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FILE NO. 160720 RESOLUTIOw NO.

[California Enviroh'mental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco Westside Recycled Water
Project]

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including
the adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and a statement of
overriding"COnsidera’Eiens 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.

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

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

(Project), Project No. CUW30201, which is a water infrastructure project included as part of
the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP); and v |

WHEREAS, The Project is located in the City and County of San Francisco and its
completi‘on would help the SFPUC achieve the WSIP Level of Service goal for Water Supply
adopted by the SFPUC in Resolution No. 08-200; and.

WHEREAS, The objectives of the Project are to produce a new supply of recycled
water of up to 2 million gallons per day for irrigation, lake fill, and other non-potable uses,
which will expand and diversify the SFPUC’S water supply portfolio and increase system
reliability by increasing the use of local water supply soufces and reducing dependence on
imported surface water; and _4

WHEREAS,rAn environmental impact report (EIR) as required by the Celifornia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was prepared for the Project in Planning Department, File
No. 2008.0091E; and ‘

WHEREAS, The Project is a capital improvement project approved by the SFPUC as
part of the WSIP; and -

Supervisor Wiener ' :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Page1
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WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on September 3, 2015, certified
the Final EIR (FEIR) by Motion No. M-19442, including a statement of overriding
considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Recycled Water
Project by Motion No. 19443, and found the Project consistent with the General Plan by
Resolution No. 19444; and

WHEREAS, The Project FEIR is tiered from the WSIP Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR) certified by the Planning Commission on October 30, 2008, by Mof[ion No.
17734; and

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

,Mltlgatlon Monitoring and Reporting Program (PEIR MMRP) as reqwred by CEQA on October

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

WHEREAS, On September 8, 2015, the SFPUC, by Resolution No. 15-0187, a copy of
which is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 160720 and which is incorporated herein by
this reference: (1) approved the Project; and (2) adopted findings (CEQA Findings), including
a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) as required by CEQA; and

WHEREAS, The Project files, including the FEIR, PEIR, and SFPUC Resolution
No. 15-0187 have been made available for review by the Board and the public, and those files
are considered part of the record before this Board; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the information
and findings contained in the FEIR, PEIR and SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0187, and all written
and oral information provided by the Planning Departrhent, the public, relevant public
agencies, SFPUVC and other experts and the administrative files for the Project; and

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

WSIP appropriated funds on Controller's Appropriation Reserve, by project, making release of

Supervisor Wiener
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : 2515 Page 2
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appropriation reserves by the Controller subject to the prior occurrence of: (1) the SFPUC's
and the Board's discretionary adoption of CEQA Findings for each project, following review
and consideration of completed project-related environmental analysis, pursuant to CEQA, the
State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, where
required, and (2) the Controller’s certification of funds availability, including proceeds of
indebtedness; and

WHEREAS, The ordinance also placed any project with construction costs in excess of
$100,000,000 on Budget and Finance Comrhittee reserve pending review and reserve release
by that Committee; and '

WHEREAS, Therefore, the SFPUC has sent a letter to the Budget & Finance
Committee requesting review and release of the portion of those funds necessary for Project
No. CUW30201; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Project
FEIR and record as a whole, finds that the FEIR is adequate for its use as the decision—
making body for the action taken herein including, but not limited to, approval of the Project
and adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the CEQA Findfngs,
including the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the MMRP contained in SFPUC
Resolution No. 15-0187; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board adopts the City Planning Commission’s
General Plan consistency-findings, and finds that the Project mitigation measures. set forth in
the Project FEIR and the MMRP, and adopted by the SFPUC and herein by thi.s Board will be
implemented as reflected in and in accordance with the MMRP,; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that since the FEIR was finalized, there
have been no substantial project changes and no substantial changes in Project

circumstances that would require major revisions to the FEIR due to the involvement of new

Supervisor Wiener .
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signiﬁcant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified
significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would

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

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

Resolution to the Controller.

Supervisor Wiener
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
: 2517
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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-Term 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 rehablhty, and meetmg 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 San 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 sowrce from the Hetch 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
operational system; and

WHEREAS, on October 30, 2008, the Planning Commission reviewed and
considered the Final Program Environmental 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 California 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
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Department, the public, relevant public agenctes SFPUC and other expcrts 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 Commission and the public, and those files are part
of the record before this Commission; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff prepared proposed
findings, 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 Commiission 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 Frfancisco, and 10 mgd conservation, récycled watet,
groundwater in the wholesale sexrvice area); 4) dry-year water transfers 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 financial 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 anoual 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 recornmendation 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 dehvenes 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, be 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 Resclution as Attachment
B and incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto; and, be it

A FURTHER RESOLVED, this Commission hereby approves a water system
improvement program that would limit sales to an average annmal of 265 mgd from the
watersheds through 2018, and the SFPUC and the wholesale customers would
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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,

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 delivery 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
and possibly beyond; and, be it

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

Phased WSIP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Program Goal System Performance Objective
Water Quality — maintain » Design improvements to meet current and foreseeable future federal
high water quality and state water quality requirements.

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

+ Continue to implement watershed protection measures.
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Program Goal

System Performance Objective

Seismic Reliability —
reduce vulnerability 1o
earthquakes

Delivery Reliability —
increase delivery
reliability and improve
ability to maintain the
sysiem

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

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 w1thout mterruptmg 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 throngh 2018 while limiting ratxomng
to a maximum 20 percent system-wide reduction in water service
during extended droughts.

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

Improve 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
{acilities. . )

And, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, This Commission authorizes and directs SFPUC staff to
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design and develop VWSIP facility improvement projects consistent with the Phased WSIP
Goals and Objectives.

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities
Commission at its meeting of October 30, 2008

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission

2522



PUBLIC UTILITIES QOMMISSION
City and County of San Francisco

RESOLUTION NO. 15-0187

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 associated 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 portfolio 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 EIR 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. 2008.0091E, consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact 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 corplied 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 comphance 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 admlmstranve tiles for the Project
and the EIR; and
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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, Tlmothy Johnston, is the custodian of records,
Iocated in File No. 2008.0001E, 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 Commission’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 execute 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 fo 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 construction contracts.

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

-
7

Mo Hopt

15

Secretary, Pubhc 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

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 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 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, Planpning Department Case No., 2008.0091E, State Clearinghouse No.
2008052133) (the "Final EIR" 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 disposmon of
the mitigation measures;

Section V evaluates the different Project altemnatives 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

1
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Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific
reasons in support of the Comumission’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 moniforing 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
[mpact Report ("Draft EIR" ot "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.

1. 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:

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

. Construction of a transmission pipeline primarily along 36th Avenue that would rum
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
sife.

2526
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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 nses
-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 this Commission 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 watet,

. Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes.

» Increase water delivery reliability.

J Meet customer water s.upply 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 watet; 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,
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C, Environmental Review
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1. Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report

AR

On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water Systern 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 poiential 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 enviromnmental 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 alternative possible sites, resuiting 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 fo 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 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 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
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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 turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some
modifications,

The Draft EIR was circulated for public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 2015. 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 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 Drafi 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 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 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 altemnative 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
preciuded. 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 is 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, cousents, 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 with
SFPUC for construction, operation and maintenance of recycled water facility stractures 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, 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
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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)
L California Coastal Commission (coastal permit)
. Presidio Trust (water supply agreement)
. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Regional Water Quality Control Board
(NPDES 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:

u 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 Variant, which is incorporated by reference in the SFRW

Project EIR.
b All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the

SEPUC and Planning Commission relating to the EIR, the Project, and the alternatives set forth in
the EIR. '

" All information (including wriften 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
x 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 docurent was formally 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 Department 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 Management, 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, III, 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 ot 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 Project. Thus, although, as a legal
matter, the SFPUC is not bound by the significance determinations 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. In 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 determinations 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 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.

In Sections II, TIl 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 SFPUC rejecting the conclusions of the
Final EIR or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR for the Project.

I1. 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 Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (2)(3),
15091). 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 pattemns; (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; (10) 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 (I3) 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 afeas 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: T he 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 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 thé

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

including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article [1 of the San Francisco
Planning Code.

Transportation and Circulation

. Impact TR-1: The Project would not result in conflict with an applicable congestion
management progran,

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

10
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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 imipair 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 aiter
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 NO-1: The Project would not result in substantial groundbome vibration or
groundborne noise levels.

»  Impact NO-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 NO-3: Construction of the Project would not result in a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels af 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 canmlative noise impacts.
Air Quality

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

11
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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 Project would generate greenhouse gas emissions during

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 manper 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 freatment 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.

12

Project construction and operation, but not at levels that would result in a significant
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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,

¥mpact UT-5: The Project’s construction would not result in a substantial adverse
effect refated to distuption, relocation, or accidental damage to existing utilities.

Impact C-UT: The Project 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 fedéraily
protected wetlands, as defined 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 native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sifes. :

Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: The Project would not expose people or structures fo 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.

13
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. Impact HY-2: Project operation would not contribute sunoff water that would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systeins, 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 ina
manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off the site.

s  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-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 % 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.

