recreation and Parks Departments to obtain use of the site. The SFPUC has been informed that the Zoo 
has plans to use the site for necessary Zoo operations, including meeting stringent animal isolation and 
testing requirements. The San Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments are therefore, 
unlikely to readily agree to the SFPUC taking over use of the site. 

Under the circumstances, the Commission finds that the Project Design Alternative is not feasible as the 
site is currently and in the future projected to be needed by the San Francisco Zoo for its own operlltions. 
In addition, even if the San Francisco Zoo· and the Recreation and Parks Departments might eventually 
agree to the SFPUC's use of the site, the SFPUC is faced with an unpredictable period of delay in 
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is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation 
and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. However, by reducing the 
capacity of the recycled water treatment plant, Alternative C would not provide the full amount of 

recycled water supply provided under the Project so the degree to which it would meet the last of these 
objectives would be reduced somewhat. Alternative C would enable implementation of the SFPUC's 

Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the SFPUC in December, 2013, because it would provide 
recycled water to Golden Gate Park, facilitating the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC's 
Groundwater Supply Project, which calls for conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park 
to potable use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. 

However, Alternative C would only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely directly on the 
contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. The WSIP aims to provide a 

. total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water, groundwater, and conservation 
projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, the WSJP project description indicated 
that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be derived from recycled water projects in San 

. Francisco. The Project would provide up to 2 mgd of recycled water on an annual average basis, and 5 
mgd peak day flow, but under Alternative C this would be reduced to 1.7 mgd annual average and 3.8 
mgd peak day flow. Under the project, currently identified customers have a demand of 1.6 mgd annual 
average and 4 mgd peak-day, but customer served would be reduced to those with a demand of 1.38 mgd 
annual average and 2.81 mgd peak day. Customers at Lincoln Park and the Presidio that could use 
recycled water would continue to use potable water sources for irrigation. 

To the extent that Alternative C fails to fully satisfy WSIP identified water supply goals and objectives as 
approved under SFPUC Resolution 08-0200, it would limit the SFPUC's ability to provide water to 
customers during both drought and non-drought periods and may prevent the SFPUC from limiting 
rationing during drought periods to a maximum 20 percent systemwide. Customers in San Francisco 
would be most affected as water supply in the city would be reduced during peak demand periods by up 
to 1.2 mgd. As a result, the SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop 
additional water supply projects. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. The Reduced Project Alternative would be the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative, other than the No Project Alternative. The Reduced Project Alternative would not 
increase any impacts and it would reduce impacts on cultural resources and biological resources. Also, it 
would reduce energy use and reduce the total amount of air pollution produced by the Project. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would still contribute to the WSJP's significant and unavoidable indirect 
impact related to growth, but to a lesser degree than for the Project, as it would provide 0.3 mgd less of 
water supply on an annual average basis that could contribute to growth. 

The Commission rejects the Reduced Project Alternative as infeasible because it will not allow the 
SFPUC to fully meet WSIP goals and objectives. Additionally, although this alternative would generally 
meet the SFPUC's objectives for the Project, it would not satisfy the Project's third objective to the same 
degree as the Project, namely to reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other · 
nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. Likewise, it would only partially meet 
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implementing the Project. Finally, the Project Design Alternative would result in minimal to no benefit to 
the environment. All Project impacts, with the exception of the WSIP-related impact to growth are 
mitigable. On the other hand, the Project Design Alternative would cause energy waste and it would have 
the same WSIP-related impact to growth. For all of these reasons, the Commission rejects the Project 
Design Alternative as infeasible. 

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative 

The Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate recycled water supply to Lincoln Park and the.Presidio. 
Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a new underground storage reservoir and pump station would not 
be constructed at the Central Reservoir site and distribution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir 
would be eliminated. The size of the recycled water treatment plant and storage at the Oceanside WPCP 
would be reduced somewhat and the construction duration would be shorter. As a result of these changes 
from the Project, the recycled water treatment plant would have a reduced pe~-day capacity of3.8 mgd 
instead of 5 mgd and an annual average capacity of 1.7 mgd instead of2.0 mgd. 

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. First, as a result of eliminating 
recycled water supply to Lincoln Park, significant potential impacts on human remains that may be 
associated with the former Golden Gate Cemetery site (e.g. Lincoln Park) would be avoided. Second, 
construction of a smaller recycled water supply treatment plant, eliminating new storage and pumping 
facilities at the Central Reservoir site, and eliminating distribution pipelines north of the Central 
Reservoir reduces the area of excavation, reducing potential exposure to unknown archeological resources 
and unknown human remains. Third, constructing a smaller recycled water treatment plant reduces 
potential impacts to paleontological resources that may be found in the Colma Formation as less 
excavation in that area would be required. Finally, by reducing cultural resource impacts, the contribution 
to cumulative impacts on cultural i:esources also would be reduced. 

Alternative C would not reduce the daily impact on air quality, but because total construction activities 
are reduced, the total volume of air pollution emitted during construction is less under Alternative C than 
the Project. 

Alternative C would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to nesting birds, 
California red-legged frog and western pond turtle as a result of reduced construction activities at the 
Central Reservoir site where these species could be impacted. As a result of reduced impacts on 
biological resources under Alternative C, this alternative would make less of a contribution to cumulative 
impacts to bio1ogica1 resources as compared to the Project. 

Alternative C also would reduce energy usage as compared to the Project because it would eliminate the 
need to pump recycled water to Lincoln Park and the Presidio from the Central Reservoir site. Alternative 
C would also reduce the contribution to the WSIP's indirect growth inducing impact by reducing the 
amount of water that could be supplied to a growing population. 

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative would meet the Project objectives, which are to diversify the 
SFPUC's water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San Francisco that 
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the WSIP goals and objectives, which rely directly on the up to 2 mgd of local recycled water supply on 
the west side of ~an Francisco that the Project would provide to fulfill systemwide level of service 
objectives. The total average yield under normal operations for the Reduced Project Alternative would be 
1. 7 mgd, causing the SFPUC to fall short of the 2 mgd annual water supply designed for the Project and 
the WSIP identified supply need of 4 mgd from local recycled water supply by 2018. Although the 
SFPUC originally envisioned that the 4 mgd of recycled water would supply customers on the west side 
of San Francisco and now the SFPUC expects the west side recycled water demand to be somewhat 
reduced, the SFPUC has not revised its originally WSIP goal of obtaining 4 mgd from recycled water and 

. is exploring recycled water supply options on the east side of the City. Thus, if the Project were sized 
below the Project size of 2 mgd annual average, and designed not to serve Lincoln Park and the Presidio, 
some viable recycled water supply customers on the west side of San Francisco would not be able to 
make use of recycled water and instead would need to continue to use groundwater or imported surface 
water for irrigation and other nonpotable uses. Such a situation would be contrary to the WSIP goal of 
diversifying water supply options and improving use of new water resources, such as recycled water. For 
these reasons, the Commission rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible. 

VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby finds, 
after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below, independently 
and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration 
warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify 
approval of the Project. Thus,· even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by 
substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its determination that each individual reason is 
sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding 
findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the Record 
of Proceedings, as defined in Section I. 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the 
Commission. specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in spite of the unavoidable 
significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Commission 
further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant effects on the 
environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated or substantially lessened where 
feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final BIR for the Project are adopted as part of this 
approval action. Furthermore, the Commission has detennined that any remaining significant effects on 
the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overriding 
economic, technical, legal, social, and other considerations. 

The Project will have the following benefits: 

• The Project will expand and diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio to increase ~ystem 
reliability, particularly for retail customers in San Francisco. The Project provides an additional 2 
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mgd of water supply from other than imported surface water, the main water supply source in the 
SFPUC water system. 

• The Project will increase the use of local water supply sources. The Project provides 2 rngd of 
recycled water to irrigators on the Westside of San Francisco who are now using imported potable 
surface water or groundwater for irrigation. 

• The Project will reduce dependence on imported surface water. The Project provides 2 mgd from 
local recycled water. 

• The Project, by providfog recycled water for'irrigation and lake refill in Golden Gate Park will enable 
the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC's San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, 
which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd of potable groundwater supply. 

In addition, the Project will further the WSIP's goals and objectives. As part of the approval of Resolution 
08-2000, the SFPUC adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations as to why the benefits of the 
WSIP outweighed the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the WSIP. This Statement of 
Overriding Considerations is relevant to the significant and unavoidable impact related to growth­
inducement to which this Project contributes. The findings regarding the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations set forth in Resolution No. 08-2000 are incorporated into these findings by this reference, 
as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. In addition, for the particular reasons set forth below, 
this Project helps to implement the following benefits of the WSIP: 

• Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes many 
features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water system as a means 
of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake scenario or even a disaster scenario 
not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the improvements to assure the water system's 
continued reliability, and developing it as part of a larger, integrated water security strategy, is critical 
to the Bay Area's economic security, competitiveness and quality of life. This Project provides a 
critical source of water - local recycled water - that will be available even if it is not possible for a 
period ohime to obtain imported surface water from the SFPUCs regional water system. 

• The WSIP would meet SFPUC customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of retail 
and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset the remaining 
20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail and wholesale service 
areas through 2018. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the WSIP, through 
conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, and 10 mgd would be 
met through local conservation, recycled water and groundwater in the wholesale service area. 
Of the 10 rngd that would come from projects in San Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from 
local recycled water. This Project would provide up to 2 mgd of this critical 4 mgd of local recycled 
water. In addition, by providing recycled water to Golden Gate Park, this Project will enable 
implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC's San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, 
which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 rngd of potable groundwater for San Francisco residents, water that is 
currently used for irrigation and lake refill in Golden Gate Park. 
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• The WSIP will substantially improve use of new water sources and drought management, including 
use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. A critical part of the WSIP is to 
provide water from new sources other than from imported surface water from the Hetch Hetchy 
Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project is important to meeting the 
WSIP goal of providing local recycled water in San Francisco. 

• The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality requirements. This 
Project, which will produce recycled water by treating sanitary sewage with 
microfiltration/ultrafiltration, reverse osmosis, and ultraviolet light disinfection, will provide 
recycled water that meets or exceeds the California Department of Public Health requirements for 
disinfected tertiary recycled water. 

• The WSIP will diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought periods. The Project 
supports this WSIP objective by providing up to 2 mgd of local recycled water during both drought 
and non-drought periods. 

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section I above, the Commission 
finds that the benefits of the Project and the Project's furtherance of the WSIP goals and objectives 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are 
therefore acceptable. 

DECISION 

That based upon the Record, the submissions of the SFPUC, the Department and SFPUC staff, and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby ADOPTS findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible, adopting a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and ADOPTS a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, attached as 
Exhibit A. 

I herby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 3, 2015. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015 
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Planning Commission Resolution No.19444 

Case No.: 
Project: 
Zoning: 

Block/lot: 

GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 31 2015 

2015-007190GPR 
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 
·p (Public) Zoning District 
OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 
7281/007 

Project Sponsor: SF Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Scott MacPherson 

Staff Contact: 

525 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Audrey Desmuke - (415) 575-9136 
audrey.desmuke®sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND WITH THE 
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 FOR THE PROPOSED WESTSIDE 
RECYCLED WATER PLANT PROJECT AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and 2A.53 of Administrative Code require General 
Plan referrals to the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") for certain matters, 
including determination as to whether the lease or sale of public property, the vacation, sale or 
chan.ge in the use of any public way, transportation route, ground, open space, building, or 
structure owned by the City and County, would be in-conformity with the General Plan prior to 
consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 

On Ja.nuary 17, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("Project Sponsor") 
submitted an Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department 
("Department"), Case No. 2008.0091E, in connection with a project to provide an average of up 
to 4 million gallons per day ("mgd") of groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin to 
augment San Francisco's municipal water supply. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water 
Plant Project, meant to diversify the SFPUC's water supply by developing recycled water, 
develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant and 
reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by 
supplying those demands with recycled water; is located at the SFPUC's Oceanside Water 
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Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army National 
Guard site ("SFRW Project" or "Project"). 

On June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report ("NOP") for the Project, and, in response to comments received, 
revised the location of certain project elements and published a revised NOP on July 16, 2014. 

On March 18, 2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" 
or "Draft EIR") for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation 
of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for 
public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 2015. 

The San Francisco Planning Commission held a public hearing on the DEIR on April 23, 2015 at 
a regularly scheduled meeting to solicit public comment regarding the DE~. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the 
public hearing and in writing durmg the public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions 
to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information 
that became available during the public review period. This material was presented in a Draft 
Comments and Responses ("C & R") document, published on August 20, 2015, distributed to 
the Planning Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR,,and made available to 
others upon request at the Department. 

