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FILE NO. 171215 . RESOLUTIG:« NO.

[Real Property Agreement - California Department of General Services, California Military
Department - 100 Armory Drive - San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project - $2,000]

Resolution approving and authorizing an.agreement for conveyance and acceptance of

“interests in real property from State of California Department of General Services

acting on behalf of the State of California Military Department consisting of easements
for subsurface tiebacks, access, and maintenance over real property located at 100
Armory Drive, for $2,000 as part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Water System Improvement Program-Funded Project CUW30201, Westside Recycled
Water Project; and authorizing the General Manager of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission, or Director of Property to execute documents, make certain
modifications and take certajn actions in furtherance of this Resolution, as defined

herein.

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) developed and
approved Project CUW30201, Westside Recycled Water Project (“Project”) under its Water
System Improvement Program (“WSIP”) for the purpose of constructing a new recycled water
treatment facility, purhp station, underground reservoir and associated pipelines that will
produce and deliver up to two million gallons per day of recycled water for irrigatfon, lake fill,
and other non-potable uées; and '

WHEREAS, Pursuant to a Deed for ninety-nine years that was recorded on August 19,

1953, the State of California Department of General Services (“State”) representing the State

of .California Military Department, owns an estate for yéars in certain real property located at
100 Armory Street in the City and County of San Francisco (“Armory Property”) and has

agreed to quitclaim certain easement interests under, over, and across the Armory Property

(“Easements”) to the City and County of San Francisco (“City”), which will consist of (a) an

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
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approximately 4,252 square foot portion of the Armory Property to allow City to construct

Project improvements, (b) an approximately 25,203 square foot portion of the Armory Property

to allow City to install and maintain subsurface tieback easements necessary for Project

construction, and (c) an approximately 1,857 square foot portion of the Armory Property to
allow City_to perform maintenance in connection with the Project; and

WHEREAS, An Environmental Impact Report (‘EIR”) as required by the Califdmia
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”) was prepared for the Project Department, File No.
2008.0091E; and | o

WHEREAS, On September 3, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission (a)
cedified the FEIR for the Project by Motion M-19442; (b) adopted findings under CEQA,
including the adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (‘MMRP”) énd a
statement of overriding considerations (“CEQA Findings”) by Motion No. 19443; and (c)
found the Project consistent with the General Plan, and eight priority policies of Planning;
Section 101.1 (“General Plan Findings”) by Motion No. 19444: copies of the motions are <;n
file with the Clerk of the City's Board of Supervisors (“Board™) under File No. 171215, which

is incorporated herein by this reference; and

WHEREAS, By Resolution No. 15-0187 adopted as effective on September 8, 2015,

‘a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of thé Board under File No. 171215, which is

incorporated herein by this reference, the SFPUC (a) adopted CEQA Findings, including a

statement of overriding cdnditions and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

(‘MMRP?) required by CEQA, (b) approved the Project and (c) éuthorized the General

Manager of the SFPUC to implement the Project; and
'WHEREAS, By Re_solvution No. 16-0049 adopted as effective as of March 8, 2016, a
copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board under File No. 171215, which is

incorporated herein by this reference, the SFPUC approved the proposed Agreément for

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
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Conveyance and Acceptance of Real Property (“Agreement”) whereby SFPUC will
purchase the Easements from the State; and

WHEREAS, The Project ﬁles, including the FEIR, PEIR, SFPUC Resolution No. 15-
0187, and SFPUC Resolution- No. 16-0049 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

WHEAREAS, On July 30, 2015, an independent appraiser determined the fair market

- value of the Easements to be $2,000; and

WHEREAS, As additional consideration to the State, the SFPUC shall reimburse
applicable administrative coéts to thve State in an amount not to exceed $15,000; and

WHEREAS, A copy of the proposed Agreeme'nt is on file with the Clerk of the Board
under File No. 171215, which is incorporated herein by this reference, and is considered
part of the record before this Board; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That in accordance with the recommendations of the Publlc Utilities
Commission and the Director of Property, the Board hereby approves the Agreement and the

transaction contemplated thereby in substantially the form of such Agreement presented to

the Board; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board authorizes the Director of Property and/or
the General Manager of the SFPUC to enter into any additions, amendments or other
modifications to the Agreement (including, without limitation, the attached exhibits) that the

Director of Property and/or the General Manager determines are in the best interest of the

~ City, do not materially increase th.e obligations or liabilities of the City, and are necessary'or

advisable to complete the transaction contemplated in the Agreement and effectuate the

purpose and intent of this Resoluticn, such determination to be conclusively evidenced by

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission .
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the execution and delivery by the Direotor of Property or the General Manager of the
Agreemeht and any additions or amendments thereto; and, be it v

FURTHER RESOLVED,.That'the Director of Property and/or the General Manager
of the SFPUC is hereby authorized and urged, in the name and on behalf of the City and
County, to executé the Agreement with the State in accordance with the terms and
conditions of the Agreement, and to take any and all steps (including, but not limited to, the
execution and delivery of any and all certificates, agreements, notices, consents, escrow
instructions, cloéing documents and other instruments or documents) as the Director of

Property and/or the General Manager of the SFPUC deems necessary or appropriate

‘pursuant to the Agreement, or to otherwise effectuate the purpose and intent of this

Resolution, such determination to be conclusively evidenced by the execution and delivery
by the Director of Prbperty and/or the General Manager of the SFPUC: and, be it .

FURTHER RESOLVED, That upon execution of the Agreement, the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission shall transmit to the Clerk of the Board a copy. of the

Agreement, for inclusion in File No. 171215.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Real Estate DIVIS ion
RECOMMENDED:

AL > M%/

~Géneral Manager -
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AGREEMENT FOR CONVEYANCE AND
ACCEPTANCE OF REAL PROPERTY

This AGREEMENT FOR CONVEYANCE AND ACCEPTANCE OF REAL PROPERTY (this
" Agreement"), dated for reference purposes as ., 2017 ("Reference Date'"), is made
by and between the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, acting by and through the Director of the
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES, with the approval of the MILITARY
DEPARTMENT, (collectively the "State"), and the CITY -and COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation (" City"), with reference to the following:

RECITALS

A. In accordance with that certain Deed For Ninety-Nine Years (as defined below),

" State owns certain property consisting of approximately £7.689 acres, and related improvements,

located at 100 Armory Drive, Sani Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California, with
Assessor's Parcel Number(s) 7281-004, (collectively the "Armory Property").

B. On or about J anuary 29, 1953, City granted the Armory Property to the State by -
way of a Deed For Ninety-Nine Years that was recorded in the Official Records of the City and

County of San Francisco on August 19, 1953, in Book 6214, at Page 498 (the “Deed For
- Ninety-Nine Years”).

C. In order for City to complete the development and construction of the Westside
Recycled Water Project (the “Project”), City desires to purchase and accept the portion of the
" Armory Property legally described in and depicted on the attached Exhibit B (the “Conveyance
Property”), and State desires to sell and convey to City the Conveyance Property, pursuant to a
quitclaim deed in substantially the form attached as Exhibit A (the “Quit Claim”),.

D. In connection with City’s planned development of the Conveyance Property, City
also desires that State grant to City, and City desires to purchase and accept a permanent
“easement for subsurface tiebacks (the “Tieback Easement”), along with an easement for surface
access and maintenance (the “Maintenance Easement”), over the portions of the Armory
Property that are respectively legally described in, and depicted on, the attached Exhibit D and
the attached Exhibit E. The parties contemplate that the Maintenance Easement and the Tieback
Easement (sometimes collectively referred to in this Agreement as the “Easement”) will be
conveyed to City pursuant-to an instrument in substantially the form attached as Exhibit C.

- K. In connection with City’s Project and the transactions contemplated herein, State
and City have entered into a Right to Enter and Construct (the “Right to Enter and Construct”)
that authorizes City and its representatives to (1) gain access to the Conveyance Property and
Easement property (collectively “Property”) to undertake development and construction
activities thereon, and (2) utilize the portion of the Armory Property legally described in, and .
depicted on the attached Exhibit F (the “Staging Area”) for construction staging activities.

F.  This Agreement contemplates that the Conveyance Property and the Easement is
being sold by the State pursuant to the provisions Government Code section 14664 et seq., which
among others, requires a 30-day Joint Legislative Budget Committee notice.

: S 1
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G. In connection with City’s Project and the conveyances contemplated by this
" Agreement, City shall be solely responsible for compliance with all of its obligations under the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™).

H. The State shall not be .i‘esponsible for providing, arranging, relocating, or
constructing any utilities that may be required for City’s Project.

L The State shall not be responsible for any costs associated with City’s planned
utilization of the Conveyance Property or the portions of the Armory Property subject to the
Easement, including City’s costs necessary to comply with CEQA, due diligence, permits, utility
costs, taxes, insurance, professional design and engineering services, and all other development
expenses in connection with City’s Project and the conyeyances contemplated by this
Agreement

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above reeitals all of which are expressly
incorporated into this Agreement, and the mutual prormses and covenants contained in this
- Agreement, the parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

1. Purchase and Sale. State agrees to sell and convey to City, and City agrees to purchase
from State, the Conveyance Property and the Easement on the terms and subject to the
conditions'set forth in this Agreement. For the putpose of this Agreement the first date
on which the mutual execution and delivery of this Agreement is completed shall be

" referred to as the "Effective Date." '

2. Purchase Price and Administrative Costs.

a. Purchase Price. The purchase price ("Purchase Price") for the Conveyance
Property and the Easement shall be Two Thousand And No/100ths DOLLARS
($2,000.00).

b. Administrative Costs. As additional consideration to the State, City shall
reimburse applicable for State’s administrative costs actually incutred in
connection with its review of the proposed conveyance transactions contemplated
by this Agreement (the "Administrative Costs"), in an amount not to exceed
Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000). The Administrative Costs may include costs
for time expended by State’s employees and agents in project review/analysis,
document preparation/coordination, confirmation of market value, and
-engineering review. City acknowledges that State’s Department of General
Services’(“DGS”) assigned Transaction Review Unit's sefvices are billed at a rate
of $130/hour and that other hourly rates may apply if support from other offices
within the DGS is necessary, Payment of Administrative Costs will be dependent
upon DGS providing an invoice for such costs, together with appropriate
supporting documentation such as detailed accountings of the work hours
expended and a description. of the tasks completed in connection with the review
of the proposed conveyance transactions contemplated by this Agreement.

2
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3. Payment of Purchase Price and Administrative Costs. Before or concurrent with the
execution and delivery by State of the Quit Claim and the Easement, City shall pay to
State the Purchase Price and Administrative Costs in immediately available funds.

4. Inspections and Studies/Costs. For the period of time commencing on the Effective
Date and ending at 5:00 p.m. (PST) on the thirtieth (30th) calendar day thereafter
("Contingency Period"), City may conduct any and all non-destructive inspections,
investigations, tests, and studies (including, without limitation, investigations with regard
to zoning, building codes, and other governmental regulations, architectural inspections,
engineering tests, economic feasibility studies and soils, seismic and geologic reports,
environmental testing and investigations (“City Tests”) to determine if all needed
entitlements can be procured in an acceptable form to support City’s Project) with respect
to the Property as City may elect to make or maintain. Nothing in this Agreement shall -
authorize any subsurface testing or drilling on the Property by City or its environmental
consultants unless specifically approved in writing by State, which State may condition

or deny at its sole and absolute discretion. The cost of any such inspections, tests, and/or
- studies shall be paid by City.

5. Right to Enter; Indemnification. During the Contingency Period, City and City’s
employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, and consultants (collectively, "City’s
Representatives") shall have the right to enter upon the Property from City’s adjacent
property, at reasonable times during ordinary business hours, upon notice to State at least
three (3) business days’ prior to entry, to perform City Tests. When performing City
Tests, City shall not unreasonably interfere with the operation of the Property or the
Armory Property, and shall coordinate City Tests and related activities on the Property

- with State in advance to avoid any such interference. Following any City Tests, City
shall promptly return any portions of the Property damaged or altered by City during any -
City Tests to substantially the same condition that existed prior to such City Tests. If
City fails to promptly restore the Property in accordance with the preceding sentence, at
State’s sole and absolute discretion, State may restore the Property and all costs and’
expenses shall be paid promptly by City upon demand by State. If City desires to
conduct invasive testing at the Property, City and State shall enter into State’s invasive
testing entry license to facilitate such testing. City shall indemnify, defend, and hold
State, including its officers, agents, and employees, and the Property harmless from any
and all claims, damages or liabilities (including liens) to the extent arising out of or
resulting ffom the entry onto or activities upon the Property by City or City’s
Representatives. Prior to entry onto the Property by City or City’s Representatives, City
shall furnish State with a copy of City’s or City’s Representatives, as applicable, policy
of commercial general liability insurance issued by a financially responsible insurance
company (at least an A- VI rating in the most recent edition of Best's Insurance Guide),
in form and substance acceptable to State and having limits of no less than $1,000,000
per occurrence for bodily injury and property damage liability combined with a
$2,000,000 annual policy aggregate and naming State its officers, agents, and employees

as additional msured, covering City’s entry onto the Property, and City’s obligations
under this Sectlon

Conveyance Agreement-Portion of SF Armory
City and County of San Francisco (8-27-17)
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6. Condition and Inspection of Property. Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Agreement to the contrary, State makes no representation or warranty whatsoever.
regarding the Property or its physical condition, past use, suitability for City’s intended
use, or compliance with applicable laws (including, without limitation, laws governing
environmental matters, zoning, and land use). The Property is sold AS-IS, WHERE-IS,
WITH ALL FAULTS, AND THERE IS NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED,
REGARDING THE. CONDITION OF THE CONVEYANCE PROPERTY AND
EASEMENT PROPERTY. . City hereby represents and warrants that City is relying
solely upon City’s due diligence, and prior to end of the Contingency Period will have
conducted its own independent inspection, investigation, and analysis of the Property as it
deems necessary or appropriate in so acquiring the Property from State, including,
without limitation, any and all matters concerning the condition, use, sale, development,
or suitability for development of the Property State would not sell the Property to City
without the foregoing provision and the waiver and release contamed in Section 8 (State's
Remesentauons and Warranﬁes) hereof.

7. Property Condmon Waiver. Effective on the date (the “Recording Date”) on which
the recording of the Quitclaim and the Easement in City’s Recorder’s Office is
completed, City waives its right to recover from State, and its directors, officers,
employees, and agents (collectively, "State's Representatives"), and hereby releases
State and State's Representatives from, any and all damages, losses, liabilities, costs, or
expenses whatsoever (including attorneys' fees and costs) and claims therefor, whether
direct or indirect, known or unknown, foreseen or unforeseen, which may arise on
account of or in any way arising out of or connected with (a) the physical condition of the
Property, (b) the failure of the Property to comply with any applicable law or regulation,
and (c) the environmental condition of the Property. The foregoing waiver and release
shall exclude only.those losses, liabilities, damages, costs or expenses, and claims
therefor, arising from or attributable to (i) a material matter actually known to State
(excluding constructive notice) and (A) not disclosed to City and (B) not discovered by
City prior to the Recording Date, and (i) any breach by State of its express
representations or warranties under this Agreement. In connection with foregoing waiver
and release, City expressly waives the benefits of Section 1542 of the California Civil
Code, Wthh provides as follows

"A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIMS
WHICH THE CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR SUSPECT TO .
EXIST IN HIS OR HER FAVOR AT THE TIME OF EXECUTING

THE RELEASE, WHICH IF KNOWN BY HIM OR HER MUST

HAVE MATERIALLY AFFECTED HIS OR HER SETTLEMENT

WITH THE DEBTOR."

City’s Initials

8. State's Representations ond Warranties. In consideration of City entering into this
Agreement, State makes the representations and warranties set forth in this Section. For
the purpose of this Agreement, without creating any personal lidbility on behalf of such

4
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individual, usage of "to State's actual knowledge," or words to such effect, shall mean
the current actual, not imputed, knowledge of Sam Cooper, Department of General
Services, Real Estate Services Division, Asset Management Branch, excluding
constructive knowledge or duty of inquiry or investigation, existing as of the Effective
Date. State’s representations and warranties set forth in this Section shall survive the
Recording Date for a period of six (6) months.

a. State's Authority. To State’s actual knowledge, as stated above in Recital A,
State is the sole owner of fee title to the Property. State has the legal power, right,
and authority to enter into this Agreement and the instruments referenced herein,
and to consummate the transactions contemplated hereby .in the execution,
delivery, and performance of this Agreement. Furthermore, the execution and"
delivery of this Agreement has been duly authorized and no other action by State
is required in order to make it a valid and binding contractual obligation of State.

b. No Prior Transfers. To State’s actual knowledge, State has not previously sold,
transferred or conveyed the Property; or granted to any other person or entity any
right ot interest in all or any part of the Property and State has not entered into
any executory contracts for the sale of all or any part of the Property (other than
this Agreement), nor do there exist any rights of first refusal or options to

: purchase the Pmperty, other than this Agreement.

¢. Legal Actions. To Sta’ce s actual knowledge, there is no pendmg lawsuit,
threatened suit, action, arbitration, legal, administrative, or other proceeding, or
governmental investigation, which affects the Property.

" 9, City’s Representations and Warranties. In consideration of State entering into this
Agreement and as an inducement to State to sell the Conveyance Property and the
Easement to City, City makes the following representations and warranties, each of
which is material and is being relied upon by State (the continued truth and accuracy of
which constitutes a condition precedent to State's obligations hereunder). For the purpose
of this Agreement, without creating any personal liability on behalf of such individual,
usage of "to City's actual knowledge," or words to such effect, shall mean the current
actual, not imputed, knowledge of Brian Morelli, San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, excluding constructive knowledge or duty of inquiry or investigation,
existing as of the Effective Date. City’s representations and warranties set forth in this
Section shall survive the Recording Date for a period of six (6) months.

a. City’s Authority. City has received all approvals required by City’s Charter or

: other applicable law to enter into this Agreement and to consummate the

transactions contemplated hereby, and the execution, delivery, and performance

of this Agreement and no other action by City is requisite to the valid and binding
exeoution, delivery, and performance of this Agreement.

b. Conflicting Documents. To City’s actual knowledge, neither the execu‘non and
delivery of this Agreement, the Quitclaim, and the Easement, nor the occurrence
of the obligations set forth in this Agreement, nor the consummation of the

. o 5
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transactions contemplated in this Agreement, nor compliance with the terms of
- this Agreement and the documents and instruments referenced herein conflict
.with or result in the material breach of any terms, conditions, or provisions of, or
constitute a default under, any bond, note, or other evidence of indebtedness or
any contract, indenture, mortgage, deed of trust, loan, partnership agreement, -
lease, or other agreement or instrument to which City is a party.

¢. No Side Agreements or Representations. City has entered into this Agreement
based upon its rights and intentions to independently inspect the Property. In
connection with the negotiation and entry into this Agreement, State has made no™
representation or warranty regarding the condition of the Property, its past use, or
its suitability for City’s intended use. City will be relying solely upon its own
independent- inspection, investigation, and analysis of the Property as it deems
necessary or appropriate in so acquiring the Property from State, including,
without limitation, any and all matters concerning the condition, use, sale,
development, or suitability of the Property.

d. No Breaches. To City’s actual knowlcdge, this Agreement does not constitute a
breach of the terms, conditions, restrictions, and reservations of those certain
Deeds dated April 24, 1950 and January 29, 1953 and recorded May 24, 1950 at
Book 5453, Page 277 and August 19, 1953 at Book 6214, Page 498 of Official
Records of the County of San Francisco.

+10. Post-Closing Covenants Regarding Completion of Development and Reversion and
Reconveyance. In consideration of State entering into this Agreement and as an
inducement to State to convey the Conveyance Property and Basement to City and City to
have the Quitclaim and Easement concurrently recorded into Official Records of the
County of San Francisco, within ten (10) days of receipt from State by overnight courier, -
in accordance with notice provisions herein, City and State hereby acknowledge and
agree that the following covenants, conditions and restrictions set forth in this Section
shall survive the date of recording with (the “Post Closmg Covenants™) and be bmdmg
upon City and State as follows:

a. Completion of Development. City’s planned development and construction of
the Conveyance Property in connection with the Project shall be completed before
.the date (“Completion’ Date”) that is Forty-eight (48) months following the
'Recording Date. Completion of City’s planned development and construction of
the Conveyance Property in connection with the Project shall be deemed satisfied
upon City’s final acceptance of the Project improvements. Unless the Completion
Date is extended by mutual written agreement by City and the State, which
extension shall not be unreasonably withheld,. State shall have the power to
terminate City’s fee simple interest or otherwise in the Conveyance Property and
reenter and take possession of the Conveyance Property if City fails to complete
the Project on or before the Completion Date. In the event the Conveyance
Property is to be reconveyed by City to State in accordance with terms of this
Section, City agrees to take any and all steps necessary to effectuate the transfer
of City’s interest in the Conveyance Property back to State as provided in this

6
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Agreement. City acknowledges and agrees that State’s reversionary interests in
the Conversion Property as set forth in this Section are intended by the parties to

be, and shall be construed to be, powers of termination as defined in California
Civil Code section 885.020.

b. Successors and Assigns. The Post Closing Covenants shall be binding upon City
and its successors and assigns and every successor in interest of any portion of, or
interest in, the Conveyance Property. The Post Closing Covenants are for the
benefit of State personally and the right to -enforce the Post Closing Covenants
shall be granted only to State. -

c. Survival. The Post Closing Covenants, which represent continuing obliéat’ions
and duties of City, shall survive Recording Date and transfer of title to City and
shall continue to be binding on the State and City in accordance with their terms.