14
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° Impact C-ME; The Project would not have significant cumulative mineral and
energy tmpacts. :

III. Findings of 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

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 project alternative),
The findings in this Section HI 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 mifigation 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 MMRP. The Commission finds that for the reasons set forth in the
Finat 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 Impacis

Cultural Resources

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant fo 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 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 resoutces, 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.

e 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)
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Ground-disturbing 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 Project could adversely impact paleontological resources at the water treatment
plant site, a significans impact. The impact would be reduced 1o a less-than-significant level through
riitigation 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.

s 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 tesults, 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 distarbance to human remaing
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.

o Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Discovery of Human Remains

Impact CP-5: Construction of the Project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to
35th 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 information about the overail
health of these former inhabitants. While there is a slight potential for the Project to uncover hurnan
remains, the disturbance of remains would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to
a less-than-significant Jevel 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,
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v 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 sigaificant 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.

s 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 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
telocation 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 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-Bl-1a 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-Ib would require surveys of the
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Project site within two weeks of tree removal. With implementation of M-BI-1b, 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, ¥ California red-legged frog or
western pond turtle are present, they could be injured or killed, a significanr impact. Mitigation
measure M-BI-Ic would mitigate the effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days
of the construction activity. With implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-1c, the impact
would be less than significant,

s Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures

o Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status
Bais

e Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c, 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 comulative
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, Accidentai Discovery of Archaeological Resources
s Mirigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources
o Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Discovery of Human Remain

o 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-refated 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 significanr 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).

e Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures

o Mitigation Mensure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status
Bats "

s Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California
Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle

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

WSIP Impact

Rased 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 further 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 environiment, as reflected in the
Final PEIR, is unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) (3) and (b), and
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(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 Crystal 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 Jmpact 5.5.5.-1. the Project-level fisheries analysis in the
Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement Project Final EIR 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 Improvement Project in
Resofution 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 confluence with Calaveras
Creek (PEIR Tmpact 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. [1-0015. 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 reasomable, 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:

L

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:

s Diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water.
s 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 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water,
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet refail 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 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 fundamemtal 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 Fipal EIR and listed below because the
Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economiic, legal,
social, technological, and other considerations described in this section in addition to those
described in Section V1 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 maoner 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 altemnative 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.

Alternative A: No Project

Under the No Project Altemative, 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
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Groundwater Supply Project would nof 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 WSIP 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 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 pre\/ibusly
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 poliutant 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 irmpacts 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
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 recycied 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 lof. 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
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Wawona Street, then east to 34th Street, and vorth 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 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 arcas 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 fines. 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 Projeét and result in
different impacts than the Project in the areas of poise, traffic, and energy use, Aliemative 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
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as compared to-the Project. Increased noise could negatively impact Zoo apimals. 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 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 fonger
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 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 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 emergy 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.
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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 anmimal isolation and testing requiréments. The San

Francisco Zoo and the Reoreation 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 currently 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 Alternative would result
in minimal to nio 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 SFPUC 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 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 avéided. Second, construction of a smaller recycled water supply treatment plant,
eliminating new storage and pumping facilities at the Central Reservoir site, and e¢liminating
distribution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir reduces the area of excavation, reducing
potential exposure to unknown archeological resources and unknown human remains. Third,
consiructing 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. fotal construction
activities are reduced, the tofal 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 reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water
and groundwater for irrigation and other nompotable 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
x 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 u’ngation wells in Golden
Gate Park to potable uvse, 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 fo meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amouunt,
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 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 med 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 resuit, 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
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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 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 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 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
L :
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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 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, Al mitigation measures proposed in the Final
EIR for the Project are adopted as part of this approval action. Furthermore, 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 pravides 2 mgd
of recycled water to irrigators on the Westside of San Francisco who are now using imported
potable surface water or groundwater for frrigation.

» 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 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 'dixtweighed the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the
WSIP. This Statement of Overriding Considerations is relevant to the significant and wnavoidable
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:

o Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP inciudes
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
improverents 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.

s The WSIP would meet SFPUC customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of
retail and wholesale custorer 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 10 mgd would be met through local comservation, 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 San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd
of potable groundwater for San Francisco residents, water that is currently used for irrigation
and lake refill in Golden Gate Park.

r
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o 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.
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BAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT ($F Environmental Planning Case No, 2008.00912F) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Monitoring and Reparting Program
Tmypact 3 B Reviewing and .
Impact Summary Adopted Mitigation. Measures Responsible Party [ Approval Party Monitoring and Repoxting Actions Tmplementation Schedule
‘The proposed project could | Mikigation M M-CP.2; Accidental Df y of Azcheological K 1) SEPUCEMB 1} BEIMUC BEM 1) Ensure that relaled to wehaealogical 1) Design
2?:;"5 i ;“""‘:"’:"‘a;gd;’:c':‘:’) o | e falluwing measures shall be smplemented shoubd cunstrachon actvities sesullin the | 2)  SFRUC CMB 2} SFPUC BEM discovers sre inchaded in vontruct documenis. 2} Proconstruction and
e in e & cci ; ¢ 5 ) " - o
an archeal usil:a{;:nsoutce accidental digcovery of an 'nrchanlogmul TesouTee; ) 3) SFPUCCMB/BEM |3) SEPUC BEMand ERO 2) Ertsuxe ??‘.ﬂu Pusunn:l attu_nd e;‘l::‘gonme.:tal tmlﬂmg Consiniction
Secti The following mitigation measure is required 1o avold any tial adyerse effect {Archeologist) o prior to beginning work, nuceive "ALERT sheet, an 3 Constacilon
puriant to Section ; 1 i 4)  SFPUCEEM and BRQ sign the fraining rign-in sheets. Maintain Ale of
15084.5(0). fram the propased prejedt on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical { 31 cppyc CMB/BEM ca g Mg 3 4) Post Construction
resources as defined in CEQA Cuidelines Sections 15064.5(a) and (c). The project {Archeologist) signature sheeis forj_ubmxﬂul to RO, Monitor to
spunsor shull distribute the Mlannfng Department archeclogical resouree “ALERT” ensure that the c in
sheet 10 the project prime conlructor; to any projuct subcentzactor (induding - comtzuct dotument, zepart non-complina: "“d ensure
demolition, excavation. grading, fowndation, wie. firms); or ntllities firm involved in comective actian.
soils distarbing activities within the project site. Prior ta any soils distarbing 3) Evaluate the potenlial discavery and agvise the ERO as
avtivifies being undertaken each contracior is Tespons xble for ensuring that the Lo the significance of the discovery. If warranted,
“ALERT” sheet is circulated lo all feld p g machine op Held proceed with measures that may include the following:
crew, supervisory porsonnel, ete The pro;nct spansor shallprovvde(he . Oasite S "
Envirarunental Revies Officer (BRO) with a signed affidavit from (e yesponsible o Do wa‘wum‘_m .ms(lurm., . .
parvies (prime contracior, subcontractor(s), and utilities finm} to the ERO confirming b, Archaeological monitoring program with prior p
that a1} field personaiel have received copies ai the Alert Sheet. review/approval of ERO; or bl
Shonld any indication of w archeol be 1 during, any soils e Archaeal I p/data recovery program with
disturhing activity of the project, the pm}ec{ Head Foreman and/or project sponsor prior eview/approval of BRO.
shall immediately ntify the ERQ and shall immediately susped any suils 4} Prepare a Final Archaeclogical Resautees Report.
N dusturbing amvmes in the vicinity o the dxsmve:y unlil the RO has determpined - Submit 10 ERO for review and approval. Submit tv
()] what addt should be und ) athers as required once approved by GRO.
o1 I the RRO determines that an archeslogical resouree may he present within the
o1 project site, the pm-;ntapunsur shall retain the wervices uf a qualibied archeslogical A
consuliant, based on.stand 4 loped by the Pl g Department archeologist. llﬁ
The arct [tami shall eval the di d fal and advise the : E
HRO as to whe\hu l\'ne dbgovk‘ryhmnncal or unlquc retuing sufficient integrity and 1
is ot potent 5 . If & sigmficant archeological § %
A resoucce is present, the urchuological Jtant shall moke a revoi dation s fo 5
whatagtion, if any. is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO tay sequire, i 2«!\!1
warranied, specific additionul measuyes to be implemented by the projest sponsor ;,)9.'
including avoidance measures or other appropriabe mitigation. 3
Me.:sum: mlbl\t m\)ude. preservation in situ of Lhe ancheologicst resource, an
of m "'g'..u ting/data recovery
prougram. 1 " .uchmlogxu\) monitonng, ErAIK OF a7 ical testing programis N
Teaquized, if shall be consistend with the E¥ diviston guxdn.hne: I'or such px‘ugr.l.m:«
The ERQ may alse require that the project sp I ta site i
security progam if the archeological nesource ié at risk from vandalism, looting, ar !%é,
other damaging actions. g’%
The project archealoglcal consultant shall subxmt = Final Axcheologw‘d Resgutces O
Raporl (FAKR) to !.ht ERO that i} of any ﬁ;
i and ing the cheol 1 and historical . “l‘;
research methads employed in the archenlogical testing/data recovery program(s) b
undertaken. ln[nrmdtinn thal may put at risk any archevlogical nesource shall be :»‘@4,2
provided in 3 separale remosable isert within the fina) report. I(& s
o
)
BEM = {SFPUC) Bureau of Environmentat Mamiyement CMB = (3FPUC; Capslrustion Manaemant Buram ERO = SF Planning Departioom Environmeniatl Review Clicer USFWE = Unlled States Fish znd Wiokls Service
GDFW = Califomia Depasiment of Fish and Wildlie EMB = (SFPUC) Englneanng Manngemenl Bureau BFPLC = Ban Francisco Publc WHililes Commission
San Franciseo Wostakie Rocycied Weter Proset 1 Endiisnmental Planmng Cone No, 2WB.DUD1IE
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) ~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