· A Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR" or "Final EIR") was prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the Draft EIR and the C&R document. 

Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for review by this 
Commission. and the public. These files are available for public review at the Planning 
Department at 1650 Mission Street, and are part of the record before this Commission. 

On September 3, 2015, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and 
found that the contents of the report and. the· procedures through which the Final EIR was 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of 
Regulations sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code ("Chapter 31 "). 

The Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the 
independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the 
summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and 
approved the Final EIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA the CEQA Guidelines and 
Chapter 31. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in .the File for Case 
No. 2008.0091£, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 
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Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the 
Project and these materials were made available to the public and this Commission for this 
Commission's review, consideration and action. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

By this action, the Plamtlng Commission adopts and implements the SFRW Project identified in 
the Final EIR. Specifically, the Project adopted by the Planning Commission includes the 
following: 

• Construction of a recycled water treatment plant at the SFPUC's Oceanside Water 
Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army 
National Guard site. Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Golden 
Gate Park for irrigation and as fill water for Golden Gate Park lakes; and for irrigation in 
the Panhandle portion of the park; Lincoln Park Golf Course, and various areas of the 
Presidio. The treatment plant would have an annual average production capacity of up to 
2 million gallons per day (mgd) and sized to meet peak-day demands of up to 5 mgd. 

• Construction of a transmission pipeline primarily along 36th A venue that would run 
between the proposed recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside WPCP and the 
existing Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park. The pipeline would deliver the recycled 
water from the Oceanside WPCP to the areas of use. 

• Construction of transmission pipelines between the Central Reservoir and Lincoln Park 
and the Presidio and the adjacent Golden Gate Park Panhandle. 

• Construction of an expanded underground reservoir to provide additional storage 
capacity and a new pump station to provide increased pumping capacity at the Central 
Reservoir site. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The three main objectives of the SFRW Project are: 

• Diversify the SFPUC' s water supply by developing recycled water. 

• Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant. 

· • Reduce the use of 'potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable 
uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. 

In addition, the Project is part of the SFPUC' s adopted Water System Improvement Program 
("WSIP") adopted by the SFPUC on October 30, 2008 (see Section C.1). The WSIP consists of over 
70 local and regional facility improvement projects that would increase the ability of the 
SFPUC's water supply system to withstand major seismic events and prolonged droughts and 
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to meet estimated water-purchase requests in the service areas. With the exception of the water 
supply goal, the overall WSIP goals and objectives are based on a planning horizon through 
2030. The water supply goal to meet delivery needs in the SFPUC service area is based on a 
planning horizon through 2018. The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are 
to: 

• Maintain high-quality water. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 

• Increase water delivery reliability. 

• Meet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP level-of-service goals and system performance objectives. 
These goals include providing a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled 
water, groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this 
amount, the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average 
would be derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up 
to 2 mgd of recycled .water; currently identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. This 
Project would also enable implementation of · the SFPUC' s Groundwater Supply Project, 
approved by the SFPUC in December, 2013. The SFPUC' s Groundwater Supply Project calls for 
installation of new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater in the first 
phase and conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable use, providing 
1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot occur until 
recycled water is available for Golden Gate Park landscaping or until another landscaping 
water source is identified. Thus the Project would also help meet the WSIP goal of providing 
approximately 4 mgd annual average of water supply from groundwater. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On September 3, 2015, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commision") conducted a public 
hearing on the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. The Co:mniission 
reviewed and considered the EIR and found the contents of said report and the procedures 
through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the CEQA 
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Adrninstrative Code. 

On September 3, 2015, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. 19442. 
Additionally, the Commission adopted approval findings, including findings rejecting 
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alternatives, and making a statement of overriding considerations, and adopted a mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program ("MMRP") pursuant to CEQA by Motion No. 19443, which 
findings and MMRP are incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth in this Motion. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The proposal addresses the following relevant objectives and policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE 
PRESENT AND FUTURE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO. 

The City and County of San Francisco owns and operates one of the most extensive water and 
power systems in the world. At present, the supply of fresh water generated by the Retch 
Hetchy/Water Department system is more than adequate. Current projections indicate that 
the present system will meet San Francisco's needs until the year 2020. Over the years, the 
consumption of fresh water in the city has risen substantially: over 100 percent between 1940 
and 1971. This increase in water consumption is primarily due to commercial expansion and 
has occurred despite a decline in San Francisco's resident population since 1950. 

Hetch Hetchy and the SFPUC should continue their excellent planning program to assure that 
, the water supply will adequately meet foreseeable consumption demands. To this end, the 
City should be prepared to undertake the necessary improvements and add to the Retch 
Hetchy/SFPUC system in order to guarantee the permanent supply. Furthermore, San 
Francisco should continually review its commitments for the sale of water to suburban areas 
in planning how to meet future demand. 

POLICY5.1 

Maintain an adequate water distribution system within San Francisco. 

The project implements this policy. The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of 
San Francisco's water supply. It would provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day of 
groundwater to augment San Francisco's municipal water supply. 

PROPOSITION M FINDINGS - PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 

The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Plant Project is consistent with Planning Code 
Section 101.l(b) Priority Policies as follows: 
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1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 
The Project would preserve_ current neighborhood-serving retail uses and enhance future· 
opportunities for residential employment in or ownership of such businesses. The Project would 
diversify and increase the reliability of San Francisco's water supply. A reliable and drought­
tolerant water supply is essential for the preservation and enhancement of the neighborhood­
serving retail uses. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in 
. order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. The Project 
would conserve neighborhood character. The Oceanside WPCP and Golden Gate Park Central 
Reservoir locations are not located in any residential or commercial neighborhoods and would 
not affect housing or neighborhood character. The remainder of the Project would consist of 
underground pipelines. 

