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FILE NO. 150700 RESOLUTION NO. 

[Real Property Acquisition - Easements from the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals - Regional 
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project, San Mateo County - $53,900] 

Resolution approving and authorizing the acquisition of one permanent subsurface 

easement and one temporary construction easement from Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 

District, a California non-profit public benefit corporation, for $53,900 to be used by the 

City and County of San Francisco under the Water System Improvement Program for 

the access, installation, modification, removal, inspection, maintenanc~, repair, 

replacement, periodic scheduled maintenance, emergency repairs, and construction of 

the project known as the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project, Project 

No. CUW30103; adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; 

adopting findings that the conveyance is consistent with the General Plan, and the 

eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and approving the Agreement 

and authorizing the Director of Property and/or the San Francisco Public Utilities · 

Commission General Manager to execute documents, make certain modifications, and 

take certain actions in furtherance of this Resolution, as defined herein. 

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

18 and approved the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project ("Project"), Project 

19 No. CUW30103, a water infrastructure project included as part of the Water System 

20 Improvement Program ("WSIP"), with a the primary purpose of providing an additional dry-

21 year regional water supply; and 

22 WHEREAS, The Project is located in the County of San Mateo and its completion 

23 would help the SFPUC achieve the WSIP Level of Service goal for Water Supply adopted by 

24 the SFPUC in Resolution No. 08-200; and 
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1 WHEREAS, The specific objectives of the Project are to conjunctively manage the 

2 South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated use of SFPUC surface water 

3 and groundwater pumped by the City of Daly City, the City of San Bruno, and the California 

4 Water SeNice Company ("Participating Pumpers") to provide supplemental SFPUC surface 

5 water to the Participating Pumpers in normal and wet years, resulting in a corresponding 

6 reduction of groundwater pumping, which then allows for in-lieu recharge of the South 

7 Westside Groundwater Basin to increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of 

8 the South Westside Groundwater Basin by up to an average annual volume of 7.2 million 

9 gallons per day and provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for SFPUC customers and 

10 increase water supply reliability during a multi-year drought cycle; and 

11 WHEREAS, An Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") as required by the California 

12 Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") was prepared for the Project by the San Francisco 

13 Planning Department, File No. 2008.1396E; and 

14 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on August 7, 2014 1) certified 

15 the FEIR for the Project by Motion No. M-19209; 2) adopted findings under CEQA, 

16 including the adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") and a 

17 statement of overriding considerations ("CEQA Findings") by Motion No. M-19210; and 3) 

18 found the Project consistent with the General Plan, and eight priority policies of Planning, 

19 Section 101.1 ("General Plan Findings") by Motion No. M-19211, a copy of the motions is 

20 on file with the Clerk of the Board of SupeNisors under File No. 150700, which is 

21 incorporated herein by this reference; and 

22 WHEREAS, The Project requires that the City acquire one (1) temporary construction 

23 easement and one (1) permanent subsurface easement (collectively, the "Easements") over 

24 and across portions of that real property owned by the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, a 
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1 California non-profit public benefit corporation ("Grantor") located in the City of South San 

2 Francisco in San Mateo County, CA; and 

3 · WHEREAS, On August 12, 2014, by SFPUC Resolution No. 14-0127, a copy of 

4 which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors under File No. 140945, which is 

5 incorporated herein by this reference, adopted CEQA Findings and approved the proposed 

6 acquisition of the Easements by authorizing the SFPUC General Manager and/or the 

7 Director of Property through consultation with the Office of the City Attorney, following 

8 Board of Supervisors approval of the acquisition of the Easements, to accept and execute 

9 final agreements, and any other related documents necessary to consummate the 

10 transactions contemplated therein; and 

11 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors on October28, 2014 approved Resolution 

12 No. 400-14, which included the adoption of CEQA Findings and the adoption of the San 

13 Francisco Planning Commission's General Plan Findings for the Project; a copy of which is 

14 on file with the Clerk of Board of Supervisors under File No.150700, which is incorporated 

15 herein by this reference; and 

16 WHEREAS, SFPUC staff, through consultation with the Director of Property and the 

17 Office of the City Attorney, have negotiated with the. Grantor the proposed terms and 

18 conditions of City's acquisition of the Easements as set forth in the form of an Agreement 

19 for Purchase and Sale of Real Estate ("Agreement"), between City, as Grantee, and 

20 Grantor, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors under File No. 

21 150700, which is incorporated herein by reference and is considered part of the record 

22 before this Board; and 

23 WHEREAS, The Project files, including SFPUC Resolution Nos. 08-200 and 14-0127 

24 and San Francisco Planning Department File No. 2008.1396E have been made available 
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for review by the Board of Supervisors and the public, and those files are considered part of 

I the record before this Board; and 

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

contained in the FEIR, and the CEQA Findings, including all written and oral information 

provided by the Planning Department, the public, relevant public agencies, the SFPUC and 

other experts and the administrative files for the Project; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, The Board of Supervisors, having reviewed and considered the FEIR 
I . 

j and record as a whole, finds that the proposed Agreement is within the scope of the project 

I analyzed in the FEIR and previously approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission, 

the SFPUC, and the Board of Supervisors; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, The Board finds that the FEIR is adequate for its use as the 

decision-making body for approval of the Agreement and hereby incorporates by reference 

the CEQA Findings made in Resolution No. 400-14, Board File No. 140945 concerning the 

Project; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, The Board further finds that since the FEIR was finalized, 

there have been no substantial project changes and no substantial changes in project 

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

18 new significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified 

19 I significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would 
I . 

\ change the conclusions set forth in the FEIR; and, be it 20 
I . . . 

\ FURTHER RESOLVED, The Board of Supervisors hereby incorporates by reference 

22 
1

1 
the General Plan Findings made in Resolution No. 400-14, Board File No. 140945 

21 

23 j concerning the Project; and, be it 

24 FURTHER RESOLVED, That in accordance with the recommendations of the Public 

25 Utilities Commission and the Director of Property, the Board of Supervisors hereby 
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1 approves the Agreement ahd the transaction contemplated thereby in substantially the form 

2 of such instrument presented to this Board; and, be it 

3 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors ratifies the Agreement and 

4 authorizes the Director of Property and/or the SFPUC's General Manager to enter into any 

5 additions, amendments, or other modifications to the Agreement (including, without 

6 limitation, the attached exhibits) that the Director of Property and/or the SFPUC's General 

7 Manager determines are in the best interest of the City, that do not materially inc'rease the 

8 obligations or liabilities of the City, and are necessary or advisable to complete the 

9 transaction contemplated in the Agreement and effectuate the purpose and intent of this 

10 resolution, such determination to be conclusively evidenced by the execution and delivery 

11 by the Director of Property of the Agreement and any amendments thereto; and, be it 

12 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Director of Property is hereby authorized and 

13 urged, in the name and on behalf of the City and County, to execute and deliver the 

14 Agreement with Granter upon the closing in accordance with the terms and conditions of 

15 the Agreement, and to take any and all steps (including, but not limited to, the execution 

16 and delivery of any and all certificates, agreements, notices, consents, escrow instructions, 

17 closing documents, and other instruments or documents) as the Director of Property deems 

18 necessary or appropriate in order to consummate the acquisition of the Easements 

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

20 resolution, such determination to be conclusively evidenced by the execution and delivery 

21 by the Director of Property of any such documents. 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE Sus-COMMITTEE MEETING JULY 22, 2015 

Department: 
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 

Legislative Objectives 

The proposed resolution would (1) approve a Purchase and Sale Agreement between the City 
and County of San Francisco and the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals for the acquisition of two 
easements located in San Mateo County and owned by the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals for 
$53,900_ to be used for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's Regional Groundwater 
Storage and Recovery Project; and (2) adopt findings that the purchase of the Easements is 
consistent with the City's General Plan and the eight priority policies of San Francisco Planning 
Code, Section 101.1. 

Key Points 

• In 2012, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission initiated the Regional Groundwater 
Storage and Recovery Project (Project). The Project consists of the construction of 16 
groundwater wells and well stations with total capacity of 7.2 million gallons of water to 
be used as a regional dry-year water supply. The estimated Project cost is $133,580,000, 
and is scheduled to be completed in July 2018. 

• Construction for the Project requires that the City and County of San Francisco acquire 
two easements across portions of property owned by the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, 
located in San Mateo County._ 

• Under the Purchase and Sale Agreement, the City would purchase two Easements, 
including one temporary construction easement and one permanent telephone and 
electrical·easement, at a total cost of $53~900 from the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals for 
use by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission for its Regional Groundwater Storage 
and Recovery Project. 

Fiscal Impact 

• Funding for the $53,900 was previously appropriated by the Board of Supervisors under 
the Water System Improvement Program. 

Recommendation 

• Approve the proposed resolution. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING JULY 22, 2015 

MANDATE STATEMENT 

Administrative Code Section 23.4 provides that acquisitions of real property are subject to 
Board of Supervisors approval. · 

BACKGROUND 

Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

In 2012, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) initiated the ·Regional 
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project (Project). The Project consists of the construction of 
16 groundwater wells and well stations with total capacity of 7.2 million gallons of water to be 
used as a regional dry-year water supply. The wells will connect the SFPUC's water transition 
system to water systems of Daly City, the City of San Bruno and the California Water Service 
Company. The estimated Project cost is $133,580,000, and is scheduled to be completed in July 
2018. The Project is part of the SFPUC's Water System Improvement Program (WSIP), a $4.8 
billion program to repair, replace, and seismically upgrade SFPUC's water infrastructure. 

The Board of Supervisors previously appropriated $113,580,000 in Water Revenue Bonds for 
the Project1. In October 2014, the Board of Supervisors adopted findings related to the 

. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the San Francisco Planning Commission's 
General Plan findings for the Project (File No. 14-0945). 

Acquisition of Easements 

Construction for the Project requires that the City and County of San Francisco acquire two 
easements (Easements) across portions of property owned by Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, 
located San Mateo County. The Real Estate Division retained Associated Right of Way Services, 
Inc., to appraise the acquisition of the Easements. Associated Right of Way Services, Inc. is a 
consulting firm specializing in acquisition of property for public projects2

• On August 12; 2014, 
the SF PUC approved the proposed acquisition of the Easements. 

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

The proposed resolution would (1) approve a Purchase and Sale Agreement between the City 
and County of San Francisco and the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals for the acquisition of two 
Easements located in San Mateo County and owned by the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals for 
$53,900 to be used for the SFPUC's Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project; (2) 

1 Files 10-0337, 11-1031, 13-0483 appropriated funds for the Project, and additional monies were funded from 
previous WSIP appropriations in files 92-10, 104-03, 65-04, 54-05, 196-05, 89-06, 22-07, 53-08, 247-08, 311-08, 37-
09, and 230-11. . 
2 The appraisal value was determined by comparing four sales of similar properties throughout the Bay Area. The 
price for these sales ranged from $21.42 to $74.51 per square foot. Value of the subject property was determined 
to be $60 per square foot at its highest and best use. However, the subject property is currently used as a hospital, 
which limits its future use, thus reducing its value to an average price of $5.16 per square foot. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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adopt findings that the purchase of the Easements is consistent with the City's General Plan and 
the eight priority policies of San Francisco Planning Code, Section 101.13

• 

CEQA Findings and City's General Plan 

As stated previously, the Board of Supervisors adopted CEQA findings and the San Francisco 
Planning Commission's General Plan Findings for the Project in October i014. The proposed 
resolution would find that the acquisition of the Easements is within the scope of the Project 
analyzed in the CEQA findings and the Planning Commission's findings that the Project is 
consistent with the City's General Plan and Planning Code. According to Mr. Joshua Keene, 
Project Manager at the Real Estate Department, easements were considered to be the 
appropriate. transaction to secure rights to use the subject property because they are 
irrevocable, unlike a lease which does not confer the same level of protection. Mr. Keene 
further states that the use of easements is standard for construction projects, which require 
high fixed costs of capital, and require a higher level of protection for a project to move 
forward. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Purchase and Sale Agreement for Easements 

Under the Purchase and Sale Agreement, the City would purchase two easements, including 
one temporary construction easement and one permanent telephone and electrical easement, 
at a total cost of $53,900 from the Kaiser Foundation Hospitals for use by the SFPUC for its 
Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. Table 1 below summarizes the two 
easements to be purchased. 

Table 1: Purchase of Easements 

Approximate 
Easement Square Feet Price per Amount 

Square Foot 

Temporary Construction Easement 9,525 $4.48 $42,691 

Permanent Telephone and Electrical Easement 930 $12.00 11,160 

Total 10,455 $5.16. $53,9004 

*Average per square foot cost 

3 The Eight Priorities of City Planning Code Section 101.1 include: (1) Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses must 
be preserved and enhanced, and future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such 
businesses enhanced; (2) existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; (3) the City's supply of affordable housing be 
preserved and enhanced; (4) commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking; (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 resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; (6) the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness 
to protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake; (7) that landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 
and (8) parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 
4 The total purchase price of all seven easements is $53,851. However, the negotiated sale price was rounded up to 
$53,900. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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As shown in Table 1 above, based on 10,455 square feet at an average cost of $5.16 per square 
foot, as determined by an appraisal firm, the cost of acquiring the easements is $53,900. 
Funding for the $53,900 was previously appropriated by the Board of Supervisors under the 
Water System Improvement Program. 

The temporary construction easement expires after nine months, and the SFPUC has the option 
to extend the term for an additional six months on a month-to-month basis, for a total term of 
fifteen months. SFPUC will continue to pay the same rate for the easement during the 
extension period. Mr. Carlos Jacobo, Budget Director for SFPUC, states that any additional cost 
to extend the term for the construction easement is included in the Project budget. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the proposed resolution. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

24 



'-' ,:, > 
..__: ,'- ; ,-. 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator 

John Updike 
Director of Real E~tate 

June 22, 2015 

Through Naomi Kelly, City Administrator 

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: 

Regional Groundwater Storage 
and Recovery Project 
Easement Acquisition 

Enclosed for your consideration is a Resolution authorizing an agreement for purchase and sale of real 
estate between the City and County of San Francisco on behalf of the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC) and Kaiser Foundation Hospitals to acquire one permanent subsurface 
easeme:q.t and one temporary construction easement for Fifty-Three Thousand Nine Hundred Dollars 
($53,900.00). The acquisition is necessary to facilitate the SFPUC's Regional Groundwater Storage 
and Recovery Project. Through this proposed legislation, we are asking that the Board of Supervisors: 

1. Approve and authorize the acquisition of the easements. 

2. Re-adopts and incorporates findings under the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA"), which were previously adopted by the Board of Supervisors last fall; 

3. Re-adopts and incorporates fmdings that the conveyance of the easements is consistent with the 
City's General Plan and eight priority policies of City Planning Code Section 101.1 which, 
were previously adopted by the Board last fall; 

4. Approve the Purchase and Sale Agreement and authorize the Director of Property and/or 
SFPUC Gen~ral Manager to execute documents, make certain modifications, and take certain 
actions in furtherance of the resolution. 

I:\ Work\MBayol\PUC General\KaiserFoundation\KaiserBoardCvrLtr.doc 
Office of the Director of Real Estate • 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 • San Francisco; CA 94102 - ~-.,.,., - -



Should you have any questions or need additional information, do not hesitate to call Ma:rta Bayol of 
our office at 554-9865 

cc: Naomi Kelly, City Administrator 

w/ Resolution; 
Brian Morelli,SFPUC 

Res~< 

John Updike if' 
Director of Real Estate 



PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 14-0127 

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) staff have developed a 
project description under the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) for the improvements 
to· the regional water supply system, otherwise known as Project No. CUW30103, Regional 
Groundwater Storage and Recovery; and 

WHEREAS, The primary objective of the Project is to provide an additional dry-year 
regional water supply. Specific objectives of the Project are to: 

• Conjunctively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the 
coordinated use of SFPUC surface water and grot'mdwater pumped by the Daly 
City, San ·Bruno, and California Water Service Company ("Participating 
Pumpers''); 

• Provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Participating Pumpers in 
normal and wet years, resulting in a corresponding reduction of groundwater 
pumping, which then allows for in~lieu recharge of the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin; 

• Increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin by up to an average annual volume of 7.2 mgd; and 

• Provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for SFPUC customers and increase 
water supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle. 

WHEREAS, On August 7, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the 
Final Environm.ental Impact Report (FEIR) in Planning Department File No. 2008.1396E, 
consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (BIR), the Comments and Responses 
document and folmd that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR 
was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with. the. provisions of the Califomia 
Environmental Quality Act (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 Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to the Draft BIR, and 
certified the completion of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines in its 
Motion Nos. 19209; 192010; 192011; and 

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

WHEREAS, The Project and FEIR files have been made available for review by the 
SFPUC and the public in File No. 2008.1396E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San 
Francisco, California; and those files are part of the record before this Commission; and 



WHEREAS, SFPUC staff prepared proposed findings, as required by CEQA, (CEQA 
Findings) in Attachment A to this Resolution and a proposed Mitigation, Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (M1v1RP) in Attachment B to this Resolution, which material was made 
available to the public and the Commission for the Commission's review, consideration and 
action; and 

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

WHEREAS, A Final Programmatic ElR (PElR) 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 
MMRP as required by CEQA on October 30, 2008 by Resolution No. 08-0200; and 

· WHEREAS, The FEIR prepared for the Project is tiered from the PEIR, as authorized by 
and in accordance with CEQ A; 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 SFPUC staff will comply with Government Code Section 7260 et seq. 
· statutory procedures for possible acquisition of interests (temporary or permanent) in the 

following real property in San Mateo County (1) Assessor's Parcel# 002-410-050 in Daly City, 
owned by Lake Merced Golf and Country Club, (2) Assessor's Parcels # 002-072-240, -250 and 
002-201-650 in Daly City, owned by John Daly Boulevard Associates/West Lake Associates, (3) 
Assessor's Parcels # 006-111-540 and 006-111-460 in Daly City, owned by Jefferson School 
District, (4) Assessor's Parcel # 008-421-120 in Colma, owned by TSE Serramonte, (5) 
Assessor's Parcel's # .(unknown) for property owned by BART/SAMTRANS in South San 
Francisco, (6) Assessor's Parcel # 010-212-100 in South San Francisco, owned by Costco 
vVholesale Corporation, (7) Assessor's Parcel# 010-292-210 in South San Francisco, owned by 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, (8) Assessor's Parcel # 093-220-010 in Millbrae, leased by 
OSH/Lowes Corporation, and (9) Assessor's Parcel# 014-320-0lOin s·an Bruno, owned by .the 
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. The total combined purchase price for the acquisition of 
these prnperty interests is estimated to not exceed $1,500,000; and 

WHEREAS, The Project includes work located on the property of the City of South San 
Francisco, Town of Colma, Lake Merced Golf Club, Jefferson Elementary School District and 
the Participating Pumpe;rs, and SFPUC staff may seek to enter into Memoranda of Agreement 
("MOAs") with these entities, addressing such matters as (a) SFPUC's commitments to restore or 
replace, pursuant to agreed specifications, certain improvements owned by the respective 
entities, (b) cooperative procedures and fees relating to local permits, if any, inspections, and 
communications to the public concerning Project construction, (c) the form of necessary · 
encroachment permits or other property agreements for Project construction, and (d) the parties' 
respective indemnification and insurance obligations; and 



WHEREAS, The Project will require Board of Supervisors approval of Mitigation 
Agreements with iuigators overlying the South Westside Basin under Charter section 9.118; and 

WHEREAS, The Project requires the General Manager to negotiate and execute an 
Operating Agreement with the Participating Pumpers, and related agreements to carry out the 
Operating Agreement . The Operating Agreement to be negotiated and executed is substantially 
in the form attached to this Resolution as Attachment C; and 

WHEREAS, The Project 11IlvfRP requires the SFPUC to negotiate and execute Mitigation 
Agreements with Cypress Lawn Memorial Park Cemetery; Eternal Home Cemetery, Hills of 
Eternity/Home of Peace/Salem Cemeteries; Holy Cross Catholic Cemetery; Italian Cemetery; 
Olivet Cemetery; and Woodlawn Cemetery in Colma, and the California Golf Club in South San 

· Francisco. The Mitigation Agreements to be negotiated and executed are substantially in the 
form attached to this Resolution as Attachment D; and 