] Monitoring and Reporting Frogram
Impact Reviewing and ‘ I
Impact Sumumary Adopted Mitigation M es Responsible Party Approval Party Maaitoring and Reporting Actions 1 Implementation Schedule
cr2 . Copies of the Dratl FAKR shall be sent to the ERQ for ruview and approval Onge B N
{cont) approved by the BRO, copies of the FARK shall be distributed as follows: Califomia # \x[.
Archeological Site Survey NWIC shall receive one (1) copy and the ERC shall receive i g
a copy of the transmiltal of the FARK o the NWIC The Enwvironmiental Plarning % Y
division of the Plunnmg Departnent shall receive ane bound wopy, one unbound ,ﬁ"\z
copy and one unlock habile copy on.compact disk (CD) threw coples of the #
FARR along with copws of any Yormal site recordation formy (CA DPR 523 sexies)
andjor dovumentation for nosination i the Nationad Reglster of Historic
Places/Califurnin Register of Historical R Ini of high public interest
orinterpretive value, the BRO may requize a different final report content, jormat,
and distribution than thas p d above.
CP3 | 'the project could directly or | Mitigation M M-CP-3: Accidental Digcovery of Palcontalogical Resouices. 1) SFPLC EMB 1) SPPUC BEM 1} Ensure that contract d?mme;\ls ‘m;]udu the listecd 1) Dusign
inditeetly destray uumique | ype goliows shall be implemented should construction of the tecydlad water | ) SFPUCCMB/BEM | 2) SAPUC BEM and BRQ measures reluted to paleontalogical resources, 7} Prevonsimaction and
aleontological resource or i Semtul db : H 2)  Ohtain and review résumé or other documentation on
:ilt: or unit;ne peologic freatment th site vesult ln the ¥ of AN B (Falzctﬁologxst) 3} SEPUCBEM and ERO ) pileontologier’s quahﬁcauuns Ens'ure that contracter's Canstmcri.un
teature, T reduce the poterdial for the proposed project to result ina significont impacton | 33 SFPUC CMB/BEM . slalff particpate in the env ining priorto | 3 Construction
y.deon lalogica] TeSOULERS, fhe SFPUC shull arsange jor a pateontulogical mlxung by hrgmnmg work and sign the fraining slgr-in sheet.
ling the 1 for such to exist in the Maintain fle of sign-in sheets.
pro}ect site and how 1e- ldenhfy such resources. The training could consistof a
recorded presentition of the inittal training that could be reused tornew persannal. | 3 In the svami of a discovery, confiem suspension of
N The training shall also indude 3 review of pemlues Jor lootmg and dlsturbam.e of swork, examine fossll, and advise the BOR fo the
o1 these zesources. Analert sheet shall be prepased by the 4 p lst and significance of the discovery. Earthwork and ground
[é;] shall include the following: distusbance i the vicinity of find shall stop until
o 1. A discussion of ihe patentul to paleontofogical lologist cun assess nature/impurtsnce
2. Instructians for reporting observed looling of a paleontological resoures; and ::?:d and make a recommendation regording further
instructions that +f a paleontalogical deposit is encoundered within a project arei, cHon.
a1} safl-disturbing activities in the vidruty of the depostt shall cease amd the 4)  Monltor to ensore thal (he contractor tmplements
Ervironmental Review Olficer (ERO) shail be nwtified imnediaiely. . u\east;l:es n -:on::lacc docaments indudigg insy ﬁnk;éd
- . i e eported dS requl
3. Who to contact in the event of an. unanﬂ:ipafed discovery. 5‘“‘3 fhaf:::‘:::ﬁf:::;:ni“s;&c: the vi dn;[xy.
If patential fossils are discovered by construction aews, all earthwork or ather fypes Repogt noncomplianoe and ensure cormettve action,
of gruund dxshmmnw wulun J(l !eet af the lind shall stup lmmudiately until the
t can assess the nature and importance of the
find, Based on the sdenbﬁcvahxe or unigueness of the find, the paleoniclogist may
record the find and allow work to ronlinue. or recommend salvage and recovery of
the fossil. The p logist may also p medilic: 10 the stop-work
radlius based on the nature of the find, site geology, and Lhe achivities QOCITEng Oft ! -
the sife. If treattnen! and salvage Is requi tons shall be
with SVP 1995 guidclines and currently acvepted saenlifie practice, and shall be
subject ta review and approval by the ERO or designee, If requred, treatnient for
fossil may imelude preg and m,nvuy of fussﬂ materials so that they
can be housed In an appropriate ion, and may alse
include preparation of a n.porl for pubbmnnu dq.sulbmg the finds. The Sl PUC shall
be responsible fer B that treatment 15 impl d anud eporsted to the San
Francisco Planning Dep If no report is requed, the SFPUC shall
nonctheless enswter that information on the nalure, h:cauan, and depth of a)l finds iz
readily avaiiable to the Y gh university yuration of other
appropRate Means. . .
BEM = (SFPUC) Burnats of Envimnmantal Managarnon! GMB = {SFPUG) Construction Managemeni Buraan £RO = SF Planning Departmeont Environmental Review Officar USFWS = Uslted States Fish and Wikliio Semice
CDFW = Cabfomsa Depantment of Fsh and Wiklife 848 = (SFPUC) Engineering Managemant Bursat SFPUC = San Frantisco Public Uilities Commishinn
San Franciseo Wastaide Recyclodg Watvr Pojuct 2 Envitonmental Planning Casa No, 2088.00828
MMRP August 2015
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCUED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) ~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Cantinued)

Irpact Summary

Adopted Mitigation Measures

L

Responsible Party

Manitoring and Reporting Program

Re\'ic;dng and
Approval Party

Monitoring and. Reparting Actions

Implementation Schedule

Cr-4 | The pmposed project could | Mitigation M M-CF-4: Accidenial D xy of Unk Human Remai 1) SFPUC EMB 1 1} Ensure that contract decuments indude mepsures 1) Design
accidinially distarb | The fellowing shalk be impl d should cunstractian actvities, all o whuck | 2) SFPUCCMB/BEM | ) SHPUC BEM B ey O D A, @ sects ate 2 Cunstruction
v b | o i ctntry, e o s ey of ol e |5 ssvuc smanig | ? HESen N o ey oo are | 3 e
auiside of formal cemeleries, URSRAWR human remalns and isaciabid enfiardl ulena 3) SFPUCCTMBBEM existence of human memadng. If humsn renaing ane

The of hurman semuans snd of wssociated ur. J funezary objects confimed, perform required coordinution and
discovered during any soll-disturbing autivitles shill comply with applicuble state notifications.
laws. This shall indude inmediste notification of the corvner of the county within
which the project is locand for {i} a determination thal no investigution of the cause 3 Monitor ta ensure that the contzactor implements
af dvath is required; and (i) in the event of the coroner’s determination that the in contract 4
human remains are Nutive Amurican, notificatior: of the California Native American that all potential h“"‘:‘“ i"““‘“’ are s cporied as
Heritage Comnissivn, which shall appuoint a Most Likely Descendant {(MLD) {PRC d and that ¢ work i the
Section 5097.98). The archacolugical consultant, SFPUC, and MLD shall make aff vicinily. Report noncompliance and ensuze corvective
bl efforts 1o develop an ag for the with appropniate action.
digmly, of hurnan remans and associabed or unassoriated funerary abjects (CEQA
Gunlelines Seenon 150!»4 Sld). l he agrvernent should take into considerntion the
exca al, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and
ﬁml dlsposmnn of the humax\ remaine and assucialed or unassociated funerary
- objects. The PRC allows 24 houes to reach agresment on these mailers. If the MLD
and the other partiss do nol agree on the reburial method, the STPUC shall follaw
Section 5087.98(b) of the PRC, wiich.states that “the landowner or his ar her
N authorized representative shall reinter the human remains wnd items associated with
[4;] Native Aznerican burials with sppropriate dignity on the property in a loeytion nat
ol subject to further subsurface disturbance.”
~J Cp-5 | Construction of the proposed | Mitigation M. M-CP-5: Archeological itoring Progran. 1) SFPUC CMB/BEM 1) SPPUCBEM and BRO | 1} Frepase and imph an Archeological b 1} Preconstruction/
?mj"c;‘:}:"’;g C’lenwn;‘i:wt B-:sed on the potential that human remains associated with the historic-period Galden Gate (Archeolugist) 2) SEPUC BEM and ERQ l;;)gr:::: ‘::5“1‘:%"“ w;ﬂl; I;I?Su:\u:r'nnxm A]\:‘f l:’mm" Canstraction
;L:::uue o J;“;‘f‘l‘:‘ i of | Camutery may be prosent (buried) within the project anea, the following measures stllbe [ 2) - SEPUC BEM 3) SEPUC BEMand RO vi P;;“) n;PPm vl 1f boaams Fm‘;" S %) Preconstction/
e Yl o undertakun (o avold any posentially significanl adverse effect from the proposed project on {Archeologlst) N o Refions, Dortement aofivities I Sorin | 3 "
Lincoln Park conld distarb | 40 hovnan rematoe i€ exposed dm'mb cl)ml\'utth The project spansor shall retain the 3 SEFUC CMBMBEM 4} SFPUC BEM. and BRO notifications. Document activities in moskioring logs. Constraclion
human remains assoclated | vicen of aqualified archeolog baved on standuards developed by the 2) I reguired by the ERQ, prepare Archwologieal Data 3} Construenon
with the histuric-pedud l’hnnlng e gist The axchealogical consultant shalt undertake an 4) BEP UC th_{ Recovery Plan and submit for review and approvalle | o poo "
Golden Gate Cemelery, ] et (AMP) a5 apeuﬁed Terwin, o add; the (A § ERO. 4y Poslconstruciion
shallbe available t cunduct an auheulugg\d data Tecpvery program {ADRY) i mq\med
7 1 this The archeologl "> work shall be conducied in & Mnmmr It e m‘;\-‘\:zﬁ:‘:lm m\plemen;;}wn
d: with this at the direction of the 1 Review Offioer (ERO),
All plans and reparts prepaned by the Ttant ns specified herein shall be subtmitted fivst nom.auq;llan‘x, arud ensuse corrective action
4] Prepare Final Archeojogical Resources Report {FARR)

and direcily to the l:ltO for review and comment, and shall be considened draft reports
yabject to revision uniil final approval by the ERO. Archeological mm.\horlng and/ar data
recovery programs neised by this measure could suspend construction of the projuct for
up o 3 maximum aof four weeks. Althe dinection of fhe ERO, the suspension of
consiruction can be extanded bryond four weeks only it such # suspension is the only
frasible rrans to reduce to o tess thun significant leve} putential eifects an a signifivant
srcheolugcal resouree as defined in CBQA Cuidelines Seet. 15064.5 (a){c).