11. Notices. All notices, demands, consents, requests, or other communications required to
or permitted te be given pursuant to this Agreement shall be in writing, shall be giveii
only in accordance with the provisions of this Section, shall be addressed to the parties in.
the manner set forth below, and shall be conclusively deemed to have been properly
delivered: (a) upon receipt when hiand delivered during normal business hours (provided
that, notices which are hand delivered shall not be effective unless the sending party
obtains a signature of a person at such address that the notice has been received); (b)
upon receipt when sent electronic mail to the address set forth below (provided that,
notices given by email shall not be effective unless the sending party delivers the notice
also by one other method permitted under this Section); (c) upon the day of delivery if the
notice has been deposited in an authorized receptacle of the United States Postal Service
as first-class, registered, or certified mail, postage prepaid; with a return receipt requested
(provided that, the sender has in its possession the return receipt to prove actual delivety);
or (d) one (1) business day after the notice has been deposited with either Golden State
Overnight, FedEx or United Parcel Service to be delivered by overnight delivery
(provided that, the sending party receives a confirmation of actual delivery from the
courier). The addresses of the parties to receive notices are as follows:

TO STATE:

Sam Cooper — Asset Management Branch
~ Real Property Services Section
Department of General Services, State of Cahforma
707 Third Street, 5 Floor MS-501
West Sacramento, CA 95605 '
Sam.Cooper@DGS.CA.GOY

WITH COPIES TO:
CPT ALLISON HSIEH

Bldg, 950 Camp Parks RFTA
DUBLIN, CA 94568

Conveyance Agreement-Portion of SF Anmory
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. Alex Holtz, Esq. — Office of Legal Services
Department of General Services — State of California
707 Third Street, 7" Floor 4
West Sacramento, CA 95605 -
Facsimile: (916) 376-5088

" TO CITY:

City and County of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94102 -
Attentxon Real Estate Division

WITH COPIES TO

Office of the City Attorney

City Hall, Room 234

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett P1.

San Francisco, CA 94012

Attention: Richard Handel, Deputy City Attorney

Each party shall make an ordinary, good faith effort to ensure that it will accept or receive
notices that are given in accordance with this Section, and that any person to be given notice
actually receives such notice. Any notice to a party that is required to be given to multiple
~ addresses shall only be deemed to have been delivered when all of the notices to that party have
been delivered pursuant to this Section. If any notice is refused, the notice shall be deemed to-
have been delivered upon such refusal. Any notice delivered after 5:00 p.m. (recipient's time) or
on a non-business day shall be deemed delivered on the next business day. A party may change
or supplement the addresses given above, or designate additional addressees, for purposes of this
Section by delivering to the other party written notice in the manner set forth above.

12. Assignment. City shall not assign its right, title, or interest in this Agreement to any
other party without State’s prior written consent, which determination may be withheld at State's
sole and absolute discretion.

. 13. Miscellaneous.

a. Partial Invalidity. If any term or provision of this Agreement or the application
thereof to any person or circumstance shall, to any extent, be invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement, or the application of such term ot
provision to persons or circumstances other than those as to which it is held
invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and each such term and
provision of this Agreement shall be valid and be enforced to the fullest extent
perm1tted by law.
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b. Waivers, No waiver of any breach of any covenant or provision contained in this
Agreement shall be deemed a waiver of any preceding or succeeding breach
thereof, or of any other covenant or provision of this Agreement. No extension of
time for performance of any obligation or act shall be desmed an extension of the
time for performance of any other obligation or act except those of the waiving
party, which shall be extended by a period of time equal to the period of the delay.

c. Survival. All of City’s and State's warranties, indemnities, representations,
covenants, obligations, undertakings and agreements contained in this Agreement
shall survive the Recording Date, and the execution and delivery of this
Agreement and of any and all documents or instruments delivered in connection
herewith; and no warranty, indemnity, covenant, obligation, undertaking or

_ agreement herein shall be deemed to merge with the Quitclaim or the Easement.

d. Successors and Assigns. This Agreement shall be binding upon and shall inure

to the benefit of the grantees, transferees, successors, and permitted assigns of the
parties to this Agreement. '

e. Entire Agreement. This Agreement (including all attached Recitals and

- Exhibits), is the final expression of, and contains the entire agreement between,
the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and supersedes all prior
understandings with respect thereto. This Agreement may not be modified,
changed, supplemented, superseded, canceled, or terminated, nor may any
obligations hereunder be waived, except by written instrument signed by the party
to be charged or by its agent duly authorized in writing or as otherwise expressly
permitted herein. The parties do not intend to confer any benefit hereunder on
any person, firm, or corporation other than the parties hereto.

f. Relationship of Parties. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall be deemed
or construed by the parties to create the relationship of principal and agent, a -
partnership, joint venture, or any other association between City and State.

g. Construction/Exhibits. - Headings at the beginning of each paragraph and
subparagraph are solely for the convenience of the parties and are not a part of the
Agreement. Whenever required by the context of this Agreement, the singular
shall ‘include the plural and the masculine shall include the feminine and vice
versa, This Agreement shall not be construed as if it had been prepared by one of
the parties, but rather as.if both parties had prepared the same. Unless otherwise
indicated, all references to paragraphs, Sections, subparagraphs and subsections
are to this Agreement. All exhibits referred to in this Agreement are attached and
incorporated herein by this reference.

h. Governing Law. The parties hereto acknowledge that this Agreement has been
negotiated and entered into in the State of California. The parties hereto expressly
agtee that this Agreement shall be governed by, interpreted under, and construed -

~ and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of California.
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i. Days of Week. A "business day," as used herein, shall mean any day other than a
Saturday, Sunday or holiday, as defined in Section 6700 of the California
Government Code. If any date for performance Berein falls on a day other than a
business day, the time for such performance shall be extended to 5:00 p.m. on the
next business day.

g j. Possession of Property. Immediately following the Recotding Date, City shall
be entitled to the possession of the Conveyance Property and the port1ons of the -
Property subject to the Easement.

k. Counterparts and Photocopies. This Agreement may be executed in multiple
~ counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, but all of which,
* together, shall constitute one and the same instrument. The exchange of copies of
this Agreement and of signature pages by electronic mail in “portable document
format” (“pdf”) form or by any other electronic means shall constitute effective
execution and delivery of this'document and shall have the same effect as copies
executed and delivered with original signatures. ' »

1. Nondiscrimination. In the performance of this Agreement, State shall not
discriminate against any employee, subcontractor, applicant for employment with
District, or against any person seeking accommodations, advantages, facilities,

- privileges, services, or membership in all business, social, or other establishments
or organizations, on the basis of the fact or perception. of a person’s race, color,
creed, religion, national origin, ancestry, age, height, weight, sex,.sexual
orientation, gender identity; domestic partner status, marital status, disability or
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome or HIV status (AIDS/HIV status), or
association 'with members of such protected classes, or in retaliation for
opposition to discrimination against such classes. '

m. Exhibits. The following Exhibits are attached to this Agreement and
incorporated by reference herein. _

Exhibit A:  Form of Quit Claim Deed

Exhibit B:  Description and Map of Conveyance Propérty
Exhibit C:  Form of Easement ' |
Exhibit D: | Description and Map of Maintenance Easement
Exhibit E:  Description and Map of Tieback Area

Exhibit F:  Map of Staging Area

[SIGNATURES TO FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the dates set
forth below. | :

. THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
Department of General Services
Daniel C, Kim, Director

By: Date:
Michael P. Butler, Chief
Real Property Services Section

Approved:

- Military Department

By ‘ Date:
Thomas Clarke .
- CW4 CA ARNG

Chief, Procurement Branch

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

By: . Date:
John Updike
Director of Propetty

Approved as to Form:

By: | Date;
Richard Handel B :
Deputy City Attorney

11
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EXHIBIT A

Form of Quitclaim Deed

RECORDING REQUESTED BY

State-of California ~ Official Business
Department of General Services:

Document enfifled to free recordation
Parsuant to Gov't. Code Sec. 6103

“WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

iirector of Property

Renl Estate Division

City'and Connty of San Francisco.
25 Vini Ness Avenue, Suite 400
San Francisto, California 84103

WITH A COPYTO:

State of California — E(:{iéuﬂBnmess Aomicr by Depament
Departmentof Gen ervices ) i s
07 3% Sireet, MS-501 Promev: - Westsids Recydled Wate Projet.
West Sacramesito, CA 95605 Fos TRUL0S
Attention; Mike Butler FISCAL:  DGSDOOUO0IIF69S

Swn Francisco Counsy ATN: 7281-004 (pardon) - e Rt
IOOAnnmme!,Sanmesm :
QUITCLARDEED.

The State of Califomnia, acting by and through its Dapartment of General Servicas, mﬁ) the
approval of the California Military Department, (fhe “STATE"); does hereby ; abandon;
‘abrogate, transfer, relense, remise and quitdlaim to e CITY .and COUNTY - OF SAN
FRANCISCO, » consolidated public body, corporate and polific- (ke “CITY™), all of the STATE's
Tight, fitle and interest in and to that certain feal propery situated in the Gity a0d County of Smn
Francisoo, Stote of California, described in Exhibit A and depicted on Exhibit B attached hereto
and by this reference incorpomted herein {collectivaly, the “Conveyance Propeﬂ} ).

This thclmm})eed 45 made sibject to fhose conditions, restrictions and reservations in
thisse Desdsecorded May 24, 1950 st Book 5453 4nd Pagse 277 and Augnst 19, 1953 at Book 6214
andPageAQS Officid] Records of City and Cousity nf SanFrindisco,

Thiy Quitclaim Deed 3 made pursuant o that cerinin Agreement for Conveyance and
:Acceptmee of Real Property for the Gonveymnce Property by and between STATE and CITY dated
“for reference purposes only as . 2017, (the “Agveement”). All capitalized terms
used in s QuﬁclamDeedshnllhmeﬂmmmmg nsm'bedtotbemmﬁzeAgreemm!unless
‘indicated to-the corifrdry heréin.

"STATE and CITY agree as follows:

[Quitclaim Desd-Portion of 57, Armary 7.10.17)
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EXHIBIT A

1 Post-Closine Covenants Reearding Completion of Development and Reversion and
Reconvevance. In consideration of STATE entering into the Agreement and as an inducement to
STATE to convey the Conveyance Property to CITY, CITY and STATE hereby acknowledge and
agree that the following covenants, conditions and restrictions set forth in this Section shall survive
the Close of Escrow (the “Post Clasing Covenants™) and be binding upon CITY and STATE as
follows:

a. Completion of Development. CITY”s planned development and construction of
the Conveyance Property in connection with the Project sliall be completed
befors the date (“Completion Date™) that is Thirty-six (36) months following
the Recording Date. Completion of CITY"s planned development and.
construetion of the Conveyance Property in connection with the Project shall be
deemed satisfied upon CITY"s final acceptance of the Projectimprovements.
Unless the Completion Date is extended by mutual written agreement by CITY
and the STATE, which extension shall not be unreasouably withiheld, STATE
shall have the power to terminate CITY s fee stmple interest or otherwise in the
Conveyarice Property and reenter and take possession of the Conveyance
Praperty if CITY fails to complete the Project on or bafore the Completion Date.
In the event the Conveyance Property is'to be reconveyed by CITY to STATE in
accordance with terms of this Section, CITY agrees to take any and afl steps
necessary to effectidte the transfer of CITY s interest in the Conveyance
Properfy back to STATE as provided in the Agresment. CITY acknowledges
anid agrees that STATE's reversionary interests in the Conversion Property and
Easement as set:forth in this Section are intended by the parties.fo e, and shall

be construed to be, powers of fermination as defived in California Civil Code
section 885.020.

ER Successors and Assions. All obligations of CITY under this Quitclaim Deed (and all
ofthe terms, covenants and conditions of this Quitclaim Deed) shall be binding vpon
CITY, ifs successors and assigns and every successor in interest of the Conveyance
Property or any portion thereof or any inferest therein, for the benefit and in favor of
STATE, ifs successors.and assigs.

a: This Quitclaim Deed shall not merge with any othier agreement between the
STATE and the CITY..

[Quitclaim Deed-Portion of SF Armory 7.10.17)
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EXHIBIT A

SAID CONVEYANCE PROPERTY IS CONVEYED SUBJECT TO all liens,
encnmbrances, easements, covenants, conditions and restictions of record.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, STATE has cansed this instrument to be executed as of the
date hereinafter written,

DATED: ‘ L2017
STATE:
The State of Califoinin,

Department of General Services
Danidel C. Kim, Director

By:

Michael P. Butler, Chief

Real Property Services Section
Approved:

California Military Department

By:

_Thomas Clarke ‘
CW4 CA ARNG
Chief, Procurement Branch

_[Quitetaim Deed-Portion of SF Armory 7.10.17]
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EXHIBIT B

Legal Description and Plat of Conveyance Propetty ,

“February 13, 2015
Bxhibit “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION -
Conveyance Property

All that real propety situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California, being a
portion of that certain landscape easement described in that deed recorded June 20, 1990 in Reel
F150 Official Records Image 625, Records of the City and County of San Francisco, and being
more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at the westerly corner of said landscape easement, said westetly corner being also
the westerly corner of that parcel of land desciibed in deed to State of California recorded Angust

19, 1953 in Book 6214 of Official Records, Page 498, Records of City and County -of San
Francisco, State of California: .

thence North 19°18'44.3" Enst, 170,11 fegt along the westerly line of sald landscape easement;
thence South 67°37°31.6” East, 22.90 feet; V

thence South 19°11°44,5” West; 144,92 feet;

then.ce South 43°33°20.1" Bast, 39.18 feet; _

thence North 76941’ 15.7” West, 58,35 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Containing 4,252 square feet, more or less, '

A plat showing the above-described parcel is attached herein and made a part hereof as Exhibit
“BH. .

This description was prepared by me or under my direction in conformance with the Professional
Land Surveyors’ Act. : :

7}“% T2 L

Tony Furkee, PLS5773, Exp. 06/30/2016

END OF DESCRIPTION

Page Lof1
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EXHIBIT C

Form of Easement

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO;

I_-Direo:tor of Property
Real Estate Division
City and County of San Francisco
23 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400
L'_Sau Francisco, California 94102 ]

The undersigned Lereby declares this instrument to be exempt from SPACE AROVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE

Recording Fees (Govt. Code § 27383) aud Documentary Transfer Tax (Rev.

& Tox. Code §11922).

AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF EASEMENT]| acency: Milirary Delpamnent
SUBSURFACE TIEBACIKS AND PROJECT: Weéstside Recycled Water Project

FILE: TRI12015

MAINTENANCE ACCESS FISCAL: DGS000000134695

"San Francisco County APN: 7281-004 (portion) —— 100 Amioty Drive, San Frantisco

THIS AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF EASEMENT (“Agreement™) is made and entered into this

day of . 2017, by and between the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, acting by
and through its DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES (“DGS™)-on behalf of the CALIFORNIA
MILITARY DEPARTMENT (“CMD™). (hereinafter collectively referred to as “STATE™) on one
hand. and the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a consolidated public body, corporate
and politic, on the other hand (*CITY™). The STATE and CITY are collectively referred to as the
“PARTIES". Capitalized terms used in this' Agreement shall have the meanings ascribed to them by the
section in which such reym is first defined. This Agreement inclndes all exhibits attached hereto,

RECITALS

A. STATE is the owner of certain property consisting of approximately = 7.689 acres, and relared
improvements, located at 100 Armory Drive, San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of
Califomnit, with Assessor's Parcel Number 7281-004 (collectively the " Servient Parcel ).

B. CITY is the owner of certain property and related improvements, located at 3500 Great Highway,
San Francisco, County of San Fiancisco, State of California, with As;essox s Parcel \umbex 7281-
007 (the "Doxmmut Par cel).

Project (tlie “Project™) STATE quitclaimed a portion of the Servient Parcel to CITY, recorded on
even date herewith (the “Couiveyance Pr opelty ) and CITY infends fo develop and construct
improvements on the Conveyance Propesty in connection with the Project.

Project, CITY requires an easement for substuface tiebacks, as well as an easement for access and
maintenance over a portion of the Servient Parcel.

C. In order for CITY to complete the developmeut and construction of the Westside Recycled Water .

D. To cany out CTTY’s planned development of the Conveyance Property in connection with the .

Cc)nvéyancc Agreement-Portion of SF Armory
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EXHIBIT C

E. STATE and CITY entered into this Agresment for the purpose of CITY receiving the easements for
the purposes described below in this Agreement in thar portion of the Servient Parcel referred to in
this Agreement as the “Maintenance Easement” as more particularly described and depicted on
the attached Exhibits A and B, along with an easement on, under, and across the “Subsurface
Tieback Area” as more particularly described and depicted on the attached Exhibits C and D.

AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above recifals. all of which are expréssly incorporated into-
. this Agreement, and the mutual promises and covenants contained in this Agreemenr, the PARTIES
agree as follows: .

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 14666 of the Government Code of the State of California,
STATE, hereby grants unto CITY, its successors and assigns forever. a non-exchisive easement
benefirting and appurtenant to the Dominant Parcel to wse the Substurface Tieback Area to install,
locare, relocate, construct, reconstruct. alter, uss. maintain, inspect, repair, and abandon in place
subsurface tie-backs. at such locations and elevations greater than rwenty five (25) feet below any
strucrure, necessary for CITY s development, along with the Maintenance Easement for the purposes of

- construction staging. surface fnspection of earth support stirucrures, and access to and maintenance of °

the Conveyance Property in connection with the Projéct in. upon, over, on, under, and across the
Servient Parcel (the “Permitted Uses™). to carry out the Permirted Uses, CITY shall make reasonable
_efforts 1o avoid imreasonable interference with, or- umeasomble bmdemna of, the Servient Parcel or
STATE s use thereof.

The benefits and burdens of the Agreement will benefit and burden the Dominant Parcel and the
Servient Parcel and nin with the land in accordance with California Civil code sections 1460-1471.
Each covenant of either party to this Agreement fo do or refiain fiom doing some act stared in this
Agreement is expressly for the benefir of the land of the ofher party to this Agreement that is described
in this Agreement. The successive owners of each of those properties owned by either party are bound
by this Agreement for the benefit of the other praperty. Each covenant tuns with both the land owned
by or granted to the STATE and the land owned or granted to the CITY and will benefit or be binding
on each successive owner, diring his, her, or its ownership, of any portion of the land affected by this
Agreement and on each person having any inferest in it derived through any owner thereof. This
Agreeinent shall be recordéd on even dare witli the Quit Claim of the Convey'mce Property in the
Official Records of the City and County of S'm Francisco.

The Easements gramted herein are subjecr to the terms, condirions, limitarions, and covenants,
consisting of one (1) page on the attaclied Exhibit ¥. which shall run with the Easements granted
herein. and the CITY. successors and assigns, by acceptance of these Easements, agreés to abide by,
perfornr and observe each and afl of said terms, limitations, conditions, and covenants sét forth therein,

The attached Exhibits A. B. C. D. and E are hereby made a part nf and incorporated fito this
Agreement.

C-2
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EXHIBIT C

IN WITNESS W}"IEREOF, STATE has caused its named to be affixed hereto and this
* instrument to be executed by its duly authotized officer. '

STATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Department of General Services
Daniel C, Kim, Director

By Date:
Michael P. Butler, Chief
Renl Property Services Section

Approved:
California Military Department

By: : _ Date:

Thomas Clarke
CW4 CA ARNG
Chief, Procurement Branch

CITY o
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
a consolidated public body, corporate and politic

By: . Date:

John Updike
"Director of Property

Approved as to Form:

By: . : Date:

Richard Handel
Deputy City Attorney

Mail Tax Statenients to the Name and Address Stated Above
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EXHIBIT C

EXHIBIT

This Agreement and the Easement granted herein is subject to the following terms and conditions:

1. This Grant is subject fo existing contracts, leases, licenses, easements, encumbrances, and
claims that may affect said real property and the use of the word "Grant" heréin shall not be construed as a
covenant against the existence of any thereof, '

2, . CITY waives all claim against STATE, its officers, agents, arid employees, for loss or damage
caused by, arising out of, or in any way connected with the exercise of this Easement, except those arising out
of the sole negligence or intentional misconduct of STATE, its officers, agents, and employees, and CITY
agrees to protect, save harmless, indemnify, and defend STATE, its officers, agents and employees from any
and all loss, damage or liability, including, without limitation, all legal fees, expert witness or consultant fees and
expenses related to the response to, settlement of, or defense of any claims or liability which may be suffered or
incurred by STATE, its officers, agents, and employees caused by, arising out of, or in any way connected with
exercise by CITY of the rights hereby granted, except to the extent of those arising out of the sole negligence or
intentional misconduct of STATE, its officers, agents and employees

3 STATE reserves the right to use said real property in any manner provnded such use does not
‘materially interfere with CITY's rights hereunder.