WHEREAS, The Project NIMRP requires the SFPUC to 1) negotiate and execute an 
amendment to the 2009 :Water Supply Agreement (WSA) with the SFPUC's wholesale water 
customers regarding delivery of replacement water from the Regional Water System as an 
interim mitigation action to irrigators overlying ihe South Westside Basin; and 2) negotiate and 
execute a wheeling agreement with California Water Service Company for delivery of 
replacement w·ater to iITigators overlying the South Westside Basin as an interim mitigation 
action; and 

WHEREAS, Implementation of the Project mitigation measures will involve consultation 
wiih, or reqtlrred approvals by, state regulatory agencies, including but not limited to the 
following: California Department of Health, San Frandsco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, State Water Resources Control Board, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and California Department of Fish and Grune; and 

WHEREAS, The 'Project may require the SFPUC General Manager to apply for and 
execute various necessary permits, encroachment permits, or other approvals with, includmg but 
not limited to, the California Department of Transportation; County of San Mateo; Town of 
Colma, and cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco, and those permits 
shall be consistent with SFPUC existing fee or easement interests, where applicable, and will 
include terms and conditions including, but not limited to, maintenance, repair and relocation of 
improvements· and possibly indemnity obligations; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, 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 Findirigs, including the Statement of Overriding Considerations, attached 
hereto as Attachment A and incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference 
thereto, and adopts the MMRP attached to this Resolution as Attachment B and incorporated 
herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto, ·and authorizes a request to the Board 
of Supervisors to adopt the same CEQA Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations a..11d 
MMRP; and be it 



FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby approves Project No. 
CUW30103, Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project and authorizes staff to 
proceed with actions necessary to. implement the Project consistent with this Resolution, 
including advertising for construction bids, provided, however, that staff will return to seek 
Commission approval for award 9f the construction contract; and be it 

· FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes the SFPUC General 
Manager and/or the Director of Real Estate to undertake the process, in compliance with 
Government Code Section 7260 et seq., with the San Francisco Charter and all applicable laws, 
for possible acquisition of interests (temporary or permanent) in the following real property in 
San Mateo County (1) Assessor's Parcel# 002-410-050 in Daly City, owned by Lake Merced 
Golf and Country Club, (2) Assessor's Parcels # 002-072-240, -250 and 002-201-650 in Daly 
City, owned by West Lake Associates/John Daly Blvd. Assoc, (3) Al!sessor's Parcels #·006-111-
540 and 006-111-460 in Daly City, owned by Jefferson Elementary School District, ( 4) 
Assessor's Parcel # 008-421-120. in Colma,. owned- by TSE Serramonte, ~.P. and leased by 
Kohl's Depaitment Store, (5) Assessor's Parcels (unknown) for property owned by 
BART/SAMTRANS in South San Francisco, (6) Assessor's Parcel# 010-212-100 in South San 
Francisco, owned by Costco Wholesale Corporation, (7) Assessor's Parcel # 093-331-080 in 
South San Francisco, owned by the City of South San Francisco, (8) Assessor's Parcel# 010-
292-210 in South San Francisco, owned by Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, (9) Assessor's Parcel# 
093-220-010 in Millbrae, leased by OSH/Lowes Corporation, and (10) Assessor's Parcel# 014-
320-010 in San Bruno, owned by the U.S.A., and to seek Board of Supervisors' approval if 
necessary, and provided that any necessary Board approval has been obtained, to accept and 
execute final agreements, and any other related docmnents necessary to consummate the 
transactions contemplated therein, in such form, approved by the City Attorney; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, The General Manager will confer with the Commission during· 
the negotiation process on real estate agreements as necessary, and report to the Commission on 
all agreements submitt.ed to the Board. of Supervisors for approval; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes the General Manager 
to negotiate and execute Memoranda of Agreement, if necessary, to perform work on the 
property of the City of South San Francisco, Town of Colma, Lake Merced Golf Club, Jefferson 
Elementary School District and the Participating Pumpers (collectively the "Project MOAs") in 
a form: that the General Manager determines is in. the public interest and is acceptable, necessary, 
and advisable to effectuate the purposes and intent of this Resolution, and in compliance with the 
Charter and all applicable laws, and approved as to form by the City Attorney. The Project 
MOAs may address such matters as (a) SFPUC's commitments to restore or replace, pursuant to 
agreed specifications, certain. improvements owned by the respective. local jurisdictions, (b) 
cooperative procedures and fees relating to local permits, inspections, and communications to the 
public concerning Project construction., ( c) the form of necessary encroachment pennits or other 
property licenses required to pennit Project construction., and (d) the parties' respective 
indemnification and insurance obligations, subject to the San Francisco Risk Manager~s 
approval; and be it 



FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes the SFPUC General 
Manager to seek Board of Supervisors approval for the Controller's release of reserve for the 
Project; and be it · 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes the SFPUC General 
Manager to negotiate and execute an Operating Agreement with the City of Daly City, the City 
of San Bruno, and California Water Service Company, substantially in the form attached to this 
Resolution as Attachment C, along with more detailed site ~pecific. agreements for the operation 
of Project wells by the Participating Pumpers and the shared use of facilities owned by the 
Participating Pumpers for water treatment and distribution, as contemplated by the Operating 
Agreement; and be it 

·FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes the SFPUC General 
Manager to negotiate and execute Mitigation Agreements with Cypress Lawn Memorial Park 
Cemetery; Eternal Home Cemetery; Hills of Eternity/Home of Peace/Salem Cemeteries; Holy 
Cross Catholic Cemetery; Italian Cemetery; Olivet Cemetery; and Woodlawn Cemetery in 
Colma, and the California Golf Club in South San Francisco substantially in the forms attached 
to this Resolution as Attachment D, and to seek Board of Supervisors approval of the Mitigation 
Agreements under Ch?rter Section 9.118, along with the approval of the settlement of any CEQA 
appeals filed by these irrigators based on the terms of the Mitigation Agreements; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission authorizes the General Manager, or his 
designee, to consult with, or apply for, and, if necessary, seek Board of Supervisors' approval; 
and if approved, to· accept and execute permits or required approvals by state regulatory 
agencies, including but not limited to, the California Department of Public Health, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, the State Water Resources Control Board, the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management. District, the State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, including 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 requested permit or approval, as necessary for the Project; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission authorizes the General Manager, or his 
designee, to appry for and execute various necessary permits and encroachment permits or other 
approvals with, including but not limited to, the California Department of Transportation; 
County of San Mateo; Town of Colma; and the cities of Daly City. Millbrae, San Bruno, and 
South San Francisco, which permits or approvals shall be consistent with SFPUC's existing fee 
or easement interests, where applicable. To the extent that the terms and conditions of the 
permits will require SFPUC to · indemnify the respective jurisdictions, 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,. including but not limited to those 
relating to maintenance, repair and relocation of improvements, th-at are 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 requested use as necessary for the 
Project; and be it 



' ' 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission authorizes the General Manager to work 
with the Director of Real Estate to seek Board approval if necessary, and provided any necessary 
Board approval is obtained, to accept and execute the real property agreements· authorized 
herein; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission autho1izes the General Manager, or his 
designee; to enter into any subsequent additions, amendments or other modifications to the 
permit.;;, licenses, encroachment removal agreements, leases, easements, other Use Instruments 
or real property agreements, Operating Agreements, and Mitigation Agreements or amendments 
thereto, as described· herein, that the General Manager, in .consultation with the Real Estate 
Services director and the City Attorney, determines are in the best interests of the SFPUC and 
the City, do not materially decrease the benefits to the SFPUC or the City, and do not materially 
increase the obligations or liabilities of the SFPUC or the City, such determination to be 
conclusively evidenced by the execution and delivery of any such additions, amendments, or 
other modifications. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities Commission at 
its meeting of August 12, 2014. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission l\llotion No. M-19209 

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

Staff Contact: 

August 7, 2014 
2008.1396E 
Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

. Various Locations in San Mateo County 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Timothy Johnston -(415) 575-9035 
Timothy.Tohnston@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE PROPOSED REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Comrnis~ion") hereby 
CERTIFIES the Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2008.1396E, Regiohal 
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project (hereinafter, "Project"), located San Mateo County, 
based upon the following findings: 

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

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report ( "EIR") was 
required for the Project and provided public notice of that determination by publication 
in a newspaper of general circulation, and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082, prepared and circulated a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") to local, State, and 
federal agencies and to other interested parties on June 24, 2009. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, the Department conducted a scoping meeting on July 
9, 2009, in the Project vicinity. The purpose of the meeting was to present the proposed 
Project to the public and receive public input regarding the proposed scope of the EIR 
analysis. The Department accepted public comments between June 24, through July 28, 
2009. A scoping report was prepared to summarize the public scoping process and the 
comments received in response to the NOP, and the report is included in Appendix B of 
the Draft EIR. 

www.sfplanning.org 

1650 Mission 81. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-24 79 

Receplion: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

B. On April 10, 2013, 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 (the public; 
review period was extended for two weeks, concluding on June 11, 2013, resulting in a 
62-day public review period), and of the date and time of the Planning Commission 
public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons 
requesting such notice and other interested parties . 

. C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were 
posted near the Project site by Department staff on April 10, 2013. The Notice of 
Availability was also made available at the main public library in San Francisco and at 
public libraries in San Mateo County. Additional notices of availability were disfyibuted 
and published on May 29, 2013, to announce the extended public review period. 

D. On April 10, 2013, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of 
person.S requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent 
property owners,. and to goveniment agencies, the]atter 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 April 10, 2013. 

. 2. The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the DEIR to accept 
written or oral comments on May 16, 2013. The Planning Department also held a local 
public hearing in the project vicinity in San Mateo County on May 14, 2013. The public 
hearing transcripts are in the Project record. The extended period for acceptance of written 
comments ended on June 11, 2013. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the 
public hearing and in writing during the extended 62-day 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. The 
Department provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by 
cornmenters, as well as SFPUC and the Planning Department, to address Project updates 
since publication of the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to Comments 
document ("RTC"), published on July 9, 2014, distributed to the Commission on July 10, 
2014, and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon 
request at the Department and oh the Department's website. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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 Comrn:ission. Jonas Ionin is the custodian of the 
records. Copies of the DEIR and associated reference materials, as well as the RTC 
document, are also available for review at public libraries in San Francisco, as well as on the 
Department's website. 

6. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the 
Project described in the FEIR, will not have Project-specific significant effects on the 
environment that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level with 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

7. The Commission further finds, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, that the Project 
described in the FEIR is a component of the SFPUC's adopted Water Supply Improvement 
Program ("WSIP") for which the Planning Commission certified a Program Environmental 
Impact 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 August 7, 2017, the Commissio~ 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. 2008.1396E, Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery 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 · 
COMPLETION of said Final Environmental Impact Report in compliance with CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its 
regular meeting of August 7, 2014. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Jonas Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
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AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hills, Johnson, Moore, Wu (Sugaya recused) 

NOES: none 

ABSENT: none 

ADOPTED: August 7, 2014 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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ENDORSED 
F I L E b 

SAN FRANCISCO San Francisco County Clerk 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT _SEP 09, 2014 

Approval Date: 
Case No.: 
State Clearinghouse No: 
Project Title: 
Location: 

Lead Agencij: 
Staff Contact: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Notice of Determination by: JEANETTE YU 

September 8, 2014 

2008.1396E 

2005092026 

Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

Deputy County Clerk 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

The project is located.in the southern Westside Groundwater Basin, Fax: 
Project facilities would be constructed in various locations throughout 415.55B.64o9 

San Mateo County Planning 

City and County of San Francisco · Information: 

Timothy Johnston, San Francisco Planning Department (415) 575-9035,415·558·6377 

T1mothy.lohnston@sfgov.org 
City and County of San Francisco, through the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission 
Kelley Capone, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (415) 934-5715, 

KCapone@sfwater.org 

To: County Clerk, City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall Room 168 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Ri ursuant to the California Environmental ·Quality Act (CEQA), the Guidelines of the Secretary for 
a> esources, and San Francisco requirements, this Notice of Determination is transmitted to you forfiling. 
c::> t the end of the posting period, please return this Notice to the Staff Contact with a notation of the 
8J riod it was posted. 
(/) 

tached fee: 
_x_ $58 filing fee AND _x_ $3,029.75 EIR Fee 

Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project is a groundwater storage and recovery project 

~ ated in northern San Mateo County that the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 

pr poses to operate in conjunction with Daly City, San Bruno and CalWater (referred to as the "Partner 

L-----Ar:-=gencies"). The SFPUC supplies surface water to the Partner Agencies fror:n its regional water system. 

The Partner Agencies currently supply potable water to their retail customers through a combination of 

groundwater from the southern portion of the Westside Groundwater Basin (referred to as the "South 

Westside Groundwater Basin") and purchase~ SFPUC surface water. Under the Project, SFPUC would 

provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies during normal and wet years and in 

turn the Partner Agencies would reduce their groundwater pumping for the purpose of allowing the 

amount of groundwater in the South Westside Groundwater Basin to recharge. Then~ during dry years, 

the Partner Agencies ·and the SFPUC would pump the increased stored groundwater using 16 new well 

facilities. The dry-year groundwater supply would be blended with water from the SFPUC's regional 

\.VVvvv.sfplanning.org 
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Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

water system and .would as a result increase the available water supply to all regional water system 

customers during dry years. 

The SFPUG would construct the following facilities to implement the Project. 

The SFPUC would .construct 16 new groundwater well facilities within the South Westside Groundwater 

Basin: The well facilities would be selected from 19 possible locations; the three additional locations 

would serve as backup locations in the event one of the 16 preferred locations is determined to be 

infeasible. Together, the 16 new wells facilities would have ari. annual average pumping capacity of 7.2 

million gallons per day (mgd), equivalent to 8,100 acre-feet (af) per year. 

Each of the well facilities would consist of a groundwater well pump s·tation, distribution piping and 

utility connections. Depending on the site and quality of the groundwater at the site, the well facility 

wo1.1.ld be located: (1) in a fenced enclosure (most also would provide onsite disinfection); (2) within a 

building; (3) in a building with an additional treatment facility (i.e., pH adjustment, fluoridation, and/or 

iron/manganese removal); or (4) in a building with an additional treatment and filtration facility .. Two. 

sites may have jm;t a well facility in a fenced enclosure and rely .on a consolidated treatment and filtration 

facility at another location, or may have their own treatment and filtration facilities. The 19 possible sites, 

depending on whether· the consolidated treatment and filtration facility is feasible, consist of four t6 six 

sites with a well facility in a fenced enclosure; one site with a well facility in a 700 square foot building; 

five sites with a well and treatment facility in an approximately 1,500 square foot structure; and seven to 

nine sites with a well and treatment plus filtration facility ih an approximately 2,000 to 3,000 square foot · 

structure. The Prqject also would upgrade the existing Daly City Westlake pump station by adding three 

· booster pumps and disinfection and fluoridation treatment, including new fluoride, chlorine, and 

ammonia chemical storage tanks, replaced or upgraded chemical metering pumps, and a resized 

. transformer, so that it could serve proposed Sites 2, 3 and 4. 

The SFPUC would operate the facilities in conjunction With the Partner Agencies through an Operating 

Agreement. The Operating Agreement provides for the Partner Agencies to accept surface water 

deliveries from the SFPUC during normal and wet years of up to 5.52 mgd in lieu of pumping a like 

amount of groundwater from their existing facilities. Then in dry years, the Partner Agencies would 

pump from their existing wells· and any new wells to designated quantities totaling 6.9 mgd over a five

year averaging period. The SFPUC also would pump from the Project wells during dry years. SFPUC 

pumping for dry year regional water system supply could last for up to 7.5 years. 

The.SFPUC would establish an SFPUC Storage Account to maintain an accounting of actual amounts of 

in-lieu water stored, taking into account in-lieu deliveries, metered decreases to groundwater pumping, 

and losses from· the South Westside Groundwater Basin resulting from the Project. The expected 

maximum increased storage volume that the Project is expected to achieve in the South Westside 

Groundwater Basin is 60,500 af. The accounting process would assure that only the in-lieu water actually 

stored is pumped. When the SFPUC Storage Account is full, with the £ull 60,500 af in storage, and there is 

no shortage reciuiring the SFPUC to pump groundwater from the Project wells, pumping by Partner. 

Agencies could not exceed 7.6 mgd in any year of the five-year averaging period under the terms of the 

proposed Operating Agreement. 
SAN FRANCISCO 
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The SFPUC also could undertake pumping .during emergencies, system rehabilitation, scheduled. 

maintenance or mal~nctioning of the water system, and upon a recommendation of the operating 

committee established by the Operating Agreement for purposes of management of the South Westside 

Groundwater Basin. 

This is to advi,se that the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, on behalf of the City and County of 
San Francisco, finally approved the Project on August 12, 2014, effective September 8, 2014. A copy of the 

documents may be examined at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 
CA 94103, in file no. 2008.1396E and at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Project No. 
CUW30103 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 · 

Goldeii Gate A venue, San Francisco; California 94102. The approval action for the Project by the SC).n 

Francisco Publ~c Utilities Commission: SFPUC Resolution No. 14-0127, adopting CEQA. Findings, 

approving the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project, and authorizing the General 

Manager to implement the Project. The approval actions for the Project by the San Francisco Planning 
Commission on August 7, 2014: Planning Commission Motion No. 19209, certifying the Final 
Environmental Impact Report; Planning Co.mrnission Motio::i- No. 192l0, adopting CEQA Findings; 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19211, approving a General Plan Referral finding the Prnject consistent 

with the General Plan. 

DETERMINATION: 

1. An Environmental Impact Report has been prepared pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. It is 
available to the public and may be examined at the Planning Department at the above address. 

2. A determination has .been made that the project in its approved form will contribute to a 

significant effect on the environm·ent. 

3. Findings were made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
4. A statement of overriding considerations was adopted. 
5. Mitigation measures were made a condition of project approval. 

John Rahaim 

By Sarah B. Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 

cc: Kelley Capone, SFPUC 

Elaine Warren, San Francisco City Attorney's Of6ce 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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State of California-The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
··:1; 
'. • Q 2014 ENVIRONMENTAL FILING FEE CASH RECEIPT 

· SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE. TYPE OR PRINT CLEARLY 
LEAD AGENCY 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

COUNT)'/STATEAGENCY OF FILING. 

SAN FRANCISCO/CA 

PROJECT TITLE -

REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT 

PROJECT APPLICANT NAME 

TIMOTHY JOHNSTON 

PROJECT APPLICANTADDRESS I CITY 
1650 MISSION ST SF 

PROJECT APPLICANT (Check appropriate box): 

RECEIPT# 

270983 
STATE CLEARING HOUSE ii (II applicable) 

DATE 

09/9/2014 
DOCUMENT NUMBER 

510838 

I PHONE NUMBER 
(415 )575-9035 

STATE I ZIP CODE 
CA 94103 

18! Local Public Agency 0 School District OOther Special District 0State Agency 0Private Entity 

CHECK, APPLICABLE FEES: 

18! Environmental Impact Report (EIR) $3,029.75 $ 3029.75 

D Mitigated/Negative Declaration (MND)(ND) . $2,181.25 $ 

0 Application Fee Water.Diversion (State Water Resources Control Board only) $850.00 . $ 

D. Projects Subject to Certified Regulatory Programs (CRP) $1,030.25 $ 

l:8l County Administrative Fee $58.00 $ 58.00 

0 Project that is exempt from fees 

D Notice of Exemption (attach) 

D CDFW No Effect Determination (attach) 

0 Other $ 

PAYMENT METHOD: 
D Cash D Credit 0 Check 18! Other 

TOTAL RECEIVED $ 3,087.75 RAUW1 5000045 

\ 
SIGNATURE \_ Printed Name: TITLE 

x Jeanette Yu 
Deputy County Clerk 

\· 
ORIGINAL - PROJECT APPLICANT COPY - DFG/ASB COPY - LEAD AGENCY COPY - COUNTY CLERK FG753.5a (Rev. 12/13) 





SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19210 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS 

HEARING DATE AUGUST 7, 2014 

Date: July 31, 2014 
Case No.-2008.1396E 

165.0 Mission St 
Sulte400 
San F.ranclsco, 
CA 94103-2.479 

Repeptlon; 
415.sss.aa78 
~ax:. 
415.558.6409 Case No. 