Archealpgical Monituring Program. The archeological consultunt shall prepare und
submlt to the BRO tor review and approval en AMT for the ground disturbing activities
assoclated with construction of distribution pipelines alung Clement Street from

36th Avenue to 39th Avenus on lhe south side of Lincoln Pack snd a connection point 1o

N

to d historlcal ui; of uny discovered
archeological resaurce and submittv ERO.L.

BEM = (SFPUC) Bureau of Envicnmentat Managsment
GUFW a Calitarnta Repactment of Fish and Wildtife

£MB = (S§FPUC) Construction Managsnient Buredu
EMB = (SFPUC) Engmesdng Managemant Bureau

ERO = 8F Planning Department Envuonnicntal Review Oflicsr

$FPUC = San Franelseo Public Uniities Gummission .

USFWS = Unlited States Fisl and Wildlife Sorats

San Fruncisan Woesteide Recycled Wnls( Projact
MMRP
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environunental Planning Case Na. 2008.009128) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Ne. Impact Summary

Adopted Mitigation Measures

Mauonituring and Reporfing Program

Responsible Party

Reviewing :mdw

Approval Party Manitoring and Keporting Actions

implementation Schedwle

the Lincoln #ark Pump Station, The AMP shall be conducted In wwondance with the

appraved AMP. The AMP shall fly include the foliowing provisians:

¢ The archenlogical consultant, project sponsor, and BRO shall meet and conswlt on the
scope of the AMP ieazonubly privr to any project x‘cldﬁtd =o:l.s dishurbing, activities
commencing, The EKO in consultation with the Jtanr shall
determine what project activities shall be ucheologmaﬂy wmonitored and the
ﬁequem:y In most cases. any soils- disturbing artivities, such as demolition,

dation nemoval, excavabi ding, utiliies installation, & A wurk,

driving of piles (foundation, shunng, e(v:) shte remediation. ete., shall nequine
archeological monitoring because of the tsk these activities pose to prlenual human
remnains and to their depositional context;

»  The archeological consultani shull advise all project contractors to be un the alert for
evidency of the presence of the oxpected resource(s), of how tu identily thw evidenae
uf the expected resource(s), and of the appraprate protocol in the event of apparent
discovery of human remains;

v The archenlegical monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a
schedule agreed upon by the archeulogical consultant and the ERO untif the ERO has,
in tonsultation with project archeological consuitant, determined that project
construchion activities could have no effects on human rematns;

* The arclmolngxml snoniter shail record and be suth mnzed 10 vollect soil samples and
artlf, al material as | for apaly

«  J{ human remains are encountexed, all solls-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the
find shall cease. The archeological monttor shall be empowered o temporarily
redirert desnolition/excavation/pile Jriving/ronstruction uchivities and rquipment
untl the find i5 evaluatd. The arctuolsgicdd Stond shall liately notify the
BRQ of the encountervd human remains,

If human remaing are encounbered, thexe shall be no further excavation oy disturbance of
1lse site or anty nearby area reasanably suspected 10 overlie adjacent human remains unkl:
the SFPUC impwediately notifles the San Francisen County eoroner for () a deferdnation
thul no Investigation of the cause of death is required; and (i1) s duterminanon whethier
{he humn remaing ace Native American. IF the haman remains are nat Native Ameticany
and if the coroner determines ihe remoins are not sulject to his oz her suthority, the ERO
in consultation with cheological ¢ Jtant shall db if additional

are warranfed. Additonsl measures that may be uadertaken include additional
archeological testing and/or an ADRYY, If the ERC) determines that the huran remains
voutd be adversely affected by the propused praject, at the discretion of the project
sponsor either

A) The propuscd project shall be re-designed 30 a5 10 aveld any adverse effect on the
human remaios; or

B) A data wecovery program shall be implemented, unless the RO dzlemmws that the
findd Is af greates interpretive than research signi and that interpretive use of
the find is feasible.

Archeological Dalg Recoroery Program. if vequired by the BRO, the archeological data

recovery program shall ba conducted in accord with.an ADRP. The archeological

consultunt, project sponsar, and ERCO shall meet aud. consult on the scope of the ADRP

BEM = (SFPUC) Burean of Environmen!al Managament
CDFW = Califomia Department of Fish and Wildiite

CMA = (SFPUC) Conslsuction Management Buraau
EMB = (SFPUC) Engloerding Munagemen Bursau

ERQ & SF Plaaning Depariment Envimnmantal Reviaw Officer
SFPUC = San Frandsco Public Utlifies Cammission

USFWS = United Stales Fivh and Wikilifo Servics

8an Fiancmen Waatsids Recycad vatos Proect
MMRF

Ermicnmenial Planring Caae No, 2608.00918
Avgust 2915
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT {GF Environmental Flanning Case No. 2008.00912E) ~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Monitoring and Keporting Pragram

Impact Re.vicwi;\g and
Na. Tmpact Summary Adopled Mitigation Measures Responsible Parly Approval Party

Monitodng and Repering Ackions Impiementation Schedule

LEILE, HAHEAY i
prior o preparation of a draft ADRP. The ardwedlogical consuitant shall submis a drant
{conL) ADRE 16 the ERCL The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recavery program
will preserve the significant information the archeological rosource is expected to
sontain Thatis. the ADRE will idenlify what sclentificfhistarical reseacch guestions are
applicable to the expected resource, whal data classes the resource js expecied to possess,
and how the expected duta classes would sddress the applicable research questions. Data
ncovery, in general, shuuld be limited to tha portions of the historical property that

enuld be adversely affected by the proposed project. Des ive data recovery methads
shall not be applied o p af the logical res '3 destructive method
are prachaal.

The scape of the ADRP shall indude the following clements:

= Fiell Methoids und Procedures, Duseriptions of proposed field strategies, provedures,
and vperabions.

«  Cualoguing und Laboratory Analysis, Description of selected cataloging system and -

arlifoct analysis provedures. :

Discird and Devecession Palicy, Description of and rationale for field and pust-field

discard and deaccesslon policies.

»

Interpretive Program, Considetudion of an onesite/o(isite public miexpretive pr;:gram
during the caurse of the ADRL.

Security M X davd security meustites to protect the archanlugical
rescnree from vandalis, looting, and nem-intentionally damaging activities

6GG¢

e

» Final Reporf. Desexiption of proposed report format and distribution of resuls,

Cumtion, Desciption of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any
recovered data having potential tesearch vadus, identification of appropnate curation
facilities, imd 4 summary of the accession policies of the curation Facilities.

Final Archeologicul Resources Report. The archaciogical consultant shall submit a Dradt
Iinal Archeological Reyources Report (FARR) to the BRO that evaluates the historical
significance of any discoverad archeological resource and describes the archealogical and
Thisturical research methnds employed in the archevlogical kesting/monitoring/data
recovery programis) undertoken. Information that way put at dsk anty archestogical
resourve shall be provided in a suparate removable insert within the linal report,

Oace approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be duributed os follows: Calitomia
Archaeological Site Survey NWIC shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a
vapy of the transmitial of the FARR to the NWIC. The Envimunental Plamiung division
of the Planning Departoent shall receive une bound, one unbound und one urdncked,
searchable #DF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation.
furms {Californta Departiuant of Parks andd Recreation 523 serlas) andfor documentation
for popunitdon fu the Natonal Kegister of 1 hstoric Places/Californis Register of
Iistorica) Kesources, In instances of high public interest in oc the high interpretive value
of the resaurce, the ERO may requure o different final xepart content, rormat, and

.
%

x7

1N distrib than that p ¢ abuve, - R
BEM = [SFPLIC} Buma of Enyirenmontal Managemsnt CMB = {SFPUC) Construction Management Bursau ERO = BF Planning Depariment. Environmental Review Officar USFWS = Unhed Statas Flish and Wikilite Service
COFW = Califomiy Depariment af Fish and Wildlifa EMB = (SFPUC) Enginesering Menagemsnt Burssu SFPUC = San Francisca Public Uiites Commission
sannf:undm Wiatiigy Recycled Yyulsr Projoct 5 Euviranmertal Planmng Case No, 2038,000 1
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case Na. 2008.00912E} - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Impact
No.

Impact Summary

1,

Adopted Mitigation Measure:

Monitoring and Reporting Program

Reviewing and
Appraval Party

Implementation Schedule

M-CP-2 (Accidenial Discovery of Archeological

‘The prapasid project could
esult in cumulatively
cunsideruble impacts related
10 historical, archaeological,
or paleontolugiral resources
or human sinains.

} t Mitigation M

Rl."«ﬂ\lﬂ'.%), M-CP-3 [Accidental Discuvery of Paleontojogical Resources), M-CP-4
[Actidental Dhscovery of Linknown Human R
Monitoring Program),

dns), and ©M-CP-5 (Axcheological

The proposed project’s
construcuon dctivities would
enerate fugitive dust and
triteria air pollutants, and
vould, viokite an wir qualily
slandard or contribudd
substantlidly to an existing
or projected air quality
violation.

regulations, or by the CDFW
or USFWS,

A

M-AQ-2: Constn
Addxhnnnl Exhn.u.st Contral Mmuxu n addition to complying with the Clean

(use of blodiesel funl grade B20 ar higher, and
ulﬂwt meets or w«.eeds Yier2 engines or operatt with the most effective VDECS for off-
road gguip 1), average jon-relatid NOxemitsions from all %
project compunents shall not exosed 54 pounds per day. The construction vontract
specifications shall reguire the contractor to submit a comprehensive inventory of all
off-road construction equiproant greater than 25 homepower and aperating for more
than 20 (otul huurs over the entine duration of construction activides. The invenlory
shall include cuch vehicie's license plate munbar, horsepower rating, engine production
year, and. projected hours of use or fuel throughpat for each plece of ayquipment. The
wnventory shall demonstrate, through the use of Tier 3 engibes (or engines retrofitted
with CARY Level 3 Vendicd Diesel Emissions Control Stralegy ), that the vombined
average emssins from all overlapping project camponents shalf not exceed 34 pounds
per day. The contractor shall update the inventory and subbutit monthiy to the SFPUC
theoughaut i duration of the projoct.