4, STATE reserves the right to require CITY, at STATE expense, to remove and relocate all
improvements placed by CITY upon said real property, upon determination by STATE that the same interfere
with future development of State’s property. In the svent of such removal or relocation, CITY shaill forthwith,
upon service of written demand and written confirmation of the new easement location, deliver to STATE a
Quitclaim Deed, to its right, fitle and interest hereunder, Should CITY fail or refuse to deliver sald Quitclaim
Deed, STATE may record, in the Recorder’s Office of the County in which said real property is located, a wrilten
notice reciting said failure, and such recordation shall, after ten (10) days from the date of recordation of said
notice, be conclusive evidence of such termination against CITY. Within 180 days after STATE 's wrilten notice
~and demand for removal and relocation of the improvements, CITY shall remove and relocate the improvements
to a feasible location on the property of STATE, as designated by STATE, and STATE shall furnish CITY with
an easement in such new location, on the same terms and conditions as herein stated, all without cost to CITY,
and CITY thereupon shall re-convey to STATE the easement herein granted.

5. This Easement shall terminate in the event CITY fails for a continuous period of thirty-six (36)
months to use this Easement for the purposes herein granted. Upon such termination, CITY shall forthwith
upon service of written demand, deliver to STATE, at no cost to STATE, a Quitclaim Deed, to its right, title and
interest hereunder. Should CITY fail or refuse to deliver said Quitclaim Deed, STATE may tecord, in the
Recorder's Office of the County in which said real praperty is located, a written notice reciting said fa»lure and
such recordation shafl, after ten (10) days fram the date of recordation of said notice, be conclusive evidence of
such termination against CITY. CITY shall, upon STATE request, without cost to STATE and within ninety (90)
days from said STATE request, remove all property placed by or for CITY upon said-real property and restore
said premises as neatly as possible to the same condition as they were in prior to the execution of this
Easement. In the event CITY should fail to restore said premises in accordance with such request, STATE may
do so at the risk of CITY, and all costs of such removal and restoration shall be paid by CITY upon demand.

6. In performing any work, including any excavation, on said real property of STATE, CITY shall
make the same in such manner as will cause the least injury to the surface of the ground around such
excavation, and shall replace the earth so removed by if and restore the surface of the ground and any
Improvement thereon to as near the same condition as they were uﬂmedlately pnor to commencement of CITY's
activities pursuant to th(s Easement as is practicable.

- THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK,
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EXHIBIT D

Description and Map of Tieback Easement

A June 27, 2016
Exhibit “A” .
LEGAL DESCRIPTICON
. Tieback Basement

All that real property situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California, being a
portion of that certain Parcel described in that deed recorded August 19, 1953 in Vol, 6214
Official Records Page 498, Records of the City and County of San Francisco, and being more.
particularly described as follows: A S

. BEGINNING at the westexly corner of said parcel; "
thence North 19918°44.3” Bast, 170.11 feet along the westerly line of said parcel to the TRUR
POINT OF BEGINNING; . _
thence South 67°37°31.6” East, 22.90 feet;
thence South 19911'44.5” West, 144.92 feet;
thence South 43°33'20,1” East, 39.18 feet;
thence South 76%41'15.7" Bast, 52.51 feet;
thence North 46°26°39.9” Bast, 61,30 fest;
thence North 43%33°20,1” West, 33.97 feet;
thence North 46°26°39,9” Bast, 11.08 feet;
thence North 19911°44.5” Rast, 168.85 feet; _
thence North 70%48715,5” West, 112,68 feet: : :
thence South 19°18'44.3” West, 90.00 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING,

Containing 25,203 square feet, more or less,

A plat showing the above-described parcel is attached herein and made a part hereof as Exhibit
“B”- : s

This description was prepared by me or under my direction in conformance with the Professional
Land Surveyors’ Act. )

E. Durkee, PLS5773, Exp. 06/30/2016

END OF DESCRIPTION

: D-1
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335,100 sq.ft.d
N

Scale: 1"=60"

Landscape Easement
F150 OR 825
47,084 sq.ft.&

City and County of San Francisco

Public Utilities Commission
Real Estaote Services

Plat for Tieback Eesement City and County of Son Francisco
National Guard Armory

Tieback Easement.dwg  06/27/2018
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EXHIBIT E

Description and Map of Maintenance Fasement

February 13, 2015
Exhibit “A"
1. BGAL DESCRIFTION
Maintenance Basement

All that real property situate in the City and Gounty of San Francisco, State of California, being a
portion of that certain landscape easement described in that deed recorded June. 20, 1990 in Reel
F150 Official Records Image 625, Records of the City and County of San Franciseo, and being
more particwlarly deseribed as follows:
BEGINNING a the westerly corner of safd Iandscape easement, said weésterly corner being also
the wesierly corner of that patce] of land deseribed in deed to State of California recorded Angust
19, 1953 in Book 6214 of Official Records, Page 498, Racords of City and County of San
Francisca, State of California;
thence southeastetly along the southerly line of said landscape easement South 76941'15.7" Bast,
58.35 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING;
thence North 43°33720.1" West, 39.18 feet;
thenee North 1991144,5” Bast, 144.92 feel;
thence South 67°37'31.6” Bast, 10.52 feet to the face of an existing concréte retaining wall;
thence continuing southerly along sald wall the following bearings dnd distancess -
thence South 19°25726.5” West, 94.05 feet;
thence South §9°42'41.6" East, 5.14 feet; -
thence South 18°22'14.3" West, 27.98 feet;
thence South 46°36'56,5" West, 21.08 feet;
- thence South 43°06'41.4™ Rast, 43,91 feet to the southerly line of said landscape edsement;
- thence leaving said retaining wall North 76°41°15.7"* West, along sald southerly fine of the
Jandscape easement 10,07 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

Containing 1,857 square feet, mare or less,

A plat showing the above-described parcel is attached herein and nmde a patt hereof as Exhibit
HBH

This description was prepared by me or under my d1rect1on in conformance w1th the Professmml
Land Surveyors’ Act.

Tsf & Lo bt~
4‘ Durkee, PLS5773, Exp, 06/30/2016

PURKER

No, 6778

END OF DESCRIPTION

Conveyance Agreement-Portion of SF Atmory
City and County of San Francisco (8-27-17)
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Line Table

Exhibit "B” .

€ LI9Exy

Line Bearing Distance

11 N 43°33'20,1"W|  39.18'

12 S67°373L6"E 10.52' p

T n Londscape Egsement

13 S69°42'41.6"E .5.14 F150 ORP 625 /-

14 S$18°20M4.3"W| 2798 47,084 sqftk

15 546°36'56.5" W] 2108

16 S43°0R'4LA" E 3.9
Notlonal Guard Armory
6214 OR 498 .
08,/19,/1953
APN 7281004
335100 sq.ftx
Maintenance Easement
1,857 sq.ftk

Landscape Easemnent
F150 OR 625
POB 47,084 sq,ftek
S75%
' wog  10.07 15 7
Not to Scale
City and Ceunty of San Francisco Plat for Muintenance Easement City qnd- County of San Francisco

Public Utilities Commission

Real Estote Services

National Guard Armory

Building Easement.dwg
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Exhibit "B” -

-z~

Nafiord! Guard: -
Armary 6244 OR 488
a8/19,//1953

APN 72Bi~004
335,400 sqftk

"Not o Scale .

Londscape Easement B
F150 OR 525
47,084 sqitx

BOIY Bugﬁe;s Jo dﬁm

C;r':y and County of Son Francisco

Public Utilitles Commission
Redl. Estate Services

Plat for Temporary Staging Area  JCy nd County of Scn Francisao

National Guard Armory

Temp_Studia Acec.dva . 05/04/2015
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY

* AND WHEN-RECORDED RETURN TO::

WIEN RECORDED MAIf TO:

Director of Property.

Real Bstate Division

City-and County of San Franeisco. -
25'Van Ness. Avenue, Suite.400

LSan Francls.oo, California. 9410 1

The undersigned hereby. declarey this-fusframent to. be-sxeinpt from.  SPACE ABOVE THI8 LINE FOR RRCORDER'S-USE. '
Recording Fees-(Covt,. Code-§. 27383) and. Dooumantuvy Trausfer Tax (Rev, . . '

& Tux, Code:§11922),

“AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF EASEMENTY Acsncv:  Military Doprvtmont

SUBSURFACE TIEBACKS AND - ProzecT Westsido RGQS’GI'Qd.‘W&tCl\PYOjBCt"
S , - | Fie, TRI201S
MAINTENANCE ACCESS , 'FISCAL:  DGS000000134695

San Iraneiseo County- APN; 728 1-004 (portien) —— 100 Armory Drive, San Francisco:

© THIS AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF BASEMENT (“Agreemént”): is made and enteted mto thw

. day of » 2017, by and between the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, dctitig by
and: through its DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES (“DGS”) on behalf of the CALIFORNIA

MILITARY DEPARTMENT (“CMD”), (heteitiafter colléctively reférred to ast “STATE”) on one
hand; and.the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a consolidated public body, corporate

“and politie, on the other hand (“CITY?). The STATE. and CITY are collectively reférred to ag. the

“PARTIES"™. Capitalized terms used ifi this Agreement sfiall have the meanings ascribed to them by the
section i in thh such term is ﬁxst defined. This Agresment mcIudes all exhibits attached heretp,

RECIT-ALS

A STA’I‘E is- the owner of ce}*tmn property consisting of approximately + 7, 689 acres, and related:

imptoyements, located at 100 Atmoty. Dnve, San Franciscd, Couiity of San Francisco, State of

Cahforma, with Assessor's Parcel Number 7281-004 (collecuvely the " Sexvient Parcel "),

B. CITY, i thie owner of certais pioper L-y ahd related unpmvcments focated at 350@ Great Highway,,
San Franclsco, County: of San Francisco, State of California, with. Assessor's: I’zu uﬂ Numbey 7281~
007 (the "Dominant: Paxcel™).

C, Tn order for CITY to eomplste. the development and, constiuction 6f the Westside Recycled Water

Project (the “Project”), STATE quifelaimed a portion of the Servient Pareel to. CITY,, recorded on

oveh date herewith (the “Conveyance Praperty”) and CITY intends to develop and construct
improvements on the. Conveyance Property in conmection with. the Project. '

D; To carry out CITYs planned development of thé Conveyance. Property in connecuon with the

Ptoject;, CITY requires an easement for subsurface tiebacks, as. well ag an aasement for apcess and.

.mamtenanca over a. portion ofthe Setvient Parcel.

Busemont Agresmen{ — S& Annary (7:06-17}




T, STATE:and CITY enteted into this Agreement for the purpose.of CITY receiving the eagements for
the purposes described below i this Agreement in that portion of the Servient Parcel referred to it
fhis: Agreement as the “Maintenance Fasement’™ as more patticularly described and depicted. on |
the attached Exhibits A and B, along with an eassment on, under, and across the “Subsurface |
Tieback Area” as mote par tlculaxly described and depzcted on the attached. Exhibits Cand D, ’

AGREEMENT

' NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above reeftals, all of which are expressly’ mém porated. into-

this Agreement, and the mutual pmmiqes and covenants con’cained in this Agrcement thc PARTIES

, agree ag-follows:

Puisuant. to the provisions of Section 14666 of the G‘ovemment Code: of the State of California,,
STATE, heteby grarits unto CITY, ifs successors and assigns forever, a nof-exclusive easement
benefiiting and appurtenant te' the Dominant Parcel to use the Subsurface Ticback Area to install,
locate, relocate, construct, recodistruct, alter, use, tnaititafn, inspect, repair, and abandon in- place
subsurface tie-baeks, at such locations and elevations greater than twenty five. (25) feet. below any
structure, NECessAry for CITY s development; along with the Mainfenarice Easement forthe fiurposes of
construction staging, surface. inspéction of eatth support structures, and aecess. to and maintenance of
the Conveyance Property in connection with the. Project in, wpon, ‘over, on, under, and across the
Servient, Parcel (the “Permitted Uses™), to carry out the Fermitted Uses. CITY shall make reagonable
efforts to avoid unreasonable interference with, or ume'xsonable burdenmg of, the Servmnt Pareel or

: STATE’S use thereof,

The benefits and burdens of the Agreement will benefit: and burden the Dominant Parcel and the
Servient. Patcel and run with the land in accotdance with Califoinia Civil code sections 14601471,

Bach covenant of either party to fhis Agreement to do ot refrain from dotng semg dct stated in this
Agieement i expressty for the betefit of the land of the ofherparty to this Agreement that is deseribed
in this Agreement. The successive ownets of each of these properties owned by either party are bound
by this Agreement for the benefit of the othet property. Bach covenant tuns with both the lafid owned
by or granted to-the STATE and the land owned.or granted to the CITY and will benefit or be binding

.o bach suceessive owner, duting his, her, o ifs ownerslnp, of any portion of the land affected by this
- Agreement and on each person having any interest fn it derived through any owner thereof. This

Agreement shall be recorded on even: date with the Quit Claim o[' the: Conveyance Property in the
Official Records of the City and County of Sar F1 Aticiseo.

The. Eas‘ements granted ‘herein are subject to the terms, conditions, limitations, and covenants,
comsisting of one (1) page on the attached Exhibit B, which shall run with the Easements granted
herein, and the CITY, suckessors and assigts, by aceeptance of these: Easements, agtees to abide by,
petform and observe each and all of said terms, 11mitaﬂons, conditions; and covenants set forth therein,

The a‘ctached Exhibits A, B C; D, and I ate heieby inade a pa.rt of and ineorporated. into this
Agmcmcnt

Enseiient:Agrecinent ~ SE Armory, (7-06:17)

-Ut
w



IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, STATE has caused.its-named to-be:affixed: hereto and this -
instiument to-be-executed by its duly suthorized officer. :

STATE

STATE.CF CALIFORNIA
Department of General Services
Danjel €, Kim, Ditector

By, . | Date;
Michael P, Butler, Chicf"
Real Property Services Section

Approved:
~ California Milifary Departmcnt

By, 7//@"‘4»/2

““Thomas Clarke
CW4 CA. ARNG:
Chief, Proourement Beanch

pate Y/ Lo

CIT¥
"CITY AND'COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
a cotisolidated public body; carporate arid politic

3" 4 , Date:
Johti, Updilke.
Director of Property

‘Approved as to Form;

By :  Dafer
Richard Handel
~ Deputy City Attorney

Mail Tax Statements-to.the Name and. Address Stated Above.

En}utnﬁﬂt-@gregtﬂunt.—» B3y ‘Arméry (7-06-17):
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CERT!F!CATE OF AGGEPTANCE

This Is t@ certify that the inferest in real property conveyed by this deed dated
, from the STATE fo the City. and County of San Francisco, is hereby

aceepted pursuant to Board of Supervisors' Rasolution No. 18110 Series of 1939, approved

August 7, 1957 and-STATE consents ta recorda’aon thereof by its duly authorized officer;

Dated: : By:

JOHN UPDIKE
Director of Propeatty y
City and County of San Franeisco

Bnsenient Agreementi~8l¥:Atnory (7:06+17)
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‘ Document Date: a ‘ Number of Pages:

Signei(8)-Othier Thari Naitres Aboves;

CALIFORNIA ALL PURPOSE NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

A notary. public or ether officér completing this-certiflcate verliies onlythe
identity of the Indlvidual who signed the dosumentto-which this.certificate
is.attached and not the fruthfulness accuracy or validityof that. document:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

County of ﬁmw } 88

. On 2B Sﬂp{:ew\ig@w 25VT , befora me, Tesus /A wwdio %/ ‘&W\ULI

Date

personally appearsd T)’\b mers  ©. C(Mb‘@

who proved to me on-the bagis-of satisfactoty evitlence v be the. TAVTLA T @3 AT A R T
personés) whose naimes(es) Isfard. subsorbed to the within - FOR NOTARY SEAT, OR STAMP .
instrument and. acknowledged to e that helsheAkey exécuted o

the. same n his/beriiel authorized capacity(lesy; and that by

hisiheritheir signature(s) on the: instrument the persont), orthe

entity upon behalf of which the personﬁg) acted, exectted the

instrument.

| eerfiy unde PENALTY OF PERJURY under the. faws of the
Sfater of Callfornia that the. foregoing paragraph ‘s true. arid
cotrect,

WITNESS my hand-and official seal.

SGT M <2, eaus »/49800 Goethe Road
%ﬁ’/é‘& §Eov, Sacramento, CA 95826

OPTT ONAL

Though the-liformation bélow Is not vequiied %y law, it may: pr ove valuable to- persons.relying on 'thie document ana’ coulilprevent fraydulent
remaval andreatiaciment of this;form lo another document,

Siﬁ?\mm:omqnu;;r.i{ub;@

Description of:AttachedDocumeut

Title ot Type of Document:

Cipictty(ies) Clainiod by Sigiier(s)

Signer's Namie:, - Signes’s Name;
[ mdividival: ' [ Individval.
] Corporate. Officer ~ Title(s):, : [ Cotpatrate-Officer — Title(s):___
[ Pattner— [ Limited [] Generat. ‘ . [ Partner — [, Limited [] Géretal
[ Attorney fn Fact: S . [[1 Attorney in Fact
(] Trustse: [C] Trnstee
[ Guardian.or- Coniseryator. ' 1 Guardian or Conséfvator
5

Hosaniont Agtocinent ~SE:Aundry (1-06-17)

56 .-




EXHIBIT E

This Agreement andthe Easement granted herein Is subject to- the-following: terms and cenditions:

1. - This Grant is subject fo oxistihg cortracts, {eases, hoenses, éasements; encumbrances, and

| claims that may affeet-said real property and the use. of the word "Grant" hereln shau not be construed as a
covenant against the. exlstenoe of anythereof

2 CITY walves all o!alm against STATE, its. offloers, agents, and emp!oyees for loss: or damage
caused by, arising out of, of In any way coiinected with the exercise of this Easement, except those arising out
of the sole riegligence or Intentional miscordisct. of. STATE, its officers, agents, and employees, and CITY

agrees to protect, save harmless, Indemnlfy, ahd defend STATE its officers, agents and employess. from any|

and alt loss, damage: ot liabllity, Including; withaut linitation; all legal fees, expert withess or consultant fees and
axpenses related to-the response to, settlement of, or defense:of any-claims or liabifity which may be stffersd or
fncurred: by STATE, its officers, agents, and. employees caused by, arising out of; orin any way connected-with

| exercise by CITY of the fights-hereby grantsd, except to the extent of those arfsing-out of the sole negligence ar

ntentional misconduet of STATE, its officers, agents and employees,

3, STATE reserves the nght to use sald teal property In any manner, provided such use.does not|

materially interfers with. CITY's rights hereunder..

4, Subject to. the fast sentence of this Section 4, ASTATE reserves the right to: require CITY, at
STATE expense, to rémove. and rélacafe all improvements placed by CITY upen- said real property, upen
datermination By STATE that the same: Interfere with future development of State's praperfy. In the event of

such. removal ot relogation; CITY shall forthwith, upon service of written demand. and wrltten cenfirtnatian of the| .

new: easement location, deliver fo STATE a Quifclaim Deed, to Its: right, {ltle and Inferest fiereyndat. Should
CITY fall or refuse to deliver sald Quitclaim Deed, STATE may record, In’ the Recorder’s Office of the County in
which:said réal property ls located, a written notice reciting sald failure,.and such recordation shall, after ten.(10)
days from the date of recordatlon of said notice, be conclusive evidence of such termination against CITY.
Within 180 days: after. STATE s wrilfery notice: and demand. for removal and reloocation of the Improvements,

CITY shall remove and refocate the improvements to a feasibie location on the property of STATE, as|

designated by STATE, and STATE shall furnish CITY with an easement In such new. location, on the: same

' terms and conditions as herein 'stated, all without cost to CITY, and CITY: thereupon shall re-eonvey o STATE

the easement herelir granted. Notwithstanding anything else in this Agreement, under no circumstance. will

 GITY have any. abligation arisliig under-this Agreemient to remove any portion. of the: subsurface: tiebacks (ot

| related appurtenances) or ahy portioh of the strusture(s) that may be-sohsirtcted by ClTY of, under;, or across
- the Gonveyance Property:

g, I performing any werk, i’n@lud_lng any excayatior, on sald real property of STATE, CITY shall

make the same In such manner as will cause the least. fnjury to the surface of the ground areund such

excavation, arid shall. feplace the: earthy s0 removed by it and restore the surfage of the ground and any
improveiment thereon to as riear-the same: conditlen as-they-were immediately: prior to:commencement of CITY's
activitfes pursuant to this Eagemerit as.is practicable.

THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY: LEFT BLANK,

Boremont Agreemont ~SF Atmory (7-06-17);




'EXHIBIT A

Legal Descrlption of Malntenance Easement Area

vy o et ot i e n

, Febrdaty-13; 2015
Bxhiblt “A"
LEGAL DESCRIPFTION

Matenanco Ensenierit-

All that.xenl property situpte i tlie €ty and County of San Franclyco, Stafe. of Califomin. Belng &
partton of thet certatn landsonpe: ensement desaribediin that: deed:recorded Tune 20; (994 ry Reel
F130 offlelal: Records Imnge 625; Recordsof the City and. County of Saf Fumcisco, and Helig
more-partieulnely deseribet s, Ellows:

BEGINNING: at:the westetly-coset of snld landscape ensament, sald westerly oormer béing alio
thé-weaterly. corner of that pareel-of Ind: desribed:In deed. to:State; of Chliforni recorded Angust
19, 1953 In Bopk 6214 of Offigtal Recotds, Page 498, Records, of City and County of ‘Smn
Pranciseo,:State of-California

thience-southeasterly along tie-southerly. Hie-of suld inidsonpe enserment South,'76944" 15.7" Bast,
58.35 feat to the PRUE POINT. OF BEGINNING; ,

- thenco North 43°33'20; 1 Wesl; 39,18 feéf;.

tidhes North 19911'44,5% Bnat, 144.52 feet;,

flience South 6793731.6" Enst, 10,52 feet:to: the faoce of an exlsting.oonorete retaining wally
tlienga contliuing sotitherly nlong-said wall the following bemrlfigs and; distanoes'

thonee.South, [9°25!26:57 West; 94.05: feet;

thience Soutiy 69742 41,6" Bast; 5:14 feet;

{hienee-Soutly 18R9271 4,35 West, 27:98 Faets

thienoe Sovth 46736156.5" Wist, 21,08 foi;

Hienee. South.43°06741.4™ East, 43:91 faet to the southierly ling.of snid tandseape ensement;
thenee leaving sold. retaining wall Noxth 76°41718,7" West; nfong sald southerly-line. of thei”
{nndscape ensement 10.07 feat to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNMING,

Contafnlig 1,857 square feet, more or fess,

A plnt showing the above- dasonhed potoel-{s. attached hereltt aud:made a pari-hbreof as Exhibit
|Bu

This- dcaorxphou wag. propared by mo or under iy directon - confm mance with the Proféssienal
Laind:Surveyass! Act,

L bt

Durkee, PLS5773, Bap, 06/'10/2016

END OF DESCRIFTION

page Loft

T

Tuscinienf Agrecinent = StAtmory. (1:06:17)




EXHIBIT B

Map.of Mainteniance Easement Avea

Exhibit *B”

: ting Table

AL Braring Digtance

- WL | CN43%8890.40W 3948
L2 567°37916° E | 10,52
3 | beorpareie L5440
oS4t wl o 27,08
13 | S546°36'565Y W] 2408
16 | S430s4n4'E | d4daop

e

PoB

ARN 1281006
J35,100 stk

‘Mélntenance Eqnomgitt
<" 1,857 psfti

Landncupa: Ensemant
Fi60 OFF-- a%5
47,084 aqifted

Public Utllitles Commlssion
*© Radl Estote Services

Armqrjr ‘Ebu"dﬂr}
o Sl
Net lo- Spals-
‘cUi.y- and County of San Franciaen Plat far Molntenanse- Easemend City and County. of San Franclses |

Natfonal Guard: Armary

:Bulldlng Easemanldig 02137

Basentont Agrosment— SE Aunory (7-06-17);




EXHIBIT C

Legal Description of Subsurface Tieback Area

Jutie 27,2048
© Bxhibit"Ar .
LECAL-DESCRIPTION
Subsurface Tiebnck Aren.

AL that, renl property .sltlmte i the. Gity itnd Conaty of Sar Bratefsco, State of Cill fornis, bélng o,

portion of thak ceriufit- Parcel described fix thut déed: recorded Avgust 195 1953 In"Vol.. 6214

Oftlotal Records. Bags 498, Records: of thie City uid County of San Franclsco, and boing more:
gor teulaly deseribed as followsy

BDGINN]NG w{ the westerly corneyof said pmcel'

thcnca Notthy (9%48"44.3" Enst, 170,11, feat nlong the; westoly, line of: snid patce) lo the "PRUTE
POINT OF BEGINNING:

thenos South 67°37'3,6" Biist; 22.90 feal;:

thencs-South: L9°LL 44,5 West,. [44i92 featy

theios-South 43°33!20, 1 Enst, 39,18 [set}

Ihence South 760417 15,7 Hast, 52,51 feet;

thiencs Motih 46°26°39:9" Ent, 61,30 foety

thence Nowifi 43°33'20, 1 West, 33,97 feety

thienee North 46°26'39,9" Enst, £1.08 feat;:

thenoe:Motfh 19°L1°44.5" Bust, {68:B5-foet;

thonee Morth 70°48* 155" Woat, 112:68 fects .

liende:South 19918744.3* West, 99;00 fect ta {heTRUE POINT OF BEGINNING,

Containtng 25,203 squase Feet, mote:or fess.

A plat showingthe. above-desetibed parcel i§ Mtdétiod higrein and: inddé: & puet heréof iy Bxhibit
N’B'I. ,

This desoripiton.was prepared by me or under my dlirestion.in coiiformince wlth the Professionil
med vacyms A&t

:r

. Dlukee,l’l. S5773, Exii. 06/30/20 16

=] v

N MasTIe LV

UND:OF DESCRIPTION

‘PegeLofy

Bpsémenl Agreomaiiti- SP-Avavory (7-06-17).
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EXHIBIT D

" Map of Subsurface Tigback Area.

Line Table

Une | Bearlng

-Distance,

T T S e
Exhibit "B’
:Lnnds;cupa Eosement
25

/ F150 OR £2;

[ 5e78vinaeE | 2200

Lz § 48983204V € 3918

13 | s764187'E | S251°

14 N46P26'89,94 F | 6130

15 | Nazesaoatw | 3897

L6 N 46°26'39.9" € i1.08"

Ttz | N70%agisst W 11268

Subsurfora- Hobaok Arva

18 51993843 W: | 90,00"

. -Arowt 26,203 nqu Ik,

Scale: 1"=80'

s
Ly,

Natloal: Guard Armory
6214 OR 498
08/19/1963

APN 7281004
335,100 sq.ft.k

Landscape Easernent
F{50 OR 625
47,084 sqyftat

“City and C’n,uﬁty of San. Franclsco
Public Wtilitles -Commission
Real Estate Services

Plat for Subsurfoce Tlsback. Area Clty and: Cuunty of San Frariélsée |

" Natfonal Guord” Armory,

Tleback. Easemantidwg 06/27/2018

1o

Hasement Agrecatent - §R Armory. (7-06:17.




RIGHT TO ENTER AND-CONSTRUCT ,
- INDEMMNIFICATION AND LICENSE AGREEMENT

" ‘This Right to. Enter-and Construct, Indemnification, and License Agreement (this “Ticense’), dated for reference putposss
-only, ag off _» 2017, s made by and between the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, acting by and through the
Diteetorof the DEPART! MEN’I’ OF GENERAL SERVICES (DGS), with the approval of the: MILIFARY DEPARTMENT,
(eo llecﬁve&y -the "8 lA'I’L"), and THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, amumcipal corpoxamon (“CITY™).

RICITAT.S:

W}IERDAS STATE awns:and-controls cerlain. 1eal propesty located at the San Franeisco Avmmy, 100 Axmoiy Dnvc San
. Francisco, California.94132: (the “I’mpm'fy”),

WHEREAS, STATE las agreed fo quﬁclmm to-GLTY, and City bas agreed to. acoept; a.pottion of the Properly consisting
of approximetely 4,252 sgnare feet and depicted. ot the attached. Exhibit  A. ¢the “Conveyance Property”) in otder for
CITY to: consfruct ifaprovements thereon.in connection with CITY"s Westside Reeyoled Water Project.(the. “Pro; ect”);

WH]‘REAQ, STATE has. agreed fo grant to CITY, and City has agteed to aceept,, twe easements across portions of the
Property in.connection with City’s Project, one consisting of approximately 25,203 square feet and depicted on.the attached
Exhibit B. (Lhe “Tie Back. Ensement”) for the installation, location, relocation, construction; recensty uction, alteration, use;
roaintenance, Inspeetion, tepair, and sbandouing in place: of substrface tie-backs. fir connection with Project construction

. and the second consisting of appmxunately 1,857 square feet and depioted.on the attached Exhibit € (the “Maintenance

'Easement") for continued surface inspeetion of eatth support structures and. imafttenance of the Conveyance Pmperty in.
connection with-thieProject;

WHEREAS, pending ﬁnaluatmn of the quiltlaim from STATE to CITY of the Conveyance: Property, the gmntmg from

- STATE.{o CITY" of the Tle Back Easement and the Maintenance Basement, this License will allow CITY (i) enter upon.and’
‘constet Preject improvements on.the Conveyanee: Property, (i) enter: upon and construct subsurface tie-backs within the
area of the Tle Back Fasement, and. (iif) to: enter upon and use approximately 2,092 square feet of the Property: depieted on
the-atiached Exhibit D (the “Stagmg Ayen”) as g-consltuction stagitg area for Project sonstruction. (the achons described
in olause (D), (i), and (iif) above are: somenmcs collectively feferted 1o-as the “Acthty”),

NOW, TIIERDI‘ORD it s mumaﬂy-agl eed between the STATE and Cl’[’\’ ag:follows:

1.  Grant of License - STA’I‘E hcxeby grants' o CI’I'Y its employees, consuli'mts, representatives, and confiactors a
- License. Agreement for a-non-exclusive right to enter ani exit upon the Property from. CITY"s adjacent. property as
shown in the: slte-map referenced herein. as. Bxhibit E to conduct the. Activity (ds further described in the Tse section
below) on and, abouit those portions of the: Propeuty designated on Exhibit B as. the areas af the Cenveyance Property,

the Tie Back Basement, and the Maintenanee. Fasement,

2. Use-CITY may entel ypon and vse those-portions of thc Property des tguatcd o1t Exhﬂnt A,i:cn the followingpurposes:
' only .
() CITY may enter ujon and construct Project improvemetits o the ConVey'nme Property;
{b) CITY may enter upon and.construet subsurface tie-backs withiiy the: arca of the Tie'Back Basement, and

() CITY may enter wpon and use the Staging Area for a- staging areq for constimetion luy: down wctivmcs, iholding:
placmg squipment. and matetialsdh support of thie Project:

STATE resetves the right.to apprave all activities on the Property, i part ot in whole, If STATE requests that a part '
o all of any. activﬁ:y be. chsmged, CITY shall comply fimmediately with STAlE’s request.

3. Term~ The ferm of this License shall be.for a-period of three. (3) years commernicing on. 2017 andl enditig
TLon .. 2020, 0f such longer pettod. if agreed to 1n wiiting by STATE and CITY.,

4. Barly Termination — Bither party may femninate this Ficende at atty tithe by giving written: notice to-the. other party: at
: least sxxty (60)-days. pricr to the-date-when such tesrathation shall become-effective, .
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5. Adwministeative Fee — Befote the relense of the fully exceuted doguments, CITY shall pay to the STATE the Puschase
Price and Administrative Costs deseribed in and pursuant fo the Agreement*for Conveyance and Acceptance of
Real Property between STATE and CITY and execnted and delivered comeurrently witlt thts License, in
immedintely available funds, .

6. Compliance with Laws ~ CITY shall conduct sald. Activity in compliance with all applicable, fedeml state, and
municipal statutes and ordinances, and. witli all applicable regulations, orders, and directives of appropriate
governmental ageneies: (collectively, the- “Laws and Regnlations?); as such Laws and Regulations exist af the time of
the. Activity.

7. lidenmity — CITY shall hold harmbess and indempify as “Tndemnitees™ STATSE, ifs affiliates, agents.and employees,
from and against any clains, demnands, actions, suils, judgments, losses, datmages, costs; or gxpenses incurred as a
result of personal injury, bodily injury, er property damage (eollectively, “Liability”) resulting from the Activity of
CITY, its employees, eonsuliants, repregentatives, or contractors, This Indemmty shall not extend fo any Liability or

anty efaim to the extent arising out. of or resulting from the a(,ls, omissions, neghgcncs, or willful miseonduct of
- “Indemnitees.” :

8. - Notices.- All notices ot other communications requited or pem'mted hereunder shall be in wadting-with Pr Oject numbet
TRI2015B promiferitly &splayed and. shall be personally delivered. (including by means of professional messenger
service) or sent by-overnight courfer, or sent by registered or certifted mail, postage prépaid, return recelpt requested to
the-addresses set forth below. AlL such notices or éther cotnniunications shall be deemed received upot: the earfier of:

() if persondlly delivered: or sent by overnight: courier, the date of delivery to. the address of the person {o receive such
notice; (b)-if mailed.as provided:above, on the-date of receipt or rejection

To ’che.CITY : City and» County of San Francisco
Real Bstate-Division ‘
25 Van Ness Avenue, Sufte 400
_San Franoisco, CA 94102
Office; (415) 554-9850

Tothe STATE: €T ALLISON HSIEH THOMAS WHITE
Bldg, 950, Sixth Street Faeilities.and Enhgineering
Camp. Parks RFTA _ California Military Depattent
Dublin, CA 94568 9800 Goctlie Road, Box. 18
: Sacramento, CA 93826
Coples tor Sam Cooper

Asset Managemeitt Branch,
Real Property Services Section.

. Bepartment of General Services
State of Califotnia
707 Third Street, 5% Flaor MS-501.-
West Sactamento, CA 95605
Sam;Cooper@DGS.CA.GOV

9. Insm‘ance - During the term of this License; CITY shall maintain the following i insutane:

(a) Shall furnish a: certificate of insurance along with a copy 6f all endorsements with the STATE' Project Number
(TR12015). indicated on the face of saitt cettificate and. endorsemsnts, jssued to STATE with smounts of
Commercial General Liability of at least ONE MILLION AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) per
cecurrence: naming the State of Cal1femia, its officers, agents and employees as additional insured. Priot to
Ticense: executlon, the ceértificate of ingurance and endorsements shall be dcliVeted to fhe Department of Generat
Services, 707 3rd Street, BIS 501, West Snerameiito, CA 95605,

Said certificate of inswance and endarsements. shall be issued by an.insurance eompany: with a rating. of not less.
than A-X in Best's Insurance Guide. STATE reserves the tight to review and: teasonably adjust insurance
requirements as necessary during the term.of this License.

.Page 2of2 .
‘ SF Armary ROE w indémtiolficallong (740-17).

D
w




10.

1L

12,

13,

(b) It is agreed that STATE will not. be ligble for thc payment. of any- premmms ot assessments: on the insurance

coverage required: by this Patagraph, The certificate-of ingurance shall provide: thay the jngurer will not cangel the

. insured's coverage without.thirty (30) days priof-wiliten nofice to SFATE. CITY agrees that the fnsutance herein.

providéd for shall be in effect at all times duting the terny of this License, all extensions thereof, holdover peviords
or-any other-ocoupancy of the Plemises by CITY, .

(¢y CITY shall maintain statutow workers’ compensation and employer's Hability coverage for all it employees who:
will be engaged in the performance-ofthe Activities; inclnding special.caverage. extensions where applicable; with
employer 5 ltability Hmits of ONE MILLION AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($1,000;000. 00) The poliey shall contain
4 waiver of subrogation in favor of the State:of California, -

(d) CITY shall firnish acer tificate-of automobile habxhty insurance-with a limit of no less thian ONE MILLION AND
NO/100 DOLLARS (1,000,000, 00): for- eaclt accident; covering all owned hired and nom-owned velicles, The:
provisions:in Parageaph 9(b) above‘also apply to 4§ Insuratice.

The State of Galifornis, its officers, agents and employccs are’ to be additional. insuted, and the 9ertlﬁcatc is to bo

delivered to the Department of General Services; 707 3" Sh eet, M8 501, West Sneramento, CA 95605, The
certificate is to be delivered to the Department of General Services at the addmss listed in Paragraph 6(z) above.

‘(e) If €ITY is self-insured in whole or int part as to. any of the above described types. and levels of coverage, CITY

shall provide STATE with waitten acknowlgdgment of this fact af the time:of the execution of this Lease. The
State.may require financial information to-justify CITY’s self-insured status. If; at.any time after-the execution of
this Ledse, CITY abandons fts. self-insuted stalus, CITY shall immediately notify STATE of this fact. and: shiall
comply willi all of the terms and conditions of this Insurance clause pertammg to-policies of insurance in rcgald io
those types.and, 1evels of fiisitance.

It is agreed that STATE shall not be Lable for the payment of any premivms or qssessmenis otr the requived
insutance. cover age.

Sublet and Agsigmment of License — The CITY shall not sublet or assign its vights: under this Liccnso witheut
STATE?s prior'wiitten consefit, Atly assignment or transferof this License by clther party shall be subject to the other
porties rights and obligations hetein, and any assignee. or transferes shall continue to' perform such obligations and
shall, cortespondingly, be entitled to the Benefits of tlus Lisense pusuant to the terms.and-conditions hereof.

Rights of Pay tieg - ‘Thic ugh‘;s and obligations set foﬁh in this; License will be binding upon and § fure to the benefit of
the CITY. and-STATE and their suceessors and assigneés, This License shall not be. interpreted as: creatitig any
easement. or gny ¢ovénant or condition mnm'ng with the land.or any further vight. with respect to any related real

"property other than. as specifically provided hetein, The-rights of CITY and.its successors and. 2 assigns- hereunder wilf

be suberdinate and subject to the rights of the holder of any motigage; deed of trust, o other encumbx ance against the
property now or hereafcm geanted.or-created by STATE: against the propert,

Cooperation - CITY. agrees to. coor.dm—ate its Activity with the. CMD Afea Coordinator, (916).369-5100, to,miniinize‘
any iinp'airment of acoess fo the Ploperty and any inconveniencﬁ: {0 or dismyptiom of STATE s business ow. the Property.

Maintenance of Pr omrtv CITY shaﬂ maintain the Propcl ty during the Activities by remioving alf litter frem the
Property, CIT'¥ shall be responsible for leaving the Pmpe1ty n as oloan a.condition ag it was recéived-and will provide
the. STATE with a 24-hour telephone number(sy if it is necessdry to lnform CITY thet the lot has ot been cleaned..

- Papers and other debris left on the Property must be elearcd: within 24 hours of netificafiop from STATE. If the

14.

- Premises is not found. in the same condition as it was received by the CITY, any and all costs asseuiated with the

clean-up shall be-paid by the CITY upondemand by STATE,

Improvements and Modifications — 1 making any ekeavatlon. and/or installation of equipment, temporary barters,
or fencing on the Pxoperty and/or-easement areas, CITY shall make the saime iin such commercially reasonable manner
as will cause the least i 1nJury to-the sutface of the ground around: sueh excavation.and/ar construction, and:shall replace
the carth so remoeved by it and: testore: the surface of the ground and any improvement thereon to as near the same
uondmon as-they-weére prior to such excavation as i practicable..

Aty construotion ar installation. of such. barriers ot fencirig shall bo- wvlcwetiand approved by the. State Chwi\ {Bingineer
and the local fire dcpa1 fment,
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15,

196,

17.

18,

21,

22

23

24,

25.

Access. to Property — Only CITY and its propely qualified and authotlzed agefits, employees, contractors, and '
servants shall have the right of inpress-to and egress fiorm.said Property. CITY will not cause or otherwise allow any
roadway 10 be blocked or obsty UCtﬁda

STATE shall have access at all tirmes to the site mﬁastmcture for repairs and mainfenance as necessar, y within the
Property ouflined in Bxhibit “A,”

Reloeation - The location. of the Propetty to be nsed by CITY for the purpose of this Iicense may be: change& as.
required by the STATE fu the event of circumstances arising to warrant.stuch a-change. CIT'Y agrees to accept another

functionally equivalent location w1thin the facility grounds within wlieh fo operate under the.same geneml provisiprs
of this Licenss,

Attorneys’ Fees - Tn the event of a default by efther parfy or in the event of any: smt or action arizing out of this
License, the prevailing party or the. non~defaulting party will be entitled to recover its cost and cxpﬁnses, ineluding

. reasonable attorneys’ fccs in comzection therewith,

No Joint Venture - No agency; employment’ agreement, Jjolnt venturs; or partnership: is-oreated between the parties by
this License and neither party will be deemed to be an agent of the other, tor will either party have-the: right or power
of authority to act: for the other in any manner; or to. create.any obligation, contracts,. or delits bmdmg upon the: othex
party .

Governing Law - This License will be govemed by and construed in aceordance with the laws of the State of
California, . ’

Amendments - This License may be amended, changed, ormodified only by written agreement executed by the CIT'Y
and STATE, No watver or any provisien of this License will be valid unlcss in writing signed by the.patty charged
therewith,

Severability - If any provision of this License [ determined to be illegal or unenforesable, this detérmination shall net -
affect any other provision of this License, and all dther provisions-shall remain in full foree and effoct.

Separate Counterparts and Photocopies ~This Agresment may-be exeeuted insaulfiple counterparts, each of which
shall be deemed an original, but allof which, fogether, shall constitute one.and the same instrument. The exchange of
copies. of this Ag,u,cmen’c and: of signature pages by electronic-mail in, “portable dotument format” (“pdf*) form oz by
any other electronic means-shall. constitute effective exedution and. delwmy of this docutment and shall have the same
effect.as coples exeouted and delivered with original signatures.