Project Name 
Zoning: 

For SFPUC Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project f>lanrnng 

Block/Lot No.: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

N/A; Various locations, San Francisco Peninsula lnfurmatlon: 
N/A; Various locations; San Francisco Peninsula. See attachment for415.558.6377 
individual locations. 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Greg Bartow 
525 Golden Gate Ave., lQUt Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Paolo Jkezoe - (415) 575-9137 
P aolo.Ikezoe@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 IN SAN MATEO COUNTY A 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT TO SUPPLY UP TO 7.2 
MILLION GALLONS PER DAY OF GROUNDWATER DURING DRY YEARS OR EMERGENCIES 

PREAMBLE 

On April 10, 2013, 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 (the public review period was extended for two weeks, 
concluding on June 11, 2013, resulting in a 62-day public review period), and of the date and time of the 
Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of 
persons requesting such notice and other interested parties, posted near the Project site, and made 
available· at the main public library in San Francisco and at public libraries in San Mateo County. 
Additipnal notices of availability were distributed and published on May 29, 2013, to announce the 
extended public review period. 

On April 10, 2013, 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 Oearinghouse. The DEIR was posted on the 

www .sfplanning.org 
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Department's website. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the 
State Clearinghouse on April 10, 20i3. 

The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the DEIR to accept written or oral 
comments on May 16, 2013. The. Planning Department also held a local public hearing in the project 
vi_cinity in San Mateo County on May 14, 2013. The public hearing transcripts are in the Project record. 
The extended period for acceptance of written comments ended on June 11, 2013. 

·The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 
and in writing during the extended 62 day public review period for the DEIR, and prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that became 
available during the public review period. The Department provided additional, updated information 
and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well as the staffs of the· SFPUC and the Planning 
Department, to address Project updates since publication of the DEIR. This material was presented in a 
Responses to Comments document ("RTC"), published on July 9, 2014, distributed to the Commission on 
July 10, 2014, and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at 
the Department and on the Department's website. 

On August'7, 2014, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a public hearing on 
the Final Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for the Project, consisting of the Draft Ellvironmental 
Impact Report, the RTC, and any additional co~tations, comments and information received during 
the review process. The Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found the contents of 
said report and the procedures through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 
the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

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. 2008,1396E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, 
California. 

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

On August 7, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting on Case No. 2008.1396E 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 
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written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the SFPUC, the Planning Department staff, 
and other interested parties, 

MOVED; that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and adopts the MMRP attached as Exhibit 1 based on the following findings: 

FINDING?. 

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

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

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review 
process for the Project (Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Environmental Inipact . . 
Report, Planning Department Case No., 2008.1396E, State Clearinghouse No. 2009062096 (the "Final 
EIR" or "EIR")), the approval actions to be taken and the location ofrecords; 

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

Section ID 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 
s~pport of the Commission's actions and rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project. 
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The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have been . 
proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit 1 to this Motion. The MMRP is 
required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit 1 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 1 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 1. 

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 ~pact 
Report ("Draft EIR" or "DEIR") or the Comments and Responses document ("C&R") in the Final EIR are 
for ease of reference and are no( 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 Commission adopts and implement~ the GSR Project identified in the Final EIR. The 
GSR Project as adopted by the Commission is described in detail in the Draft EIR at pages 3-4 through 3-
122. Clarifications regarding the GSR Project description are contained in the C&R in Section 9.5.3. A 
summary. of the key components of the GSR Project follows. 

The GSR is a groundwater storage and recovery project located in northern San Mateo County that the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC") proposes to operate in conjunction with Daly 
City, San Bruno and CalWater (referred to as the "Partner Agencies"). The SFPUC supplies surface 
water to the Partner Agencies from its regional water system. The Partner Agencies currently supply 
potable water to their retail customers through a combination of groundwater from the southern portion of 
the Westside Groundwater Basin (referred to as the "South Westside Groundwater Basin") and purchased 
SFPUC surface water. Under the Project, SFPUC would provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to 
the Partner Agencies during normal and wet years and in turn the Partner Agencies would reduce their 
groundwater pumping for the purpose of allowing the amount of groundwater in :the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin to recharge. Then, during dry years, the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC would 
pump the increased stored groundwater using 16 new well facilities. The dry-year groundwater supply 
would be blended with water 'from the SFPUC's regional water system and would as a result increase the 
available water supply to all regional water system customers during dry years. 

The SFPUC would construct the following facilities to implement the Project. 

The SFPUC would construct 16 new groundwater well facilities within the South Westside Groundwater 
Basin. .The well facilities would be selected from 19 possible locations; the three additional locations 
would serve as backup locations in the event one of the 16 preferred locations is determined to be 
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infeasible. Together, the 16 new wells facilities would have an annual average pumping capacity of 7.2 
million' gallons per day ("mgd"), equivalent to 8, 100 acre-feet ("af') per year. 

Each of the well facilities would consist of a groundwater well pump station, distribution piping and 
utility connections. Depending on the site and quality of the groundwater at the site, the well facility 
would be located: (1) in a fenced enclosure (most also would provide onsite disinfection); (2) within a 
building; (3) in a building with an additional treatment facility; or (4) in a building with an additional 
treatment and filtration facility. Two sites may have just a well facility in a fenced enclosure and rely on 
a consolidated treatment and filtration facility at another location, or may have their own treatment and 
filtration facilities. The 19 possible sites, depending on whether the consolidated treatment and filtration 
facility is feasible, consist of four to six sites with a well facility in a fenced enclosure; one site with a 
well facility in a 700 square foot building; five sites with a well and treatment facility in an approximately 
1,500 square foot structure; and seven to nine sites with a well and treatment plus filtration facility in an 
approximately 2,000 to 3,000 square foot structure. The Project also would upgrade the existing Daly 
City Westlake pump station by adding three booster pumps and disinfection and fluoridation treatment so 
that it could serve proposed Sites 2, 3 and 4. 

The SFPUC would operate the facilities in conjunction with the Partner Agencies through an Operating 
Agreement. The proposed Operating Agreement provides for the Partner Agencies to accept surface 
water deliveries from the SFPUC during normal and wet years of up to 5.52 mgd in lieu of pumping a like 
amount of groundwater from their existing facilities. Then in dry years, the Partner Agencies would 
pump from their existing wells and any new wells to designated quantities totaling 6.9 mgd over a five
year averaging period .. The SFPUC also would pump from the Project wells during dry years. SFPUC 
pumping for dry year regional water system supply could last for up to 7 .5 years. 

The SFPUC would establish an SFPUC Storage Account to maintain an accounting of actual amounts of 
in-lieu water stored, taking into account in-lieu deliveries, metered decreases to groundwater pumping, 
and losses from the South Westside Groundwater Basin resulting from the Project. The expected 
maximum increased storage volume that the Project is expected to achieve in the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin is 60,500 af. The accounting process would assure that only the in-lieu water actually 

· stored is pumped. When the SFPUC Storage Account is full, with the full 60,500 af in storage, and there 
is no shortage requiring the SFPUC to pump groundwater from the Project wells, pumping by Partner 
Agencies could not exceed 7.6 mgd in any year of the five-year averaging period under the terms of the 
proposed Operating Agreement. 

The SFPUC also could undertake pumping during emergencies, system rehabilitation, scheduled 
maintenance or malfunctioning of the water system, and upon a recommendation of the operating 
committee established by the Operating Agreement for purposes of management of the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin. 

B. Project Objectives 
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The SFPUC's primary goal of the Project is to provide an additional dry-year water supply. Specific 
objectives of the GSR Project are: 

• Conjunctively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated use of 
SFPUC surface water and groundwater pumped by the Partner Agencies. 

• Provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies in normal and wet years, 
with a corresponding reduction of groundwater pumping by these agencies, which then 
allows for in-lieu recharge of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. 

• Increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South Westside Groundwater 
Basin by an average annual 7.2 mgd. 

• Provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for the SFPUC's customers and increase water 
supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle. 

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.l). The WSIP consists of over 70 local and 
regional facility improvement projects that would increase the· ability of the SFPUC's water supply 
system to withstand major seismic events and prolonged droughts and to meet estimated water-purchase 
requests in the service areas. With the exception of the water supply goal, the overall WSIP goals and 
objectives are based on a planning horizon through 2030. The water supply goal to meet delivery needs in 
the SFPUC service area is based on a planning horizon through 2018. The overall goals of the WSIP for 
the SFPUC's regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-quality water. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 

• Increase water delivery reliability. _ 

• Meet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet the SFPUC's WSIP goals by providing dry-year supply to increase water 
delivery reliability and meet customer water supply needs. In addition, the Project would provide 
increased regional operational flexibility to respond to and restore water service during unplanned outages 
and loss of a water source, or both. Without the Project, the SFPUC could not meet its goals for dry-year 
delivery reliability. 

C. Environmental Review 
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1. Water System Improvement Program Environmentallinpact 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 its regional water 
supply system's aging pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump stations, and storage tanks (SFPUC, 2008; 
SFPUC Resolutfon 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 the Planning Commission certified 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 Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. 

2. San Francisco Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery 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, prepared a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") and 
conducted a scoping meeting for the GSR Project EIR. The Planning Department released the NOP on 
June 24, 2009; held a public scoping meeting on July 9, 2009, at the South San Francisco Municipal 
Services Building in South San Francisco; and accepted written comments on the NOP through July 28, 
2009. 

The NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, and notices of the availability of the NOP were 
mailed to approximately 1,500 interested parties, including property owners and tenants within 300 feet of 
the proposed Project and 32 public agencies. The scoping meeting was noticed in local newspapers. 
Approximately 33 people attended the meeting. 

The Planning Department received six verbal comments on the scope of the EIR at the scoping meeting 
and 18 state, regional, and local agencies; organizations; and individual submitted written comments. A 
Scoping Summary Memorandum is included in the EIR at Appendix B summarizing comments received. 

The Planning Department 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 five alternatives to the Project. In assessing construction -and operational impacts of the 
Project, the Draft 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. 
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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 to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and 
individuals for review and comment on April 10, 2013 for a 62-day public review period, which closed at 
5:00 p.m. on June 11, 2013. A public hearing on the Draft EIR to accept written or oral comments was 
held by EP at the South San Francisco Municipal Services Building in South San Francisco on May 14, 
2013. Also, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at its meeting at San Francisco City Hall on 
May 16, 2013. During the public review period, EP received written comments sent through the mail, fax, 
or email. A court reporter was present at the public hearings, transcribed the public hearing verbatim, and 
prepared written transcripts. 

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 July 9, 2014, and included copies of all of the 
comments received on the Draft EIR and individual responses to those comments. The C&R provided 
additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well as SFPUC and 
Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to address project updates. The Planning Commission 
reviewed and considered the Final EIR, which includes the Draft EIR and the C&R document, and all of 
the supporting information. The Final EIR provided augmented and updated information on many issues 
presented in the Draft EIR, including (but not limited to) the following topics: project description, plans 
and policies, land use, aesthetics, cultural and paleontological resources, transportation and circulation, 
noise and vibration, greenhouse gas emissions, recreation, utilities and service systems, hydrology and 
water quality, cumulative projects, and Project alternatives. This augmentation and update of information 
in the Draft EIR did not constitute new information or significantly alter any of the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR so as to trigger the need for recirculation of the Fi:oal EIR. 

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

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

D. Approval Actions 
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Under San Francisco's Administrative Code Chapter 31 procedures, the San Francisco Planning 
Commission certifies the Final BIR as complete and all approving bodies subject to CEQA adopt CEQA 
findings at the time of the approval actions. Anticipated approval actions are listed belbw. 

1. San Francisco Planning Commission 

• Approves General Plan consistency findings. 

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

• Approves the project, as de_scribedin these findings, and authorizes the General Manager or 
his designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements and approvals. Approvals 
include, but are not limited to, awarding a construction contract, approving the Operating 
Agreement with the Partner Agencies, approving agreements with irrigators for groundwater 
well monitoring and mitigation and related agreements with the SFPUC's wholesale 
customers and Cal Water regarding delivery of water from SFPUC' s regional system as an 
interim mitigation action; and approving property rights acquisition and access agreements. 

3. San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

• Considers any appeal of the Planning Commission's certification of the Final EIR. 

• Approves an allocation of bond monies to pay for implementation of the project. 

• Approves property rights acquisition agreements. 

4. San Francisco Arts Commission 

• Approves the exterior design of structures on City property. 

5. San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission 

• Reviews Memorandum of Understanding under federal Section 106 process of National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

6. Other - Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

Implementation of the Project will involve consultation with or required approvals by other local, state, 
and federal regulatory agencies as listed below. 

• Federal Agencies. Approvals by the United States Department of Veterans Affairs ("VA") 
for installation and maintenance of well facilities at Sites 14 and 15; approval to demolish a 
building located adjacent to. the SFPUC right-of-way and decommission pipelines; and 
Section 106 consultation for review and evaluation of project impacts on cultural resources 
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under the National Historic Preservation Act. The VA's approvals will be subject to separate 
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act. 

• State and Regional Agencies. Approvals of state and regional agencies related to: water 
supply permits (California Department of Public Health, Drinking Water Field Operations 
Branch); waste discharge permits (Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board 
("RWQCB")); stormwater management permits (State Water Resources Control Board 
("SWRCB")); concurrence of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (State Historic Preservation Officer); permits for stationary equipment 
operation (Bay Area Air Quality Management District); biological resource management 
approvals (California Department of Fish and Wildlife ("CDFW")); and encroachment 
permits and land acquisitions (California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") and Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District). 

• Local Agencies. Approvals by local agencies, including the Operating Agreement with the 
Partner Agencies; easements and land acquisition agreements; encroachment permits for 
work on land owned by local a~encies; permits for groundwater wells; and approvals related 
to implementation of mitigation measures, including without limitation, agreements with 
SFPUC wholesale customers regarding delivery of water from SFPUC's regional system as 
an interim mitigation action. Local approving agencies, in addition to SFPUC wholesale 
customers, include: San Mateo County Transit District ("SamTrans"); Jefferson Elementary 
School District; San Mateo County; Town of Colma; and cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno and South San Francisco. 

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

E. Contents and Location of Records 

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

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

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

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

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

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• All other documents available to the SFPUC and the public, comprising the administrative 
record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167 .6( e ). 

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

· related to the Planning Commission's approval of the Project, including these findings, are available at 
the San. Francisco Pla.nnlng Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, 
Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department. Materials concerning 
the SFPUC's approval of the Project and additional information concerning the adoption of these findings 
are contained in SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. CUW30103 in the Bureau of Environmental 
Management, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 Gold~n Gate Avenue, San Francisco, 
California 94102. The Custodian of Records is Kelley Capone. All files have been available to the 
Commission and the public for review in considering these findings and whether to approve the Project. 

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II, III, and N 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. 
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In making these findings, the Commission has considered the opm10ns of 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 !l. 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 det,ermination regarding the project impact and mitigation measures designed to address 
those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these 
findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 
expressly modified by these fmdings. 

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 rec.ommended in the Final EIR 
has inadvertently been omitted in these fmdings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby 
adopted and incorporated in the fmdings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language 
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical error, the language of the policies and 
implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation 
measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the Final EIR. 

In Sections II, III and N below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and every 
significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because 
in no instance is the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the Final EIR or the mitigation measures 
recommended in the Final EIR for the Project. 

II. 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 Commission fmds that the implementation of 

the Project will result in no impacts in the following areas: project-level impacts to population and 
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housing1; wind and shadow; public services; and agriculture and forest resources. These subjects are not 
further discussed in these findings. The Commission further finds that implementation of the Project will 
not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and that these less-than-significant impacts, 
therefore, do not require mitigation. 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-2: Project construction would not create a new source of substantial light that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area (DEIR Section 5.3.3.4, Pages 5.3-
76 to 5.3-78) 

• Impact AE-4: Project operation would not create a new source of substantial light that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. (DEIR Section 5.3.3.5, Pages 5.3-101 to 
5.3-102) 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR-4: Project operations and maintenance activities would not conflict with an 
applicable plan or policies regarding performance of the transportation system or alternative 
modes of transportation. (DEIR Section 5.6.3.5, Pages 5.6-58 to 5.6-60) 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impact N0-4: Project construction would not result in a substantial temporary increase in 
ambient noise levels along construction haul routes. (DEIR Section 5.7.3A, Pages 5.7-82 to 
5.7-83) 

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-1: Construction of the Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of applicable air quality plans. (DEIR Section 5.8.3.4, Page 5.8-23) 

• Impact AQ-4: Project construction activities would not create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people. (DEIR Section 5.8.3.4, Page 5.8-29) 

• Impact AQ-5: Project operations would not violate air quality standards or contribute 
substantially to an existing air quality violation. (DEIR Section 5.3.8.5, Page 5.8-29) 

• Impact AQ-6: Project operations would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. (DEIR Section 5.8.3.5, Page 5.8-30) 

• Impact AQ-7: Project operations would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people. (DEIR Section 5.8.3.5, Page 5.8-30) 

· Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

1 As part of the WSIP, the Project would contribute to the growth-inducing impacts considered in the 
WSIP PEIR. See Section IV.B of these Findings. 
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• Impact GG-1: Project construction would generate GHG emissions, but not at levels that 
would have a significant impact on the environment. (DEIR Section 5.9.3.4, Pages 5.9-8 to 
5.9-9) 

• Impact GG-2: Project operations would generate GHG emissions, but not at levels that 
would result in a significant impact on the environment. (DEIR Section 5.9.3.4, Page 5.9-10) 

• Impact C-GG: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to GHG emissions. (DEIR _Section 5.9.3.4, Page 5.9-11) 

Recreation 

• Impact RE-1: The Project would not remove or damage existing recreational resources 
during construction. (DEIR Section 5 .11.3 .4, Pages 5 .11-15 to 5 .11-17) 

• Impact RE-3: The Project would not impair access to recreational resources during 
construction. (DEIR Section 5.11.3.4, Pages 5.11-25 to 5.11-27) 

• Impact RE-4: The Project would not damage recreational resources during operation. (DEIR 
Section 5.11.3.5, Pages 5.11-27 to 5.11-28) 

• Impact RE-5: The Project would not deteriorate the quality of the recreational experience 
during operation. (DEIR Section 5.11.3.5, Pages 5.11-28 to 5.11-31) 

• Impact RE-6: Operation of the Project would not remove or damage recreational resources, 
impair access to, or deteriorate the quality of the recreational experience at Lake Merced. 
(DEIR Section 5.11.3.5, Pages 5.11-31 to 5.11-34) 

• Impact C-RE-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project would not result in·. 
significant cumulative impacts on recreational resources. (DEIR Section 5 .11.3 .6, Pages 5 .11-
34 to 5.11-37) · · 

• Impact C-RE-2: Operation of the Project would not result in significant cumulative impacts 
on recreational resources at Lake Merced. (DEIR Section 5.11.3.6, Pages 5.11-38 to 5.11-40) 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-2: Project construction would not exceed the capacity of wastewater treatment 
facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, require or result in the construction of 
new or expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities or stormwater drainage facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (DEIR Section 
5.12.3.4, Pages 5.12-14 to 5.12-16) 

• Impact UT-3 Project construction would not result in adverse effects on solid waste landfill 
capacity. (DEIR Section 5.12.3.4, Pages 5.12-16 to 5.12-17) 

• Impact UT-5: Project operation would not exceed the capacity of wastewater treatment 
facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, or require or result in the construction 
of new, or expansion of existing, wastewater treatment facilities or stormwater drainage 
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facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (DEIR 
Section 5.12.3.5, Pages 5.12-19 to 5.12-20) 

Biological Resources 

• Impact BI-6: Operation of the Project would not adversely affect speci~s identified as 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status wildlife species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. (DEIR Section 5.14.3.6, Pages 5.14-84 to 5.14-85) 

Geology and Soils 

• Impact GE-i: The Project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable during construction. (DEIR Section 5.15.3.4, Page 5.15-19) 

• Impact GE-2: The Project would not substantially change the topography or any unique 
geologic or physical features of the site(s). (DEIR Section 5.15.3.4, Page 5.15-20) 

• Impact GE-5: The Project would not be located on corrosive or expansive soil, creating 
substantial risks to life or property. (DEIR Section 5.15.3.5, Pages 5.15-25 to 5~15-26) 

• Impact C-GE-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in 
significant impacts related to soils and geology. (DEIR Section 5.15.3.6, Page 5.15-26) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-3: Project operation would not alter drainage patterns in such a manner that could 
result in degraded water quality or cause on- or off-site flooding. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.6, 
Pages 5.16-69 to 5.16-70) 