1) SFPUC EMB

2} SEPUC CMB/BEM

1} SFPUC BEM
2] SEPUC BEMY

d into

Engure all priate lang

PP

contract documents

Muoritor to ensure that confracter limplensents measures
m contract documents including te update and

monthly al of

§e Inrerp

hensive § {ories to the

SFPUC throughout the duratinn of the project.

1
g

Design
Canstruction

hehavior {Le., courting) at the nest and/or if the nest contains aggs or cileks, Surveys
shall be perfurmed for the project site and suitable habltat within 250 feet of the
project sue in order 1 Jocule any Sctive passering nests and within 500 feet of the
praject sit Lo the extent access is granted by ather property owners to locale any
active raptor (birds of prey) nests or double-urested cormarant or heron reokeries.

n active nests are Im.: ted durh\g the preconsiructon bird nesting survey, the wildlife
shall evaluate if the suhedule of construction avtivities could alfect the active

nest and the following shalf be lmp) d based on thuit determination:

10§ uummcnoms nat ukely 1w affect the autive nest, it may proceed without
siri & biolugist shall regularly monilor the nest w confirm there
isno .:dvust: effevt und may revise thewr determination at any line durlog the
nesting season In this case, the following measure would apply.

in cantrack doc

Report

noncampliance, and ensure corrective actlon.

’l‘k\e project would Mitigation Measure M-Bi-1a: Nesting Bind Protection Measures, 1} SFPUCEBMEB 1) SFPUC BEM 1) Ensure that requirements relatod to nesting bixd 1) Design

Pg‘e““‘*"‘y‘ have 2 subsonial Ne«!mg birds und theit s shall be protected during construction by s of e following: | 21 SFPUC CMB/BEM ) SFPUC BEM . prolection are included in eantract documents. 2) Freconstruction and
:r m‘;}l n;&): ‘;dtmr ireclly Conducting veg and bree fand tivitios outside the bird {Qualified Bivlogisty 3} SFPUC BiM 2} Qbtain und‘mvlmfv {esum‘e 2: n:hu documuentation of Canstruction
modiflcaions, on species nesting season (Bebraary 1 to August30), to the extent foasible. 3) SFPUCCMB ired. If active n:,ts are goc;;; d‘nl:::it:::\:y PP Construction
identified as candidale, s {f consiruction occurs during the bird nesting season, 8 qualified wildlife biologist establish buffer zones, consulting with U?FWS/CI')I' FW

sensitive, or special-status would congduct preconsizuction surveys within seven. days of the start of consimution 45 necessary, and monitor regularly. Document
spoedes in hocal ok regitnal ar after any canstruction breaks of 14 days ur more to idenufy active nests, A pestis monimxiny;- activities in lugs.

lans, policies, or o ive f lors if 2 palr of raplors displaying wproduchv -

P! po defined to be active for rap! thege Is @ palr of raptors displaying meproductive 3) Monitor tu ensure that contractor(s) impilements

BEM = (SFPUC) Butony of Edvironmental Managument

COFW = Califomia Depanmant of Fish and Wiidiife

CMB = (SFPUG) Conslryction Managemsnl Bureau
EMB = {§FPUC) Engineering Managnmesi Bureau

ERC

= 8F Planning Dapartmant Envirsnmental Review Officer

SFPUC = Sun Franciseo Pubiks Utilitiey Camemission -

USFWS =

United Stalas Fish and Wikdlife Sarvice

Bun Fraacisco Wasinida Racycled Yater Projoct
MRe

Enyirenmantal Planqlag A=« No, 2008, 0091E

U R R AT S SRR AR AR
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BAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case Na. 2008.00$12E) ~ MITIGATION MON ITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {(Continued)

Impact

No. Impact Summary

Adopted Mitigation Measures

Monitering and Reporting Program

Respansible Party

Reviewing and
Approval Party

Monltoting and Keparting Actions

T(mplementadun Schedule

2 Hcanstruciion may affect lhe active m'.qf, the biologist shall eatablish a no

disturbance buffer. The bi t shall de the apy fio bafler taking
into account the species i d, the p of any n, such as a
building, is within line-of-sight belween the nest and construction, and the level
of praject ond ambient activity (i.e. adjscent to a road gr active wail), No
disturtrunce buffers for passerines typically vary from 25 feet and greater and fox
tapiors Jrom 300 feet and greater I-ur),urd .spedbs d\al are federally andfor state-
listed sensitive species (i.e., th ted cies of
special concarn), an SFPUC representatlve, su pponed by the wilditfe biglogist,
shall consult with the USFWS and/or CDFW regarding nest buffers.
Removing inactive passerine nests may uccur at any time. Inactive rapior nests shall
notbe removed unless approved by the USFWS and/ox COFW.
Remeving or relocsting active nesty shall be coordinated by the SFPUC representalive
with the USFWS/and ur COFW, as appropriaty, given the nests that are found on Lhe
site,
Any blrds ﬁ\aths‘m nesting \mhin the pro]ect ared and survey huﬂem aonid
are d tobe b 1 fo ¢
noise and distuthanxe levels and no work exclusion zones shall be established around
active nests in these cases,

hetrchi

;
H

N .
(&) ] Mitigation M M-81-1b: Avoid and Minimizatieo for Special 1} SFPUC EMH 1 SEPUC BEM 1) Ensure that contract documants inchude applicable 1} Design
o Statas Bats. 2) SFPUCCMBBEM |2) SFPUCBEM swvoidance and mitamizion madures. 2)  Preconstruction and
— Lin coordsmation with the SRPUC, 2 qualitied wildlife binlogist shall comduct (Qualified Biologist} 3) SKPUCBEM 2)  Obtain and review resume or other docwneniation of Construchon
| prevonstruction sprelal-statis bat surveys before trees and structires that sre suitable for 3} SEPUC CMBBEM consuliing blologlst's quahfications. Conduct pre- 3} Construciion
bat roosting (Le., exciuding temparary trailers, retaining watls, etc.) are remaoved. If constraction survey, If ronsts are founid, implement
active day or night roosts are found, the wildlife biologist shall take actions to make such appropriate measures, Doounent activities in monitoring
T00sts unsiitable habitat before trees and struciures are removed. A no-distuthance lags.
b“x&m— of 108 fect shalt be created around avtive kat roosts being wsed for matemity ot 3)  Moniior to ensure that }implemerit
hibernation purposes Bat roosts that begin during censtructivn are presumed to be o ol 5. Keport hance, and
wnatecied, and no bulfer would be nevessary. oware corrective aoon, '
Miti M M-Bl-1c: Avoid and Minimization Mi fox Califomni 1) SFPUCEMB 1) SFPUC BEM 1) EBnsure that condract 4 s include licab) 1} Design
Red:] Legged Frog and Wegbern Pond Turtle. %) SFPUCCMB/BEM  |2) SFPUC BEM avoistance aod minjmization measutes for California 2) Preconskuction and
During construstinn on Rawle 35/Skyline Boulevard, at the Centeal Pump Stetion site, an (Biologist) 3 SFPUC BEM red-legged frog, western pond turties, Including Construction
the pipeline route within Golden Fark near aquatic habltat, and during use of thy . . N requiremment for excusion fencings. ;
pip xo Pack near aquatic tat '3 e 3) SFPUC CMB/BEM 5 y 3} Preconstruction and
Harding Roud and Elerbst Road staging ures, the SEPUC shall ensure a biological (Biologist) 4) SFPUC BEM 2)  Develop worker training program and ensnce that ail Canstnicton
monilor s present during installation of exclusiun fencing and inial vegetation cleacing e constructon personnel participate in theenvironmuntal . R
and/or grading, and shall implement the following measnres: 4) SFPUCCMI/BEM training prior to beginning work at the job sife{s), J  Construction
*»  Within one woek befare work at these s1tes begins (incuding demolition and Kequure workgm 10 sign ﬂ-u- tr.m_ﬂng program signan
Y, a lified biologist shall supervise the mstallation of exclusion sheet. Madndain file of training sign-in sheets,
fencing along the bnm\dﬂru of the work area, as deemed necessary by the bialogist, 3) Obtain and review résumé or other documentation of

1o prevent California md~leg§,ed frogs «nd western pond turiles rom entering the
work area. The ¢ hall install suitable fencing with 2 minfmum
hedght of 3 feet afxsve gmund surface with an additional 4-6 inches of fence matenial
huded for unpaved surfaces and sand-bagged at the Jower edge where needed fur

. consulting bivlogist's qualifications. Coruduct

preconsteuction surveys, speciey selovation (if itis not

puusible (or the species 11 yaove out of the project area
out af i3 own voliHun, and, in the case of an identifiad
red-legged og(s), approved by the USFWS aud/or

BEM = (SFPUC) Bureau of Environmentaj Managemen)

CDFW = California Depanment of Fish and Wikdfile

paved suziaces such thiat species cannol (rawl under the fence.

CMB = [SFPUG) Constniction Management Burean
EMB = (SFPUC} Engineering Managament Gureau

ERQ = 8F Pianging Depariment Enviropmental Roview Officer

BFPLC = San Francisco Public Uliitles Compnission

USFWS = UnRed States Fish and Wildife Ssivice

Son Francisvn Wastude Recyclod Water Projaet
WMMAP

Emvitanmentsl Planong Case Na, 2008.0081i
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER. FROJECT {SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING FROGRAM (Continued)

Monitoring and Reporting Program

Reviewing and

Responsibla Party Approval Pariy

¢9G¢

81
{cont.)