3. ·That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. The Project 
would preserve the City's supply of affordable housing by diversifying and increasing the 
reliability of the City's water supply. The Project would not affect the development of affordable 
housing as the Project sites would not be located on residentially zoned parcels. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking. The Project would not increase commuter traffic and therefore would 
not impede Municipal Railway (MUNI) transit service or overburden the streets or 
neighborhood parking. Operation of the recycled water treatment plant would require 
approximately four full-time employ~es, while the operation and maintenance of other Project 
facilities would utilize existing SFPUC employees. As such, commuter traffic would not 
increase notably that would impede MUNI services or the streets. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service 
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future 
opportunities for residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. Project would protect the 
diversity of retail and service uses already existing in the City by diversifying and increasing 
the reliability of the water supply. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake.· The Project would diversify and increase the reliability of San 
Francisco's water supply, which would improve the City's preparedness for an earthquake. 
Moreover, the Project would be designed and constructed to comply with applicable San 
Francisco Municipal Code standards to ensure public safety in the event of an earthquake. 
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7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. The Project would not affect 
designated landmarks or buildings. Golden Gate Park is a registered Historic District; however, 
the proposed Project would not affect any landmarks or historic buildings within Golden Gate 
Park, or affect any contributors to the historic district. The Central Reservoir location in 
Golden Gate Park does not contain any historical landmarks or buildings, and the adjacent 
yard area is currently used as a wood waste storage and composting facility. Distribution 
pip lines are located within existing rights-of-way, and construction of pipeline would not alter 
the his-torical circulation system of Golden Gate Park. The Oceanside WPCP was completed in 
1994 and is not considered a historic structure. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected 
from development. The Project would involve construction of underground pipelines under 
various roadway and a new pump station in the Central Reserv?ir location within Golden Gate 
Park. Siting a pumping station at the Golden Gate Park Central Reservoir location would not 
reduce Golden Gate Park recreation use areas as this site is not used for recreation. Similarly, 
new pipelines within Golden Gate Park would not reduce any recreation use areas. 

The Project would not affect the parks' access to vistas and sunlight. New pipelines would be 
underground. Within Golden Gate Park, the new pumping station would be approximately 20 
feet tall. This would not affect any significant vistas and no new shade would be created, as the 
new pumping station would be in an area surrounded by trees that are higher than 20 feet tall. 

The Project would provide an irrigation supply for both Golden Gate and Lincoln Parks and 
ornamental lake supply for Golden Gate Park, which would contribute to the upkeep of existing 
recreation areas for both parks. For the reasons stated above, the Project would not affect public 
parks and open spaces. 

The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to 
consider the proposed findings of General Plan conformity on September 3, 2015. 

On September 3, 2015, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting to consider the General Plan Referral application, Case No. 2008.0091R. The 
Commission heard and considered public testimony presented at the hearing and has further 
considered written and oral testimony provided by Department staff and other interested 
parties. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby adopts the CEQA Findings 
set forth in No. 19443 and finds the proposed SFRW Project, as described above, to be 
consistent with the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, including, but not 
limited to the Environmental Protection Element, 'and is consistent with the eight Priority 
Policies in City Planning Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this motion. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution No. 19444 
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-007190GPR 

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on 
September 3, 2015. 

Jonas P. Ionin 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 
NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015 

I:\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referrals\ 2015 \ 2015-007190GP R_350 _Great _Hwy _Motion.docx 
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

D lnclusionary Housing (Sec. 315) D First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

D Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 313) 0 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 314) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 139) D Other 

Planning Commission Motion No. 17734 

Hearing Date: 
Case No.: 
Project: 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 

HEARING DATE: October 30, 2008 

October 30, 2008 
2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 
NIA 
NIA 

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
1155 Market Stre.et, 11th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Staff Contact: Diana Sokolove - (415) 575-9046 
diana.sokolove@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL PROGRAM 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR A PROPOSED WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") 
hereby CERTIFIES the Final Program Environmental Impact Report identified as Case 
No. 2005.0159E for the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP), including a series 
of facilities improvement projects, in Alameda, Santa Clara, San Francisco, San Joaquin, 
San Mateo, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties (hereinafter "Project"), based upon the 
following findings: · 

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department 
(hereinafter "Department") fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter 
"CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et 

www.sfplanning.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Motion No.17734 CASE NO. 2005.0159E . 
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 Water System Improvement Program 

seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

A. The Department determined that a Program Environmental Impact Report 
(hereinafter "PEIR") was required and in accordance with Sections 15063 and 
15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Department prepared a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of an EIR and conducted scoping meetings (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A). 
The NOP was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to other 
interested parties on September 6, 2005, initiating a public comment period that 
extended through October 24, 2005. PursuanUo CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, 
the San Francisco Planning Department held five public scoping meetings, one 
each in Sonora, Modesto, Fremont, Palo Alto and San Francisco, between October 
5, 2005 and October 19, 2005. The purpose of the meetings was to present the 
proposed WSIP to the public and receive public input regarding the proposed 
scope of the Program EIR analysis. A scoping report was prepared to summarize 
the public scoping process and the comments received in response to the NOP, 
and the main body of the report is included in Appendix A of the Draft Program 
EIR. 

B. On June 29, 2007, the Department published the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (hereinafter "DPEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper 
of general circulation of the availability of the DPEIR for public review and 
comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearings 
on the DPEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons 
requesting such notice and other interested parties. 

C. Notices of availability of the DPEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing 
were posted near the project site at O'Shaughnessy Dam in Tuolumne County by 
Department staff on July 25, 2007, and posting of the Notice of Availability were 
made by Department staff at a public library in each of the counties potentially 
affected by the Program (f.e., Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, 
Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties) in July 2007. 

D. On June 29, 2007, copies of the DPEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list 
of persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DPEIR, and 
to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State 
Clearinghouse. The DPEIR was posted on the Department's website. 

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on June 29, 2007. 

2. The DPEIR was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested 
organizations and individuals for review and comment on June 29, 2007 for a 90-day 
public review period. The public review period was subsequently extended and 
closed on October 15, 2007, for a total of 108 days. Six duly advertised public 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No. 17734 
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 

hearings on the Draft PEIR to accept written or oral comments were held in Sonora, 
Modesto, Fremont, Palo Alto, and San Francisco (two hearings) between September 
5, 2007 and October 11, 2007. All of the public hearings transcripts are in the Project 
record. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received 
at the public hearings and in writing during the public review period for the DPEIR, 
prepared revisions to the text of the DPEIR in response to comments received or 
based on additional information that became available during the public review 
period, and corrected errors in the DPEIR. This material was presented in a Draft 
Comments and Responses document, published on September 30, 2008, distributed 
to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DPEIR, and made 
available to others upon request at Department offices and on the Department's 
website. 

4. A Final Program Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FPEIR") has been 
prepared by the Department, consisting of the Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, and the Comments and Responses, all 
as required by law. 