• Impact HY-4: Project operation would not impede or redirect flood flows. (DEIR Section 
5.16.3.6, Pages 5.16-70 to 5.16-71) 

• Impact HY-5 Project operation would not result in a violation of water quality standards or in 
the degradation of water quality from the discharge of groundwater during well maintenance. 
(DEIR Section 5.16.3.6, Pages 5.16-71to5.16-72) 

• Impact HY-7: Project operation would not result in substantial land subsidence due to 
decn;ased groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater B&sin where the historical low 
water levels are exceeded. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-100 to 5.16-105) 

• Impact HY-8: Project operation would not result in seawater intrusion due to decreased 
groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater Basin. (DEIR Section 5 .16.3. 7, Pages 5 .16-
105 to 5.16-113) 

• Impact HY-10: Project operation would not have a substantial adverse effect on water quality 
that could affect the beneficial uses of Pine Lake. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-127 to 
5.16-128) 
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• Impact HY-11: Project operation would not have a substantial adverse effect on water quality 
that could affect the beneficial uses of Colma Creek, San Bruno Creek, Lomita Channel, or 
Millbrae Creek. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.7, Page 5.16-128) 

• Impact HY-12: Project operation would not cause a violation of water quality standards due to 
mobilization of contaminants in groundwater from changing groundwater levels in the Westside 
Groundwater Basin. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-128 to 5.16-139) 

• Impact HY-13: Project operation would not result in degradation of drinking water quality or 
groundwater quality relative to constituents for which standards do not exist. (DEIR Section 
5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-140 to 5.16-142) 

• Impact C-HY-3: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to subsidence. (DEIR 5.16.3.8, Pages 
5.16-152 to 5.16-153) 

• Impact C-HY-4 Operation of the proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to seawater intrusion. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-153 to 5.16-156) 

• Impact C-HY-6: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to water quality standards. (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-159 to 5.16-160) 

• Impact C-HY-7: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to water quality degradation. (DEIR · 
Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-160 to 5.16-161) · 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impact HZ-1: The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment related to transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during construction. 
(DEIR Section 5.17.3.4, Page 5.17-27) 

• Impact HZ-4: The Project would not create a hazard to the public or environment from the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or accidental release of hazardous 
materials during operation. (DEIR Section 5.17.3.5, Pages 5.17-36 to 5.17-38) 

• Impact HZ-5: The Project would not result in impacts from the emission or use of hazardous 
materials within 0.25 mile of a school during operation. (DEIR Section 5.17.3.5, Pages 5.17-
38 to 5.17-39) 

• Impact HZ-6: The Project would not result in a safety haiard for people residing or working 
in the vicinity of a public use airport. (DEIR Section 5.17.3.5, Page 5.17-39) 

• Impact HZ-7: The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk ofloss, 
injury, or death involving fires. (DEIR Section 5.17.3.5, Pages 5.17-39 to 5.17-40) 

Mineral and Energy Resources 
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• Impact ME-1: The Project would not encourage activities that result in the use oflarge 
amounts of fuel and energy in a wasteful manner during construction. (DEIR Section 
5.18.3.4, Page 5.18-8) 

• Impact ME-2: The Project would not encourage activities that result in the use oflarge 
amounts of fuel and energy in a wasteful manner during operation. (DEIR Section 5.18.3.5, 
Pages 5.18-8 to 5.18-11) 

• Impact C-ME: Construction and operation of the proposed Project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to mineral and energy 
resources. (DEIR Section 5.18.3.6, Pages 5.18-11 to 5.18-12) 

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

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless 
mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this 
Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the BIR. These findings discuss 
mitigation measures as proposed in the BIR and recommended for adoption by the City and other 
implementing agencies, which the City and other implementing agencies can implement. 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 explanation of potentially significant environmental impacts is contained in Chapters 5 and 9 (Section 
9.3) of the Final EIR and in text changes to Chapter 5 in Chapter 9 (Section 9.5) of the Final EIR. The full 
text of each mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final BIR and in Exhibit 1, the 
MMRP. Exhibit 1 i4entifies the SFPUC as the agency responsible for the implementation of all 
mitigation measures and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The Commission 
finds that the SFPUC through its design, construction and implementation of the Project can and should 
implement all of the mitigation measures. The Commission urges the SFPUC to adopt and implement all 
of the mitigation measures. 

This Commission recognizes that some of the mitigation measures as explained below are partially within 
the jurisdiction of other agencies besides the City, including the VA; CDFW; SWRCB, RWQCB, 
Caltrans, Sam Trans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, 
and South San Francisco; and SamTrans. The Commission urges these remaining agencies to assist in 
implementing these mitigation measures, and finds that these agencies can and should participate in 
implementing these mitigation measures. 

The Planning Commission hereby adopts all of the mitigation measures proposed for the Project and finds 
that the Planning Department will assist with the implementation of the mitigation measures partially 
within its jurisdiction: Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources; 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a Paleontological Resource is Identified; 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains; and Mitigation Measure M-
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HY-6: Ensure Irrigators' Wells Are Not Prevented from Supporting Existing or Planned Land 
Use(s) Due to Project Operation. 

The Commission finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate and feasible and that changes or 
alterations will be required in, or incorporated into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental effects as identified in the Final EIR. The Commission finds that for the reasons set forth 
in the Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts identified in this section would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this section. 
For each iinpact identified below, the impact statement for each impact identifies the sites where the 
impact will be less than significant with the implementation of the listed mitigation measures. The title of 
the mitigation measure or measures listed after each impact statement follow the approach used in the 
Final EIR and indicate all sites where the mitigation measure or measures will be implemented as a result 
of any GSR Project impact and not just the sites that will cause the impact listed immediately above. If a 
site is not listed in the impact statement, either it will have no impact or a less than significant impact for 
that particular identified impact. 

A. Project Impacts 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-2: Project operations would result in substantial long-term or permanent impacts 
on the existing character or disrupt or displace land uses. (Sites 1, 5, 9, 18, Westlake Pump 
Station) (DEIR Section 5.2.3.5, Pages 5.2-35 to 5.2-38) 

By requiring the design of the facilities to meet a performance standard of 50 dBA Leq, achieved 
by incorporating into the design such measures as additional sound · insulation and 
weatherstripping, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-5 would reduce noise levels 
from Project operations to less-than-significant levels. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5, 7, 9, 
12, 18, Westlake Pump Station) 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-3: Project operation would have a substantial adverse impact on a scenic vista, 
resource, or on the visual character of a site or its surroundings. (Sites 4, 7, 14, 15, 18) (DEIR 
Section 5.3.3.5, Pages 5.3-79 to 5.3-99) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AE-3a, M-CR-5a and M-CR-5b would reduce the 
aesthetic impact of siting well facilities at Sites 4, 7, 14, 15 and 18 to less-than-significant levels: 
Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a would screen views of these well facilities; Mitigation Measure M
CR-5a would require at Site 14 the development of an architectural design compatible with the 
Golden Gate National Cemetery ("GGNC"); Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b would require at Site 
15 the development of a compatible architectural design more closely resembling the existing 
GGNC maintenance and operations buildings, minimizing the dimensions of the well facility to 
the extent practicable, moving the structure further away from the auxiliary entrance, and using 
landscaping that would be in visual harmony with the site's surroundings. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening (Sites 4,7,18) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of 
the Historical Resource at Site 14 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of 
.the Historical Resource at Site 15 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measures M-CR-5a and M-CR-5b are partially 
within the jurisdiction of the Veterans Affairs. This Commission urges the Veterans Affairs to 
assist in implementing these mitigation measures and finds that the Veterans Affairs can and 
should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

• Impact C-AE-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to scenic resources and 
visual character. (Sites 12 and 13) (DEIR Section 5.3.3.6, Pages 5.3-102 to 5.3-104) 

The GSR Project's cumulative contribution to construction-period impacts on the visual quality 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M
AE-la, M-AE-1 b, and M-AE- lc. These mitigation measures would ensure that the construction 
areas at Sites 12 and 13 are maintained by storing construction materials and equipment generally 
away from public view, removing construction debris promptly at regular intervals, and 
minimizing tree removal. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance (Sites 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-lc: Develop and Implement a Tree Replanting Plan (Site 
·12) . 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Impact CR-1: Project construction could cause an adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource. (Sites 14 and 15) (DEIR Section 5.5.3.4, Pages 5.5-48 to 5.5-53) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-la, M-CR-1 b, and M-N0-2 would reduce 
potential construction impacts on the historical resources at Sites 14 and 15 to less-than
significant levels by requiring the SFPUC and its contractors to implement physical and 
administrative measures to protect elements of the historical resources during construction, and 
by requiring the construction of pipelines within 25 feet of the structures near Site 15 to use either 
non-vibratory means of compaction cir controlled low strength materials (CLSM) as backfill so 
that compaction is not necessary, thereby reducing significant vibration levels near the building to 
below the significance threshold of 0.25 in/sec PPV. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-la: Minimize Construction-related Impacts to Elements 
of the Historical Resource at Site 14 , 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of 
Pipelines (Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, 18) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-lb: Minimize Construction-related Impacts to Elements 
of the Historical Resource at Site 15 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-CR-la is partially within the jurisdiction 
of the Veterans Affairs. This Commission urges the Veterans Affairs to assist in implementing 
this mitigation measure and finds that the Veterans Affairs can and should participate in 
implementing this mitigation measure. ' 

• Impact CR-2: Project construction could cause an adverse change in the significance of an 
archeological resource (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) (DEIR Section 5.5.3.4, Pages 
5.5-53 to 5.5-55) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 would reduce impacts on any previously 
unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits to less-than-significant 
levels by requiring the SFPUC and its contractors to adhere to appropriate procedures and 
protocols for minimizing such impacts, in the event that a possible archaeological resource is 
discovered during construction activities associated with the Project. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources (All Sites except 
Westlake Pump Station) 

• Impact CR-3: Project construction could result in a substantial adverse effect by destroying a 
unique paleontological resource or site (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station and Site 9) 
(DEIR Section 5.5.3:4, Pages 5.5-56 to ~.5-57) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-3 would reduce the Project's potential 
construction-related impacts on paleontological resources to less-than-significant level by 
requiring that construction work be temporarily halted or diverted in the event of a 
paleontological resource discovery, as well as avoidance or salvage of any significant 
paleontological resources. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a Paleontological 
Resource is Identified (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station and Site 9) 

• Impact CR-4. Project construction could result in a substantial adverse effect related to the 
disturbance of human remains. (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) (DEIR Section 
5.5.3.4, Pages 5.5-57 to 5.5-58) 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-4 would reduce impacts on buried human remains that may be 
accidentally discovered during Project construction activities to a less-than-significant level by 
requiring the SFPUC to adhere to appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, 
custodianship, and final disposition protocols. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains (All Sites 
except Westlake Pump Station) 
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• Impact CR-5. Project facilities could cause an adverse change in the. significance of a historical 
resource. (Sites 14, 15) (DEIR Section 5.5.4, Pages 5.5-58 to 5.5-63) 

·Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a would reduce impacts on historic resources to a 
less-than-significant level at Site 14 by screening the new structure, decreasing its prominence on 
the existing landscape among the headstones, and allowing for a design compatible with the 
overall site. Implementation of Mitigation Measures-M-CR-5b would reduce impacts on historic 
resources to a less-than-significant level at Site 15 by implementing measures to relocate or 
redesign Project facilities at the site to be in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation. ' 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of 
the Historical Resource at Site 14 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of 
the Histori~al Resource at Site 15 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measures. M-CR-5a and M-CR-5b are partially 
within the jurisdiction of the Veterans Affairs. This Commission urges the Veterans Affairs to 
assist in implementing these mitigation measlires and finds that the Veterans Affairs can and 
should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

• Impact C-CR-1. Construction of the proposed Project could result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on historical, archaeological, or 
paleontological resources, or human remains. (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) (DEIR 
Section 5.5.3.5, Pages 5.5-64 to 5.5-66) 

See Impacts CR-2, CR-3 and CR-4. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would 
reduce the Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources encountered 

. during construction to a less-than-sfgnificant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archeological Resources (All Sites except 
Westlake Pump Station) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work If a Paleontological 
Resource Is Identified (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station and Site 9) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains (All Sites 
except Westlake Pump Station) 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR-1. The Project would conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. (Sites 4, 5, 
6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19) (DEIR Section 5.6.3.4, Pages 5.6-20 to 5.6-43) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 woulq reduce the potential traffic related impact 
to a less-than-significant level. This measure requires the SFPUC and/or its contractor to 
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implement a traf;fic control plan to reduce potential impacts on traffic flows and safety hazards 
during construction activities. 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17, 18, 19) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, SamTrans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact TR-2. The Project would temporarily impair emergency access to adjacent roadways 
and land uses during construction. (Sites 2, 5, 13) (DEIR Section 5.6.3.4, Pages 5.6-43 to 5.6-
50) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 would reduce the impact of blocked access to the 
businesses and offices to a less-than-significant level by requiring that access be maintained using 
steel trench plates, and that the contractor have ready at all times the means necessary to 
accommodate access by emergency vehicles to such properties, such as plating over excavations, 
short detours, and/or alternate routes. · 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17, 18, 19) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City; 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, SamTrans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds ·that Caltrans, 
SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact TR-3. The Project would temporarily decrease the performance and safety of public 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities during construction. (Sites 12, 13, 14, 15, 19) (DEIR 
Section 5.6.3.4, Pages 5.6-51to5.6-58) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 would reduce the impact on sidewalk and 
pedestrian access to a less-than-significant level by maintaining, where safe, pedestrian access 
and circulation and detours in areas affected by Project construction. 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17, 18, 19) . 
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This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, SamTrans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
Sam Trans,· San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

-~ 

• Impact C-TR-1. Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to transportation and 
circulation. (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19) (DEIR Section 5.6.3.6, Pages 5.6-
60 to 5.6-68) 

See Impacts TR-2 and TR-3. In addition, implementation ofMitigationMeasure M-C-TR-1 
would ensure that the SFPUC and its contractor coordinate with other SFPUC construction 
projects in the region to avoid or minimize impacts on emergency access and on the safety of 
pedestrians and bicyclists during construction of the GSR Project. With implementation of these 
mitigation measures, the GSR Proj eet' s contribution to cumulative impacts related to impairing 
em~rgency access and hazards for alternative modes of transportation during construction would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17, 18, 19) 

• · Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: Coordinate Traffic Control Plan with other SFPUC 
Construction Projects (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
. of Caltrans, Sa:n;iTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, Sam Trans, San 
Mateo Count)', the Town of Colma, and the c;ities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
Sam Trans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impact N0-2. Project construction would result in excessive groundborne vibration. (Sites 3, 4, 
12, 15, 18) (DEIR Section 5.7.3.4, Pages 5.7-48 to 5.7-50) 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 requires that the construction of pipelines within 25 feet of the 
structures near Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 18 use either non_.vibratory means of compaction or 
controlled low strength materials (CLSM) as backfill so that compaction is not necessary. Either 
of these pipeline construction methods would avoid significant vibration levels near the building. 
As a result, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 this groundborne vibration 
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of 
Pipelines (Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, 18) 

• Impact N0-5. Operation of the Project would result in exposure of people to noise levels in 
excess of local noise standards or result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the Project vicinity. (Sites 1, Westlake Pump Station, 5, 7, 9, 12, 18) (DEIR Section 
5.7.3.5, Pages 5.7-84 to 5.7-94) 

See Impact LU-2. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5, 7, 9, 
12, 18, Westlake Pump Station) 

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-2: Emissions generated during construction activities would violate air quality 
standards and would contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation. (All sites) 
(DEIR Section 5.8.3.4, Pages 5.8-23 to 5.8-26) · 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures and 
M-AQ-2b would reduce fugitive dust emissions and NOx emissions to a less-than-significant 
level by requiring best management practices to minimize dust emissions and by requiring the 
construction contractors to use newer equipment or retrofitted equipment that would reduce 
construction NOx emissions at the alternate sites by 20 percent if alternative sites are constructed. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: NOX Reduction during Construction of Alternate 
Sites 

• Impact AQ-3. Project construction would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentration (Site 5) (DEIR Section 5.8.3.4, Pages 5.8-27 to 5.8-29) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3 would reduce this impact to a less-than
significant level by reducing TAC emissions below the significance threshold. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3: Construction Health Risk Mitigation (Site 5) 

• Impact C-AQ-1. Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to air quality. (All 
Sites) (DEIR Section 5.8.3 .6, Pages 5.8-31 to 5.8-32) 

See Impact AQ-2. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the Project's 
contribution to cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level. · 
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• Mitigation Measure M-:AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: NOX Reduction during Construction of Alternate 
Sites 
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• Impact RE-2. The Project would deteriorate the quality of the recreational experience during 
construction. (Sites 1, 2, 4) (DEIR Section 5.11.3.4, Pages 5.11-17 to 5.11-24) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce this recreation impact to a less
than-significant level with implementation of dust control measures and equipment and vehicle 
best management practices. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites) 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-1: Project construction could result in potential damage to or temporary 
disruption of existing utilities during construction. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.12.3.4, Pages 
5.12-10 to 5.12-14) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-UT-la, M-UT-lb, M-UT-lc, M-UT-ld, M-UT-le, 
M-UT-lf, M-UT-lg, M-UT-lh, and M-UT-li would reduce impacts related to the potential 
disruption and relocation of utility operations or accidental damage to existing utilities to a less
than-significant level by requiring that the SFPUC and/or its contractor(s) identify the potentially 
affected lines in advance, coordinate with utility service providers to minimize the risk of damage 
to existing utility lines, protect lines in place to the extent possible or temporarily reroute lines if 
necessary, and take special precautions when working near high-priority utility lines (e.g., gas 
transmission lines). · 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-la: Confirm Utility Line Information (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lb: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents 
Related to Underground Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lc: Notify Local Fire Departments (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-ld: Emergency Response Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-le: Advance Notification (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lf: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction (All 
Sites) 

SllH FRANCISCO 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lg: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lh: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by 
Other SFPUC Projects (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-li: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected 
Utilities (All Sites) 
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• Impact UT-4: Project construction could result in a substantial adverse effect related to 
compliance with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations pertaining to solid waste. 
(All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.12.3.4, Pages 5.12-17 to 5.12-18) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-UT-4 would mitigate this impact to a less-than
significant level by requiring the construction contractor to prepare and implement a waste 
management plan. 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan (All Sites) 

• Impact C-UT-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to utilities and service 
systems. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.12.3.6, Pages 5.12-20 to 5.12-24) 

See Impacts UT-1 and UT-4. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the 
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on utilities and service systems to a less-than
significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-la: Confirm Utility Line Information (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lb: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents 
Related to Underground Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lc: Notify Local Fire Departments (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-ld: Emergency Response Plan (All Sites) 

• . Mitigation Measure M-UT-le: Advance Notificatioµ (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lf: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction (All 
Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lg: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lh: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by 
Other SFPUC Projects (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-li: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected 
Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan (All Sites) 

Biological Resources 

• Impact BR-1. Project construction would adversely affect candidate, sensitive, or special
status species. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.4, Pages 5.14-53 to 5.14~58) 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BR-la, M-BR-lb, M-BR-lc andM-BR-ld would 
reduce construction impacts on special-status and migratory birds, special status bat species, and 
monarch butterflies to a less-than-significant level by (1) requiring pre-construction surveys by a 
qualified biologist to determine whether special-status or migratory bird nests are present at or 
near the well facility sites and implementing related protection measures; (2) requiring pre
construction surveys and the avoidance of disturbance to roosting bats; (3) conducting surveys 
and installing bat exclusion devices; and ( 4) requiring an inspection by a qualified biologist prior 
to the limbing or felling of trees.or the initiation of construction activities on these sites, 
whichever comes first; and by delaying construction at a particular site if overwintering 
congregations of monarch butterflies are identified on site or nearby. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during Construction for Special 
status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during 
Tree Removal or Trimming (Sites 1, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure Demolition 
for Special-status Bats (Site 1) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-ld: Monarch Butterfly Protection Measures (Sites 1, 3, 
7, 10, 12) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-la is partially within the jurisdiction 
of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. This Commission urges the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife can and should participate in implementing this 
mitigation measure. · 