Impact Summary

Adopted Mitigation Measures

Maonitoring and Reporting Actions

Implementation Schedule

el L s SREEE

CDEW) and monitodng, including weekly fenca

« A gualified bialogist shall conduct envi 1 ¢ g in person of via
video for alt construction workers prior to construction workers beginning thelr work Inspection. Document act{vilies in monitoring logs.
el'forts on 1he pro;ed The trun.ing shall include Information on spedies identificatian, 4 Munttor to ensze that contractor(s) implements

d by the project, and the vegalatory
m]uimmanls ind pmmlues for nemcomnpliance. M necessary, the content shall vary 1
avconding to spealic construction areas (e.g., workers on dty streets will receve
training o resting birds but net on Califurnis red-legged fray identification).

* A qualified biolugist shall survey the privect axea within 48 hours before the anset of
initial ground-disturbing activities and shall be present during initial vegetation .
cleacing and groumd-disturbing activities. The biclogical monitor shall monitor the
exclusion fending weekly b confirm proper maintenance and inspect for frogs and
turtles. If Caltfornla red-legged frogs vr western pond turtles ane found, the SFPUC
shall halt construction i the viginily (hat poses a threal Lo the individual as
dutermined by the qualitied biolagist. If possible, the individual shall be allowed to
mave out of the praject area of s own valition (Le., if It is near the exclusion fence
that can be ternporarily removed to let il pass). For weslem pond tariles, a qualified
biologist shall relacate turiles to the neatest sujtable habitat. For Califarnia red-fegged
frog, a SFPUC representative shall contact the USFWS and/for COFW for instructions
on how to provied. Construction shall resume afiex the individual is out ofharm's
way.

measures fn contract documents. Report
nencompliance, and ensure corrective action.

During projret activities, excavations deeper than 6 inches shall be covered overrught
af an escape ramp of carth ora wooden plank ata 3:1 rise shudl be nstalled; openings
such as pipes where Californda ted legged Frogs or western pond turtles might seek
refuge shall be covered when not in nse. and all trash that may altract predators or
hide California red-legged frogs or western pond turtles shall be properly contained
on a dally basis, removed fom the worksite, and disposed af regularly, Following
constructon, the construction contractor shall retnove all trash andd construction
debris from work weas.

C-81-1

The project, in combination
with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the
vicknity, could result in
slgnificant anmulative
impacts on biclogical
esunes.

Implement Mitigation Measures M-B1-15 (Nesting, Bird Peotection Measures), M-Bl-1b
d Ainimization M s for Special-Stanug Burs), and M-Bl-1c (Avordancy

{Avui and M
sl Minimization M for Califomin Re-Legged Frog and Wistern Pond Turtle).

See respective mitigation messures

BEM = (SFPUC) Bumsau of Envitonmental Managoment
CDFW = Califomla Daparlment of Fisl and Wilkdiite

CMB = (SFPUC) Censtrizclion Management Bureau UBPWS = United Siates Fish and Wildlife Setvice

EMB = (SFPUC) Enginearing Matiegoment Sureau

ERO = SF Planning Depanmant Environmental Review Ofilcer

SFPUC = San Franclsco Public Utilitles Commission

San Frurxizes Weatide Recycled Watar Piaect

MURE

Envisonmantul Flasvung Sase No. 2004 0F6IE
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SAN FRANGISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission Motion No. M-19442

Hearing Date:  September 3, 2015
Case No.: 2008.0091E
Project: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

Project Location: Various Locations in Western San Francisco
*Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
525 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact: ~ Timothy Johnston — (415) 575-9035
. Timothy.Johnston@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:

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 317). »

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. 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
(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

www.stEEE%ing.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisca,
CA 84103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6408

Planning
Information;

415,558.6377



Motion No. M-19442 . Case No. 2008.0091E
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

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
Department 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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2564 2



Motion No. M~19442 . Case No. 2008.0091E
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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received during the review process, any additional information that became available, and
the RTC document, all as required by law. '

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.

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 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.

' 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 Report 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.

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.

The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental Impact 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

AN FRANGISCO 3
LANNING DEPARTMENT

2565



Motion No. M-19442 Case No. 2008.0091E
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

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 PIaﬁning Comimission at its
regular meeting of September 3, 2015.

Joras Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES: 6

NOES: 0
ABSENT: Wu
ADOPTED: 9/3/15

SISO rranENT 4
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission Motion No. 19443

1650 Mission St.
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS San Frandco,
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 CASAnS 2478
Recepfion:
415.558.6378
Case No.: 2008.0091E Fax
Project Name: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 415.558.6408
Zoning: P (Public) Zoning District ' _
0S (Open Space) Height and Bulk District paming
Blocki/Lot: 7281/007 415.558.6377
Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
c/o Scott MacPherson
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 10t Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact: Audrey Desmuke — (415) 575-9136

audrey.desmuke@sfgov.org

[TV DI PTG NP Sy

[RUUUI

ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY 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- Utiliies 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
Contro! Plan (“WPCP”) 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 of up 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.
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On March 18,2015, the Depértment 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 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 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 procédures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and
reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code
section 21000 er seq.) (“CEQA”), 14 California Code of Regulations section 15000 ef seq. (“CEQA
Guidelines™), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (“Chépter 317).

The Planmning 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 EIR" or "EIR"), the
approval actions to be taken and the location of records;

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

Section I 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.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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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 certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impaét
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.

L 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. o

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

J Construction of an expanded underground reservoir to provide additional storage capacity and a
new pump station to previde 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.

SAN FRANCISCD 4
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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 reliability.

. Meet customer water supply needs.

° Enbhance sustainability.

o 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.

C. Environmental Review

1. Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report

SAN FRANCISCO 5
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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 certified 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
Proj ect in combination with other past, present, and future actions that could affect the same resources.

Fach environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR was analyzed with respect to significance criteria
that aré based on EP guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. EP
guidance is, in turn, 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 EIR.

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 EIR 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 EIR.

D. Approval Actions

1. San Francisco Planning Commission Actions

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

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

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Actions

The SFPUC will take the following actions and api)rovals to implement the Project: -
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o Adopt CEQA findings and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

e 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, operatlon 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 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 4Agencies

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 Transportatlon Agency

» (California Army National Guard (lease amendment)

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

e California Department of Transportation (encroachment permit)
e (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 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:

e 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 Variant, which is incorporated by
reference in the SFRW Project EIR. .

« Al 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.

e 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.

e  All information presented at any public hearing or workshop related to the Project and the EIR.
» The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

» Al other documents available to the Commission and the public, comprising the administrative
record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(¢).

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 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 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 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 Commission regarding
the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR
and adopted by the Commission as part of the Project. To avoid duplication and redunidancy, and because
the Commission 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 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 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 Project. Thus, although, as a legal matter, the Commission is not
bound by the significance determinations in the EIR (see Public Resources Code, Section 210822,
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 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 discussion and analysis in the Final EIR
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 EIR 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 bélow, the Commission 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 Commission 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 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 langnage 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 substaﬁtial 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

SAN FRANCISCO

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 iraffic 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, I 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 MITIGATION

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; (10) 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
o 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

*  Tmpact 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.
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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 NO-1: The Project would not result in substantial groundborne vibration or

groundborne noise levels,

Impact NO-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 NO-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),

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

Air Qualits'

Impact AQ-1: The Pféject 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 signiﬁcaﬁt impact on the
environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing greenliouse gas emissions.

Wind and Shadow

SAN FRANCISCO

Imbact 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 1mpact 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 plams, 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 BI-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

SAN FRANCISCD

LANNING DEPARTMENT : 14

2580



Motion No. 19443 CASE NO. 2008.0091E
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 San Francisco Wastewater Recycled Water Project

. 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. '

o 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 % 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.

HOI. 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

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 project 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 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 EIR for the Project. The full text of each
mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final EIR and-in Exhibit A, the MMRP. 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. 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)

SAN FRANCISCO - ' 16
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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. :

o 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.

e Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Consiruction 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 regulahons, or by the CDFW or USFWS
(Less than: Slgmﬁeant with Mlugahon)

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 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 thé 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 resuits, 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.

e 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 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 Project 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 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.

s 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. Implementaﬁon of mitigation
measure M-BI-1a 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-1b would require surveys of the Project site within two weeks -

of tree removal. With implementation of M-BI-1b, 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-1¢ would mitigate the
effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days of the construction activity. With
implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-1c, the impact would be less than significant.

* ° Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a, Nesting Bird Profection Measures

s Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats

e Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1c, 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.

s Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources
» Mitigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources
o Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Discovery of Human Remain

s 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 1mpacts 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 bioclogical 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 cumula‘uvely considerable (less than
significant).

e Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures

»  Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats

*  Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1c, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged
Frog and Western Pond Turtle ’ '

Iv. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 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 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 Exhibit A.

The Commission further 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 Commission determines
that the following significant impact on the environment, as reflected in the Final PEIR, is unavoidable,
but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) (3) and (b), and CEQA 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-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. The' SFPUC 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. 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 EIR 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 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 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 confluence 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

o 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.

o 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 2 maximum
20 percent systemwide; diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought years and
improve use of mew water resources, mcludmg 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:

s Diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water.
e 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 suppliés 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 WSIP 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 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 impacfs
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 WSIP 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 help meet the WSIP goal of providing apprommately 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 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 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 successfil manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
econoinic, 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 unchangéd 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 Cenfral 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 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
bhas 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 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
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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 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 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 biclogical 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
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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 pufnp 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 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 archeologicai 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 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 wotild 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 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
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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 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 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 L

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 EIR for the Project are adopted as part of this
approval action. Furthermore, 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:

e 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
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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 mgd 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 providing 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 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 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 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 San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project,
which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd 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.

e The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality requirements. This
Project, which will produce recycled water by ftreating 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.

e 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,

P.Io
Commission Secretary

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnéon, Moore, Richards
NAYS: .