5. Project files on the FPEIR have been made available for review by the Commission 
and the public. These files are available for public review at the Department offices 
at 1650 Mission Street, and are part of the record before the Commission. Linda 
A very is the custodian of records. Copies of the DPEIR and associated reference 
materials as well as the C&R document are also available for review at public 
libraries in each of the following counties: Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San 
Mateo, Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne. 

6. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Project Sponsor, has indicated 
that the presently preferred program is the Phased WSIP Variant, which is described 
and analyzed in the FPEIR. 

7. The FPEIR added new information to the DPEIR, as detailed in the Department Staff 
Memorandum dated October 16, 2008. This additional information does not involve 
a new significant environmental impact, a substantial increase in the severity of a 
significant environmental impact, or a feasible alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the 
significant environmental impacts of the Program and that the Project Sponsor 
declines to adopt. No information indicates that the DPEIR was inadequate or 
conclusory. Therefore, recirculation of the PEIR is not required or necessary because: 
(1) no new significant environmental impact would result from the Program (the 
Phased WSIP Variant as well as the originally preferred Program) or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2) no substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact would result; (3) no feasible program 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No. 17734 CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Phased WSIP 
Variant, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it; and (4) the Draft PEIR was 
not so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature so that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FPEIR, hereby does find that 
the Phased WSIP Variant described in the FPEIR and preferred by the Project 
Sponsor, will have the following significant and unavoidable effects on the 
environment. 

Significant and Unavoidable Water Supply/System Operations Impacts: 

The proposed water supply and system operations would reduce stream 
flows and alter the stream hydrograph along Alameda Creek below the 
Alameda Creek Diversion Dam in the Alameda Creek watershed in 
Alameda County and result in a significant and unavoidable impact on 
stream flow in Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the 
confluence with Calaveras Creek; 

The proposed water supply and system operations would result in a 
potentially significant and unavoidable impact in the Peninsula watershed 
on fishery resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir in San Mateo County; 
and 

The Program would indirectly contribute to potentially significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts caused by growth in the SFPUC 
service area, as identified in the planning documents and associated 
environmental documents for the affected jurisdictions. 

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Facility Improvement Project 
Impacts: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The WSIP may have significant and unavoidable impacts on the 
environment in the following ways based on programmatic information 
provided in the FPEIR about the WSIP facilities improvement projects. 
These impacts will be reevaluated in subsequent CEQA documentation 
based on site-specific, project-level information. Until more detailed 
project-level assessments are completed to determine the significance of 
impacts, these impacts are conservatively considered to be potentially 
significant and unavoidable. The impacts include: 

Land Use and Visual Quality 

Temporary disruption or displacement of land uses during 
construction periods. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 



Motion No. 17734 
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Existing land uses could be displaced to accommodate 
proposed facilities at some locations. 

Removal of a large area of existing oak woodland cover as 
part of the Calaveras Dam Replacement project would 
permanently alter a scenic vista. 

Cultural Resources 

Alteration or demolition of existing or potential historic 
facilities. 

Substantial adverse effects on existing or potential historic 
districts. 

Noise and Vibration 

Excessive construction noise could occur in close proximity 
to sensitive receptors and audible construction noise could 
occur during the more noi~e-sensitive nighttime hours. 

- Construction activities could generate vibration in proximity 
to sensitive receptors during the nighttime hours with 
implementation of some WSIP facility projects. 

Biological Resources 

Multiple facility improvement projects in the Sunol Valley 
would have a potentially significant and unavoidable 
collective impact on biological resources because of the 
number of WSIP projects in this region and the extent of 
overlap in terms of construction activity timing and location. 

Potentially significant and unavoidable collective impacts on 
special-status plant species could occur during construction 
of the Crystal Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade 
and Lower Crystal Springs Dam projects. 

Impacts Due to Implementation of Multiple WSIP Projects 
(Collective Impacts) 

Temporary impacts on existing land uses near the Irvington 
Tunnel portal in Fremont could occur during construction if 
staging and access under both the New Irvington Tunnel 
and Bay Division Pipeline Reliability Upgrade projects 
overlap in this vicinity. 

5 



Motion No. 17734 
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 

- Impacts on biological resources in Sunol Valley because of 
the number of WSIP projects in this region and the extent of 
overlap in terms of construction activity timing and location. 

Impacts on biological resources (special-status plant species) 
on the Peninsula during construction of the Crystal 
Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade and Lower 
Crystal Springs Dam projects. 

- Impacts on historical resources due to implementation of 
multiple projects in areas with water system facilities more 
than 45 years old. 

Truck traffic impacts due to the numerous potentially­
affected roadways, including regional roadways. 

Multi-regional effects on air quality from ozone and 
particulate matter emissions during construction of multiple 
projects. 

Noise impacts from construction of multiple WSIP projects 
the San Joaquin, Bay Division, Peninsula, and San Francisco 
regions. 

Impacts Due to Implementation of all WSIP Projects Combined 
with Non-WSIP Projects (Cumulative Impacts) 

Impacts on individual historic resources or on potential 
historic districts in the Sunol Valley and Peninsula regions. 

Regionwide traffic impacts from construction-related traffic 
(e.g., increased travel times). 

Regionwide air quality impacts due to the nonattainment 
status for ozone and particulate matter in both the San 
Francisco Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley Air Basins as 
well as the Program's contribution to construction-related 
diesel particulate matter emissions. 

Construction-related noise impacts on local and regional 
roadways. 

9. On October 30, 2008, the Commission reviewed and considered the FPEIR and 
hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which 
the FPEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed comply with the provisions of 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No. 17734 
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 

CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. 

10. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FPEIR concerning File No. 
2005.0159E, Water System Improvement Program, reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
accurate and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document contains 
no significant revisions to the DPEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE 
COMPLETION of said FPEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED bAeRannrz·n ommission 
at its regular meeting of October 30, 2008. .:.- '~~ .. ~ 

Linda A very fOr-
CommissionrSecretary 

AYES: Commissioners Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Moore, and Lee 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

EXCUSED: Commissioner Sugaya 

ADOPTED: October 30, 2008 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Amendment of the ' le - 4/7/10 

1:2-!D 100337 ORDINANCE NO. FILE NO. -------
R0#10034 

SA#32 

1 [Appropriating $1,647,249,198 of proceeds from debt for the Water System Improvement 

2 Program at the Public Utilities Commission for Fiscal Year 2009 2010 2010-2011 through 

3 Fiscal Year 2015~2016.] 

4 

5 Ordinance appropriating $1,647,249,198 of proceeds from debt for the San Francisco 

6 Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) for 

7 Fiscal Year 2009-2010 2010-2011 through Fiscal Year 2015·2016, and placing the entire 

8 appropriation of $1,647,249,191rby pro1ect on Controiler's reserve subject to.SFP s 

g and Board of Supervisors' discretionary approval following completion of project· 

1 o related analysis pursuant. to the California Environmental Quality Act· (CEQA), where 

11 required, and receipt of procee.ds of indebtedness, placing on Budget and Finance 

12 Committee reserve the funds for construction costs of any project with costs in exc~ss 

13 of $100,000,000 and $116,863.924 related to funding for project construction starting 

14 after June 30, 2012, and adopting environmental findings. 

15 .. 

.. 16 

17 

18 

Note: Additions are single-underline italics Arial; 
Deletions are strikethrough itatios Times Nf3w Roman . 
Board amendment additions are double underlined. 
Board amendment deletions are strikethrough normal. 

19 Be it ordained. by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

20 

21 Section 1 . The sources of funding outlined below are herein appropriated to reflect the 

22 funding available for Fiscal Year 2009 2010 2010-2011 through Fiscal Year 2015-2016. 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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1 SOURCES Appropriation 

Fund Index Code/ 

Project Code 

2 

3 

4 

5 

5W CPF 02E - Public .. WTR5WCPF02E I 

Utilities Commission- 2002 CUW3000100 

6 Proposition E Bond Fund 

7 Total SOURCES Appropriation 

Subobject Description Amount 

803XX Proceeds of Debt $1,647,249,198 

$1,647,249,198. " . 

9 

10 

11 

12 

· Section 2; The' uses· of funding outlined below are herein de-appropriated 'in Subobject 06700 

Buildings· Structures· and Improvements, and reflects the funding available for Fiscal Y.ear 

2009-2010. 

13 USES De-appropriation 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

19 Bond Fund 

20 

21 

22 

23 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

24 Bond Fund 

25 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 

Index Code I 

Project Code 

WTRS1PCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSLP0100 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSLV0100 

Subobject Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $29,408,888 

Structures, and . Local Pump 

Improvements Stations I Tanks 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $10,831,228 

Structures, and Local Pipeline I 

Improvements Valves 
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1 

2 

Fund 

3 . . 5W CPF 02E - Pu bile 

4 

5 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

6 Bond Fund 

Index Code I . 

Project Code 

WTRSlPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSLM0100 

7. . Total USES De-appropriation· 

0 

9·. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

~.· . 

USES Appropriation 

Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Comm lsslon-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the· Mayor 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSJI0100 

Subobject · Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $909,600 

Structures, and Local 

Improvements Miscellaneous 

$41,149,716 ..... .:. 

Subobject Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Joaquin $222,715,803 

Structures, and Water System 

Improvements Improvements 
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1 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildings, Sunol Valley . $247,478,748 

4 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Water System 

5 2002 Proposition E CUWSVI010Q .. Improvements Improvements 

6 Bond Fund 

7 
-
0 ~V'VCPF1J2E-=PTI1511c WTRS1PCPF02E 06700 Buifalngs, 8ayuJv1s1on $1261305,586 

9 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Water System 

10 2002 Proposition E CUWBDI0100 Improvements Improvements 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildings, Peninsula W~ter $557 ,562,377 

14 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and System 

15 2002 Proposition E . CUWPWI0100 Improvements Improvements 

16 Bond Fund 

17 

18 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildings, San Francisco $16,250,288 

19 Uti!lties Commission- Project: Structures, and Regional Water 

20 2002 Proposition E CUWSFR0100 Improvements System Projects 

21 Bond Fund 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Newsom Page4 ofll 
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1 Fund Index Code I Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildings, Environmental $168,269 

4 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Impact Project 

5 2002 Proposition E CUW3880100 Improvements (PEIR). 

6 Bond Fund 

7 
n 

5W'ePF-02E-=f'abfic--W=rRstPePF02E .. ooroereuttdtrrg-s-;-rtarntame's-erve $"4't;28o,387 v 

9 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Program 

10 2002 Proposition E CUW3880100 . Improvements 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 SW CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildings, Program $55,804,772. 

14 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Management 

15 2002 Proposition E CUW3920100 Improvements 

16 Bond Fund 

17 

18 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildings, Watershed $13, 184,886 

19 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Environmental 

20 2002 Proposition E CUW3940100 Improvements Improvement 

21 Bond Fund Program 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Newsom Page 5of11 
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1 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildings, San Francisco $26,572,340 

4 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Local Reservoirs 

5 2002 Proposition E CUWSLR0100 Improvements 

6 Bond Fund 

7 

8' oWCPFIJ2E - Public WTR"STPCPFU2E 067lT(}BuiJaings, Lake Merced . !ll22,407, 134 

9 Utilities Commission- Project: Struetures, and Water Level 

10 2002 Proposition E CUW3010100 Improvements Restoration 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 SW CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildings, San Francisco $31, 126,553 

14 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Ground Water 

15 2002 Proposition E CUW3010200 Improvements Supply 

16 Bond Fund 

17 

18 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 06700.Bulidings, Recycled Water $110, 146,222 

19 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Project San 

20 2002 Proposition E CUW3020100 Improvements Francisco 

21 Bond Fund 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

6 Bond Fund 

7 

9 

10 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 

14 

15 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

16 Bond Fund 

17 

18 

19 

Total USES Appropriation 

· ln~ex Code I 

Project Code 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUW3020500 

Project: 

CUW3000100 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUW3000100 

Subobject Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $18,289,688 

Structures, and Eastside 

Improvements Recycled Water 

CJ6700 Buildings, Financing Costs $196,203,562 

Structures, and 

Improvements 

081C4 Internal City Services $2,896,299 

Audits Auditor 

$1,688,398,914 

20 Section 4. The total appropriation of $1 t 647,249,198 is placed on Controller's Appropriation 

21 . Reserve by project. Release of appropriation reserves by the Controller is subject to the prior 

22 occurrence of: 1) the SFPUC's and the Board of Supervisors' discretionary adoption of CEQA 

23 Findings for projects, following review and consi~eration of completed project-related 

24 environmental analysis, where required, pursuant to CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and 

25 Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, and 2) the Controller's certification of 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 

Page 7 ofll 



1 funds availability, including proceeds of indebtedness. The appropriation for funding the. 