Section Headings— All section headmgs contained herein are For canvenience of reference ouly, and are not u:d:endcd
fo define or fimit the scope:of any provisions. of this mense

Entire Agrecment - This Licerise represents the full, complete, and entite License: agreement betwccn the parties with
tespect. to the subject matter heteof, The License shall not be in full force and effect except upon approval and
signature on behalf of the Director of theDepartment of General Services:

Nondiserimination, In the performance of this License, STATE shall not-diseriminate against any cmployee

subcontractor, applicant for: cmploymcn’c with Distriet, or agpinst any person seeking accommodations, advantages,
facilities, privileges, services, of membership-in all business, social, or ether establishments or organizations, on the:
basis of the fact or perception of a person’s tace, color, creed, religion, national origin, ancesiry, age, height, weight,
sex, soxual orlentation, gender identity, domestic parfner status, marital sfatins, disability or Aequited. Tmmune
Deficiency Syndrome or HIV status (AIDS/HIV status); or association with. members of such plotectecl classcs, orin
retaltfation for-oppesition:to: diserimination against suely classes.

THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE WAS INIENTIONALLY LEFT"BLANK
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Sah Francisco PUC — San Franicisco Armory
RIGHT TO ENTER AND-CONSTRUCT

In the-event of any, dispute over the performance. ot fitet: pretation of this. Agreement, tﬁe -partics dgree to: submit
such.dispute to the Califorpia Office:of Administrative Iearfngs for arbitration which:shall be binding. Venue for-
any proceedings or arbitration shall be.it Sacramento County, Califorsia. -

STATE.OF CALITORNIA
Department. 6f General Services
Daujel C; Kim; Director -

By:

MICHAEL P, BUTLER, Chief -

Real Property Setvices Sestion

Diitet

APPROVED:
California Military- Department

By, Z/wwm?

THOMAS CLARKE;,
CW4d CA ARNG
Chief, Procuremert Branch

Date! 7/ 2 O// Z

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN.T I‘RANCISC‘O,
.2 Minveipal Corporation

By:
HARLAN L. KELLY, JR.
General Manager,
‘San Francisco Publie. Utilitles. Commission

Date:’

APPROVED AS"TQ-FORM:
DENNIS: I, HERRERA, City Attorney

By ..
- RICHARD HANDEL, Deputy City. Attoriiey

Date;
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‘SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commiséion Motion No. M-19442

Hearing Date:  September 3, 2015
Case No.: 2008.0091E A
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 FINDIN‘GS 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 ih 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

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information;
415.558.6377

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.sfplanning.org
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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 pbsted 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 hst of persons requesting such notice and other interested
parties.

C." Notices of availabﬂity 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—'advértised 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 4
Department provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by
commenters, as well as SFPUC and the Planning Department, to address Project updates 4

“since publication of the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to Comments .
docurrient (“"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

SAN FRANCISCO . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. M-19442 ' ' ‘ ‘ Case No.,2008,6091E
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 ' San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

received during the review process, any additional information that became available, and
the RTC document, all as required by law. :

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

6. The Commis_sion, 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
' nnpacts have been 1denhf1ed that were not analyzed in the Final EIR.

7. The Commission further finds, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, that the Project
described in the FEIRis a component of the SFPUC’s adopted Water Supply Improvément
Program (“WSIP”) for which the Planning Commission certified a Program Environmental

JImpact 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.

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

9. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental 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
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COMPLETION of said Final Environmental Impact Report in compliance with CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines. ‘

T hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Plaﬁning Comunission at its
regular meeting of September 3, 2015.

Commission Secretary

AYES: 6
NOES: 0
ABSENT: Wu
ADOPTED: 9/3/15

SAN FRANGISCO
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS o s,
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 chomina-2AT

Reception:
415.558.6378

Case No.: 2008.0091E Fax :

Project Name: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ' 415.558.6409

Zoning: P (Public) Zoning District , .

0S (Open Space) Height and Bulk District paning
Block/Lot: 7281/007 . : 415.558.6377
Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission :
. ¢/o Scott MacPherson

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 10t Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact: Audrey Desmuke — (415) 575-9136
: audrey.desmuke@sfgov.org

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

PREAMBLE

On January 17, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) submitted an
Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department (“Department”), Case No.
2008.0091E, in connection with a project to construct and operate a recycled water facility on the west
side of San Francisco. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (“SFRW Project” -or
"Project") would consist of a recycled water treatment plant at the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water Pollution
Control Plan (“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 Septerhber 8, 2010, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an

Environmental Impact Report (“NOP”) for the Project, and, in response to comments received, revised
the location of certain project elements and published a revised NOP on July 16, 2014.

www.sfplanning.org
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On March 18,2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR” or “Draft
EIR”) for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability

" of the DEIR for public review and comment The DEIR was available for publtc 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 meetmg 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 ef seq.) (“CEQA™), 14 California Code of Regulations section 15000 et seq. (“CEQA
Guidelines™), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (“Chapter 317).

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

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records for the Planning Department

. materials, located in the File for Case No. 2008. 0091E, at 1650 Mtssmn Street,. Forth Floor, San
Francisco, Cahfornta

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for the Project

and these materials were made available to the pubhc and this Commission for this Commission’s review,
consuicratxon and action.

On September 17, 2015, the Plamting 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

SAN FRANCISCO ’ . 2
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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 Ehvironmental
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 havmg 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 "‘Comrhission”) 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 IT identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

Section IIT 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 Prograni ("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 Impact
Report ("Draft EIR" or "DEIR") or the Comments and Responses document ("C&R") in the Final EIR are

for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for
these findings.

L APPROVAL OF PROJECT
A. Pfoject Description :

By this action, the Plaﬁning 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 recycléd« water treatment plant at the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water Pollution
~ Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army National Guard site.
Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Golden Gate Park for irrigation and as fill
water for Golden Gate Park lakes; and for irrigation in the Panhandle portion of the park; Lincoln

Park Golf Course, and various areas of the Presidio. The treatment plant would have an annual

average production capacity of up to 2 million gallons per day (mgd) and sized to meet peak-day
. -demands of up to 5 mgd.

. Construction of a transmission pipeline primarily along 36th Avenue that would run between the
proposed recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside WPCP and the existing Central Reservoir

in Golden Gate Park. The pipeline would deliver the recycled water from the Oceanside WPCP to
the areas of use. , :

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

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

B. Project Objectives '
The three main objectives of the SFRW Project are:

. Diversify the SFPUC’s watér supply by developing recycled water.

SAN FRANCISCO . . . L 4
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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.

In addition, the Project is part of the SFPUC’s adopted Water System Inmprovement 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 plahning 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 hi gﬁ—quglity water.

. Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes.

. Increase water delivqy reliability.

. Meet customer water supply needs.

. Enhance sustainability.

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

The Project would help meet WSIP level-of-service goals and system performance objectives. These
goals include providing a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water,
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, the WSIP
project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be derived from recycled
water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide. up to 2 mgd of recycled water; currently
identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. This Project would alsoenable 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, pfoviding 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 prov1dmg approximately 4 mgd
annual average of water supply from groundwater.

C. Environmental Review

1. Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report

SAN ERANGISCO 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 operationa! 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 areé 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.

SAN FRANGISGO . 6
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The Draft EIR was circulated for public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 2015. The
Plahning'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 publlc 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
fhe,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 1mpacts 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 approvals to implement the Project:
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. 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 Franci&co 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 plpelmes 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 Loéal 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:

e Other San Francisco City entities, including"the Depaﬁment of Public Works and the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

e California Army National Guard (lease émendment)

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

. e California Department of Transportation (encroachment permit)
s - California Coastal Commission (coastal permit)
¢ Presidio Trust (water supply agreement)

+ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Reglonal Water Quahty Control Board (NPDES
permit)

SAN FRANCISCO
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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 unplementmg, coordinating, or approvmg the
mltlgatlon measures as approprlate 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:

o 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, whlch is incorporated by
reference in the SFRW Project EIR. :

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

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

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

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

The Commission has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the Project,
even if not every document was -formally presented to the Commission.” Without exception, these
documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or legislative decisions
that the Commission was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents influenced the expert
advice provided to- Planning Department staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the
Commission. For these reasons, such documents form part of thc underlying factual basis for the
- Commission’s decisions relating to the adoptlon 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. Jomas P. Yonin,
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 Seott
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MacPherson. All files have been available to the Commission and the public for review in con31der1ng
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 redundancy, 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 opinidris 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 21082.2,
subdivision (e)), the Commission finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own.

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the
Final 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 conclusums are specifically and
expressly mod1ﬁed by these ﬁndmgs

As set forth below, 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 language of the policies and
implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation
measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the Final EIR.
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Impact AE-2: The Project would not result in a substantial source of light or glare.

Impact C-AE: The Projéct 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 Projeét construction would temporarily reduce.

roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing temporary and
intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be of short duration and

" limited in magnitude.

Impact TR-3: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes on area
roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the circulation
system. '

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

Impact TR-5: Prolect 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 modcs including vehicles, emergency
vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic.
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In Sections II, IIf 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.

IL 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 (2)(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 othier 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 résource

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 nof result in any significant impacts
" in the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation:

‘Land Use
o TImpact LU-1: The Project would not physically divide an established community.

. Impact LU-2: The Prbject 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.

¢ Tmpact LU-3: The Project would not impact the existing character of the vicinity.
. Impact C-LU: The Project would not have a cumulative impact on land use.

" Aesthetics

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

SAN FRANCISCO . 11
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e - 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

e Impact NO-1: The Project would not result in substantial groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels.

o.  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). '

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

Air Quality

. Impact AQ-1: The Prdjedt would not create objectionable odors that would affect a

substantial number of people.

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

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

" Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

Wind and Shadow

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

. Impact WS-2: The Project would not create new shadow in a manner that could substantially -

affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.

SAN FRANGISCO 13
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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 défceri-oration of the
facilities. '

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

Utilities and Service Systems

 Impact UT-1: The Project would not result in construction or expansion of water or

wastewater treatment facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, or stormwater
drainage facilities, exceed wastewater requirements, or result in a determination by the

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

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

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

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

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

Impact C-UT: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact on utilities and
service systems,

Biological Resources

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

- regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS.

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

Impact BI-4: The Project would not interfere substaﬁtialiy 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 FRANCISCO -
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Impact GE-1: The Project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake
~ fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically inducec_l 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 sml 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 vmlatmg water quahty
standards, otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Impact HY-3: The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.

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

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

quality impact.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

SAN FRANCISCD

Impact HZ-1: Project construction would not result in a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine fransport, 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 pubhc fo 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 matenals including asbestos-contalmng materials, lead-
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based paint, PCBs, bis(2-ethylhexy!) 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 4 mile of an existing school.

e 4 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. :

III.  POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT OR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN.
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 bé 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.

Proiéct 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 - i ' ’ 16
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Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results, there is
generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering archaeological
resources during Project construction. However, it is possible that previously unrecorded and buried-(or
otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during Project construction. Excavation,
grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and cause impacts

" on unknown archaeological resources, which would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced
to a less-than-significant level through mitigation measure M-CP-2, which requires avoidance measures or
appropriate treatment of cultural resources if accidentally discovered.

. Mtigation Measure M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources

Impact CP-3: The Pi:oject 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.

. 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 huinan remains associated with the
_historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

SAN FRANGISCO K . , 17
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The Project borders the boundary of Lincoln Park, the location of the historic-period Golden Gate Cemetéry
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 measire 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 niitigation 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 fugitivé dust and criteria

air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
e)astmg 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.

o Mitigation Measure M-4Q-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 speciai-status fish or plant species is considered’lo‘w
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 nestmg
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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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-1b would require surveys of the Project site within two weeks
of tree removal. With implementation of M—BI—lb the impact on roosting bats would be reduced to less
than significant.

Due to the proximity of aquatic habitats to the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Central Pump Station well
facility sites, western pond turtle and California red-legged -frog could utilize upland habitat where the
~ Project construction activities will occur. If California red-legged frog or western pond turtle are present,

they could be injured or killed, a significant impact. Mitigation measure M-BI-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.

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

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

o Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1c, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Calzforma 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 édversely 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 contnbutlon to this cumulative 1mpact would be less than significant.

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

» Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program
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Biological Resources

Impact C-BI-1: The Project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulative unpacts on biological
" - resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Construction of the Project has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, if present, including
California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and native nesting birds. It is assumed
that the cumulative projects including the past cumulative projects have already caused substantial
adverse cumulative changes to biological resources in San Francisco; the Project area was converted from
its original sand dune habitat to current uses. Current and reasonably foreseeable projects could have
construction-related impacts if construction occurs at the same time as the Project. These projects include
the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Plan, the Parkmerced Project, and the San Francisco
Groundwater Supply Project. The Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources
would be cumulatively considerable, a significant impact. However, with the implementation of Project-
level mitigation measures to reduce impacts to thése species, the Project’s incremental contribution to

potential cumulative impacts on biologicalr resources would not be cumulatively considerable (less than
significant).

e Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures
s 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 ievel 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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m}erriding' 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 Fmdmgs

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 1mpact listed in Resolution No 08-0200 is as
follows, relating to Impact 7-1:

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operatlon
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. : '

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 a2 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. ' '

e ' Enhance sustainability.

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

The Project would help meet WSIP level-of-service goals and system performance objectives. Specific
objectives of the Project are to: ' : '

. Diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water.
. Dévelop 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'ndnpotable uses by
supplying those demands with recycled water. -
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not be converted to potable groundwater well facilities unless and until another source, of water for
irrigation and lake fill can be found.

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to diversify the
SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San Francisco that
is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation
-and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. Also, it would fail to meet
the '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 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
Zoa 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 PI‘O_]CCt would also help meet the WSIP goal of providing approx1mate1y 4 med
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 fo 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 pamcular those for seismic reliability, delivery
rehabxhty, and water supply reliability.

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the
Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations described in this-section in addition to those described in Section
VI below under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), that make such Alternatives infeasible. In making these
infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA defines “feasibility” to mean “capable
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
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 prodilced 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‘unchang.ed and the Project

would be able to produce the same 5 mgd peak flow amount, or 2 mgd annual average amount of recycled
water. ' o '

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. As a result of decreasing the area .

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

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

- Alternative B would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to nesting birds
because trees would not need to be removed between the Oceanside WPCP and the California National
Guard property. Also, vegetation clearing at the Central Reservoir site would be avoided as would
disturbance of trees on Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset Avenue. Pipeline construction that would
instead occur on Wawona Street and 34th  Avenue would disturb few trees. Alternative B also would
reduce impacts on roosting bats by reducing construction near trees in the vicinity of the Oceanside
WPCP, Lake Merced, and the Central Pump Station site where bats are thought most likely.to roost.

~ Finally, the elimination of construction near Lake Merced, along Route 35/Skyline Boulevard, and near

Harding and Herbst Roads, and elimination of most construction around the Central Reservoir site, WOuld

reduce impacts on the Western Pond turtle and California red-legged frog, which may be found in upland

habitat in these areas. The only remaining areas where these species may be found, at Metson and Lloyd

Lakes in Golden Gate Park would have minimal construction nearby, limited to installation of pipeline

distribution lines. As a result of reduced impacts on biological resources under Alternative B, the

contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources also would be reduced as compared to the

Project. ' ' :

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

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

Finally, locating the recycled water storage reservoir at the Zoo parking lot instead of at the Central
Reservoir site would require additional energy to pump recycled water over longer distances and
elevations to customers north of the Central Reservoir site. Under the Project, four 100 horsepower
pumps (one standby) would be installed at the Central Reservoir site in a new pump station to pump
recycled water from the Central Reservoir to users in Golden Gate Park and north. There also would be
three pumps with motors of up to 200 horsepower to pump recycled water from the treatment facility to
the Central Reservoir site. Under Alternative B, a new pump station would be installed instead at the Zoo
parking lot site, with three or more up to 400 horsepower pumps installed to pump recycled water to all’
the planned distribution points. By comparison, Alternative B would require more energy to distribute the
recycled water to the same planned 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 Jevels under the Project
with the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The Project Design Alternative will increase
other impacts in the areas of noise and fraffic. 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 problématic from a feasibility perspective is the fact that the SFPUC does not have control over the
proposed site for the co-located recycled water treatment plant, pump station, and water storage facilities
at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot. The parking lot is under the management of the San
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department with the premises leased to the nonprofit San Francisco
Zoological Society. The SFPUC would need the consent of the San Francisco Zoo and the San Francisco
Recreation and Parks Departments to obtain use of the site. The SFPUC has been informed that the Zoo
has plans to use the site for necessary Zoo operations, including meeting stringent animal isolation and
testing requirements. The San Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments are therefore,
unlikely to readily agree to the SFPUC taking over use of the site.

Under the circumstances, the Commission finds that the Project Design Alternative is not feasible as the
site is currently and in the future projected to be needed by the San Francisco Zoo for its own 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 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 fo 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 Prbject 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 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 potenﬁal exposure to unknown archeological resources
and unknown human remains. Third, constructing a smaller recycled water treatment plant reduces
potential impacts to paleontological resources that may be found in the Colma Formation as less
excavation in that area would be required. Finally, by reducing cultural resource impacts, the contribution
to cumulative impactsAon cultural resources also would be reduced. '

- Alternative C would not reduce the daily impact on air quality, but because total construction activities

are reduced, the total volume of air pollution emitted during construction is less under Alternative C than
the Project.

Alternative C would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to nesting birds,
California red-legged frog and western pond turtle as a result of reduced construction activities at the -
Central Reservoir site where these species could be impacted. As a result of reduced impacts on
biological resources under Alternative C, this alternative would make less of 2 contribution to cumulative
* impacts to biological resources as compared to the Project.

Alternative C also would reduce energy usage as compared to the Prolect 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 1.

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:

»

o The Prdject 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.

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

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

o 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 objectivés. As part of the approval of Resolution
08-2000, the SFPUC adopted a Statement of Overridir_lg 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

e 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 stratégy, 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 ﬁxgd 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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s 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.

s 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 prov1de
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 perlods : :

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 Mmgatlon Monitoring and Reporting Program attached as
Exlublt A, :

I herby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 3, 2015.

P. Ioin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis,'Johns'on, Moore, Richards
NAY& |

ABSENT:

ADOPTED:  September 3, 2015
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1650 Mission St.
Suite 400 -
Plan nmg Commission Resolution N0.19444  snraes,
: Reception:
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL : 415.558.6378
HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 Fax:
415.558.6409
Case No.: 2015-007190GPR ‘ , ]Plfannin% .
Project: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 2105""5‘35;; %'377
Zoning: ‘P (Public) Zoning District
OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District
Block/lot: - 7281/007
Project Sponsor:  SF Public Utilities Commission
c/o Scott MacPherson
525 Golden Gate Avenue
~San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact: - Audrey Desmuke - (415) 575-9136

audregldesmuke@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 Administrative Code require General
Plan referrals to the Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) for certain matters,
including determination as to whether the lease or sale of public property, the vacation, sale or
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 prlor 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

www.sfplanning.org
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Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the ad]acent 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 Envitonmental 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 Planmng
Department at 1650 Mission Street, and are part of the record before this Commission.

On September 3, 2015, the Planning Commission reviewed and con51dered 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
approvéd the Final EIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and
Chapter 31. : '

" The Planning Department, ]onas P. Tonin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case
No. 2008. 0091E at 1650 1\/[1531on Street, Fourth Floor, San Fram:lsco, 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 SFERW Project identified in

the Final EIR. Specifically, the Project adopted by the Planning Commission includes the
following:

e  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.

e  Construction of transmlssmn 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 prov1de additional storage
capacity and a new pump station to prov1de increased pumping capacity at the Central

Reservoir site.
PROJECT (')B]ECTIVES‘
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 Bpth reliable and droﬁght 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

SAN FRANCISCO ’ 3
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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:

e - Maintain high-quality water.

. Reduce vulr;erabiﬁty to earthquakes.

. Increase Water delivery reliability.

. ‘Meet customer water supply needs.

. Erghance sustainability.

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operationél/ 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 ef seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco -
Adminstrative Code. »

"On September 3, 2015, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. 19442.
Addmonally, the Commission adopted approval findings, including findings rejecting

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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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 Francisco.
The project implements this policy. The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of

San Francisco’s water supply. It would provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day of
~ groundwater to augment San Francisco’s municipal water supply.

PROPOSITION M FINDINGS - PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1

The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Plant PrO)ect is consmtent with Planning Code
Section 101. 1(b) Priority Policies as follows:

SAN FRANCISCO ’ . 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .

111

TR SO TURTRUE SN

thn B mtdeaon bits bt b e e

FU P P R D



Resolution No. 19444 - ' CASE NO. 2015-007190GPR
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

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 iricrease 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-
servmg retazl 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 remaznder of the Project would consist of
underground pipelines.