ABSEb}T:

ADOPTED:  September 3, 2015
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission 5t.
. Sulte 400
Planning Commission Resolution N0.19444  safasx,
‘ ) Reception;
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 415.558.6378
HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 Fax:
415.558.5409
Case No.: 2015-007190GPR Pl?nmna% .
Project: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Tfsm;sg 2‘377
Zoning: ‘P (Public) Zoning District
05 (Open Space) Height and Bulk District
Block/lot: - 7281/007
Project Sponsor:  SF Public Utilities Comunission
c/o Scott MacPherson
525 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact: Audrey Desmuke - (415) 575-9136

audrey.desmuke@sfgov.org

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 Adminjstrative 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
change 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 pnor to
consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

On January 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 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, 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. 2008.0091E, 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 Planning Commission adopts and implements the SFRW Project identified in
the Final EIR. Specifically, the Project adopted by the Planning Commission includes the
following:

o  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.

e  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.

e  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.

"o 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 SEPUC'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:

J Maintain high-quality water.

. Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes.

. Increase Water delivery reliability.

. Meet cﬂstdmer 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 Commission
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 ef seq.) (“CEQA”), the CEQA
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco -
Adminstrative Code. ‘ '

On September 3, 2015, the Commission certified the Final 'E}R 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
OBJECTIVE 5

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 Hetch
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 Hetch
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.

POLICY 5.1
Maintain an adequate water distribution system within San Francdisco.

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 101.1(b) Priority Policies as follows:

gﬁﬁa{ilﬁ% DEPARTMENT 2 6 0 2 5
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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 woidld 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 employees, 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
piplines are located within existing rights-of-way, and construction of pipeline would not alter
the historical 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 Reservoir 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 aregs.

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.
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I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
September 3, 2015.

Jonas P. Tonin

Comimission Secretary

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED:  September 3, 2015

I:\Citywide\ General Plan\General Plan Referrals\2015\2015-007190GPR_350_Great_Hwy_Motion.docx
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Planning Commission Motion No. 17734

HEARING DATE: October 30, 2008

Hearing Date:  October 30, 2008

Case No.: 2005.0159E

Project: ‘Water System Improvement Program
Zoning: N/A

Block/Lot: N/A

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
1155 Market Street, 11t 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 ef seq., hereinafter
“CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et

www.sBdhiing.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377
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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. Pursuant to 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. '

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.

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 (i.e., Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties) in July 2007.

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.

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
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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.

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.

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.

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
Avery 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.

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.

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

SAN FR,
P

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
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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 Imprdvement Project
Impacts:

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.
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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 noise-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.
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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 Implementaition 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 constructlon-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
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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 by nnin ission
at its regular meeting of October 30, 2008. /

Lmda Avery i
CommissiorrSecretary

AYES: Commissioners Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Moore, and Lee
NOES: None

ABSENT: None

EXCUSED: Commissioner Sugaya

ADOPTED: October 30, 2008
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Amendment of the T le - 4/7/10

FILENO, 100337 ‘ ‘ ORDINANCE NO. 72 / D

RO#10032
SA#32

[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 ,64‘f,249,198 of proceeds from debt for the San Francisco
6 || Public Utilities Commission {(SFPUC) Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) for
7 || Fiscal Year 2999—2040—2(210—‘201 1 through Fiscal Year 2015-20186, and placing the entire
8 »appro.priation of $1,647,249,198 by project on Controller's reserve subject fo. SFPUC'S
9 and Board of Subervisdrs' discretionary abprovat following completion of project-
10 | related analysis pursuéht' to the California Environmental Quaﬁty Act (CEQA), where
11 | required, and receipt of proceeds of indebtedness, placing on Budget and Finance
12 | Committee reserve the funds for construction costs of any projéct with costs in excess
13 || of $100,000,000 and $116.863,924 related to funding for project construction starting
14 | after June 30, 2012, and adopting environmental fihdings.
15. Note: Additions are smqle—underlme ItallCS Arial;
18 Deletions are
Board amendment additions are double underlined.
17 Board amendment delet:ons are st;ﬂeethveug#ne;mal—
18
19 || Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:
20 |. ‘
o1 | Section 1. The sources of funding outlined below are herein 'appropriated to reflect the
2o || funding available for Fiscal Year 2009-2040 2010-2011 through Fiscal Year 2015-2016.
23 |
24
25

Mayor Newsom ‘ ' Page 1 of 11
Office of the Mayor
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1 SOURCES Appropriation
2 Fund index Code / Subobject Description Amount
3> Project Code
4 5W CPF 02E - Public "WTRBWCPFO2E / BO3XX Proceeds of Debt | $1,647,249,198
5 Utilities Commission- 2002 CUW3000160
8 Proposition E Bond Fund
7 §| Total SOURCES Apprbpriaiion $1,647,249,198..
8
9 | ' Section 2: The:uses of funding outlined below are herein de-appropriated in Subobject 06700
10 || Buildings’ Structﬁres' and lmprovéments, and reflects the fundihg available for Fiscal Year |
11 2009-2010.
12
13 | USES De-appropriation
14 Fund Index Code / Sﬁbobject Description Amount
15 Project Code
16 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPFOZE 06700 Buildings, " San Francisco $29,408,888
17 Utilities Cormmission- Project: Structures, and Local Pu.mp
18 2002 Proposition E CUWSLP0100 Improvements  Stations / Tanks
19 Bond Fund |
20
21 5W CPF 02E ~ Public WTRSIPCPFO2E 06700 Buildings, ~ San Francisco $10,831,228
22 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Local Pipeline /
23 2002 Proposition E CUWSLV0100 - Jmprovements Valves
24 Bond Fund
25 !
Mayor Newsom Page 2 of 11
Office of the Mayor
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1 Fund Index Code / . Subobject - Description Amount

2 PﬁﬁectCode |

3 .| 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPFO2E 06700 Buildings,  San Francisco $909,5600

4 Utilities Commisslon- Project: Structures, and Local

5 2002 Proposition E CUWSLMO'!'OO Improvements Miscellaneous

6 Bond Fund

7. { Total USES De-appropriation- - $41,149,716

8

Q- .o FELEE I . Ce 1
10 Section 3. The usgs ..Q_ff_unding outlined below are here;in appropriatefi in Subobject 06700. .
1" Buildihgs Structures aﬁd Improvements and 081C4 Internal Audits, and reflects the projected
1o | uses of funding to support the Water Sygtem Improvement Prqgram at the San Francisco
13 Public Utilities Commission for Fiscal Year 2009-2040 2010-2011 through Fiscal Year 2015-
14 2016
15 USES Appropriation
18 . Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
7 Project Code '
18 5W CPF 02E — Public WTRSIPCPFOZE 06700 Buildings, San Joaquin $222,715,803
19 Utllities Commission- Project: Structures, and Water System
20 2002 Proposition E CuwsJio100 Improvementis Improvements
21 Bond Fund
22
23
24
25

Mayor Newsom Page 3 of 11
Office of the Mayor

2615




1 ‘Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
2 Project Code
3 5W CPF 02E — Public WTRSIPCPFO2E - 06700 Buildings, Sunol Vailey *$247,478,748
4 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Water Systém
5 2002 Proposition E Cuwsvio100 ~Improvements Improvements
6 Bond Fund
7
8 5WCPFOZE—=Public WTRSIPCPFOZE 06700 Buildings, Bay Division $426,305,586
9 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Water System
10 2002 Prop'ositioh E CUWBb[610b Improvements Improvements
11 Bond Fund
12
13 5W CPF 02F — Public WTRSIPCPFO2E 06700 Buildings, Peninsula Water ~ $557,562,377
14 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and System
15 2002 Proposition E CUWPWI0100 lmprovéments : Improvehents
16 ‘Bond Fund
17
18 5W CPF 02E — Public. WTRSIPCPFOZE 06700 Buildings, San Francisco $16,250,288
19 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Regional Water
20 2002 Proposition E CUWSFR0100 Improvements  System Projects
21 Bond Fund
22
23
24
25
Mayor Newsom Page 4 of 11
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1 Fund " Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount
2 Project Code » '
3 §W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPF0O2E 06700 Buildings, | Environmental $168,269
4 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures,and  Impact Project
5 2002 Proposition E Cuw3880100 Improvements (PER) .
6 Bond Fund
7
——8——5W-CPF02E="Public——WTRSIPCPF02E 06700 Buildinys;Habitat Reserve $4'1,266;387 |
9 Utilities Commission- Project: Struétures, and ~ Program
10 2002 Proposition E CUW3880100 - Improvements
11 Bond Fund
12 \
13 5W CPF 02E —~ Public WTRSIPCPFO2E 08700 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 WTRSIPCPI;OZE 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 5 of 11
Office of the Mayor




2618

1 . Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
2 Project Code
3 5W CPF 02E — Public WTRSIPCPFO2E 06700 Buildings, San Francisco $26,572,340
4 Utllities Cémmission- Project: Structures, and  Local Reservolrs
5 2002 Proposition E CUWSLR0100 Improvements
8 Bond Fund
7
8 5W QPF O0Z2E — Public W TV.RSIPGPFUZE 06700 Buildlngs, Lake Merced - 922,407,134
9 Utilities Commission- Project: Struétures, and -~ Water Level
10 2002 Proposition E CuUwW3010100 improvéments Restoration
11 Bond Fund
12
13 5W CPF 02E - Public WTRSIPCPFO2E 06700 Bulldings, . San Francisco $31,126,553 V
14 Utilities Commission- Project: | Structures, and Ground Water
15 2002 Proposition E CUW3010200 Improvements Supply
16 Bond Fund |
17
18 5W CPF 02E — Public WTRSIPCPFO2E 06700.Buildings, Recycled Water ‘$110,146,222
19 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Pfoject San
20 2002 Proposition E CUW30201600 Improvements Francisco |
21 Bond Fund
22
23
24
25
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- Index Code/