• Impact BR-2. Project construction could adversely affect riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities. (Site 1) ~BIR Section 5.14.3.4, Pages 5.14-58 to 5.14-69) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 and M-BR-2 would reduce the potential impacts 
on riparian habitat at Site 1 to less-than-significant levels by requiring the installation of 
temporary fencing to demarcate the boundary for construction activities at this site and by 
protecting the area from construction-related runoff and s.edimentation. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

. • Mitigation Measure M-BR-2: Avoid Disturbance to Riparian Habitat (Site 1) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and fmds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
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Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impact BR-3. The Project would impact jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the United 
States. (Sites 8, 9, 11) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.4, Pages 5.14-69 to 5.14-73) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 would reduce impacts to less-than-significant 
levels by protecting the area from construction related runoff and sedimentation. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impact BR-4. Project construction would conflict with local tree preservation ordinances. 
(Sites 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.4, Pages 5.14-73 to 5.14-
79) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BR-4a, M-BR-4b, and M-AE-1 b would reduce to 
less-than-significant levels any impacts due to a conflict with local tree preservation ordinance by 
minimizing impacts on protected trees and requiring replacement trees for protected trees that are 
removed, in substantial accordance with local jurisdiction requirements. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement (Sites 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno and 
South San Francisco. This Commission urges the San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and 
the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno and South San Francisco to assist in implementing 
this mitigation measure and finds that the San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities 
of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno and South San Francisco can and should participate in 

. implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impact BR-5. Project operations could adversely affect candidate, sensitive, or special
status species. (Sites 1, 7, 12, 18, Westlake Pump Station) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.5, Pages 
5.14-79 to 5.14-82) 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-5 would reduce this potential impact on sensitive 
biological resources to a less-than-significant level by requiring noise reduction measures at the 
site. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5, 7, 9, 
12, 18, Westlake Pump Station) 

• Impact BR-7: Operation of the Project could adversely affect sensitive habitat types 
associated with Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.6, Pages 5.14-85 to 5.14-89) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BR-7, M-HY-9a and M-HY-9b requires the SFPUC to 
implement lake level management procedures to maintain Lake Merced at water levels due to the 
Project. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts on sensitive habitat 
at Lake Merced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases 
for Lake Merced 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-7 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Daly City. This Commission urges Daly City to assist in implementing this mitigation 
measure and finds that Daly City can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact BR-8: Operation of the Project could adversely affect wetland habitats and other 
waters of the United States associated with Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.6, 
Pages 5.14-90 to 5.14-97) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a, M-HY-9b, and M-BR-8 would reduce impacts 
on wetland habitats and other waters of the United states associated with Lake Merced to less
than-significant levels by requiring corrective actions if lake levels exceed the range of lake level 
changes shown in Table 5 .14-16 (Lake Merced Water Surface Elevation Range that Results in a 
Predicted No-Net-Loss of Wetlands), due to the Project (i.e., the right-hand column). 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-8: Lake Level Management for No-Net-Loss of Wetlands 
for. Lake Merced 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-8 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Daly City. This Commission urges Daly City to assist in implementing this mitigation 
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measure and finds that Daly City can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact BR-9: Operation of the Project could adversely affect native wildlife nursery sites 
associated with Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.6, Pages 5.14-97 to 5.14-100) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HY-9a and M-BR-7 would reduce potential impacts 
on native wildlife nursery sites to less-than-significant levels through management of water levels 
to avoid Project-related losses of this habitat, along with other sensitive communities. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases 
for Lake Merced 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-7 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Daly City. This Commission urges Daly City to assist in implementing this mitigation 
measure and finds that Daly City can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact C-BR-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in 
significant cumufative impacts related to biological resources. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 
5.14.3.7, Pages 5.14-100 to 5.14-102) 

See Impacts BR-1, BR-2, BR-3, and BR-4. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures 
would reduce the GSR Project's contribution to cumulative temporary impacts on biological 
resources to a less-than-significant level. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during Construction for 
Special status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during 
Tree Removal or Trimming (Sites 1, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure Demolition 
for Special-status Bats (Site 1) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-ld: Monarch Butterfly Protection Measures (Sites 1, 3, 
7, 10, 12) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-2: Avoid Disturbance to Riparian Habitat (Site 1) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement (Sites 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18) 
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• Mitigation Measure M-AE-lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-la is partially within the jurisdiction 
of CDFW, Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b is partially within the jurisdiction of San Mateo County, 
the Town of Colma, and· the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco; 
and Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is 'partially within the jurisdiction of SWRCB, San Mateo 
County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San 
Francisco. This Commission urges CDFW, SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, 
and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing these mitigation measures and finds that CDFW, SWRCB, San Mateo County, the 
Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can 
and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

• Impact C-BR-2: The Project would result in cumulative construction or operational impacts 
related to special-status species, riparian habitat, sensitive communities, wetlands, or waters 
of the United States, or compliance with local policies and ordinances protecting biological 
resources at Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.7, Pages 5.14-103 to 5.14~ 106) 

See Impact BR-7. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the GSR 
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on Vancouver rye grassland and fisheries and fish 
habitat at Lake Merced to less-than-significant levels. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases 
for Lake Merced 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-7 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Daly City. This Commission urges Daly City to assist in implementing this mitigation 
measure and finds that Daly City can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

Geology and Soils 

• . Impact GE-3: The Project would expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects 
related to the risk of property loss, injury, or death due to fault rupture, seismic 
groundshaking, or landslides. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.15.3.5, Pages 5.15-20 to 5.15-22) 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3 (Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and Implement 
Recommendations) would reduce the impact of seismic ground shaking, as well as settlement (see 
Impact GE-4), on well facilities to a less-than-significant level by requiring facilities to be 
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designed and constructed in conformance with specific recommendations contained in design
level geotechnical studies, such as site-specific seismic design parameters and lateral earth 
p~essures, use of engineered fill, and subgrade preparations for foundations systems and floor 
slabs. 

• Mitigation Measure M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and 
Implement Recommendations (All Sites) 

• Impact GE-4: The Project would be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable. (Sites 1, 5, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 19) (DEIR Section 5.15.3.5, 
Pages 5.15-23 to 5.15-25) 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3 (Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and Implement 
Recommendations) would reduce the impact of settlement on these well facilities to a less-than
significant level by requiring facilities to be designed and constructed in conformance with 
specific recommendations contained in design-level geotechnical studies, such as over-excavation 
of artificial materials, re-compaction with moisture treated engineered fill, supporting structures 
on structurally rigid mat foundations, post-tensioning to reinforce and increase structural rigidity, 
and using flexible pipe connections. 

• Mitigation Measure M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and 
Implement Recommendations (All Sites) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-1: Project construction activities would degrade water quality as a result of erosion 
or siltation caused by earthmoving activities or by the accidental release of hazardous 
construction chemicals during construction. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.16.3.5, Pages 5.16-62 
to 5.16-66) 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 (Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
[SWPPP] or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan) would reduce potential water quality impacts 
during Project construction activities to a less-than-significant level by requiring measures to 
control erosion and sedimentation of receiving water bodies and minimize the risk of hazardous 
materials releases to surface water bodies. At sites where more than one acre ofland would be 
disturbed, compliance with the requirements of the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity would be required. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recogmzes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigatfon measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 
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• Impact HY-2: Discharge of groundwater could result in minor localized flooding, violate 
water quality standards, and/or otherwise degrade water quality. (All sites except Westlake 
Pump Station) (DEIR Section 5.16.3.5, Pages 5.16-66 to 5.16-69) 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-2 (Management of Well Development and Pump Testing Discharges) 
would reduce potential water quality impacts from well development and pump testing to a less
than-significant level by requiring the construction contractor to prepare and implement a Project
specific discharge plan that specifies how effluent would be managed to protect water quality. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-2: Management of Well Development and Pump Testing 
Discharges (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-2 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of the RWQCB. This Commission urges the RWQCB to assist in. implementing this mitigation 
measure and finds that the RWQCB can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact HY-6: Project operation would decrease the production rate of existing nearby 
irrigation wells due to localized groundwater drawdown within the Westside Groundwater 
Basin such that existing or planned land use(s) may not be fully supported. (All Sites) (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-73 to 5.16-100; C&R Section 9.3.14, Pages 9.3.14~99 to 9.3.14-
147) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 would reduce impacts related to well 
interference, which may cause a decrease in production capacity at existing irrigation wells, to a 
less-than-significant level by conducting irrigation well monitoring and identifying a specific 
trigger level for each irrigation well at which time mitigation actions would be implemented. 
Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 includes having the SFPUC install a connection to the Regional 
Water System to allow the delivery of surface water if trigger levels are approached and well 
production capacity is decreased by the project operations. Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 
includes actions by the SFPUC to reduce or redistribute project pumping based on identified 
trigger levels for each irrigation well. Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 also includes permanent 
mitigation actions that SFPUC would implement with the cooperation ofirrigators to assure 
production rates are maintained at irrigation wells. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-6: Ensure Irrigators' Wells Are Not Prevented from 
Supporting Existing or Planned Land Use(s) Due to Project Operation 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County. This Commission urges San Mateo County to assist in implementing this 
mitigation measure and finds that San Mateo County can and should participate in implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

• Impact HY-9: Project operation could have a substantial, adverse effect on water quality that 
could affect the beneficial uses of Lake Merced. (Ail Sites) (DEIR Section 5.16.3.5, Pages 
5.16-66 to 5.16-69) · 
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Impacts related to water quality and associated beneficial uses of Lake Merced would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level with iinplementation of Mitigation Measures M-HY-9a and M
HY-9b by requiring the SFPUC to implement lake level management procedures to maintain 
Lake Merced water levels above 0 feet City Datum. These procedures include the continuation of 
lake-level and groundwater monitoring; redistribution of pumping patterns or decreasing the 
Project pumping rate; or additions of supplemental water (either from the regional system water, 
treated stormwater, or recycled water), if available. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Impact HY-14: Project operation may have a substantial adverse effect on groundwater 
depletion in the Westside Groundwater Basin over the very long term. (All Sites) (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5:16-142 to 5.16-146) 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-14 would reduce impacts of the Project on long-term depletion of 
groundwater storage to less-than-significant levels by the SFPUC and the GSR Operating 
Committee requiring Project pumping to be restricted to extract only the volume of water in the 
SFPUC Storage Account, which would be adjusted to account for Basin storage losses. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-14: Prevent Groundw'ater Depletion 

• Impact C-HY.:.1: Project construction could result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts on surface water hydrology and water quality. (All sites) 
(DEJR Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-147 to 5.16-149) 

See Impacts HY-1 and HY-2. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the 
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts associated with soil erosion and sedimentation and 
discharges of dewatering effluent to less-than-significant levels. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-2: Management of Well Development and Pump Testing 
Discharges (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco and Mitigation Measure M-HY-2 is partially within the 
jurisdiction of the RWQCB. This Commission urges the SWRCB, RWQCB, San Mateo County, 
the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to 
assist in implementing these mitigation measures and finds that the SWRCB, RWQCB San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco can and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 
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• Impact C-HY-5: Operation of the proposed Project could have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts on beneficial uses of surface waters. (All Sites) (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-156 to 5.16-159) 

See Impact HY-9. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the Project's 
contribution to cumulative impacts associated with beneficial uses of Lake Merced to less-than
significant levels. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Impact C-HY-8: Operation of the proposed Project would have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a cumulative impact related to groundwater depletion effect. (All Sites) (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-161-5.16-176) 

See Impact HY-14. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-14 would reduce the Project's 
contribution to any potential long-term cumulative depletion of groundwater storage to a less
than-significani level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-14: Prevent Groundwater Depletion 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-14 is partially within the 
jurisdiction of the cities of Daly City and San Bruno. This Commission urges the cities of Daly 
City and San Bruno to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that the cities of 
Daly City and San Bruno can and should participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impact HZ-2: The Project would result in a substantial adverse effect related to reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment during construction. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.17.3.4, Pages 5.17-27 to 
5.17-32) 

The potential impact associated with release of hazardous materials during construction would be 
reduced to a less-than significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HZ-2a, 
M-HZ-2b, M-HZ-2c and M-HY-1 by requiring: ( 1) a preconstruction hazardous materials 
assessment within three months of construction to identify new hazardous materials sites or 
substantial changes in the extent of contamination at known groundwater contamination sites that 
could affect subsurface conditions at proposed well facility sites; (2) preparation of a site health 
and safety plan to protect construction worker health and safety;(3) a hazardous materials 
management plan to ensure that appropriate procedures are followed in the event that hazardous 
materials, including unanticipated hazardous materials, are encountered during project 
construction, and to ensure that hazardous materials are transported and disposed of in a safe and 
lawful manner; and ( 4) preparation and implementation of a storm water pollution prevention 
plan or an erosion and sediment control plan. See also Impact HY-1. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment 
(All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Ma.nagement Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County. This Commission urges San Mateo County to assist in implementing this 
mitigation measure and finds that San Mateo County can and should participate in implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

• Impact HZ-3: The Project would result in impacts from the emission or use of hazardous 
materials within 0.25 mile of a school during construction. (Sites 2, 3, 4, 19 and Westlake 
Pump Station) (DEIR Section 5.17.3.4, Pages 5.17-33 to 5.17-36) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HY-land M-HZ-2c would reduce impacts on Ben 
Franklin Intermediate School, Garden Village Elementary School, and R.W. Drake Preschool, 
due to emission or use of hazardous materials during construction, to a less-than-significant level 
by requiring measures for controlling non-stormwater (i.e., equipment maintenance and servicing 
requirements and equipment fueling requirements), waste, and potential.hazardous materials 
pollution, which would also reduce the potential for the accidental release of hazardous 
construction chemicals, and by requ4'ing the contractor to prepare a Hazards Materials 
Management Plan to ensure proper handling of all hazardous substances that are used during 
construction. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan [SWPPP] or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
ofSWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. · 

• Impact C-HZ-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.17.3.6, Pages 5.17-40 to 5.17-45) 
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See Impact HZ-2. Implementation of the GSR Project's contribution to cumulative impacts 
related to release of hazardous chemicals during construction would be reduced to a less-than
significant level with implementation of the listed mitigation measures. 

• . Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment 
(All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure ivl-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County. This Commission urges San Mateo County to assist in implementing this 
mitigation measure and finds that San Mateo County can and should participate in implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

B. Impacts of Mitigation 

The Final BIR identified potentially significant secondary impacts ·that could result from construction 
activities associated with implementation of certain mitigation actions identified in Mitigation Measure 
M-HY-6. The Final BIR determined that mitigation measures identified to mitigate construction-related 
impacts of the Project would also mitigate construction-related impacts associated with implementation of 
these mitigation actions. In making these findings and adopting Exhibit 1, the MMRP, the Commission 
finds that application of Project mitigation measures to the secondary impacts of implementing mitigation 
actions under Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 will reduce the impacts listed in this Section III to /ess-than

signijicant levels. Exhibit 1, the MMRP, includes Table MMRP-2, Mitigation Measures Applicable to 
Implementation ofM-HY-6 Mitigation Actions. Table MMRP-2 to the MMRP identifies which Project 
mitigation measures would apply to reduce the secondary impacts associated with construction activities 
undertaken to implement any of the identified mitigation actions in Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. This 
infonnation is also summarized below and discussed in the DEIR Section 5.16, Pages 5.16-162 to 5.16-
174 and in the C&R Section 9.5, Pages 9.5-63 to 9.5-72. 

Land Uses 

• · Impacts to recreational land uses at golf courses and visual quality or scenic views in golf 
courses or cemeteries. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures 
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• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, Sam Trans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
Sam Trans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

Aesthetics 

• Impacts due to view of construction equipment, vehicles and activities. (Mitigation Action 
#3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #6: Lower Pump in Irrigation 
Well; Mitigation Action #7: Lower And Change Pump in Irrigation Well; Mitigation 
Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply Mitigation Action #9: Replace 
Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Impacts due to constructing close to an historic resource. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace 
Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation 
Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening 

• Impacts from disturbance of archeological or paleontological resources. (Mitigation Action 
#3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for 
Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a Paleontological 
Resource is Identified · 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Temporary impacts to local roadway circulation. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation 
Water Source; Mitigation Action #6: Lower Pump in Irrigation Well; Mitigation Action 
#7: Lower And Change Pump in Irrigation Well; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage 
Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 
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This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, SamTrans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impacts from construction noise exceeding local noise standards or increasing ambient noise 
levels. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source (LSM); Mitigation 
Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply (LSM); Mitigation Action #9: 
Replace Irrigation Well (SUM, See Section N, B).) 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan 

Air Quality 

• Impacts during construction from fugitive dust or emissions of other criteria air pollutants. 
Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add 
Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact from generation of solid waste. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water 
Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation 
Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan 

• Impacts from potential disruption and relocation of utilities or accidental damage to existing 
utilities. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Actjon #8: 
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Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation 
Well.) . 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-la: Confirm Utility Line Information 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lb: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents 
Related to Underground Utilities 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lc: Notify Local Fire Departments 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-ld: Emergency Response Plan 
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• Mitigation Measure M-UT-le: Advance Notification 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lf: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lg: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lh: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by 
Other SFPUC Projects 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-li: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected 
Utilities 

Biological Resources 

• Impacts from tree removals or disturbance of sensitive habitats. (Mitigation Action #3: 
Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for 
Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during Construction for Special 
status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during 
Tree Removal or Trimming 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure Demolition 
for Special-status Bats 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

• Mitigation. Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-la is partially within the jurisdiction 
of CDFW, Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b is partially within the jurisdiction of San Mateo County, 
the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco; 
and Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction of SWRCB, San Mateo 
County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San ., 
Francisco. This Commission urges CDFW, SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, 
and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing these mitigation measures and finds that CDFW, SWRCB, San Mateo County, the 
Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can 
and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

Geology and Soils 
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• Impacts from placement of pipelines or storage tank on or in unstable soil. (Mitigation Action 
#3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #7: Lower And Change Pump 
in Irrigation Weil.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnicai Investigations and 
Implement Recommendations 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impacts to water quality from erosion and sedimentation caused by vegetation removal. 
(Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add 
Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Weil.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Pian -

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impacts from accidental release of hazardous materials, including near a school. (Mitigation 
Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #6: Lower Pump in 
Irrigation Well; Mitigation Action #7: Lower And Change Pump in Irrigation Weil; 
Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action 
#9: Replace Irrigation Weil.) · 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Pian 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impacts from siting pipelines, storage tanks or replacement wells near a hazardous materials 
site. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add 
Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Weil.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment 
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• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Healt:l1 and Safety Plan 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County. This Commission urges San Mateo County to assist in implementing this 
mitigation measure and finds that San Mateo County can and should participate in implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

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

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 GSR Project to reduce the 
significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final BIR for the Project. The Commission finds 
that the mitigation measures in the Final BIR and described below are appropriate, and that changes have 
been required in, or incorporated into, the GSR Project that, to use the language of Public Resources Code 
section 21002 and CBQA Guidelines section 15091, may substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., 
reduce to less than significant levels), the potentially significant environmental effect associated with 
implementaticin of the Project, as described in the GSR Final BIR Chapter 5. The Commission adopts all 
of the mitigation measures proposed in the GSR Final BIR that are relevant to the Project and set forth in 
the MMRP, attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

The Commission further finds, however, for the GSR Project impacts listed below, that no mitigation is 
currently available to render the effects less than significant. The effects, therefore, remain significant 
and unavoidable. Based on the analysis contained within the Final BIR, other considerations in the 
record, and the standards of significant, the Commission finds that because some aspects of the GSR 
Project would cause potentially significant impacts for which feasible mitigation measures are not 
available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, the impacts are significant and 
unavoidable. 

The Commission further finds that the GSR Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore, will 
contribute to the significant and unavoidable growth-inducing impact caused by the WSIP water supply 
decision as analyzed in the WSIP PBIR, Chapter 7, which is incorporated by reference in the GSR Project 
Final BIR in Chapter 6. For the WSIP growth-inducing impact listed below, the effect remains 
significant and unavoidable. 

The Commission determines that the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the 
GSR Final BIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 2108l(a) (3) and (b), and 
CBQA Guidelines Sections 15091(a) (3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the Commission determines that 
the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in Section VI below. These 
findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

A. GSR Project Impacts 
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The project-specific impacts associated with GSR Project construction are determined to be significant 
and unavoidable at one or more sites where GSR Project facilities will be constructed despite the 
SFPUC's adoption of all feasible mitigation measures. No significant and unavoidable impacts will result 

·from the GSR Project operations. 