2 construction costs of any project with costs in_ excess of $100,000,000 is placed on Budget · 

3 and Finance Committee reserve pending review and reserve release by the Budget and 

4 Finance Committee. The appropriation of funding for project construction for Upper Alameda 

5 · Creek Filter Gallery ($15.314,352). Peninsula Pipelines Seismic Upgrade ($10,242.545), 

6 Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery ($33;490,259), Lake Merced Water Level 

7 Restoration ($22,919,437) and Program Management ($34,897,331) starting after·June. 30;. 

a on;--amuuntirrg:tg:a-ttJt~r(Jf11it>;863-;fJ2'4;-tsplace~Bmlget andrmance Comm1 .ee. 

9 reserve pending review of updated expenditure plans subsequent to January 1, 2012 butgrior. 

10 to June 30. 2012. 

11 

12 Section 5. Findings. 

13 (a) The Board of Supervisors previously appropriated $1,923,629,194 for the WSIP, by 

14 Ordinance No 311-08 (finally passed on December 16, 2008), and made the following findings 

15 in compliance with CEQA, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., the 

16 CEQA Guidelines. 14 Cal. Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (CEQA Guidelines), 

17 and San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 (Chapter 31), and hereby adopts the . 
18 same findings with respect to this appropriation ordinance: (i) On October 30, 2008, the 

19 Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Water System Improvement Program 

20 Final Environmental Impact Report (WSIP Final EIR) by Motion No. 17734, and found that the 

21 contents of said report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, 

22 publicized, and reviewed, complied with CEQA and Chapter 31; a copy of the motion is on file 

23 with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 081453 and is incorporated into this Ordinance by this 

24 refer~nce. (ii) On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC adopted Resolution Nos. 08-0200 and 08-

25 0202 in which the SFPUC: (A) approved the Phased Water System Improvement Program 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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1 (Phased WSIP) and (B) authorized the SFPUC General Manager to request that the Mayor. 

2 recommend approval of a Supplemental Appropriation to the Board of Supervisors in the 

3 amount of $1,923,629, 194. (iii) SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200 contained environmental 

4 findings .and adopted a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP), the MMRP and. 

5 environment~! findings, including exhibits, are collectively referred to herein as, "SFPUC 

6 · CEQA Fir.idings" for the .. implementation of the Phased· WSIP, as required by CEQA; SFPUC 

7 . · CEQA" Findings. included 13xtensive findings . regarding the Phased" W$1P .potential 

8 . · · environ men a impacts.," · .. tlie . · sufficiency of . mitigation measures, :re'Spons1ffility-lor : :_; · 

9 ·implementation of .mitigation measures including a mitigation and monitoring report, and· a 

1 O statement of overriding considerations regarding potentially significant and unavoidable 

11 impacts. The SFPUC CEQA Fin~ings reflected the SFPUC's independent review· and 

12 consideration of the relevant environmental information contained in the WSIP Final EIR and 
~ 

13 the administrative record. The SFPUC CEQA Findings are on file with the Clerk of the Board 

14 of Supervisors in File No. 081453 and are incorporated herein by reference. (iv) The Board 

15 of Supervisors has had the opportunity to review and consider the Final EIR and the 

16 administrative record, which are located at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, 

17 Suite 400, in file no. 2005.0159E. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the 

18 Final EIR and the SFPUC CEQA Findings with respect to this Ordinance, including the MMRP 

19 and Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted by the SFPUC on October 30, 2008, and 

20 determined that said Findings remain valid for the actions contemplated in this Ordinance; 

21 there are no changed circumstances or other factors present that would require additional 

22 environmental review for this Ordinance. (v) The Board hereby adopts as its own and 

23 incorporates the SFPUC CEQA Findings contained in SFPUC Resolution No. 08"0200 by 

24 reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. (vi) The Board of 

25 Supervisors endorses,the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the SFPUC 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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1 CEQA Findings and recommends for adoption any mitigation measures that are enforceable 

2 by agencies otherthan City agencies; all as set forth in the SFPUC CEQA Fin.dings, including .. 

3 .the MMRP contained in the referenced SFPUC CEQA Findings. (vii) The Board of 

4 

5 

.. 6 

7 

Supervisors finds on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole record that: (A) the 

WSIP Supplemental Appropriation reflected in this Ordinance before the Board of Supervisors 

will not require revisiohs to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant.· 

environmental effects ·or substantially. increase in the severity of previously identified . 

-. -· · -. · -··.....__.'~s1'--g-"rn~s; (B) n.o · .suostam1al-:ctlanges nave ·· occurred w1tn. respect· to- ·the 

·. '9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

circumstances under which the Phased WSIP will be undertaken which would.require major 

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects, or a 

·substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR; and (C) no· new 

information of substantial importance to the Phased WSIP has become available which would 

indicate· (1) the Program will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR; (2) 

significant environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (3) mitigation measures or 

alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects have 

become feasible; or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different 

from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 

environment. 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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2 

· 3 · APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

4 

5 

6 

7 

"" . 8 

. . 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: 
·~ j?~ . ' . . ~ . 

~ .... :.- ...... ··::: . 

· Deputy,,eity 'Attorney 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 

FUNDS AVAILABLE 

BEN ROSENFIELD 

Controller 

• ~ •• ·t • 

Date: 3/16/2010 · 

Amended Date: 41812010 

. . . : 

.. ~ .. , ..... 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Ordinance 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 100337 Date Passed: April 20, 2010 
. . 

Ordinance appropriating $1,647,249,198 of proceeds from debt for the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC) Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) for FY2010-2011 through 
FY2015-2016, and placing the entire appropriation of $1,647,249, 198 by project on Controller's reserve 
subject to SFPUC's and Board of Supervisors' discretionary approval following completion of 
project-related analysis pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), where required, 
and receipt of proceeds of indebtedness, placing on Budget and Finance Committee reserve the funds 
for construction costs of any project with costs In exces~ of $100,000,000 and $116,863,924 related to . 
funding for project construction starting after June 30, 2012, and adopting environmental findings. 