3. "That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. The Project
‘would preserve the City’s supply of affordable housing by diversifying and increasing the
reliability of the City’s water supply. The Project would not affect the development of affordable
housing as the Project sites would not be located on residentially zoned parcels.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
- neighborhood parking. The Project would not increase commuter traffic and therefore would
not impede Municipal Railway (MUNI) transit service or overburden the streets or
~ neighborhood parking. Operation of the recycled water treatment plant would require
approximately four full-time 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 MIUNI 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 afféct 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.

SAN FRANCISCO . . . 6
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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 histotical 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 areas.

The Project would not affect the parks’ access to vistas and sunlight. New pipelines would be

underground. Within Golden Gate Park, the new pumping station would be approximately 20
" feet tall. This would not affect any significant vistas and no new shade would be created, as the

new pumping station would be in an area surrounded by trees that are higher than 20 feet tall.

The Project would provide an irrigation supply for both Golden Gate and Lincoln Parks and
ornamental lake supply for Golden Gate Park, which would contribute to the upkeep of existing

recreation areas for both parks. For the reasons stated above, the Pro]ect 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 flndmgs of General Plan conformity on September 3,2015.

On September 3, 2015, the Commxssmn 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
parhes

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 cerb.fy that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Commission at its meetmg on
September 3, 2015.

Commission Secretary

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

ADOPTED:  September 3, 2015 -

I\ Citywide\ General Plun\Geneml Plan Referrals\ZOlS \2015-0071906PR 350_Great_Huwy_Motion. docx
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
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 Répopt (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 fgom
the PEIR, as authorized by and in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, On September 3, 2015, the San Franciscd 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 complied with the
provisions of the CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code, and found further that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment and
" analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that
the Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and
certified the completion of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines in its .
Motion No. M-19442; and '

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission, also on September 3, 2015, adopted CEQA.
Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations and an MMRP by Motion No. M-

19443, The Planning Department found the Project consistent with the General Plan on -

September 3, 2015; and

WHEREAS, This Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained in
the FEIR, all written and oral information provided by the Planning Department, the public,

‘relevant public agencies, SFPUC and other experts and the administrative files for the PrO]cct
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 Cox_nmission; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Department, Timothy Johnston, is the custodian of records,
located in File No. 2008.0091E, 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 o 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
herem 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 to impose, in the public interest,
and, in the judgment of the General Manager, in consultation with the City Attorney, are
reasonable and appropriate for the scope and duration of the required approval as necessary for
- the Project; and be it

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

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

. L

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission
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Attachment A .

- San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

- California Environmental Quality Act Findings:
Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and
Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations

" San Francisco Public Utﬂiﬁes 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 1509'3, 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., 2008.009{E, State Clearinghouse No.
2008052133) (the "Final EIR" or "EIR"), the approval actions to be taken and the location of
records; :

Section 1I identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

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

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

Section 'V evaluates the different Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social,

technological and other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection of
alternatives, or elements thereof, analyzed; and

1
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Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific
reasons in support of the Commission’s actions and. rejection of the alternatives not incorperated
into the Project,

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that
have been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Attachment B to Resolution
No. 15-0187. The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15091, Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Project ("Final EIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a
significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency responsible for
- implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.
The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B.

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

I. Approval of the Project
“A. Project Description

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

. Construction of a recycled water treatment plant af the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water

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

National Guard site. Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Golden Gate
Park for irrigation and as fill water for Golden Gate Park lakes; and for irrigation in the
Panhandle portion of the park; Lincoln Park Golf Course, and various areas of the Presidio,
The treatment plant would have.an annual average production capacity of up to 2 million
gallons per day (mgd) and sized to meet peak-day demands of up to 5 mgd.

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

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

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

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

site.
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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.

. Dev;!op a new water supply in S:;n Francisco that is both ,relia.ble and drought resistant.

. Reduce the use of potablé water and groundwater for irtigation 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 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 goa! 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,
e . Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes,
. Increase water delivery reliability.

Meet customer water supply needs,

Enhance sustainability.

-

Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

The Project would help meet WSIP level-of-service goals and system performance objectives,
These goals include providing a total of 10 mgd annunal 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 brovide 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.
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C. Environmental Review
1. Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report

On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water System Improvement Program (also
known as the “Phased WSIP™) with the objective of repairing, replacing, and seismically
upgrading the system’s aging pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump stations, and s\t‘orage tanks
" (SFPUC, 2008; SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200). The WSIP improvements span seven
counties—Tuolurine, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, . and
San Francisco (see SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200).

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

2 San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Environmental
Planning (“EP”) staff of the San Francisco Planning Department, as lead agency, sent a first and
then a revised Notice of Preparation ("NOP") to interested entities and individuals to begin the
formal CEQA scoping process for the Project on June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010,
respectively, Following the 2010 NOP scoping period, the SFPUC in response to public feedback
‘evaluated 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 ¢o 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 FIR along
with the IS, '

EP then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the Projéct 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 ignificant or potentially significant for each key
component. It also included an analysis of three alterpatives 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 assocmted with the proposed Project in combination w1£h 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 pubﬁc 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 Draft EIR. The C&R document was published on August 19, 2015 and included
copies of all of the comments received on-the Draft EIR and individual responses to those
comments. The C&R provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised
by commenters, as well as SFPUC and P]z}hning 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 descrxpnon cultural resources, transportation and circulation, air quality,
hydrology and water quality, biological resources, and Project alternatives. This auomentanon
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 alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
athers 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
preclucled 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, consents, agreements and approvals as set forth in the
Commission's Resolution No. 15-0187 approving the Project to which this Attachment A is
attached. Approvals include entering into an agreement with the San Francisco Recreation and
Parks Commission ("SFRPD") for construction in and use of SFRPD-managed land for recycled
water facilities and pipelines,

3. San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission

The Recreation and Parks Commission adopts CEQA Findings and appfoves an agreement with
SEFPUC for construction, operation and mamtenance of recycled water facility structures and
pipelines on park lands,

4. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions

The Planning Commission’s cenﬁﬁcatidn 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 agencics, including (but not limited to) the following:

. Othel San Francisco City entities, including the Department of Pubhc Works, and the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency '
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. California Army National Guard (Ivease amendment)

. California State Water Resources Control Board (loan approval; stormwater and recyc fed
water discharges)

J - California Department of Transportation (encroachment permit)

* California Coastal Commission (coastal permit)

. Presidio Trust (water supply agreement)

. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Regional Water Quahty 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 (* Ru.ord
of Proceedings”) includes the followm0

" The Draft EIR and afl documents referenced in ot 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 docuiment.)

» . The PEIR for the Phased WSIP Variant, which is mcorporated by reference in the SFRW -
Project EIR.
b All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the

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

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

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

" The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program..

- All other documents available to the SFPUC and the public, comprising the

administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e).
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The SFPUC has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the
Project, even if not every document was 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 Planming 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, Tonin, 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 envirommental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included
as part of the Final EIR and adopted by the SFPUC as patt of the Project. To avoid duplication
and redundancy, -and becauose the SFPUC agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the
Final EIR, these findings will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final EIR but instead
incorporate them by reference and rely upon them as substantial evidence supporting these
findings. ' '

In making these findings, the SFPUC has considered the opinions of SFPUC staff and experts,
other agencies, and members of the public. The SFPUC finds that (j) 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 opinfon of the EIR preparers and City staff; and (jii) 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 bélow 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, III and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental
impacts and mitigation measures, Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to
address each and every significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the
need for such repetition because in no instance i$ the SFPUC rejecting the conclusions of the
Final EIR or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR for the Project.

II. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant and Thus Do Not Require
“Mitigation
Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant
(Public Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(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
housihg; (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: exposé 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.
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The SFPUC further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant
impacts in the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation:

Land Use
» Im@act LU-1: ;I‘he Project would not physically divide an established community.

s  Impact LU-2: The Prbject would uot 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

a 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.
e Impact C-AE: The Project would not have a cumlative impact on aesthetics,
Population and Housing

. Impact PH-1: The Projedt 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 cumuldtlve
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 Amcle 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code. :

Transportation and Circulation

. Impact TR-1: The Project would not result in conflict with an applicable congestton
management program.

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

10
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tempbrmy and intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be
of short duration and limited in magnitude.

Impact TR-3: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes
on area roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the

circulation system.

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

. access to adjacent roadways and land uses.

Impact TR-5: Project construction would not substantially impair access to alternative
transportation facilities (public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities), although it
could temporarily deteriorate the performance of such facilities.

Impact TR-6: Project operation and maintenance activities would cause some
increases in traffic volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter
transportation conditions and would not cause conflicts with alternative travel modes,
including vehicles, emergency vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic,

Impact C-TR: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative traffic
increases on [ocal 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 substantal
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 Ordinarice (Article 29 of the Police Code).

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

Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: The Préject 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 exposc sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

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

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

Wind and Shadow

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

> Impact WS-2: The Project would not create new shadow in a manner that could
substantially affect outdoor recreation facxhtles 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, of
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.

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

12
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Impact UT-3: The Project.would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs,

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

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

.Im,pact 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 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

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 faunlt, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced ground
failure.

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

Impact GE-3: The Project is not located on a geologic umnit 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 siguificant 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.

i3
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. 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 poliuted 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 thete would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level,

e . 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.

e Impact C-HY-1: The Project would not have a significant camulative hydmlocy and
water quality impact.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

. Impact HZ~1: Project construction would not result in a significant hazard to the
pubtic 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 pubhc 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 mercuty,
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 %4 mile of an existing
school.

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

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

Mineral and Energy Resources

. Impact ME-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. :
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. Impact C-ME: The Project would not have significant cumulative mineral and
energy impacts.

ITI. Findings of Potentially ’Significant or Signifiéant 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 Il and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the
EIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for
adoption by the SFPUC, which can be implemented by the SFPUC, The mitigation measures
proposed for adoption in this section and referenced following each Project impact discussed in
this Section III, are the same as the mitigation measures i{dentified in the Final EIR for the
Project. The full text of each mitigation measure listed in this section i3 contained in the Final
EIR and in Attachment B, the MMRP. The Commission finds that fot the reasons set forth in the
Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts identified in this section would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this -
section, ’ '

Project Impacts

Culfural Resour_ces

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results,
there is generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering
archaeological resources during Project coustmuction. However, it is possible that previously
Aunrecorded 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 significamt impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through
- mitigation measure M-CP-2, which requires avoidance measures or appropriate treatiment: of
cultural resources if accidentally discovered.

o Mitigation Measure M -CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources

Impact CP-3: The Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological -
resource ot site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
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Ground-disturbirig 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.

. & Mitigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discavery 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-3). 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 requites 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 remaing
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 [9th century inhabitants of San Francisco were buried. Past prbjccts 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.
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v  Mitigarion 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 fo an existing or projected air quality violaton, (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.

o 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,
" ot by the CDFW or USFWS. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The overall pdtemial 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
prbtected under federal and State legislation with the potential to use frees, 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
refocation of trees with active nests and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during
bird neiting 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 Atverican
kestrel, a significant impact. Implementation 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
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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. If California red-legged frog or
western pond turtle are present, they could be injured or killed, a significant impact, Mitigation
measure M-BI-1c would mitigate the effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days
of the construction activity. With implementation of mitigation measure M-Bl-1c, the impact
would be less than significant.

»  Mitigationn Measure M-BI-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures

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

e Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c, Avoidance and Mininization 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 sité~speciﬁc mitigation measures M-CP-2, M-CP-3, M-CP-4 and M-CP-5 would
reduce Project impacts such that the Project’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be less
than significant. '

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

o Mirgation 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, speciai-status bats, and native nesting
birds. It is assumed that the cumulative projects including the past cumulative projects have
already caused substantial adverse cumulative changes to biological resources in San Francisco;
the Project area was converted from its original sand dune habitat to current uses. Current and
reasonably foreseeable projects could have construction-related impacts if construction occurs at
the same time as the Project. These projects include the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
Improvement Plan, the Parkimerced Project, and the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project.
The Project’s contribution.to cumulative impacts on biological resources would be.cumulatively
considerable, a significant impact, However, with the implementation of Project-level mitigation
measures to reduce impacts to these species, the Project’s incremental contribution to potential

cumulative impacts on biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable (less than
significant). . _ »

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

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

of the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth in the MMRP, attached hereto
as Aftachment 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 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 SFPUC determines
that the impact is acceptable due to the overriding considerations 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-

19

135




Stream Flow: Effects on flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Division Dam;
Dmpact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources in Crystdal 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
impaots; however, the mitigation measures could not reduce all the impacts to a less than
significant level, and these impacts wete determined to be swmfxcant 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 Planming Depattment- 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 Calaverds 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 detmled 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 fmpact listed in Resoluuon No. 08-0200
1:, as follows, relating to Impact 7-1:

Poten’aally Significant and Unavmdable 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 AlternativesA

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 altenatives to the Project or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid
potentially sigunificant impacts of the Project. CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a
-“No Project” alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of
their significant impacts and their ability to meet Project objectives. This comparative analysis is
used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing environmental
consequences of the Project.

A. Reasons for Approval of the Project

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

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

. Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes — deliver basic service to the three regions in the-
service area within 24 hours and restore facilities to meet average-day demand within 30

days after a major earthquake.

. Increase delivery reliability — allow planned maintenance shutdown without customer
" service interruption and minimize risk of service intertuption 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- 0f~semcc, goals and system performance objectives..
Specific objectives of the Project are to:

»  Diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water.
¢ Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant.

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

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,
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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 waler supply would improve the SFPUC's ability to deliver water to its
customers in San Francisco during both drought and non-clfought periods. The Project will help
the SEPUC 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 éupply. The proposed
Project is a fundamental component of the SFPUC’s WSIP and is needed to fully meet WSIP
goals and objectives, in particular those for seismic reliability, delivery reliability, and water
supply reliability. _ . : : ‘ ’

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

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

Alternative A: No Project

Under the No Project Alternative, the SFRW Project would not be constructed or operated. The
proposed recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed
and 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 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 projéct 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 séi‘smic 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 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 aﬁy 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 Alfernative

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 af 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 Altemative, 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 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 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
Jess 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
counstruction 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 Zpo
by moving the construction activities and facilities approximately 900 feet closer to Zoo facilities
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as compared to. the Project. Increased noise could negatively impact Zoo animals. Operational
noise impacts might be reduced through noise reduction berms,

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

Finally, locating the recycled water storage reservoir at the Zoo parking lot instead of at the
Central Reservoir site would require additional energy to pump recycled water over longer
distances and elevations to customers north of the Central Reservoir site. Under the 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 requite 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 Proje.ct'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 Departinents to obtain use of the site.
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The SFPUC has been informed that the Zoo has plans to use the site for necessary Zoo
operations, including meeting stringent animal isolation and testing requirements. The San
Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments are therefore, unlikely to readdy agree
to the SFPUC taking over use of the site.

Under the citcumstances, 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 no benefit to the environment. All Project tmpacts, with the exception of the WSIP-
related trmpact 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. Lincoin Park)
would be avoided. Second, construction of a smaller recycled water supply treatment plant,
eliminating new storage and pumping facilities at the Central Reservoir site, and eliminating
distribution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir reduces the area of excavation, reducing
potential exposure to unknown archeological resources and unknown human remains. Third,
constructing a smaller recycled water treatment plant reduces potential impacts to paleontological

resources that may be found in the Colma Formation as less excavation in that area would be

‘required. Fmal)y, by reducing cultural resource impacts, the contribution to cumulatwe impacts
on cultural resources also would be reduced. '

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

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

make less of a contribution to cumulative unpacts 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 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 [.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 rccyc]ed 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 durmcr both drought and non-drought periods and may prevent the
SFPUC from limiting rationing during drought periods to & 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.

Envirommentally Superior Alternative. The Reduced Project Alternative would be the
Environmentally Superior Alternative, other than the No Project Altemative. 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 aiternative
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 objéctives. 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 coliectively 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. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final

EIR for the Projéct 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 mgd of water supply from other than imported surface water, the main water
supply source in the SFPUC water system, ' '

e 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 frrigation.

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

s 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 QOverriding Considerations is relevant to the significant and unavoidable
impact related to growth-inducement to which this Project contributes, The findings regarding the
Statement of Overridihg 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
improverments 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 titne 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 customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset
the remaining 20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail
and wholesale service areas. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the
WSIP, through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco,
and {0 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. Inn 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. '

» 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 ae 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
Comumission 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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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (ST Environmental Planning Case No, 2008.00§128) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Impact Sumaary -

The pmplm:d pmj(-cx could
cause 3 substontial edverse
change i the significance of
an axcheotagical sesource
purstant lo Section
15054.5().

Adopled Miligation Measures

. Monitoring and Repurling Program

Rcvlewm[, rmd

arty

Manitaring and Reporfing Aciions

Implementation Schedule

Mitigativn Meanure M-CPv2 Accidentat Discovery of Archeologieal Resources,

Fhe fudlowing measures shill be implemented shouhd cunsiniction activitics revult in the
ascidental diseovary of an archeotogicul resouree:
The following mitigation me.\sum h nquuzd 10 avoid any petential adverse effect
fran the praposesd project on
sesources ay defined in CEQACmdd.m:s Sections 15064.5() and (). The project
sponsor shall distribule the Plannlng Bepartment archeclogical resource “ALERTY
shuet 10 the project prin contrucior; 10 any project subcentracor (indnding
grading, d: et fims); or udiites fem involved in
soils disturling activities within the projact site. Prior ta any peils disturking
activities beingundensken esch contravior is sesponsible ior vasuting that the
“ALEKT" sheet is circutated 10 all field personnel including, machine operators, lield
Crew, supereisory parsonnel, elc. The projoct sponsor shall provide the
Enviramnental Review Qfficer (EHO) with 3 signed affidavit from the responsible
parties (prime contructo and ulilltivs firm) 1o the EROQ
hat ad) fidd personnel have received copies of the Aled Sheet, *
Shonkd auy indication of an archeulogical resom eebe encountered during any suils
disturbing sclivity of the prejecy, the project Head Forcoun und/or praject sponsor
shalt inunesbiaely null’y the RRO and shalt immediately suspend any soils
istarbing sctivities in the vicinty of the discavery uni the B0 has determned
what addluona mnessures should be underizben.
I the RO chetermines that an archentogica sesouree may be present within the
pnmtrsl\v \hu pm)n N spumur s)mu retain the servives of a quatifted archeologioul
d Joped by e Ploanning Departmant archaplogist
The nrd\euluglml mnsulhnl shall evatuate the discovertd materal and advise the
BHED st whethur the discovery historical o1 wnsque reteins sulfident inwugrity and
4 ot polenlial sci W a sigmficant u:dwaluguu:l
ro;uun s present, the wrcheal Btunt shall auake  revi on us o
what acsion, if smy. 18 warranted. m«ed o Ui injormatinn, the FRO inay require, i
warranted, spectfic additionul measures (o be implaunied by the prject sponsor
inchuding pvnidance measures or ofher appropriale tnitigation.
Moasures might include: prevervation in st of the anhealogival resource, an
archeologicl manllum\g Prograuy; of an archenlogheal testing/dats recovery
program. 1€ an program or archeolagical testing, progeam is
Trquized, it shall be cunsistent with the EP division guidelines for such progeams.
e ERO may alsu require that the project sponsor immedialely Implement a site
security program if the archeological resource is ot rish from vondalism, looking, or
other damaging ivrions,
The project consultant it Final Archeolugical Resources
Keport (FAKR] to the BRO that eeahiatus the historicnd significance of anyr
discovered archectogical resouree and describing the .\nﬁwolupta! and historieat
resvarch mathods employed in the arch very p
wndertaken. Information that may put atrisk any an.huulogiu] msoum- shallbe
pravaded in a ceparate remuwvable lsert within the fina) repon,

or d hiswrical

u

3]

4

SEPUC EMY
SFPUC Chab
SFPUC CMB/BEM
{Archeologist)

SFPUC CMB/BEM
{Ascheologlst)

) SFPUCHEM
2} SEPL BEN
3), SEPUCBEM and ERO
4 SREUCHEM and LRO

1) Frsure thutneasures related 1o archaectogical
discovers are inchaded in cunteuc docements.

2)  Ensure that all personne! attend envi f trafiving

Dusign
Preconstruction and
& 1

prior 16 heginning work, nizgive “ALERT" sheat, and
sign the tralning sign-in sheats. Mabitain file of
signature sheats for submittal to KRO. Manitor to
ensure that the cantractars frplement measures in
contract ducuimen, yeporn non-annplizuve wid ensure
corrective action.

3)  Evalaute the potential discovery and advise the ERO as
1o the significance of the discovery. If warranted,
proceed with measures thatl may include the following:
. Onesitz preservation of resoune;

b. Archueologival menitoring program with prior
revikwfapproval of ERO; or

¢ Andhueofogical fusting/datu teeovery pragram with
prior review/approval of FRQ.

4)  Prepare o Final Archavologicnl Kesaurces Raport.
Submlt 1o ERO for paview and approval. Submit to
nthers as required once approved by ERO.