For each impact identified below,. the impact statement for each impact identifies the sites where the 
impact will be less than significant with the implementation of the listed mitigation measures 
(denominated as "LSM") and the sites where the impact will be significant and unavoidable despite the 
implementation of listed mitigation measures (denominated as "SUM"). If a site is not listed in the impact 
statement it either will have no impact or a less than significant impact for that particular identified 
impact. The titles of the mitigation measures listed after each impact statement follow the approach used 
in the Final BIR and indicate all sites where the mitigation measures will be implemented as a result of 
any GSR Project· impact and not just the sites that will cause the particular listed impact discussed 
immediately above. · 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-1: Project construction would have a substantial impact on the existing character 
of the vicinity and could substantially disrupt or displace existing land uses or land use 
activities. (DEIR pages 5.2-20- to 5.2-35.)(LSM Sites 5 [Consolidated Treatment], 7, 10, 11, 
13, 15, and 17; SUM Sites 1, 3, 4, 5 [On-:-site Treatment], 9, 12, 14, 16, 18 and 19.) 

Project construction would have a significant but mitigable impact on land uses at Sites 5 
[Consolidated Treatment], 7, 10, 11, 13, 15, and 17 through the implementatfon of the Mitigation 
Measures M-LU-1, M-TR-1, M-N0-1, M-N0-3, M-AQ-2a, and M-AQ-3, which would provide 
for (1) cemetery visitor access and access to businesses and bus stops through a transportation 
control plan; (2) construction noise controls that limit noise levels to specified amounts at 
specified hours and locations; and (3) controls on construction-related air pollutants. 

Nighttime noise from well drilling at Sites 1, 3, 4, 12, 16, and 19, which must proceed 
continuously for a seven day period, will have a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby 
residential uses despite implementation of mitigation measures. The land use impact at Site 5 will 
be significant and unavoidable even with the implementation of mitigation measures to control 
construction noise due to the proximity of residential users to this site and daytime construction 
over 14 months. The land use impact at Sites 9, 14, and 18 will be significant and unavoidable 
even with the implementation of mitigation measures to control construction noise due to the 
proximity of residential users to these sites, daytime construction over 16 months, and nighttime 
construction associated with well installation over a seven day period. 

SAN FllANCISCQ 

• Mitigation Measure M-LU-1: Maintain Internal Cemetery Access (Site 7 
[Consolidated Treatment at Site 6] and Site 14). 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate] and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites). 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3: Construction Health Risk Mitigation (Site 5 On-site 
Treatment). 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This.Commission urges Caltrans, Sam Trans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds· that Caltrans, 
Sam Trans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
_measure. 

• Impact C-LU-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to land use. (DEIR 
pages 5.2-39 to 5.2-40; 5.7-98 to 5.7-99.)(LSM Site 15; SUM Sites 9, 12, and 19.) 

hn.pacts from the GSR project would make a considerable contribution to cumulative project 
construction impacts due to construction noise at Sites 9, 12, 15, and 19, which could alter the 
character or disrupt or displace land uses at these sites. Noise mitigation measures M-N0-1, M
N0-3, and M-N0-5 would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant level at Site 15, but due 
to nighttime construction, land use disruption at Sites 9, 12, and 19 would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 .[Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On
site Treatment], 9, 18 [Alternate] and Westlake Pump Station. 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-1: Project construction would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on 
the. visual character of the area surrounding Site 7, related to the removal of trees. (DEIR 
Section 5.3.3.4, Pages 5.3-56 to 5.3-76.)(LSM Sites 4, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18; SUM Site 7.) 

Project construction would have Cl. significant but mitigable visual impact through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AE-la, M-AE-lb, M-AE-lc, M-AE-ld, M-AE-le, 
and M-CR-la, which would keep construction materials out of view, keep construction sites 
clean, and require protection and replacement of trees at Sites 4, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18. Visual 
impacts at Site 7 would remain significant and unavoidable because site construction requires the 
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removal of 41 eucalyptus trees in the SFPUC right-of-way that are part of a tree mass identified 
in the Town of Colma's General Plan. The SFPUC's Integrated Vegetation Management Policy 
prohibits eucalyptus trees in the right-of-way, thereby precluding the replanting of eucalyptus 
trees at the same location. Even with the implementation of the listed mitigation measures, the 
project would permanently change the visual quality of Site 7, resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact at this location. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance (Sites 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18 
[Alternative]) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternativ~] 

• Mitigation Measures M-AE-lc: Develop and Implement a Tree Replanting Plan 
(Site 12) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-ld: Construction Area Screening (Site 15) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-le: Tree Removal and Replacement (Site 7) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-la: Minimize Construction-related Impacts on 
Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 14 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-AE-1 e is partially within the jurisdiction 
of the Town of Colma and Mitigation Measure M-CR-la is partially within the jurisdiction of 
Veterans Affairs. This Commission urges the Town of Colma and the Veterans Affairs to assist 
in implementing these mitigation measures and finds that the Town of Colma and the Veterans 
Affairs can and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

Noise 

• Impact N0-1: Project construction would result in noise levels in excess oflocal standards. 
(DEIR pages 5.7-39 to 5.7-48.)(LSM Sites 3, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, and 17; SUM Sites l, 4, 9, 12, 
16, 18, and 19.) 

Project construction would conflict with daytime noise standards or.night time noise restrictions 
or both in the San Mateo County, the Town of Colma; and the cities of Daly City; Millbrae, San 
Bruno and South San Francisco. Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 would reduce these impacts at 
Sites 3, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, and 17 to a less-than-significant level. But, even with mitigation, 
construction associated with well drilling and pump testing would exceed local nighttime noise 
limits or.restrictions at Sites 1, 4, 9, 12, 16, 18, and 19. This impact would remain significant 
and unavoidable at these sites. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 
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• Impact N0-3: Project construction would result in a substantial temporary increase in 
ambient noise levels. (DEIR pages 5.7-50 to 5.7-81.)(LSM Sites 5 [Consolidated Treatment], 
10, 11, 13, 15, and 17; SUM Sites 1, 3, 4, 5 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 14, 16, 18 and 19.) 

Project construction would result in a temporary increase in ambient noise levels that would 
exceed speech and sleep interference thresholds at nearby buildings. Mitigation Measures M
N0-1 and M-N0-3 would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level at Sites 5 
[Consolidated Treatment], 10, 11, 13, 15, and 17. But, the daytime speech threshold or nighttime 
sleep interference threshold would be exceeded, even with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, at Sites 1, 3, 4, 5 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 14, 16, is, and 19. This impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable at these sites. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17[Alternate],18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Impact C-N0-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to noise. (DEIR pages 5.7-
95 to 5.7-99.)(LSM Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site Treatment], 8, 9, 11, 15, 17, 18, and 
Westlake Pump Station; SUM Sites 12 and 19.) 

Operation of the project could make a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts in excess 
of established standards and to ambient noise levels at Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site 
Treatment]. 9, 12, 18 and the Westlake Pump Station but mitigation measures would reduce the 
Project's contribution to a less than significant level. 

Construction of the Project could make a considerable contribution to cumulative noise levels in 
excess of established noise standard in the Town of Colma at Sites 8 and 17 and in South San 
Francisco at Site 11 but the listed mitigation measures would reduce the Project's contribution to 
a less-than-significant level. 

The project could make a considerable contribution to increases in cumulative ambient noise 
levels at Sites 8, 15, and 17 but the listed mitigation measures would reduce the Project 
contribution to a less-than-significant level. However, at Sites 12 and 19, even with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the Project would have a cumulative considerable 
contribution to increased ambient noise levels that would affect a church and preschool noise 
levels during the daytime and the Project impact would remain significant and unavoidable at 
Sites 12 and 19. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• Mitigation Measure M-NO~l: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On
site Treatment], 9, 18 [Alternate] and Westlake Pump Station 

B. Impacts of GSR Mitigation Measures 

The Final BIR identified potentially significant secondary impacts that could result from construction 
activities associated with implementation of certain mitigation actiol).S identified in Mitigation Measure 
M-HY-6. The Final BIR determined that mitigation measures identified to mitigate construction-related 
impacts of the Project would also mitigate construction-related impacts associated with implementation of 
these mitigation actions, as explained in Section III, with the exception of one impact related to 
construction noise, which is explained in this Section IV. In making these findings and adopting Exhibit 
1, the MMRP, the Commission finds that application of Project mitigation to the secondary impact 
related to noise discussed below associated with mitigation actions under Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 
will reduce but that this noise impact will remain significant and unavoidable. Exhibit 1, the MMRP, 
includes a Table MMRP-2, Mitigation Measures Applicable to Implementation of M-HY-6 Mitigation 
Actions. Table MMRP-2 to the MMRP identifies which Project mitigation measures would apply to 
reduce the secondary impacts associated with construction activities undertaken to implement any of the 
identified mitigation actions in Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. This information is also summarized in 
Section III and below and discussed in the DEIR Section 5.16, Page 5.16-168 and in the C&R Section 
9.5, Pages 9.5-63 to 9.5-72. 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impacts from construction noise associated with well drilling in proximity to sensitive noise 
receptors. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source (LSM); Mitigation 
Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply (LSM); Mitigation Action #9: 
Replace Irrigation Well (SUM).) 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of· 
Pipelines 

C. WSIP Water Supply Impacts 

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 proposed in the PEIR -were adopted 
by the SFPUC 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 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. 
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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, 
Impact 5.4.1-2 and Impact 5.5.5-1, as explained in the GSR Project EIR at Section 6.3.2 (Draft EIR, page 
6-10). The Planning Department updated analyses based on more project-specific information has 
determined that these two impacts will not be significant and unavoidable. These CEQA Findings 
summarize these updated impact analyses as well as the PEIR analysis of Impact 7.1. 

• . PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2-Stream Flow: Effects on flow along Alameda Creek below the 
Alameda Creek Division Dam 

The project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement project Final EIR modifies the 
PEIR determination regarding PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2 and concludes that the impact related to 
stream flow along Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras 
Creek) 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. 

• PEIR Impact 5.5.5.-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources in Crystal Springs 
reservoir (Upper and Lower) 

The project-level fisheries analysis in the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement project Final 
BIR modifies the PEIR impact determination regarding PEIR Impact 5.5.5-1 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 fmdings by this reference, as though fully set forth 
in these CEQA Findings. 

• PEIR Impact 7-1-Indirect growth inducing impacts in the SFPUC service area 

The remaining significant and unavoidable water supply impact listed in Resolution No. 08-0200 
is related to WSIP Water Supply and System Operation Impact 7-1 Growth: The WSIP 
would result in potentially significant and unavoidable indirect growth-inducement impacts in the 
SFPUC service area. 

By providing water to support planned growth in the SFPUC service area, the WSIP will result in 
significant and unavoidable growth inducement effects that are primarily related to secondary 
effects such as air quality, traffic congestion and water quality. (PEIR Chapter 7). The WSIP 
identifies mitigation measures adopted by jurisdictions that have prepared general plans and 
related land use plans and major projects in the SFPUC service area to reduce the identified 
impacts of planned growth. A summary of projects reviewed under CEQA and mitigation 
measures identified are included in Appendix E, Section E.6 of the PEIR. 

SA/1 fRl\NCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 48 



Motion No. 19210 
Hearing Date August 7, 2014 

CASE NO. 2008.1396E 
SFPUC GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

AND RECOVERY PROJECT 

Despite the adoption of mitigation measures, some of the identified impacts of planned growth 
cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant levels, and the WSIP, which has a longer planning 
horizon and somewhat different growth projections than some general plans, would also be 
expected to result in impacts not addressed by adopted mitigation measures as summarized in the 
PEIR Chapter 7. Jurisdictions have adopted overriding consideration in approving plans that 
support growth for which mitigation measures have not been identified and the SFPUC adopted 
overriding considerations in approving the WSIP through Resolution No. 08-0200. Thus, some 
of the growth that the WSIP would support would result in secondary impacts that would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

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. 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 r~gions in the service area 
within 24 hours and restore facilities to meet average-day demand within 30 days after a major 
earthquake. 

• fucrease 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 nondrought years and meet dry-year delivery needs while limiting rationing to a maximum 
20 percent systemwide; diversify water supply options during nondrought 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. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 49 



Motion No. 1921 O 
Hearing Date August 7, 2014 

CASE NO. 2008.1396E 
SFPUC GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

AND RECOVERY PROJECT 

The Project would help ineet WSIP goals by providing additional dry-year supply and providing 
additional pumping capacity in the South Westside Groundwater Basin ·in an emergency. Specific 
objectives of the GSR Project are: 

• Conjunctively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated use of 
SFPUC surface water and groundwater pumped by the Partner Agencies. 

• Provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies in normal and wet years, 
with a corresponding reduction of groundwater pumping by these agencies, which then allows for 
in-lieu recharge of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. 

• Increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South Westside Groundwater Basin 
by an average annual 7.2 mgd. 

• Provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for the SFPUC's customers and increase water 
supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle .. 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

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

Alternative 1: No Project 

Under the No Project Alternative, the GSR Project would not be constructed or operated. The SFPUC 
would not conjunctiveJy manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin with the Partner Agencies and 
the basin would continue to be operated as it is now. The 16 groundwater wells and associated well 
facilities (pump stations and treatment facilities) would not be constructed or operated, the Westlake 
Pump Station would not be upgraded, and a new dry-year water supp~y would not be developed. The six 
test wells installed at Site 2 (Park Plaza Meter), Site 5 (Right-of-way at Serra Bowl), Site 6 (Right-of-way 
at Colma BART), Site 8 (Right-of-way at Serramonte Boulevard), Site 10 (Right-of-way at Hickey 
Boulevard) and Site 13 (South· San Francisco Linear Park) would be abandoned in accordance with 
regulatory standards or converted to monitoring wells. 
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The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to conjunctively 
manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated use of SFPUC surface water and 
groundwater pumped by the Partner Agencies; provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner 
Agencies in normal and wet years; increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South 
Westside Groundwater Basin by an average annual 7.2 mgd; and provide a new dry-year groundwater 
supply for the SFPUC' s customers and increased water supply reliability during the 8.5-year design 
drought cycle. 

Under the No Project Alternative, regtonal water system customers would experience water shortages and 
need to implement water rationing more frequently and water rationing would be more severe, exceeding 
the 20 percent systemwide rationing expected under full implementation of the WSIP projects. 
Wholesale customers would likely pursue other dry year supply projects, but numerous hurdles would 
need to be overcome: 

• Water demand among customers is highest when supplies are most constrained and therefore 
more difficult to secure. 

• Major new water supply projects can take 20-25 years to complete, so pursuit of other projects 
would likely not avoid increased water shortages and water rationing. 

• The SFPUC wholesale customers already have planned for and adopted increased water 
conservation and recycling initiatives, making greater efforts in these regards more difficult. 

The No Project Alternative 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 7 .2 mgd of dry-year supply from the 
South Westside Groundwater Basin or provide for an alternative local supply in the event of emergency 
conditions. As a result, the No Project Alternative would fail to meet dry-year delivery needs identified 
in the WSIP while limiting rationing to a maximum 20 percent systemwide. It would also result in a less 
diversified water supply during dry~years than would be achieved with the GSR Project. 

The No Project Alternative would avoid all of the construction impacts identified for the GSR Project, 
including the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with noise, land use, and aesthetics. It 
would also avoid all construction and operation-related impacts that can be reduced to a less-than
significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures, including in the areas of land use, 
aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, recreation, 
utilities and service systems, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and 
hazards and hazardous materials. 

In the absence of the dry-year water supply that the Project would provide, under the No Project 
alternative the SFPUC or its wholesale customers or both would likely take action to secure supplemental 
dry-year supply, which could have similar or additional secondary environmental effects as the Project. 
Supplemental dry-year supply options could include additional Tuolumne ·ruver diversions and water 
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transfers from the Turlock Irrigation District or the Modesto Irrigation District, increased groundwater 
use, additional water conservation and water recycling and desalination projects. The WSIP PEIR 
evaluated the environmental effects of such projects as part of the WSIP alternatives. Secondary effects 
could include: construction impacts and operational impacts such as groundwater overdraft, subsidence, 
seawater intrusion, and water quality effects associated with development of groundwater sources; 
impacts on fisheries and biological resources, including sensitive species, associated with additional 
Tuolumne River diversions; and construction impacts and operational impacts on land use, aesthetics, 
hydrology and water quality, air quality, hazards, and energy associated with the development desalinated 
water supplies. 

The Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet any of the 
project objectives, and it would jeopardize the SFPUC's ability to meet the adopted WSIP goals and 
objectives as set forth in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200. Further, its secondary effects would likely 
result in similar impacts to those of the Project. Thus, the No Project Alternatives may not result in fewer 
environmental impacts than the Project, given that all Project impacts can be mitigated to less than 
significant levels with the exception of temporary construction-related impacts on land use, temporary 
construction noise impacts, and aesthetic impacts due to removal of trees at one location. 

Alternative 2A: Reduce Lake Merced Impacts and Maintain Project Yield 

Under Alternative 2A, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except the SFPUC 
would construct only 14 wells and well facilities instead of 16 wells by not constructing a well or well 
facility at Site 1 in Daly City or Site 4 in unincorporated Broadmoor. Without wells at Sites 1 and 4, 
pumping would be reduced by approximately 1.0 mgd. To maintain the overall yield of 7.2 mgd, 
pumping would be redistributed to 11 wells at Sites 5 through 15. Pumping at each of Sites 5 through 15 
would increase by approximately 20 percent compared to the proposed Project and production rates at 
Sites 5 through 15 could support this increased pumping. Pumping at Sites 2 and 3 would not increase 
under this alternative to minimize impacts on Lake Merced as compared to the proposed Project. 
Pumping at Site 16 also would not increase because ~oundwater availability is restricted at this location. 
Under this alternative, pumping near Lake Merced would decrease by approximately 54 percent when 
compared to the Project. 

Alternative 2A would meet all of the Project Objectives, including increasing the dry-year and emergency 
pumping capacity of the South Westside Groundwater Basin by an average annual 7.2 mgd in the event of 
a 8.5-year design drought. It would have the same construction-related impacts as the proposed Project 
except that all impacts associated with construction at Sites 1 and 4 would be avoided. As a result, the 
significant and unavoidable construction-related noise impacts associated with exceeding local noise· 
standards and increasing ambient noise levels, and the disruption of residential land uses from nighttime 
noise at these two sites would not occur. 

The main difference between this Alternative 2A and the Project in terms of environmental effects is that 
by reducing pumping by 54 percent in the Lake Merced area, this alternative would decrease the decline 
in Lake Merced levels by a similar 54 percent. With the Project, lake levels after the end of the design 
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drought are expected to drop to four feet lower than under modeled existing conditions. With Alternative · 
2A, lake levels would be expected to drop two feet lower than under modeled existing conditions. The 
Project identifies mitigation in the form of lake monitoring, provision of supplemental water or altering of 
pumping to mitigate Project impacts. Similar mitigation still would be needed with Alternative 2A, but 
this alternative would not require the same degree of mitigation because the effects of Alternative 2A on 
Lake Merced levels would be about half as severe as with the Project. Although the Project would fully 
mitigate impacts to Lake Merced, it would require greater mitigation in the form of additional 
supplemental water, redistributed pumping or discontinued ;rumping as compared to Alternative 2A. 
Eliminating other wells would not further reduce impacts on Lake Merced water levels because other 
wells are too far from the lake to have a substantial influence on lake levels. 

Other operational impacts with Alternative 2A would be nearly the same as for the proposed Project. 
Although pumping near Lake Merced would decline, this decline in pumping would be offset by 
increased pumping at Sites 5 through 15. As a result, the less-than-significant impact on irrigation wells 
at the Olympic Club and San Francisco Golf Club would be further reduced; Lake Merced Golf Club 
would continue to experience significant but mitigable impacts to its irrigation wells, and the nine 
cemeteries and California Golf Club in the Colma area would experience a 20 percent increase in well 
interference impacts. As for the Project, these well interference impacts would be significant but 
mitigable, but greater mitigation actions may be needed to fully mitigation impacts as compared to the 
Project. Other operational impacts associated with the Project, including subsidence potential, seawater 
intrusion, and effects on water quality and groundwater depletion, would be similar for Alternative 2A 
and the Project. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 2A as infeasible for several reasons. First, it does not provide an 
appreciable environmental benefit as compared to the Project. While it eliminates all of the construction
related impacts associated with Sites 1 and 4, including the significant and unavoidal;>le construction
related noise and land use impacts, these construction-related impacts are temporary, occurring over. 
approximately seven nights of well drilling, and would not result in any permanent environmental effect. 
Alternative 2A reduces the need for mitigation associated with maintaining Lake Merced levels, but these 
impacts are mitigable under mitigation measures identified in the BIR and which the SFPUC proposes to 
adopt. By moving pumping away from Lake Merced further to the south, it has a greater impact on 
irrigation wells and cemeteries in the Colma area. These increased well interference impacts also are 
mitigable but Alternative 2A would trigger the need for greater mitigation of well interference impacts as 
compared to the Project. The overall effect of Alternative 2A is to decrease Lake Merced level impacts at 
the expense of increasing Well interference impacts in the Colma area, and eliminating temporary 
construction noise and associated land use disruption impacts at two sites. 