Subobject

1 . Fund Description Amount
2 Project Code
3 5W CPF 02E — Pubtic WTRSIPCPFO2E 06700 Buildings, ©= San Francisco $18,289,688
4 Utilities Commission- Project: Structures, and Eastside
5 2002 Proposition E CuUw3020500 Improvements Recycled Water
6 Bond Fund '
7
8 S5WCPFOZE - Public: - WIRSIPCPFOZ2E 06700 éuildings, Financing Costs . $196,203,562
9 Utilities Commission- Project: Struclures, and
10 2002 Proposition & . * CUW3000100 Improvemants
11 Bond Fund
12
13 5W GPF 02E — Public WTRSIPCPFO2E 081C4 Internal City Services $2,896,290
14 Utilities Commission- Project: Audits Auditor
15 2002 Proposition E CUW3000100
16 ~ Bond Fund
17 || Total USES Appropriation $1,688,398,914
18
19
20- | Section 4. The total appropriation of $1,é47,249,198 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 consideration 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
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funds availability, including proceeds of indebtedness. The appropriation for funding the.

construction costs of any project with costs inex(:ess of $100;000,000 is placed on Budget |-

and Finance Committee reserve pending review and reserve release by the Budget and | -

Finance Committee, The appropriation of funding for project construction for Upper Alameda

. Creek_Filter Gallery ($15,314,352), Peninsula Pipelines Seismic Upgrade ($10,242,545),

Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery ($33,490,259), Lake Merced Water Level
Restoration ($22,919,437) and Program Management ($34.897,331) starting affer June.30;.] "

2012 arnoanting to_a_total"of $116,863,924,"is placed on Budget and Finance Comniitee.| - .-

[(o BN o]

10
11
12
13
14

15

16

7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

reserve pending review of updated expenditure plans subseguent to January 1, 2012 but prior.

fo June 30, 2012,

Section 5. Findings.

(@ The Board of Supervisors previously appropriated $1,923,629,194 for the WSIP, by
Ordinanqe No 311-08 (finally passed on December 16, 2008), and made the following findings
in compliance with CEQA, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 ot seq., the
CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cél. Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (CEQA Guicielines),'
and San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 (Chapter 31), and hereby adopts -the
same findings with re'spect to this appropriation ordinance: (i) On October 30, 2008, the
Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Water System Improvement Rrogram
Final Environméntal Impact Report (WSIP Final EIR) by Motion No. 17734, and found that the
contents of said report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared,
publicized, and reviewed, complied with CEQA and Chapter 31; a copy of the motion is on' file
with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 081453 and is incorporated into this Ordinance by this
feference; (ii) On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC adopted Resolution Nos. 08-0200 and 08-
0202 in which the SFPUC: (A) approved the Phased Water System Improvement Program

Mayor Newsom ' Page 8 of 11
Office of the Mayor :
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(Phased WSIP) énd (B) authorized the SFPUC General Manager fo reduest that the Mayor | -
recommend approval of a Supplemental Appropriation fo the Board of Supervisors in the
amount of $1,923,629,194. (i) SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200 contained envifonmental
findings and adopted a mitigation ﬁionitoring and repérting plan (MMRP), the MMRP and.

environmental findings, including exhibits, are collectively referred to herein as."SFPUC

" CEQA Findings" for the-implementation of the Phased WSIP, as required by CEQA. SFPUC
~CEQA " Findings - included extensive findings .regarding the Phased WSIP -potential

|| environmental impacts, ; the - sufficiency of .mitigation measures, Tesponsibility for

Ol ~N o AWM

N N 0 T S G A G Gt G G O G

implementation of mitigation measures including a mitigation and monitoring report, and al

statement of overmriding considerations regarding potentially significant and unavoidable
impacts. The SFPUC CEQA Findings reflected the SFPUC's independent review and
consideration of the réle\./ant environmental information contained in the WSIP Final EIR agd
the administrative record. The SFPUC CEQA Fiﬁdings are on file with the Clerk of the Board
of Supervisors in File No. 081453 and are incorporated herein by reference. (iv) The Board
of Supervisors has had the opportunity to review and consider the Final EIR and the
administrative record, which are located at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, in file no. 2005.0159E. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the
Final EIR and the SFPUC CEQA #indings with respect to this Ordinance, including the MMRP
and Statement of Oi/erriding Considerations adopted by the SFPUC on Qctober 30, 2008, and
determined that said Findings remain valid for the actions contemplated in this Ordinance;
thére are no changed' circumstances or other factors present that would require additional
environmental review for this Ordinance. (v) The Board hereby adopts as its own and
incorporates the SFPUC CEQA Findings contained in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200 by
reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. (vi) The Board of

Supervisors endorses the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the SFPUC

Mayor Newsom | Page 9 of 11
Office of the Mayor :
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CEQA Findings and recommends for adoption any mitigation measures that are enforceable

by aéencies other-than City agencies, all as set forth in the SFPUC CEQA Findings, including-

the MMRP contained in the referenced SFPUC CEQA Findings. (vii) The Board of

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 Supérvisors :
will not require revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant.|

environmental effects or substantially. increase in the severity 6f previously identified .|.

significant™ effects; (BY no substantial -chianges have  occurred with . respect o' the

10
-
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 fo the involvermnent of new significant environmental effects, ora

" substantial increase in thé 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)
signiﬁcént 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 | Page 10 of 11
Office of the Mayor
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- APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By: | gi(/#\

FUNDS AVAILABLE

BEN ROSENFIELD

Controller

By: |

Wil N e o B W N -

N N N N N N = e = ad -3 ea A o e S
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- Deputy:City Attorney

Mayor Newsom
Office of the Mayor

2623

Date: 3/48/2040 -
Amended Date; 4/8/2010

Page 11 of 11




City and County of San Francisco City Hall
. I Dr. Carlton B. Goodleft Place
Tails , San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Ordinance

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
FY2015-2018, 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 Firance Committee reserve the funds
for construction costs of any project with costs in excess of $100,000,000 and $116,863,924 related to
funding for project construction starting after June 30, 2012, and adopting environmental findings.

Ayes: 11 - Alioto-Pier, Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu Daly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar,
Maxwell and Mirkarimi

. April 20, 2010 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED

Ayes: 10 - Alioto-Pier, Avalas, Campos, Chiu, Chy, Daly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar and
Mirkarimi
Excused: 1 - Maxwell

File No. 100337 ! hereby certify that the foregoing
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
412012010 by the Board of Supervisors of the
City and County of San Francisco.

w@

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

4 %~

Date Approved

City and County of San Francisce Paga 17 Printed at $:23 ameon 4/21/16
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7 - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
. REPORT

San Francisco Westside
Recycled Water Project

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CASE NO. 2008.0091E

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.]egistar.com/View.ashxtM=F&ID=4531966&GUID=AE19823A-C5A8-4C49-8704-5467229BC770

Draft EIR Publication Date: March 18, 2015
§ Draft EIR Public Hearing Date: April 23, 2015
Draft EIR Pubhc Commenl Period: March 18, 2015 - May 4, 2015
Fmal ElR Cemf cation Hearing Date September 3, 2015 :
SAN 8
SAN FRANCISCO ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING | SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
DEPARTMENT
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525 Golden Gate Avenue, 13th Floor

S a ﬂ Fra ﬂ Cl :JCO San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415554.3155
Water Paower Sewer F 415554.316°

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission TTY 415.554.34¢

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:
Board of Supervisors Resolution
SFPUC Resolution No. 08-200
SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0187
San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. M-19442
San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 19443
San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No. 19444
San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 17734

- Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 0092-10

N ORI~

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 Vietsr
President

Anson Moran
Vice President

Ana Moller Caen
Commissicner

Vince Courtney
Commissioner

lke Kwon
Commissioner

Harlan L. Kelly, J
General Manage.
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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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

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 Clérk
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 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.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to vme
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 9597




pos-ll, Co B, Leyhlep-
L crerk Bt+F olerky
 papthy Ve

City Hall
President, District 5

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-7630
Fax No. 554-7634
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
London Breed
PRESIDENTIAL ACTION
Date: 6/30/16
To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors €
Madam Clek, Zﬁ: .
Pursuant to Board Rules, I am hereby: & =L
[
[0 Waiving 30-Day Rule (Board Rule No. 3.23) _ = -
. T
File No. _ -
(Primary Sponsor) S
Title. ' ' L=
i
Transferting (Board Rule No 3.3)
File No. 160720 Wiener
(Prmary Sponsor)
Title. . : . . . . :
California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco
Westside Recycled Water Project
From: Land Use & Transportation Committee
TO: Budget & Fiﬂance Committee
[0 Assigning Temporary Committee Appointment (Board Rule No. 3.1)
Superviéor
Replacing Supervisor
For: Meeting
(Date) (Committee) '

Boatd of Supervisors
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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

X 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)

1 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.
] 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.
1 4 Reqﬁest for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires"
[0 5. City Attorney request.
[l 6. Call File No.‘ from Committee.
[0  7.Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).
[J 8. Substitute Legislation File No.
[0 9.Reaetivate File No.
[0 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:
[1 Small Business Commission T Youth Commission [l Ethics Commission
[1 Planning Commission [1 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: MM &U\%

~ For Clerk's Use Only:
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: Major, Erica (BOS)

Sent; Wednesday, June 29, 2016 2:47 PM

To: Kelly, Jr, Harlan (PUC); Chaplin, Toney (POL); Rosenfield, Ben (CON); Rahaim, John (CPC);
fonin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: 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)

Subject: REFERRAL FYI (160720) - California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco
Westside Recycled Water Project

Attachments: 160720- FY1.pdf

Greetings:

This matter is being forwarded to your department for informational purposes. If you have any comments or repohs 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.

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. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 San Francnsco CA 94102
Phone: (415) 554-4441 | Fax:(415)554-5163

Erica.Major@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

A 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 Superwsors 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 on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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