Construction
Past Canstruction

BEM = {9FPUC) Bureau of Environmontal Managoment
CDFW = Celdornis Drpanmint of Fish and Wil

CME = (SFPUC) Cansirurion Munagesnant Bureay
EMS = (SFPLIC) Enginesriog Manigemen! Buicau

ERQ = SF Plannisg Depattmont Envitonmental Reviw Olficar
SFFUC = Ban Francisco Pubke Utildes Commission

USFWS = UnBed Stmos Ilsh and Widbfe Servite

S Franceen Woskiide Rocyrid Wit Proect 1 ’ Enzitenmantd Plentatg Coxe No, 200A0DI12E
[ : August 2015
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case Na. 2008.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Impact Summuy

Adopted Mitigation Measures

Copics of l)\e Drait FARR shall be sunt to the auo lar eview and approval Onte
approved by the ERU, cuples of the FARK shall be distributed a3 follows: Califomia
Archeological Site Sun-:y NWIC shall receive one (1) vopy and e ERO shull recelve
@ copy of tha ransininial of the FARK o the NWIC The Guvironnwenial Plonning
division of the Flanning Departenent shafl receive une bound wwpy, ane untound
capy and vne unlocked, searchable copy o compact disk (CD) three copies of the
FARR along with copicy of iy K sile recordation forms {CA DPR 523 sexies)
anitfor dmumentation for nonination lo the Nationa) Reglsier of Historic
Hacus/Catifornic Register of Historical Resours, In instances of hugh public intwerest
or interpretive valug, the BRO inay require o different final report content, furmat,
und distribution thon that prusented above.

Monitoring snd Repuorting Program

Responsible Pary

Qeviewing and

Approval Party

I

Manltoring and Reporting Actions

Implementation Schedule

CP3 | The projectcould directly or § Mitigation Meastice M-CP.3; Accidental Discavery of Falcontological Resausces. 1} SFPUC EME 1) SEPUC HEM 1) Einsure that contracl docuiments include the lisied Dusign
Indiectly destroy aunique |y, fojiwing measures shall be Jmplemented should construction ut the recydled wator | 2) SFPUC CMB(BEM | 2)  SIPUC BEM and ERO measures refaled to puleontological jesources, tronstaction and
paleontological resouree o | o et plunt site resultin the accidental discovery of paleaniologieal resotirees: {Paleontologist) SEPUCBEM and pRo | 2 Ohwinand review résume of othes documentation o Construction
site or unigue geologie 3} SFPUCBEMand ERO P laglat's quol Ensure th .
tenture. To peduce the polerdio] for the prapesed project to resultin » sgnificont impacton 1 3 SFPUC CMIY/BEM stalf partinpatt in the envitanmenta} training prior to Construciion.

- pateontolugical resoitzces, the SFPUC shill utrange for a paleontulugical teatning by beginning work and sign the kranlng sign-in slwet.
a qualified pateantologist regrarding the potential for such resvurces to existin the Malntaln file of sign-in shiests. ‘
project sile und how o dentify such resources. The training could consistafa .
reeorded presentation of the jnitial training that could be arused 1or new persanmu, 3} Inthe evemt of 3 discuvery, canflam suspension of
‘The tralning shull also includs 3 review of peaaltes for looting and disturbanue of \md, examine lossﬂ, and advise the KOR  the
these respurces. An ulert shewt shall be prepared by the quallfied paleomtolugist and h " and ground
sholl dnchede the foflowing: dmuﬂ.\m:e in the vicinity affind shall stop until
1. A dsscussion af the polenny resourcey, quitlificd p Joghst cant asstss
z Inslnmt\ans lnr reporting observed Iuﬂnng of 2 paieontologicn resourey; and ot find and make a recommendation y:gard.mg frsrthor
that o within @ project sned, nction.
all seil-distiring activitiss in e Hdml) nﬂhe depostt shal} cease il the 4)  Monitor to ensore that e contradtor Impkmams

Environmental Revicw Olficer (RO shall be nutlfied tmrnediatedy.
3. Who to contact in the svent u( an unanticipated discovery.

if polennat fossik ave Ji cruws, all eanthwark ur ohee types
of ground dls!urlmmu within 30 fecl of the find shalt sop lmmeduu!y unribthe
qualified professi cun assess lre f the
find, Bused an the sulumﬁcvnlue aruni f the find, the pal l may
necord the find andd wlow worh 10 conlinse, ormmmmmd!alvigu and. mmvcry of
the fosil. The pa st may also proposy J
rudius based on the nature of the find, it geology, and the nd.nnhu nmurm\g on
the sife. If rentment and sulvage Is requined, racomumendutions shall be consistent
with SV1 1995 gudehine$ and currently svvepted séaentifie pracrive, and shall be
subject it ruvlew and approval by the ERO or designer. ) requived, treatient for
fussil rainalns may include preparation 2nd recoveny of fussil matedals so that they
can be housed lu an appropriiie muskum or upiversity collection, and may also
include proparation of » repunt for publicatinn describing the Hinds. The SFPUC shal)
be resporvilble for ensuring that tnatment 1 implemented and reported 10 the Sun
Francisco Flanning Depariment. 1 no repord is requiced, the SFPOC shall
nonetheless ensuee that information on the nature, lucation, ahd depth of all finds is
readily uvajlable to he sdentific cominunity through suiversily yaration of ather
appropnut: mews.

A

neasures i contract documents including (nsuring
that all potentia) discoveries are jeporied 28 réquined
and that confractor suspends work h\ the vir.\nuy
Report an

BEM » (SFPUC) Burean af Envionmaninl Mlnlanmnn\
COPW = Calitomia Dupanmonl of Frsh and Wiklite

M8 = {GFPLIC) Construction ¥iunsgemant Suresu
= (SEPUC) Engincoring Managsment Bueay

£RO = 5 ]
SFPUE = San Frantisco Publc Uifiles Commission

Officar

USFWS = Unhed Stelus Flsh and Wildife Service

Su Feancesien Wastaide Hecyeiog Waile Projet
MR

Envionmental Planung Cese Ho, m&nus 3
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i SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PRROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E} - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continucd)
!
B
1 . . Monlitoring and Reporling Program .
1 Impact . Reviewing and i
i No, Impact Summary Adopted Mifigation Measares . Responsible Party Appruval Party Monitoring and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedute
:
E The proposed project suntd ‘1 Mitigation Measure M-CP4: Accidantal Discovery of Unknown Human Rerasins, 1) SEPUC RME 1 SEUC 1 Ensure that contract documents indudé mepsures 1) Detige
H “L:M"ﬂ“!b" ")'—?':mm The following $uolt be iznph d shioeld achwitivs, allof whack | 2) SIPUCCMB/BEM | 2) SHPUC BEM 2 ;v-r'hlt:n \h-:;]-\i}:‘luvmy oxuman ;;:umsy. it e 2) Construction
A unhnown hunwn weoines, N ~ man remains or funcrary obje
! i e i | ety el el ey of e i) | sucumantzio | KBRS Sy concion
I cutside o Gormal emmeeris, i 3} SFPUC CMB/HEN existince of human remains. §f human vemains are
i “The Wt tient of Buma renjains and of sssocioted ur unassociated funerary vbjects confimied, perform tequired coordination and
i discovered during my soil-distarbing autvities shall comply with applicable state . . ntifications.
H Laws, Tirs sholt include inmediste notification of the coruner of the tounty witlin . . N
: which the proect is Jucatod for fi) a determination thal no investigation of the cause 3) Monitar o ensurs that the comractor implements
H af duath Is reyained; mnd (57) in the event of the coroners detecminstion that the meusutes in contract documents induding insuring
‘ buman remafns are Native American, notfication of the Califomia Native American thiat st potential human remains are reporied o5
| Hetitage Comnsisshos, which shalt appoint 2 bost Likely Deseendot (MLD)1PRC required sl that contracior supendds wotl. i the
H Scction 5097.98), The archasolagical consultant, SFPUC, and MLD shall make ati vicnity. Report nomvompliance and etsure corrective
E veasonable efforts to develop an agreermunt for the treatment, with appropnate action.
b dng,n\ly ﬂxum.\n remains and assocaled or unassadated funetury Shiputs (CEQA
H ction 1504.5(d . The should take int idertion
1 removal, o, analysis, custodianship, curation, and
finat dupos\nun of the hmon reimainy, and associated of wnassncisted fancrary
objects. The PRC atlows 24 houts to neuch sgeeement on these matters, If the MLD
and e other paries do nat agree on {he rebrurial method, the SFPUC shal follow
Section 5097.95(b) of the PRC, which states that “the lenduwniar or his or her
sutherized represantative shall seinter e humas wmain und ilems dstocisted with ..
Native Ameruan burials with appropriate dignity on the property it.a lucation not iq‘[,
subjecHo furiher swbsurface distorbance.” . i
CE-5  |Construction of the propused | Mitigation Messure M-CI5: Archeological Monitoring Program. 1) SFPUCCMBBEM | 1) SHPUCBEMand BRO | 1) Prepare and implemnent an Archealogieal ) )
;’:f“; 1}“‘2 Sf":;‘;;‘;““ Hased on 1 putential that buman remains dsswciated with the historic-pediod Galdan Gae {Ascheologlst) 2} SHPUC BEM and ERO ‘;;g;”:‘l’: :L“";‘:“‘:“\;‘;;‘\“J ﬁ'f&l“.i"ll;’;.‘l :E"‘" Construction e
™ “ ! Comotury may b prsent {buried) within the project arca, the foliwing measuncs shallbe | 2)  SFFUC BEM 4 SE (and [ I ' " e 1
Avenus on thesouthside of | et TR SR ;}omnlh}l.ly b e et o o projecton ) gy 4 SHRUC bEMand RO eneuuniered, pedform mguired cosulination and 2) preconstructiony {?;}
Lincatn Vock could distur | oy pynan remains if exposed during, construttion. The pruject sputisos shatl retain ths 3) SEPUC CMBBEM 4} SFRUC BEM and BRQ ent activaties in togs. < i &2
human remains 3s50cated | yqrvices of » qualified sucheolngicl comsultant, based on standrd developed by the A 2} W required by the BRO, prepate Archuologicat Data |3 ¢ Iy
with the histuncperiod Planning L fst undertake an 4) SEPUCBEM Recovery Plan and submit for review and dppmval 0 1 pos . i
Golden Gate Cemetery. stcheatagiomaniioring prgram (AMD) a6 apeciied hesin T dditlon, (s evtiant {Arheologst) ERO- ) Posteonstaction -
shall be avaibble ta canduct an archeatogin data sveovery program (ABKI} il vecuired 3 (st contractar impl A
ursuant fo this measure. The ancheologieat eensubtant’s work shall be conductud in h o o - 4
B ertice il s et ot the dircion ol the Emytronmaantal Revites Ofiorr {ER0). spplicable measies in contract documents. Report ‘;gg
Al plasss sand reparts prepanis] by e consuitant as specifiod herein shall be submitied fiest ¥ N . i (
snid directly ta e ERO for review and comment, and shall be cousidenst draft reports 4) Prepure Final Archeolugical Resources keport (FARR) i)
subject to rovision until final appmval by the ERO, Archeulogical manttoring anor dati . 1o document hisloricu! significance of uny discovered 5t
recovery programs niired by this measure could suspend sonstruction uf the projoct for archeatogical resource and submitto ERO.. b
LY m.mmuu\ of iour m-«.-ks Atthe dinection of the ERQ, the saspansiun of F, ]
A beyund Four wevks anly if such 0 15 the only e
’A.A‘nb]e R reditce o a less than significant Levid poteniial cifects on signlficant &
defined in CHOA Cuidelines Sect. 15004.5 (a)is). }i&
Archeolagical Munitoring Frogram, The logical consultant shall prepare and
submit 16 the BRO) tor review and appraval up AMT for the ground disturblng activibiss.
wsstciuted with comvtruction f distribution pspelices atung Clement Street from
36th Avenue 10 391h Avenuz on the south side of Linewin Park and & connection point lo
BEM = {SFPUC) Bureau af Envianmentu! Munagament CMB = {BFPUC) Canstiuction Mansgemert Bumau ERO= 5F Plenning Dapamnent Envitopmenta) Review Officer USFWS = United States Fish oo Wikdlife Setvive
GUFW= Caktorala Daparitient of Fish and Wildiite £MB = (SFPUC) Enginsaring Mansgemani Bureay SFPUC = San Franclice Pubke Luiie Cummission
Sun Frunence Wastsite Recyded Waler Projecs a
Mune .

Emcrmninontsd Punding Case NuA:oal eay1E
s 2008
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Envirommental Planning Case Na. 2008.00912E) ~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REFORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Adapted Mitigation Measures

il

lht ¢ Lincole Mark Pump Stition. The MY shall be condusied in .uz:mdance ‘with the

approved AMP. The AMP shall sinimally include the fllowing provisions:

The archealogical cansoliant, project sponsor, and RO shall meet and cunsalt on the

scope of lha AME easgnubly prive W0 oy projudrciated m\\«. disturlilnig activition

g The ENQ in consultation with the consultunt shalt
determine what project activities shan be mhvo!oglc.\lly mmhond nnd the

(mqmm:y In most cases. any sofl & #ctivities, such as d

datinn removal, Bon, grading, utilies instal work,
driving of piles (foundation, shuring, e1e), site temediation, ete, shalt wequire
archeologica) monitoring because af the risk these activities pose to potential human
ranains and fo their dopostiional contexi;

* The archenlogiea) consullant shall advise all project cantracioss 19 be an the alert for
evidemiey of the prsence of the expected resource(s), of haw ty identriy thwe evidence
of the expectid resoura(s), and of the apprapriate protocul in the event of apparent
discovery of human remains;

* The andmalogical inanitar(s) shall bepeeseny on the project site according 103
schodule agmd upos by the ard\\.uluyca! mmul\nnl -n\l the FKO untl the ERO has,
n N

that project

wilh project
construction acﬁvihs could have no o sellects on human remuins; *

v e gl il record and be  tovallect soil sanples and
factual materdal ax 1 for anaslysis;

*  3humon remains ane enmnnh:xed, alf solls-divturbing nmﬂhu m the vicinily of the
find shall cense. The nmnl\ar u.hnll P
redirer| dvnolitlonfuxc; ion i lmlirs nm! qulf
wrdll the find is evaluand. The 1ogicdd copsulinnd shall § mﬁfy the
ERO of il enconntered human remains,

if human remaing 4, thexe shall be no further r disturbance of

the st oF any nearby asca reasanably suspocted 16 overtie adjorant human regrains wnbl:
The SFPDC itnmedialely ntifies the Sau Franciseo County coroner fot (1) a determination
thul no lnvestigation of the cause of death is requined; and (i) o ddermination whether
the human regwins ave Native Amencan. If the humnan remains are not Native Anerican,
ond if the coraner delermines the reinuing are not sublect it o her authority, the ERQ
in with the fant shall determine if sddional measures
are warranivd, Additnal moasures that inay by undertaken inclide addinonal
archeologica lesting and/or an ADRY, If {he ERQ determines that the human remains
could be adversely affected by the propased project, at the discretion of ihe project
spansor cither:

A} The prapesed project shull be redesigned 3o o5 10 avold sny adverse effect on the
human remaing; oc

o) Ad very pi hall be il unless the BRO determines that the
find. s ul yreates intimpretive thun vesearch sig and that e nse of
1he find js feasthle.

Ascheolagieal Dt Recovery Program. 1f required by the IRG, the archeological data
Tecovery program shadt be conducted in accon with an ADIP. The archeslogical
vonsultunk, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult 0a the scope of the ADIY

BEM = {SFPUC) Buteau of Envitanmuntel Mansgement CMB = (BFPUC} Constiuction Minagemant Buraau
COMW = Caffforia Deperimant of Fish and Wik EMS = (SFRUC) Engineeding Menagement Bureau

Ban Finntraco Wanr0d Recycled Waler Propel
MIRP

Manituring and Reparing Program

Monitoring and Reporting Actions

Implamentation Schedute

ERG = 8F Planning Dopariment Envimnmbntsi Reviaw Officer

USFWS = Unhud Staiss Fish and Wikilfu Service
SFPUC = San Francisca Public Utiitias Commission .

Ervaonmantst Pluwing Case No 2008 0091F




SAN FRANCISCO WESVTSIDE RECYCLED WATEK PROJECT (SF Environmental Fianning Case No. 2008.00912E) ~ MITIGATIOR MONITORING AND REFORTING PROGRAM (Conlinued)

impaci

Impact Summary Adopted Mitigation Measures

Monitoring and Keporting Program

Responsible Party

prior 10 preparation of a draft ADKP. The srchwalugloal consultant shall submis o dratt
ADRP fo th: ERC. The ADRP shalt {dentify how hu: proposed data recovery program
will preserve the significant infonnatan the necheclogical wsource is expected (o
wntain That bs, the ADRY wiil identify what seientifleflistasical reseasch questions are
applicabl to the eupected resource, whal data Qases the resouree f expectil to possess,
and how the expected data chasses would address dhe applisable research guestions. Duta
vy, n in geaneral, shuald be fimitod to the portions of the histarical peoperty that
could be advenrly atferted by the proposd projuct, Destructive data recovery methods
shalt not be applied 10 puttions of the archenlogical yesonmu 1 nondestruative methods

. are prachwal.

I The scope of liw ADRP shall Include the following clemenis:

« Flelit Methods and Prosolures. Dasciiptions of proposed fild strategies, procedures,
and wperalions.

Caaloguing and Lalx\mlnry Anafysis, Descripti

artifuct apalysis procsdures. |

twont)

Y

guing system and

of eelected

Discard and Devecession Policy. Description of and rationale for fisld and post-field
discard and deaccesslon policics,
» v Progrant. Ce

ragris 3 ui an
daring the course of ilve ADRE.

Hofuli-sie public interprtive program

Becarily Mrasurss. Recormmendad security meaures 1 pdtuct the archeougioat
ressmirce from vandalisny, footing, and nom-intentionally Jamaging activities
Fingl Reporl. l)esmpﬁono[pmposud report farmaf and distribulion of reults,
Cunition.

p of e dures and ions {or the curation of sny
recovenud d.\mhnvmg potential reseanch vatue, idestification of yppropnate curntion
facilitles, and J summary of the iccession policies of the curation fcilisies.

Final Archenlpgicul Resonrecs Report. The archelogical consuliont shall submit a Dratt

Mml l\xdu.olognul Rcamucvs RLPUI’( (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical
of any b

histaricat ressarch methads empl in the rch

secovery program(s) undezlnl.m lnlonnnl\on that inay put o risk any archruloshal

resource shall be provided in a sepsrute remavable insert within the (i repark,

Once approved by the RO, copies of the FARR shall be distnibuted as follaws: Calilownls
Archacologleal Site Survey NWIC sl receive one (1) copy and the BRO shall receive &
wapy of the transmittal of the FARK 10 he NWIC. The Envitonmental Plariung diviswn
of the Plunning Deparinent shall reeive une bound, one unbound and one urdocked,
starchable FDF copy on CO afthe FARK alang wilh copies of any fonnal site secordaion
forms (Callforia Deparinuent af Parks sl Recreation 523 serles} andfor dacumentation
for nununation {o the Nabonal Kegister of Hastoric PlacesfCatifornla Register of
Historical Resonces, I instances of high public inirost in o the hlgh interprutive vidue
of the cusatirce, the BRO may nequire a diffensal finsl repart contert, tommay, and
distribution than thst presented above.

d sesmtate and &um'bms the nrdwu\ng!cal and |,

Reviewing and
Approval Party

Monitesing and Reporting A

UUU—
f

implententation Schedule

BEM © {3FPUC) Bureau 5l Envioamuni st Munagemont

CMB = {SFPLIC) Construciion Menagement Buroau
COAW = Calihiniz Depariment of Fish and Wikdlile

€148 = {5FBUC) Enginaaring Manayemont Burksa
e Frunciase Waablide fiwoywed Vyaler Projoct
NURP .

ERO = 8F Planning Deparismant Environmantal Raview Otficar
SFRUC = Sun Fransisco Pubk: ULkivs Commission

USPWS = United Stutes Fish and Widile Servics
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SR Environmental Planning Case Ne, 2008.008128) ~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

’Dw pmpns::d |1m]ac| vould
l R

Monitodng and Reporting Program

Adopted Mmgaﬂnn Measures

Responsible Party

|
|

Reviewing and
Approval Party

Monitaring and Reporting Actons

(i Implementation Schudule

[mplcmem Mxm,.\llcn Mumm M-CP-2 (Acciduntab Dum\eh of Ard\:ulngm\l
M-CP-3 {Accidental Discovery of Pal

relaged
fo h\s\aritnl, ntd\mnlupml,
ur paleoniological nesources
o1 humun senanis.

{Accidentt) Discoviry of Unknown Humsn Remalas), and M-CP-5 (Archwlogicnl
Monlloring Pragram).