Further, while Alternative 2A would decrease some project costs due to elimination of Sites 1 and 4, there 
would be an associated increase in other costs at Sites 5 through 15 for larger pumps, piping and 
treatment equipment to accommodate the increased pumping at these sites. Well interference mitigation 
costs would be increased because Alternative 2A would trigger the need for mitigation earlier and more 
often as compared to the Project due to the increased pumping at Sites 5 through 15. Finally, reducing the 
number of wells from 16 to 14 would reduce operational flexibility in the event of planned or unplanned 
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maintenance. needs. With two fewer wells operating, the ability to reallocate pumping or rotate pumping 
without reducing pumping quantity would be more difficult. In sum, Alternative 2A would reduce 
operational flexibility in the event of planned or unplanned Project maintenance need, increase well 
interference mitigation costs, and fail to provide an appreciable environmental benefit as compared to the 
Project. 

Alternative 2B 

Under Alternative 2B, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except the SFPUC 
would construct only 14 wells and well facilities instead of 16 wells by not constructing a well or well 
facility at Site 1 in Daly City or Site 4 in unincorporated Broadmoor. Without wells at Sites 1 and 4, 
pumping would be reduced by approximately 1.0 mgd. Unlike Alternative 2A, pumping lost from not 
constructing wells at Sites 1 and 4 would not be redistributed. 

Alternative 2B would meet most, but not all, of the Project objectives. It would not meet the objective of 
increasing the SFPUC's dry-year and emergency pumping capacity by 7.2 mgd during an 8.5-year 
drought. Instead, it would provide 6.2 mgd during an 8.5-year drought. It would meet the other project 
objectives of providing for the conjunctive use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin and 
supplemental SFPUC surface water to Partner Agencies during normal and wet years to allow for in-lieu 
recharge of the Basin, but at a level reduced by 1 mgd as compared to the Project. The reduction in yield 
with Alternative 2B would limit the regional water system's ability to meet the WSIP goal of seismic and 
delivery reliability, adopted as part of the approval of the WSIP under SFPUC Resolution 08-0200. The 
SFPUC per the adopted resolution will reevaluate 2030 demand projections, regional water system 
purchase requests, and water supply options by 2018. With the reduction in yield from this alternative, 
the SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects 
depending on demand projections. Alternatively, the SFPUC's wholesale customers could decide to 
pursue additional projects such as water transfer fo increase dry-year and emergency pumping capacity to 
achieve a yield of7.2 mgd as called for by the adopted WSIP. 

Alternative 2B would have the same construction-related effects as Alternative 2A - it would eliminate 
all less-than-significant, significant and mitigable, and significant and unavoidable impacts of 
construction associated with Sites 1 and 4. It would also have the same impacts on Lake Merced as 
Alternative 2A - it would reduce lake level decline by 54 percent as compared to the Project. Unlike 
Alternative 2A, it would not redistribute the pumping lost by not installing wells at Sites 1 and 4. 
Consequently, the well interference impacts of Alternative 2B would be less than the Project at the Lake 
Merced Golf Club, Olympic Club and San Francisco Golf Club, but would not change the significance 
conc.lusions. Well interference impacts at the Olympic Club and the San Francisco Golf Club would be 
less-than-significant under both the Project and Alternative 2B; likewise, the well interference impact at 
Lake Merced Golf Club would be significant but mitigable under both the Project and Alternative 2B. 
Other operational impacts - land subsidence and sea water intrusion - would be reduced as compared to 
the Project, but as they were less-than-significant under the Project, the significance determination would 
remain unchanged. Likewise, Alternative 2B would decrease, but result in the same significance 
determination for groundwater depletion impacts as the Project, with such impacts remaining significant 
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but mitigable. Impacts on water quality would remain the same, less-than-significant, with Alternative 
2B as for the Project. 

The main difference between Alternative 2B and the Project in terms of environmental effects is that by 
reducing pumping by 54 percent in the Lake Merced area it would decrease the decline in Lake Merced 
levels by a similar 54 percent. With the Project, lake levels after the end of the design drought are 
expected to drop to four feet lower than under modeled existing conditions. With Alternative 2B, lake 
levels would be expected to drop two feet lower than under modeled existing conditions. The Project 
identifies mitigation in the form of lake monitoring, provision of supplemental water or altering of 
pumping to mitigate Project impacts. Similar mitigation still would be needed with Alternative 2B, but 
this alternative would not require the same degree of mitigation because the effects of Alternative 2B on 
Lake Merced levels would be about half as severe as with the Project. The Project would fully mitigate 
impacts to Lake Merced, but it would require greater mitigation - additional supplemental water, 
redistributed pumping or discontinued pumping - as compared to Alternative 2B. Eliminating other wells 
would not further reduce impacts on Lake Merced water levels because other wells are too far from the 
lake to have a substantial influence on lake levels. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an 
environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project and if it is determined to be the No Project 
Alternative, then the EIR must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other Project 
alternatives. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e).) The EIR identified Alternative 2B as the 
environmentally superior alternative. Some impacts associated with Alternative 2B while initially less 
intense than those of the Project (well interference, groundwater depletion), with mitigation, the resulting 
impact level would be the same under Alternative 2B and the Project (less-than-significant with 
mitigation). But, Alternative 2B would eliminate construction impacts at two sites, Sites 1 and 4, and 
reduce impacts on Lake Merced level declines by 54 percent. Although the Project would fully mitigate 
impacts to Lake Merced, it would require greater mitigation in the form of additional supplemental water, 
redistributed pumping or discontinued pumping as compared to Alternative 2B. Greater co.sts would be 
associated with this mitigation, although these costs may be offset by savings associated with not 
constructing facilities at Sites 1 and 4. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 2B as infeasible. It would not meet the objective of increasing the 
SFPUC's dry-year and emergency pumping capacity by 7.2 mgd during an 8.5-year drought. Instead, it 
would provide 6.2 mgd during an 8.5-year drought. It would meet the other project objectives of 
providing for the conjunctive use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin and supplemental SFPUC 
surface water to Partner Agencies during normal and wet years to allow for in-lieu recharge of the Basin, 
but at a level reduced by 1 mgd as compared to the Project. The reduction in yield with Alternative 2B 
would limit the regional water system's ability to meet the WSIP goal of seismic and delivery reliability, 
adopted as part of the approval of the WSIP under SFPUC Resolution 08-0200. With the reduction in 
yield from this alternative, the SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop 
additional water supply projects depending on demand projections. 
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While Alternative 2B eliminates construction impacts at Sites 1 and 4, including the significant and 
unavoidable construction-related noise and land use impacts, these construction-related impacts are 
temporary, occurring over approximately seven nights of well drilling;. and would not result in any 
permanent environmental effect. Alternative 2B reduces the need for mitigation associated with 
maintaining Lake Merced levels, but these impacts are mitigable under mitigation measures identified in 
the EIR and which the SFPUC proposes to adopt. 

Alternative 3A 

Alternative 3A was selected for analysis because it would reduce the significant well interference impacts 
of the Project during dry years at existing irrigation wells that are located at the Colma-area cemeteries. 
Under Alternative 3A, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except the SFPUC 
would construct only 14 wells and well facilities instead of 16 wells by not constructing a well or well 
facility at Sites 7 and 8 in Colma. Without wells at Sites 7 and 8, pumping would be reduced by 
approximately 1.2 mgd, decreasing pumping in the Colma area by approximately 32 percent. To maintain 
the overall yield of 7.2 mgd, pumping would be redistributed to nine wells at s.ites 1 through 4 and Sites 
11 through 15. Pumping at each of these sites would increase by approximately 31 percent as compared 
to the proposed Project; production rates at Sites 5 ~hrough 15 could support this increased pumping. 
Pumping at Sites 5, 6, 9, and 10 would remain the same, as they are in the Colma area; pumping at Site 16 
also would not increase because groundwater availability is restricted at this location. 

Alternative 3A would fully meet the Project Objectives, including increasing the dry-year and emergency 
pumping capacity of the South Westside Groundwater Basin by an average annual 7 .2 mgd in the event of 
a 8.5 year design drought. It would have the same construction-related impacts as the proposed Project 
except that all impacts associated with construction at Sites 7 and 8 would be avoided. As a result, all 
impacts that are less-than-significant and less-than-significant with mitigation at either site would be 
avoided as would the significant and unavoidable construction-related aesthetic impact as Site 7. This 
latter impact is the result of the need to remove trees associated with a designated tree mass in the Town 
of Colma General Plan and the fact that despite the adoption of mitigation to replace trees, these trees 
include eucalyptus trees on SFPUC's right-of-way, the presence of which conflicts with the SFPUC's 
vegetation management policy for its right-of-way. While SFPUC will work with the Town of Colma to 
find replacement trees off-site, Site 7 will be aesthetically altered. 

The intensity of well interference impacts on existing irrigation wells in the Colma area before mitigation 
would be reduced as a.result of a 32 percent reduction in pumping near these wells. However, well 
interference impacts with the implementation of mitigation would be less-than-significant for both 
Alternative 3A and the proposed Project. Potential impacts on Lake Merced water levels would be 
slightly greater for Alternative 3Athan for the Project prior to mitigation, but with mitigation, both would 
result in less-than-significant impacts on the water quality of Lake Merced. But, under Alternative 3A, 
more supplemental water, redistribution of pumping, or discontinued pumping would be required to 
mitigate such impacts as compared to the proposed Project. Potential impacts on groundwater quality and 
groundwater depletion would be the same for the proposed Project and Alternative 3A. The potential for 
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subsidence impacts and for seawater intrusion would be slightly greater for Alternativ(;) 3A when 
compared to the, proposed Project but would be less-than-significant as for the proposed Project. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 3A as infeasible. First, it does not provide an appreciable 
environmental benefit as compared to the Project. It results in similar environmental impacts as with the 
Project after the application of mitigation measures. The main differences between Alternative 3A and 
the Project is that Alternative 3A eliminates the significant and unavoidable aesthetic impact associated 
with removal of trees in the SFPUC right-of-way at Site 7, increases impacts associated with Lake 
Merced levels and decreases the impacts associated with well interference in the Colma area. As a result, 
Alternative 3A increases the amount of mitigation associated with maintaining Lake Merced levels, 
including the need to secure supplemental water, reduce pumping or redistribute pumping to reduce the 
effect of the Project on Lake Merced levels. But, the resulting impacts to Lake Merced levels after 
implementation of mitigation measures identified in the EIR, which the SFPUC proposes to adopt, would 
be the same for Alternative 3A and the Project. By moving pumping away from the Colma area, 
Alternative 3A reduces well interference impacts, but these impacts also are mitigable, so the main effect 
is to increase the amount of required mitigation associated with maintaining Lake Merced levels. After 
mitigation, Alternative 3A and the Project result in the same mitigated impact associated with well 
interference. 

Further, while Alternative 3A would decrease some project costs due to elimination of Sites 7 and 8, it 
would increase other project costs associated with Sites 1 through 4 and Sites 11 through 15 due to the 
need for larger pumps, piping and treatment equipment to accommodate the increased pumping at these 
sites. Also, Lake Merced mitigation costs would be increased because mitigation would be triggered 
earlier and more often due to the increased pumping at Sites 5 through 15. Finally, by reducing the 
number of wells from 16 to 14, Alternative 3A would reduce operational flexibility as compared to the 
Project in the event of planned or unplanned maintenance. With two fewer wells operating, the ability to 
reallocate pumping or rotate pumping without reducing pumping quantity would be more difficult. In 
sum, Alternative 3A would reduce operational flexibility in the event of planned or unplanned Project 
maintenance need, increase mitigation costs associated with maintaining Lake Merced levels, and not 
provide an appreciable environmental benefit as compared to the Project. 

Alternative 3B 

Alternative 3B was selected for analysis because it would reduce the significant well interference impacts 
of the Project during dry years at existing irrigation wells that are located at the Colma-area cemeteries. 
Under Alternative 3B, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except the SFPUC 
would construct only 14 wells and well facilities instead of 16 wells by not constructing a well or well 
facility at Sites 7 and 8 in Colma. Without wells at Sites 7 and 8, pumping would be reduced by 
approximately 1.2 mgd, decreasing pumping in the Colma area by approximately 32 percent. 

Alternative 3B would meet most but not all, of the Project goals and objectives. Alternative 3B would 
not fully meet the Project goal to provide 7.2 mgd of water for new dry-year water supply for the SFPUC 
and Partner Agencies because Alternative 3B would reduce the number of well and reduce the dry-year 
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and emergency pumping capacity to 6.0 mgd. This alternative would partially support the WSIP goals 
and objectives to provide dry-year and emergency water pumping capacity. However, additional 
measures may be necessary to fully provide the dry-year and emergency water pumping volume required 
in o_rder to meet the WSIP goal of limiting rationing to a systemwide maximum of 20 percent during an 
8.5-year drought. 

It would have the same construction-related impacts as the proposed Project except that all impacts 
associated with construction at Sites 7 and 8 would be avoided. As a result, all impacts that are less-than
significant and less-than-significant with mitigation at either site would be avoided as would the 
significant and unavoidable construction-related aesthetic impact as Site 7. This latter impact is the result 
of the need to remove trees associated with a designated tree mass in the Town of Colma General Plan 
and the fact that despite the adoption of mitigation to replace trees, these trees include eucalyptus trees on 
SFPUC's right-of-way, the presence of which conflicts with the SFPUC's vegetation management policy 
for its right-of-way. While SFPUC will work with the Town of Colma to find replacement trees off-site, 
Site 7 will be aesthetically altered. 

This alternative would decrease pumping near the Colma area by approximately 32 percent. Operational 
impacts would be similar to those expected for the proposed Project. The expected groundwater levels 
would still result in the potential for well interference impacts as would the proposed Project and these 
impacts, in most cases, are similar to those that would occur with the proposed Project. With mitigation, 
the well interference impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels under both the Project and 
Alternative 3B. Alternative 3B would reduce the potential for subsidence and seawater intrusion; 
however, both the proposed Project and Alternative 3~ would result in less than significant subsidence 
and seawater intrusion impacts. Potential impacts on groundwater quality would be the same for the 
proposed Project and the alternative. Potential impacts related to groundwater depletion would be similar 
for.both the Project and this alternative .. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 3B as infeasible. Alternative 3B does not fully meet project 
objectives. It would not meet the objective of increasing the SFPUC's dry-year and emergency pumping 
capacity by 7.2 mgd during an 8.5-year drought. Instead, it would provide 6.0 mgd during an 8.5-year 
drought. It would meet the other project objectives of providing for the cortjunctive use of the South 
Westside Groundwater Basin and supplemental SFPUC surface water to Partner Agenc;ies during normal 
and wet years to allow for in-lieu recharge of the Basin, but at a level reduced by 1.2 mgd as compared to 
the Project. The reduction in yield with Alternative 3B would limit the regional water system's ability to 
meet the WSIP goal of seismic and delivery reliability, adopted as part of the approval of the WSIP under 
SFPUC Resolution 08-0200. With the reduction in yield from this alternative, the SFPUC may need to 
revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects depending on demand 
projections. 

Further, it does not provide an appreciable environmental benefit as compared to the Project. It results in 
similar environmental impacts as with the Project after the application of mitigation measures. The main 
differences between Alternative 3B and the Project is that Alternative 3B eliminates the significant and 
unavoidable aesthetic impact associated with removal of trees in the SFPUC right-of-way at Site 7, 
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increases impacts associated with Lake Merced levels and decreases the impacts associated with well 
interference in the Colma area. As a result, Alternative 3B increases the amount of mitigation associated · 
with maintaining Lake Merced levels, including the need to secure supplemental water, reduce pumping 
or redistribute pumping to reduce the effect of the Project on Lake Merced levels. But, the resulting 
impacts to Lake Merced levels after implementation of mitigation measures identified in the BIR, which 
the SFPUC proposes to adopt, would, be the same for Alternative 3B and the Project. By moving 
pumping away from the Colma area, Alternative 3B reduces well interference impacts, but these impacts 
also are mitigable, so the main effect is to increase the amount of required mitigation associated with 
maintaining Lake Merced levels. After mitigation, Alternative 3B and the Project result in the same 
mitigated impact associated with well interference. 

In sum, Alternative 3B does not fully meet Project or WSIP goals and objectives and does not provide an 
appreciable environmental benefit to the Project. With the reduction in yield from this alternative, the 
SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects 
depending on demand projections. 

VI. Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CBQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby finds, 
after consideration of the Final BIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below, independently 
and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration 
warranting approval of the project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify 
approval of the project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by 
substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its determination that each individual reason is 
sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding 
findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the Record 
of Proceedings, as defined in Section I. 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceedmg, 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 
envirom,nent 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 further a number of the WSIP goals and objectives. As part of the approval of 
WSIP by 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. The WSIP Statement of Overriding Considerations is relevant to the significant 
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and unavoidabfo impacts of the GSR Project as it will further WSIP goals and objectives, as well 
as the GSR Project's contribution to the WSIP's significant and unavoidable indirect effects 
related to growth. 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. 

• The GSR Project will provide a substantial amount of the dry-year supply that the SFPUC 
calculates it will need under a long-term drought scenario. The Project will provide an average 
annual 7.2 mgd of new dry-year groundwater supply for the SFPUC's customers. The SFPUC's 
WSIP, adopted by the .SFPUC in 2008, identifies a goal of limiting rationing in a drought to a 
maximum of 20 percent for the 2.46 million persons in San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, 
Alameda and Tuolumne counties served.by the SFPUC's reiional water system. The WSIP 
identified a reasonable worse case drought scenario as one that would last 8.5 years. The WSIP 
identified two projects that would assist in limiting rationing to 20 percent during a drought - the · 
GSR Project, which would provide 7.2 mgd of groundwater, and dry-year water transfers of about 
2 mgd from the Modesto or Turlock Irrigation Districts. The GSR Project is critical to the ability 
of the SFPUC to implement its WSIP dry-year water supply strategy. 

• The conjunctive management of the South Westside Groundwater Basin, as proposed with the 
Project, will make more dry-year water available to the SFPUC Regional System without the 
environmental impacts associated with building a new storage facility and without impacting 
other water supplies. The conjunctive management of the South Westside Groundwater Basin 
provides for groundwater to accumulate in the basin during normal and wet years when the 
SFPUC can provide surface water to Partner Agencies, and for SFPUC and Partner Agencies to 
extract the accumulated groundwater during dry years. The Project achieves a 7.2 mgd increase 
in water supply during an 8.5-year design drought while having no impact on meeting Partner 
Agencies' water needs during normal and wet years. Because storage space is already available 
in the South Westside Groundwater Basin, the project is able to make use of the groundwater 
storage space without the need to construct an entirely new water storage system and incur the 
environmental impacts associated with such construction and operation. With the exception of an 
aesthetic impact at one site related to tree removal, and noise and land use impacts on residences 
associated with temporary construction-related noise, the Project will be able to mitigate the 
direct environmental impacts associated with its construction and operation, including any 
potential impact to water needs of overlying irrigators. 

• The SFPUC WSIP identifies the goal of reducing vulnerability to earthquakes. It establishes an 
objective of delivering basic service to three regions in the SFPUC service area - East/South Bay, 
Peninsula, and San Francisco within 24 hours after a major earthquake. The performance 
objective is to deliver 104 mgd to the East/South Bay, 44 mgd to the Peninsula, and 81 mgd to 
San Francisco. The GSR Project will make up to 7.2 nigd of local groundwater supply available 
for delivery in the event of an emergency such as an earthquake. 
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• The WSIP aims to substantially improve use of new water supply and drought management, 

including use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. The GSR Project is 

important to meeting the WSIP goal of providing improved use of new water supply, because it 
will-provide up to 7.2 mgd of local groundwater d:uring drought and emergency periods. 