April 13, 2010 Board ef 8upervisor5 PASSED, ON FIRST READING 

Ayes: 11 -Alioto-Pier, Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Da,ly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar, 
Maxwell and Mirkarimi 

April 20, 2010 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED 

Ayes: 10 -Alioto-Pier, Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Daly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar and 
Mirkarimi 
Excused: 1 - Maxwell 

File No. 100337 I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on 
4/20/2010 by the Board of Supervisors of the 
City and County of San Francisco. 

~S? Q.Q..~ 
Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

Date Approved 

City and Counzy of San F:rancisco Page 17 Printed at 9: 23 mn on 4121110 



San Francisco Westside 
Recycled Water Project 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
CASE NO. 2008.0091 E 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2008052133 

Very large file. Document can be viewed and downloaded through the following URL as available through the 
Office of the Clerk of the Board's Legislative Research Center: 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4531966&GUID=AE19823A-C5A8-4C49-8704-5467229BC770 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

,-·---------..-----------·-------·-----·,------------------. 
l Draft EIR Publication Date: ! March 18, 2015 
f-··--·--·------·-·-·-··-------·-----·------·-·-.. -·-·-----------··""-----.. ;-------------
1 Draft EIR Public Hearing Date: I April 23, 2015 
~------·-·-·-·----·---·-·-·-·---·-·-----·--·-·-·-------·-··l----------------·---' 

j Draft EIR Public Comment Period: ! March 18, 2015- May 4, 2015 
r---- --·-- ---·-- -- ·- -- -- ........ ··- ---- ---- --- .... ·- -.... --- ---.,r .. ·---------

; l Final EIR Certification Hearing Date: l September 3, 2015 
L ____ ...... -·-··-·-·--·-----i-·-·······-·· .. -·-----·-.. -···-----·--·-·······- - ··-- ... ----.--·---~---------------

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING I SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

6/24/2016 9:20:02 AM 



San Franci:::,CO 
Water r 
Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 13th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415.554.3155 

F 415.554.3161 

TTY 415.554.3488 

TO: Supervisor Scott Wiener 

FROM: Grace Kay, Policy and Government Affairs 

DATE: June 20, 2016 

SUBJECT: Resolution Adopting Findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act Related to the San Francisco 
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 

Thank you for sponsoring.this legislation. 

Attached please find one copy of a proposed resolution adopting findings under 
the California Environmental Quality Act, including the adoption of ·a mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program and a statement of overriding considerations 
related to the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project and directing 
the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Controller of this action. 

The following is a list of accompanying documents: 
1. Board of Supervisors Resolution 
2. SFPUC Resolution No. 08-200 
3. SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0187 
4. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. M-19442 
5. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 19443 
6. San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No. 19444 
7. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 17734 
8. . Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 0092-1 O 

The following is included on a CD: 
1. Recycled Water Project Final Environmental Impact Report 

Please contact Grace Kay at 554-0758 if you need any additional information 
on these items. 

Edwin M.Lee 
Mayor 

Francesca Vietor 
President 

Anson Moran 
Vice President 

Ann Moller Caen 
Commissioner 

Vince Courtney 
Commissioner 

Ike ((won 
Commissioner 

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. 
General Manager 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Harlan Kelly, Jr., General Manager, Public Utilities Commission 

Toney D. Chaplin, Acting Chief, Police Department 
Ben Rosenfield, City Controller, Office of the Controller 
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Director of Commission Affairs, Planning Commission 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: June 29, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Wiener on June 21, 2016: 

File No. 160720 

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act,· 
including the adoption of a mitigation monitor.ing and reporting program and 
a statement of overriding considerations related to the San Francisco 
Westside Recycled Water Project; and directing the Clerk· of the Board of 
Supervisors to notify the Controller of this action. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org. 

c: Juliet Ellis, Public Utilities Commission 
Donna Hood, Public Utilities Commission 
Christine Fountain, Police Department 
Todd Rydstrom, Office of the Controller 
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Planning Department 



President, District 5 
BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

London Breed 

e>O.S·lf J CO 0 I ~~· 
L-"JA Cfer/c/ J3t-F <>~t 

O..tf c..('r) r>?A-~ 
City Hall 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 

Tel. No. 554-7630 
Fax No. 554-7634 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

PRESIDENTIAL ACTION 

Date: 6/30/16 

To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Madam Clerk, 
Pursuant to Board Rules, I am hereby: 

D Waiving 30-Day Rule (Board Rule No. 3.23) 

File No. 

Title. 

lgj Transferring (Board Rule No 3.3) 

File No. 160720 

(Primary Sponsor) 

Wiener 
(Pnmary Sponsor) 

,.,.,: ; _, 

I ~:>, ,,. 
·~c-

'-·c· 
"'~ 

C:> 
c:) 

-o 

Title. 
California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco 
Westside Recycled Water Project 

From: Land Use & Transportation 

To: Budget & Finance 

D Assigning Temporary Committee Appointment (Board Rule No. 3.1) 

Supervisor ---------

Replacing Supervisor ---------

For: 
(Date) 

Committee 

Committee 



introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

!XI 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 

D 5. City Attorney request. 
~-------~ 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. !.____ _____ ~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No . ._I _____ ~ 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 
~------------~ 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Wiener 

Subject: 

California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including the adoption of a mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program and a statement of overriding considerations related to the San Francisco Westside 
Recycled Water Project and directing the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Controller of this action. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: ~--_/ u\ ~~ 
~_....,,...,.___ _ _...._,___.....-=-----=----=------~ 

For Clerk's Use Only: 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Greetings: 

Major, Erica (BOS) 
Wednesday, June 29, 2016 2:47 PM 
Kelly, Jr, Harlan (PUC); Chaplin, Toney (POL); Rosenfield, Ben (CON); Rahaim, John (CPC); 
lonin, Jonas (CPC) 
Ellis, Juliet (PUC); Hood, Donna (PUC); Fountain, Christine (POL); Rydstrom, Todd (CON); 
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); 
Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC) 
REFERRAL FYI (160720) - California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco 
Westside Recycled Water Project 
160720- FYl.pdf 

This matter is being forwarded to your department for informational purposes. If you have any comments or reports to 
be included with the file, please forward them to me at the Board of Supervisor?, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

Sent on behalf of Andrea.Ausberry@sfgov.org, should you have any questions please contact Andrea Ausberry at {415) 
554-4442 or Alisa.Somera@sfgov.org. 

Best, 

Erica Major 
Assistant Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet~ Place, City Hall, Room 244 San Francisco, CA 94102 
Phone: (415) 554-4441 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Erica.Major@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• «([; Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear an the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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