The ;\wpos‘d )u'njcr\ s
construcnon wctivities would
generate fugitive dust and,
«ceiteda air pollutants, sud
wontd viulute an air gudity
standard or contribubs
subsumtially to an exdsting
or projected ait quality
violation

Mxh;ahon Muayure M-AQ-2 Construction Emmmm Mininsization,
A Addlh.nnal Exhanst Contral Messuses. In addition k5 complying with the Clean

rdinance {use of blodiesel fuel grade B0 ar highar, sud
«'lll\zr mels orexceeds Tier2 A.ngmrs ot op‘.m\- wnh {he most elfective VDECS (m wif-
roxd i fram alt
prupect cornpnents shall not exoced 5 pouna, per day. The eonstruction contrict
P Luu. require the to submilt 4 comp {nvemtory of At
H-road ter than 25 h and opersting for more

than 20 fhat hurs pver the enting dur.lhon n! mhudlm ativiiles. The inventory
shall indude cuch yehivies ) l rating, engine producti
yéax, and projected hours of use or {uel lhmughyn( fareach pleae alcqulymmt. The
nveniory shall desmonstrate, through the use of Tier 3 engines (or engines retrofitied
wilh CAIS Level 3 Vniod Diselmissions Conirol Statezy ) hot B combined
Erom all overlupping proje | 54 pounds
duy ‘The contraclor shall updatwe the lnw.nwry and submitit mm\r.hly fo the SFPUC
Ihmug)\uul the duration of the project.

1) SPPUC IME
2)  SEPUC CMBHEM

1) SEPUC BRM

2 SEPUC HEM/
2

See respoctive miligation messures

Fnsure oll appropriste angunge )morpnnﬂtd nto
contrict ducuments

Momlior o ensure that contractor implements measures
in tontrad documents fncluding tlie update and
monthly submittal of comprehunsive inventuries 1o the
SFPUC throughout the duration of the projct.

n

Design
7) Canshruction

“The project would
potentially have a substuntial
advirse elfect, either dincctly
or through habitat
modilications, on spucies
identified 2y candidate,
sensitive, or special-staus
spedies in foual oF regitnd
plans, policies, or
regulativns, ot by the CDFW
o USFWS,

behavior {Le., courting) at the nest and/or if the nest contalns oggs or ks, Surveys

+hill be perfaemed for the project site and syitable habltst within 250 jeet of the

project e in order to ke any seive passering nests and within 500 feef of the

projoct st Lo the extent access is granied by other.propenty ownexs to locale any

actfve aptor {birds of prey) nests or double-crested connarant or heron rovkeriss.

W active nests ore localed during the precensiruction bird nesting survey, the wildlife

blologit shatl evaluate if the sdmlulc of n.omlmcﬂm\mhvmes cuidd affect the achve

sl saud the following et mple based on their d

1. i construetlon is nol Hkely to affect the active nest, If may proceed without
restrickion; however, & biolugist sholl ngularly monitur the nest 1 sonfiem ther
is o advense efiect and may revise theie dutennination at any line dnnnx; the

>

nesling season. In this case, the fallowing measure would apply.

‘measures in cantract documents, Report
fwncompliance, ind snsure corrective acton,

Mitigation Menun MBLAx Nuﬂng Bird Prolection Menaures, 1) SFPUCEMB 1) SFPUCBEM 1) Ensure fhat requirements related ta nesting bicd 1) Design
Neating bi B profection are ncluded in sontract ™ a
ing blrds and thelemeac shall be protecied during construction by use of the Bollowing: | 2) SFPUC CMB/BEM  12)  SFPUC BEM 3 bl . an
+ Conducting vegutuion and tove removal and construstion activitics outside the bisd (Qualified Wiologst) 13 sppuc wim 3 Qlialt ane e sesume ot e doouruntation of | Constyuction
1esting season {Bebritary 110 August 30) to Ux: extent fexsible 3} SEPUCCMB consulting biclogist's qualificalons. Conduct surveys ws 3 Cunstruction
. required. Itactive nests are locaied during survey,
o ff construction oconrs during Whe bird nesting svason, » quolified wikdlife biologist establish buffier zones, consulting with USFWS/CDIW
woutd conduct preconsizuction surveys willin seven days of the start of construction s necessary, and mondtor regulurly. Doeuinznt
or after any construction breaks of 14 days ar mure 10 Wdenhy ;cﬁ\'e'nmrs. Apistis moniariay, activites in lugs.
defined to be active for raplors U these Is a pale of raptors displaying reproduciive . 3) Monlior tu ensure that contzoctors) implements

BEM = (SFPUC) Butoay of Envioanwntal Mansguiment
COFW = Calilymia Dupanmo of Fish nnd Wikdlifa

CM8 = (SFFLIC) Construction Managemen! Bursou
EMB = (8FPUC) Enpinesting Managament Bureau

ERC = 5F Panning Dapartment Envionmortal Reves Otficer
BFPUC = Sup Frantisco Publo Lititles Camaission

UBFW = Untted Siatas Fish and Wikliile Servica

Suih Fptociscs Wntalds Rocyted Water Pityect
MM

Enytionmantal Ftaninag Case No. 200800815
A

ugust 2015
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIOE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Flanning Case No. 2008009125 — MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Cantinued)

Maonitoring and Reporting Program
Impact

No. Impact Summary Adopted Mitigation Measures Responsible Party l

Reviewing and .
Approval Panty Monftoting and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedule

BLY . 2. l.canstrueiion may affect the active nest, the bivlogist shalf establish a no
{cont) distirbance buffer, The biolagist shall detenmine the ‘approptiate buffer taking

o account the species involved, the presence of any obstruction, such as a
building, Is within line-ofsight beiween thie nest and construction, and the fovel
of praject ond asnbient activity {i.e. inhacent to a road oruetiva taif), No
distarbance buifurs for passennes typically vary fram 25 feet and grester and fur
raplors Jrom 300 fret and greater. Fur bird species that are federally andfor state
tisted seroonve species (e, threutened, endangered, fully protecied, species of
special concemy, an SEPUC representative, supportzd by the wildIie biologist,
shall consult with the USEWS and/or COFW negarding nesibuffers,

Rumoving inaclive passerine nests may occur at any time. Insctive mptor nests shatl

101 be removed weless appraved by the USFWS andfor COEW.

Kemoving or telocating active nests shalt L by the SFPUC
with the USFWSami ur COFW, a5 sppropriate, given the nests that ore found on the
site.
» Auy bisds thatbegin nesting within the paofect ares and survey butfers smid
activities are assumned to bed Jated ot similar
nolsé and disturange evels and no wark exclusi shalt bt arowid *
active nesty in these pases.
Mitigation Measurc M-BL-1b: Avoidanee and Minlmization Measuri fog Spgmal- 1) SEPUCEME 1) SPPUC BEM 1) Ensure thal conlraci documants include applicable 1) Design
Status Bats. 2} SPPUCCMBBEM  [2) SEPUCHEM avoidince and mitemization mesures, 2) Preconstructivn and
W covrdinotion with the SFPUC, a qualified wildife biologist shull conduct (Quolified Biologst {3 srpuic s 2) Obisin and review resusme or sther iun of I
preconsirucion special-status bat surveys before trecs and sfructuren that sre suitable for { 31 SppuC CoiybEM consulfing binloglst's qualifications. Conduct pre- 3 Construction
bat yaosting (Le., excluding tempotary trailers, retalning walls, e1c) are reroved. H construction survey. I toasts are fuund, implomumt
uctive day or night mosts are found, the wikillfe biologist shall take actions 10 make such appropriate meusures, Daciunent acivitles in moniloring
Toosts unsultable habitat befure troes and stuctures are removed. A no-dishibance " lopse
:.E;)lfur n[' 100 feet sl_ml\ ::‘ m:alcx‘l apaund .:mvuvbax ravsis being used !:ﬂ mateaity or 3 Munilor to ensure that conmastor(s) implement meisures
hit »r{v\a'hnn p\lJ rposey Bt poosts gcm hegn during consiruenon an: presumed o be R in vontract documiats. Kepart onsamplhiance, aol
wnalfecied, and no bulfer wonld be nevessary, R ersre conective action,
Hon Measure M-Bl-1e id; and ization Measures for Colifomnd 1) SFPUCEMB 1) SPPUC B 1) Enureth de include i 1) Design .
Red-) leggad Frog and Weatern Pond Tustle. 2) SFPUCCMI/BEM |2) SFPUCBEM avoidance and minimization measures far Calformia %) Preconstruction and
Duscing eonstructin on Route 35/5kyline Boutevid, at the Central Pump Station siie, on (Blologist) 3) SFPUCBEM red-legged frop, wostem pond tirtles, Including Construstion
e , - requilrement for exclusinn fencings.
he pipefin route within Gelden Fack neas aquatic habitay, and during use of the 3 SEPUCCMB/EM - % Preansteuction nd
Harding Koad and Herbst Road staging uruus, the SEPUC shall ensure a biological @iologish 4 SHPUCHEM %) Deuelop warkes training program and enswre totafl 7 o petion
moniior Is peesent during instaliation of exclusiun fencing and infusl vegetation clearing o ion personnel participate o th N )
andfor grading, and shall implenent the ioflowing measunss; 4} SFPUCCMMEEM | trainireg, prior fo beginning work at the job sifi(s), 4) Construction
+ Within one woek before work at these sates begins (including demoliion and Kequire workers to sign th: teaining program signen
vegetation somuval), 2 quslifed biologist shall supervise the installation of exclusion sheel. Malntain file of training sign- b shects
fencing along the baundaries of the work area, as deemed necassary by the biolagist, 3 Oblaln and revizw résumé or other documentation of
to prevent California red-legged frogs and western pand turtles from entoring the . consuliing biologist’s qualtiications, Condct
waork ara. The construction contractor shall install sultable fencing with a mininum precanstruction surveys, species relocation (i€ it is not
height of 3 feet above ground surface with an additionut 4-b inches of fence mateaal . pausible for the species In muve aut of the projict srea
bucied for unpaved sutfaces and ssnd-bagged ot the lower wdge where needed for . outal its own volition, wnd. in the case of an identifiod
paved sutiaces sud: thot species cannot eriswl undec the fence, J_ reddegged iropfs), approved by the DSFWS andjor
BEM = (SFPUC) Bureau of Envinmental Management GME = (SFPUC) Construction Munagement Bursan ERQ = SF Planting Dapariment Envinnmantat Review Officat USFWS = United Stales Fish and Wikihis Service
COFW = Galllomia Departawnt al Fish ana Widlits E148 = (SFPUC) Enginesning Menogason! Bureai SEPUC = San Frantisca Public Utiiss Commission
H Son Frensisca Wastatke RecydodWatos Prajuet 7
: e

Emlionmentsl Plaanng Case Ro. 2006.0001%
Aupst 2018
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER FROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00922E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Conlinued)

Impact Summary

Adopted Mitigation Measures

Monltering and Réporting Program

Responsible Party

Reviewing and
Appraval Parly

I Monitoring and Reporting Actions l Implementation Schedule

IS qualiﬁed blalogist sl conduct mvx-uumenul swareness training in person of via
video for all construetion workers prior to construction workers beginning iete work
efforts on the project. The tmining shall include information on species identification,
avoldance messures to be implemented by the project, and the regalatory

end penaitles for Enecessary, the contenl shall vary
um:(d.mb 1o specific Lunstruction areas (¢.g. workers on ity streets will mceve
training on pesting birds but not un Califarnia red-legged frag ideaufication).

A qualified biologist shall survay the project acen withic 48 hours before the vnset of
initlat prownd- dlsmrbln;, activitles and shiadl be pmscn\ duzing inftial vegetation
dlearing and ground. bing sctivitles. The biological or shall manitor the
exclision funcing weekdly to confirm proper mainlcnunce and inspeet for Frogs and
turtles, If Caornia ned-legged frogs or wesiern pund turtles ans found, the SFPUC
shat} half construction in the vicinity that poses a threat lo du: infividual as
dutermined by the qualitied bislogist If possible, the individual shall be allowed to
move out of 1l project area of s own valitian (Le, I3t 1s near t exclusion fence
that can bz temporadly removed to let il pass). For western pond mriles, 3 qualified
biologist shall relacnie juriles to the neatest subtuble habital, For Califamia red-degged
Frog, 8 SHPUC ropresentative shall contact the USFWS andfar COFW fur instructlons
on how o proced. Construction shal) nisume after the Individuatis out of harm's
way.

Puring project sctivities, excavations deeperthan 6 inchus shall be covered overnight
g un escape rmp of earth ar a waoden pliudk at 2330 rise shall be installed; vpenings
such as pipes where Californta red leagod Frugs or westem pond turtles mightsevk
yufugge shall be coverad when not inuse, und all trush that may attract predatars or
hide Catifornia red-legged frogs or westemn pond turtles shall be properly contained
on 4 dally basis, runoved from the worksite, and dlspased of regulacly. Following
<construciion, the construction contractor shall semove all trash and construction
dibris from work ageas.

CDFW) and monﬂaﬂn; including wiekly lanu\ _h|
p tactivities in

Manfior o ensure thal contractor(s) |mp]un=ms
nuasures in confract documents, Report

nencompliance, s ensure comrective action.

4

C-81-1

with past, present, and

lmplrml.nl Mmh.llmn Measures M-1-1s (Nesting Bird Protection Measures), M-i-Th
d

an ion Measures far Special-Slats Buts), and M-Rl-Te (Avoulanae

future projucts in the
vicinlly, could nenlt in
significant ammulative
{mpiscts on biological
msoures.

e Meswmres for Califomia Ked-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turle).

S revpective mitigotion messures

BEM = {SFPUC) Buroan of Environraentat Managbmont
CDFW = Califoiniz Dapadiment of Fish and Wikifits

CMB = (SFPUC) Constiuctian Menagenunt Bursau
EMA = (SFPUC) Enginearing Munagameat Burmay

ERO = SF Planning Dopanment Envimnroental Review Oficar

VIFWS = UnZed Stales Fish and Widife Seivics

SFPUC » Ban Frandsca Public Ulllifes Commission.

SutFiurciaco Wattaide Rueycivd Water Progct
HUARP

Eenitonmanial Flutuog Eass No, 204 AIE
Pugpt2015
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
City and County of San Francisco

RESOLUTIONNO. = 16-0049

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 (Project), in the City and County of San Francisco (City); and

WHEREAS, The Project is a water supply project approved by the SFPUC as part of the
WSIP; and

WHEREAS, The Project obJecuves are to construct a new recycled water treatment
facility, pump station, underground reservoir, and associated pipelines and that will produce and
delivery up to two 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, The State of California owns that certain property located at 100 Armory
Drive in San Francisco (Property) as an estate for years. The City owns a remainder interest in
the Property that will become effective upon the expiration of the State of California’s estate  in
2052. The San Francisco County Assessor s Office designates the Property as Block 7281, Lot
004; and .

WHEREAS, The City acquired the Property from the federal government pursuant to a
quitclaim deed recorded on August 19, 1953. By that deed, the federal government reserved the
right for the State of California National Guard (National Guard) to occupy the Property for 99
. years, The National Guard currently occupies the Property. The National Guard’s right to
oceupy the Property expires on January 28, 2052; and

WHEREAS, The Project includes the proposed comstruction of a Recycled Water
Treatment Facility (Recycled Water Facility) located at the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water Pollution
Control Plant (Oceanside Plant) and within a portion of the adjacent Property. That portion of
the Property designated for the Recycled Water Facility occurs in an area outside of the National
Guard fence that the SFPUC already currently manages pursuant to a landscape easement from
the State of California; and

© WHEREAS, Construction of the Recycled Water Facility will require one permanent
building easement, one permanent maintenance easement, and one temporary construction
easement (Easements) at the Property from the State of California, each across a port1on of the
Property that is not cmrently used by the National Guard; and

WHEREAS A City-hired independent appraiser issued an appraisal of the Property on

~July 30, 2015, and SFPUC staff and the City Real Estate Division reviewed and agreed with the
appraisal in-August 2015; and

.89




WHEREAS, An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as required by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was prepared for the Project and the Final FIR (FEIR) was
reviewed and certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on September 3, 2015

(Planning Departrnent File No. 2008.0091E) in its Motion No. M-19442. The FEIR prepared for

the Project is tiered from the Water S ystcm Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) adopted by the this Commission in Resolution No. 08-200 dated October 30, 2008, as
authorized and in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. On September 8, 2015, this
Commission, by Resolution 15-0187, (1) approved the Project; and (2) adopted CEQA Findings,
including a statement of overriding considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) required by CEQA; and (3) authorized the General Manager of the SFPUC to
implement the Project, in compliance with the Charter and applicable law, and subject to
subsequent Commission action and Board of Supervisors approval, where required; and

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

WHEREAS, City and the State of California have negotiated and prepared a proposed
Agreement for Purchase and Sale of Real Estate (Purchase Agreement), a copy of which is on
file with this Commission’s Secretary, which provides for the purchase of the Easements by Clty
from State; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That this Comrmssmn recommends to the Clty s Board of Superv1sors that
it approve the purchase of these Easements from the State of California for an amount not to
exceed $25,000; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission approves the terms and conditions of the

Purchase Agreement for the Easements and authorizes the General Manager and/or the Director .

of Property or their respective designees, subject to Board of Supervisors’ approval of the
proposed Easement purchase transaction, to execute the Purchase Agreement; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission authorizes the General Manager and/or
the Director of Property to enter into any amendments or modifications to the Purchase
Agreement, if approved: including without limitation, modification, addition, or deletion of
exhibits and to enter into any related documents, instruments, memoranda, or other agreements
reasonably necessary to consummate the transaction contemplated in the Purchase Agreement,
that the General Manager determines, in consultation with the City Aftorney, are in the best
interests of the City; do not materially increase the liabilities or obligations of the City or
materially diminish the benefits to the City; are necessary or advisable to effectuate the purposes
and intent of the Purchase Agreement or this Resolunon, and comply with all applicable laws
including the City Charter. .

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities
Commlssion at its meeting of March 8, 2016.

M@W\ﬂ@b

. Secretary, Public Utilities Commission
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San Franc1sco

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

November 3, 2017

Acquisition of easements for the
SFPUC Westside Recycled Water Project

Honorable Board of Supervisors
City & County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room.244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Board Members:

Enclosed for your consideration is a Resolution authorizing an agreement for
conveyance and acceptance of interests in real property from the State of
California Department of General Services acting on behalf of the State of
California Military Department consisting of easements for subsurface tiebacks,

access, and maintenance over real property as part of the SFPUC Water
System Improvement Program.

The Westside Recycled Water Project will provide up to 4 million gallons per
day of groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin to augment San
Francisco's municipal water supply. The project will diversify the SFPUC's
water supply by developing recycled water, developing 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 non-potable uses by
supplying those demands. with recycled water.

Through this proposed legislation, we are asking that the Board of Supervisors
to approve and authorize the Agreement for Conveyance and Acceptance of

Real Property between the State of California and the City and County of San
Francisco.

If you have any questions or need additional information, Please call Brian
Morelli of the SFPUC at 415-554-1545.

\

187

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 10th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

" Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

the Kwon
President

Vince Courtney
Vice President

Ann Mbller Caen
Commissioner

Francesca Vietor
Commissioner

Anson Moran
Commissionsr

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr.
General Manager




Respectfully,

Harlan L. Kelly Jr. %

SFPUC General Manager

cc:  Naomi Kelly, City Administrator

w/ Resolution;
Rosanna Russell SFPUC
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Existing Lincoln
Park Irrigation
Pump Station

Point of Connection’ /.

to Lineoln Park

BROY.

Presidia Golf Course y

Public Health Service District

Lincoln Park -

New Recycled Wa
Treatment Facility
at Oceanside WPCI

National Cemetery

I M
Existing Presidio Golf
Course Pump Station .. -~

Point of Con})ection .
2w to Presidio. ©

Existing Central Storage,
Existing Pump Station to GGP _

e e < AT S

New Central Storage,  _ -.-
New Pump Station to -+~
Lincoln Park and Presidio - IR

Sources’ Esni. Delorme. HAVTED . USGS, intermap. IPC. NRCAN, Esri
Japan, MET! Esri China (Hong Kong). Esri { Thaiand) TomTqm.:lzom ~
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Tahle
Site SPY Total Armoey Area | Easement Area Type
Bylding F2B1-004 335,100 sq.ft.4 4252sq.0t.2  Permanent
WMeintenance 7381-004 335,100 =g.f1.5 1857sa.fr.t  |Permanent
Smging | 7sL0M | 3510sqfts | 200sqite |“emparary
Tie Rack 7281004 A00sq. it | 25,2035q.ftt |Peamanent

Hotes The Bw‘d'ng' and Maintenonce Eozements are within the Londscope Easernent.

260 35

Bullding Eawsment
4,252 a4tk

Seale 1M=40" 2,082

Temperory Stiging Ared
enft

Tie Back Easement {cross hatehed)
Argrr 25,207 gt
Unencymbered Arpa; 10,837 3q fit {Red)

tadintendanee Edaement
1,857 sqfut

Natiatd! Gudrd
Armary 8214 R 4908
0B/18/1953

APN T2E1-004
335,100 spftt

City and County of San Franclseo Approizal Map
. . _— Natfondl Guard Armory ’ K
Public Utllities Commission Rewyeled Water Treatment Fucllity Y
| IR
Ho 573 !; J

Real Estata Services

02/13/2015

watlonal Guard Dverlaps dwg
Revized 06/29/2016

City and County of San Francisco
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