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

This Project will further this objective as the EIR for the Project detennined that the Project 
would have no significant impact on water quality and would not degrade drinking water. 

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

finds that the benefits of the Project and the. Project's furtherance of the WSIP goals and objectives 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are 
therefore acceptable. 

DECISION 

That based upon the Record, the submissions of the SFPUC, the Department and SFPUC staff, and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby ADOPTS findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible, adopting a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations, and ADOPTS a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, attached 
as Exhibit 1. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 7, 2014. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Becretary 

AYES: Commissioners Antonini, Borden, Fong, Hillis, Moore, Sugaya and Wu. 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: August 07, 2014 
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Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE AUGUST 7, 2014 

July 31, 2014 
Case No. 2008.1396R 

Reception~ .. 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558:6409 

For SFPUC Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Planning 
NI A; Various locations, San Francisco Peninsula lnfotmation; 

N/A; Various locations; San Francisco Peninsula. See attachment for415.558.6377 
individual locations. 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Greg Bartow 
525 Golden Gate Ave., lQth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Paolo Ikezoe - (415) 575-9137 

Paolo .Ikezoe@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINJ)INGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND WITH THE 
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 FOR THE PROPOSED SFPUC 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT AND FINDINGS UNDER 
THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and Section 2A.53 of the 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 prior to consideration by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

On April 23, 2013, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("Project Sponsor" or "SFPUC") 
submitted an application to the Planning Department requesting a determination of consistency with the 
General Plan for the proposed acquisition of various property and easements in conjunction with the 
implementation of the SFPUC's Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project ("GSR Project"), a 
part of the Water System Improvement Program ("WSIP"). 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The SFPUC is proposing the GSR Project as part of the WSIP, which the SFPUC approved in 2008 to 
provide a long-term plan for management of its regional water supply system. The primary goal of the 
Project is to provide additional dry-year water supply. The specific objectives of the Project are: 
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• Conjunctively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated 
use of SFPUC surface water and groundwater pumped by its Partner Agencies. 

• Provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies in normal and wet 
years, with a corresponding reduction of groundwater pumping by these agencies, which 
then allows for in-lieu recharge of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. 

• Increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin by an average annual 7.2 million gallons per day ("mgd"). 

• Provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for the SFPUC' s customers and increase 
water supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle. 

The Project is a groundwater storage and recovery project located in northern San Mateo County that the 
SFPUC proposes to operate in conjunction with Daly City, San Bruno and CalWater (referred to as the 
"Partner Agencies"). The SFPUC supplies surface water to the Partner Agencies from its Regional Water 
System. The Partner Agencies currently supply potable water to their retail customers through a 
combination of groundwater from the southern portion of the Westside Groundwater Basin (referred to 
as the "South Westside Groundwater Basin") and purchased SFPUC surface water. Under the Project, 
SFPUC would provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies during normal and 
wet years and in turn the Partner Agencies would reduce their groundwater pumping for the purpose of 
allowing the amount of groundwater in the South Westside Groundwater Basin to recharge. Then, 
during dry years, the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC would pump the increased stored groundwater 
using 16 new well facilities. The dry-year groundwater supply would be blended with water from. the 
SFPUC' s regional water system and would as a result increase the available water supply to all regional 
water system customers during dry years. 

The project consists of operation of up to 16 new groundwater well facilities within the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin to withdraw up to 7.2 m.gd of stored groundwater during dry years and emergencies. 
Each groundwater well facility site would contain a well pump station, underground distribution piping, 
and above or underground utility connections. Most well facilities would have disinfection units as 
required. 

The SFPUC proposes to install the 16 new groundwater wells along the SFPUC Regional Water System, at 
various locations throughout the San Franci.sco Peninsula in San Mateo County. The sites would have 
permanent wells installed and would require temporary construction easements and staging areas, 
temporary and permanent access roads, permanent pipeline easements and permanent utility easements. 

The GSR Project is designed to further the use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin as an 
underground storage reservoir by storing water in the basin during wet periods for subsequent recapture 
during the dry period. This new dry-year water supply would be made available to the SFPUC' s regional 
water system to benefit all of the SFPUC wholesale and retail water customers. 

In addi.tion, the Project is part of the SFPUC's WSIP adopted by the SFPUC on October 30, 2008. 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 
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meet estimated water-purchase requests in the service area. With the exception of the water supply goal, 
the overall WSIP. goals and objectives are based on a planning horizon through 2030. The water supply 
goal to meet delivery needs in the SFPUC service area is based on a planning horizon through 2018. The 
overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-quality water. 
• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 
• Increase water delivery reliability. 
• Meet customer water supply needs. 
• Enhance sustainability. 
• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP goals by increasing dry year water supply and helping to meet 
customer water supply needs. In addition, the Project would provide potable groundwater for 
emergency supply in the event that an earthquake or other major catastrophe interrupts the delivery of 
water from the regional water system. 1 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On April 10, 2013, 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 (the public review period was extended for two weeks, 
concluding on June 11, 2013, resulting in a 62-day public review period), and of the date and time of the 
Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of 
persons requesting such notice and other interested· parties, posted near .the Project site, and made 
available at the main public library in San Francisco and at public libraries in San Mateo County .. 
Additional notices of availability were distributed and published on May 29, 2013, to announce the 
extended public review period. 

On April 10, 2013, 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. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the 
State Clearinghouse on April 10, 2013. 

The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the DEIR to accept written or oral 
comments on May 16, 2013. The Planning Department also held a local public hearing in the project 
vicinity in San Mateo County on May 14, 2013. The public hearing transcripts are in the Project record. 
The extended period for acceptance of written comments ended on June 11, 2013. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 
and in writing during the extended 62 day 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. The Department provided additional, updated information 
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and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well. as SFPUC and the Planning Department, to 
address Project updates since publication of the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to 
Comments document ("RTC"), publishe_d on July 9, 2014, distributed to the Commission on July 10, 2014, 
and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the 
Department and on the Department's website. 

On August 7, 2014, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a public hearing on 
the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, consisting of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, the RTC, and any additional consultations, comments and information received during 
the review process. The Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found the contents of 
said report and the procedures through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 
the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

On August 7, 2014, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. :X:XXX:X. Additionally, the 
Commission adopted approval findings, including findings rejecting alternatives, amending a mitigation 
measure, and making a statement of overriding considerations, and adopted a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program ("MMRP") pursuant to CEQA by Motion No. :XXXXX, which findings and MMRP are 
incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth herein. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Project is consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code SectionlOl.1 as described in the 
body of this letter and is, on balance, in-conformity with the following Objectives and Policies of the 
General Plan. Comments are provided in italic text. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE2 
IMPLEMENT BROAD AND EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES. 

POLICY2.1 

Coordinate regional and local management of natural resources. 

Comment: The SFPUC is entering into the GSR project with its Partner Agencies, Daly City, San Bruno and 
CalWater to make efficient use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. Under the Project, the SFPUC would 
provide surface water to its Partner Agencies in wet and normal years, allowing for in-lieu storage of groundwater. 

· In dry years, the SFPUC and Partner Agencies would be able to pump increased groundwater supply. The GSR 
project, located outside of the City and County of San Francisco in San Mateo County, would make the dry-year 
water supply it creates available to the cities in which the wells would be located - Daly City, San Bruno and South 
San Francisco - as well as to SFPUC wholesale water customers. 
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ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE PRESENT 
AND FUTURE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO. 

Hetch Hetchy and the Water Department should continue their excellent planning program to assure that 
the water supply will adequately meet foreseeable consumption demands. To this end, the O.ty should be 
prepared to undertake the necessary improvements and add to the Hetch Hetchy/Water Department 
system in order to guarantee the permanent supply. Furthermore, San Francisco should continually 
renew its commitments for the sale of water to suburban areas in planning how to meet future demand. 

Comment: The GSR project is a key component of the SFPUC's WSIP plan for dry year supply. The GSR project 
would improve the SFPUC's ability to provide an adequate, reliable supply of water in both wet and dry years, by 
creating the capacity to collect and store groundwater. Water collected during wet periods would be used to 
supplement existing sources during dry years. 

POLICY5.3 
Ensure water purity. 
San Francisco's drinking water must meet State and Federal water quality standards. Ensuring water 
quality means continuing the present water purification process and monitoring storage facilities and 
transmission lines for threats to the water supply. 

Comment: New well facz1ities constructed as part of the GSR project would have disinfection units as required. The 
Final EIR determines that the Project would have no significant impact on water quality and would not degrade 
drinking water. 

OBJECTIVE6 
CONSERVE AND PROTECT THE FRESH WATER RESOURCE. 
The fresh water resource, like all natural resources, is finite and measurable. While San Francisco's water 
supply seems vast in relation to current demands, it should not be wasted. Supplementary sources 
should also be investigated. 

Comment: The GSR project would provide new supplementary sources of fresh water, collecting and storing 
groundwater during wet periods for use during dry years. 
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Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes Eight Priority Policies and requires review of discretionary 
approval;; and permits for consistency with said policies. The Project is found to be consistent with the 
Eight Priority Policies as set forth in Planning Code Section 101.1 for the following reasons: 

Eight Priority Policies Findings 
The subject project is found to be consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1 in that: 

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 have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for employment 
in or ownership of such businesses. 

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 have no adverse effect on the City's housing stock or on neighborhood character. The 
existing housing and neighborhood character will be not be negatively affected 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 
parking. 

The Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening the streets 
or altering current neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for residential 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in 
an earthquake. 

The Project .would not adversely affect achieving the greatest possible preparedness against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. -

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

SA~ FRANCISCO 
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8. That our ·parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 

The Project would have no long-term adverse effect on parks and open space or their access to sunlight and 
vista. The Final EIR determines that short-term impacts to the recreational experience during project 
construction would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

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 APPROVES the General Plan Referral, 
finding the project, on balance, consistent with the General Plan. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 7, 2014. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Antonini, Borden, Fong, Hillis, Moore, Sugaya and Wu. 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: August 07, 2014 

Attachments: Map of proposed well sites and list of right-of-way requirements 

I:\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referrals \2014 \2008.1396R PUC Groundwater Storage and Recovery.docx 

List of right-of-way requirements 
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In compliance with Government Code Section 7260 et seq., undertake the process for possible acquisition, 
for an estimated combined purchase price not to exceed $1,000,000, of interests (temporary or permanent) 
in real property located in San Mateo County, as follows: 

(1) Assessor's Parcel# 002-410-050 in Daly City, owned by Lake Merced Golf and Country Club 
(2) Assessor's Parcel's # 002-072-240, -250 and 002-201-650 in Daly City, owned by John Daly Boulevard 
Associates/West Lake Associates 
(3) Assessor's Parcel #'s 006-111-540 and 006-111-460 in Daly City, owned by Jefferson Elementary School 
District 
(4) Assessor's Parcel# 008-421-120 in Colma, owned by TSE Serramonte L.P. and leased by Kohl's 
Department Stores 
(5) Assessor's Parcel's (unknown) for property owned by BART/SAMTRANS in South San Francisco 
(6) Assessor's Parcel# 010-212-100 in South San Francisco, owned by Costco Wholesale Corporation 
(7) Assessor's Parcel# 093-331-080 in South San Francisco, owned by the City of South San Francisco 
(8) Assessor's Parcel # 010-292-210 in South San Francisco, owned by Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
(9) Assessor's Parcel# 093-220-010 in Millbrae, owned by the SFPUC and leased by OSH/Lowes 
Corporation 
(10) Assessor's Parcel# 014-320-010 in San Bruno, owned by the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs 

Ii, P.n>po5ed ~eci;)very Well 
&'.Weil ·Number 

Distance in miles. 
i----1-' ---; 

1 2· 



FILE NO. 140945 RESOLUTION NO. 400-14 

1 [California Environmental Quality Act Findings and Mitigation Agreements - Various 
Cemeteries and the California Golf Club - Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery 

2 P~e~ . 

3 

4 Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including 

5 the adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and a statement of 

6 overriding considerations related to funding for the Regional Groundwater Storage and 

7 Recovery Project; and authorizing the General Manager of the Public Utilities 

8 Commission to enter into mitigation agreements with Cypress Lawn Memorial Park 

. 9 Cemetery, Eternal Home Cemetery, Hills of Eternity/Home of Peace/Salem Cemeteries, 

10 Holy Cross Catholic Cemetery, Italian Cemetery, Olivet Cemetery, Woodlawn Cemetery, 

11 and the California Golf Club for an indefinite term beginning upon execution of the 

12 agreements~ 

13 

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

15 and approved a project description for the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery 

16 Project (Project), Project No. CUW30103, which is a water infrastructure project included as 

17 part of the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP); and 

18 WHEREAS, The Project is located in the County of San Mateo and its completion 

19 would help the SFPUC achieve the WSIP Level of Service goal for Water Supply adopted by 

20 the SFPUC in Resolution No. 08-200; and 

21 WHEREAS, ·The objectives of the Project are to conjunctively manage the South 

22 Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated use of SFPUC surfa-ce water and 

23 groundwater pumped by the City o{Daly City, City of San Bruno, and California Water Service 

24 Company ("Participating Pumpers"); provide supplemental SFPUG surface water to the 

25 Participating Pumpers in normal and wet years, resulting in a corresponding reduction of 

Public Utilities Commission 
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1 groundwater pumping, which then allows for in-lieu recharge of the South Westside 

2 Groundwater Basin; increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South 

3 Westside Groundwater Basin by up to an average annual volume of 7 .2 million gallons per 

4 day; and provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for SFPUC customers and increase 

5 water supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle; and 

6 WHEREAS, An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as required by the California 

7 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). was prepared for the Project by the San Francisco 

8 Planning Department, File No. 2008.139E; and 

9 WHEREAS, The Project is a capital improvement project approved by the Sf PUC as 

10 part of the WSIP; and 

11 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on August 7, 2014, certified the 

12 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project, adopted CEQA Findings including a 

13 statement of overriding considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 

14 and found the Project consistent with the Gen~ral Plan by Motion No. M-19209; and 

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

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

17 17734; and 

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

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

20 30, 2008, by Resolution No. 08-200; and 

21 WHEREAS, The SFPUC, by Resolution No. 14-0127, a copy of which is included in 

22 Board of Supervisors File No. 140945 and which is incorporated herein by this reference: 1) 

23 approved the Project; and 2) adopted findings (CEQA Findings), including a Statement of 

24 Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) as 

25 required by CEQA; and 
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1 WHEREAS, The Project files, including the FEIR, PEIR, and SFPUC Resolution No. 

2 14-0127 have been made available for review by the Board and the public, and those files are 

3 considered part of the record before this Board; and 

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

5 and findings contained in the FEIR, PEIR, and SFPUC Resolution No. 14-0127, and all written 

6 and oral information provided by the Planning Department,. the public, relevant public 

7. ageneies, SFPUG and other experts and the administrative files for the Project; and 

8 WHEREAS, The FEIR and MMRP adopted by the SFPUC require mitigation actions 

9 . related to Project operation to mitigate well interference impacts to Cypress Lawn Memorial 

1 O Park Cemetery; Eternal Home Cemetery; Hills of Eternity/Home of Peace/Salem Cemeteries; 

11 Holy Cross Catholiq Cemetery; Italian Cemetery; Olivet Cemetery; Woodlawn Cemetery, and 

12 the California Golf Club through the negotiation and execution of Mitigation Agreements 

13 between the SFPUC and each of these entities; and 

14 WHEREAS, The term of the proposed Mitigation Agreements exceeds 10 years, 

15 requiring the approval of the Board of Supervisors under Charter, Section 9.118 (b); and 

16 WHEREAS, Copies of the proposed Mitigation Agreements have been placed in Board 

17 File No. 140945; and 

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

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

20 appropriation reserves by the Controller subject to the prior occurrence of: 1) the SFPUC's 

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

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

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

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

25 indebtedness. The Ordinance also placed any project with construction costs in excess of 
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1 $100,000,000 on Budget and Finance Committee reserve pending review and reserve release 

2 by that Committee; however, Project costs are below that threshold; now, therefore, be it 

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

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

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

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

7 including the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the MMRP cpntained in SFPUC 

8 Resolution No. 14-0127; and, be it 

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

10 General Plan consistency findings for the Project in Motion No. M-19209, and, be it 

11 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that the Project mitigation measures set 

12 forth in ttie Project FEIR and the MMRP, and adopted by the SFPUC and herein by this Board 

13 will be implemented as reflected in and in accordance with the MMRP and the Mitigation 

14 Agreements where applicable; and, be it 

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

16 have been no substantial project changes and no substantial changes in Project 

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

18 significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified 

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

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

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

22 Resolution to the Controller; and, be it 

23 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors authorizes the General 

24 Manager of the PUC to enter into the Mitigation Agreements with Cypress Lawn Memorial 

25 Park Cemetery; Eternal Home Cemetery; Hills of Eternity/Home of Peace/Salem Cemeteries; 
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1 Holy Cross Catholic Cemetery; Italian Cemetery; Olivet Cemetery; Woodlawn Cemetery, and 

2 the California Golf Club,. substantially in the form of the Agreements on file with the Clerk of 

3 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 140945, with such changes or modifications, including 

· 4 modifications to the exhibits, as may be acceptable to the General Manager and the City 

5 Attorney and which do not materially increase the obligations and liabilities of the City; and, be 

6. it 

7 FURTHER RESOLVED, That upon execution of the Mitigation Agreements, the 

8 General Manager of the PUC shall transmit copies of the Mitigation Agreements with Cypress 

9 Lawn Memorial Park Cemetery, Eternal Home Cemetery, Hills of Eternity/Home of 

10 Peace/Salem Cemeteries, Holy Cross Catholic Cemetery, Italian Cemetery, Olivet Cemetery, 

11 Woodlawn Cemetery, and the California Golf Club to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors for 

12 inclusion in File No. 140945. 

13 

14 

15 

·16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including the adoption 
of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and a statement of overriding considerations 
related to funding for the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project; and authorizing the 
General Manager of the Public Utilities Commission to enter into mitigation agreements with Cypress 
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AGREEMENT FOR PURCHASE AND SALE OF REAL ESTATE 

by and between 

KAISER FOUNDATION HOSPITALS 

as Seller 

and 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation 

as Buyer 

For the purchase and sale of 

One pennanent subsurface easement and one temporary construction easement 
across, in, and upon parcels ofreal property 

located in the City of South San Francisco, County of San .Mateo, State of California 

April _, 2015 

1 
Jlpprovea(By_'l(CfJfP £ega{-Jlpri{15, 2015 

Kaiser Purohnse Agreemenl-04-02-15 
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EXIDBIT B Easement Deed for Temporary Construction Easement 2E with attached legal 
description of Easement Area to be conveyed thereby. 

EXIDBIT C Preliminary Title Report 
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AGREEMENTFORPURCHASEANDSALEOFREALESTATE 

THIS AGREEMENT FOR PURCHASE AND SALE OF REAL ESTATE (this "Agreement") 
dated for reference purposes only as of April _, 2015, is by and among KAISER 
FOUNDATION HOSPITALS, a California non-profit public benefit corporation ("Seller"), and 
the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation ("City"). 

RECITALS 

A. Seller owns one parcel of real property located at 1200 El Camino Real, South San 
Francisco, California 94080 and commonly known as Assessor's Parcel 010-292-210 
referred to in this Agreement as the "Seller's Property." 

B. In connection with the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project (the 
"Project") of City's Public Utilities Commission, City wishes to purchase, and Seller 
wishes to sell certain easement interests in, on, over, under, upon, along, and/or across 
certain portions of Seller's Property in accordance with, and pursuant to, the terms and 
conditions of this Agreement. 

IN CONSIDERATION of the respective agreements set forth below, Seller and City 
agree as follows: 

1. PURCHASE AND SALE 

1.1 Purchase and Sale of Easements 

Seller agrees to sell and convey to City or its designee, and City agrees to purchase from 
Seller, subject to the terms, covenants, and conditions set forth below, the following interests in 
real property (each, an "Easement" and collectively, the "Easements"): 

(a) a permanent subsurface easement for telephone and electrical utility purposes (the 
"Telephone and Electrical Easement ") under, across, in, and upon portions of the 
Seller's Property; and 

(b) a temporary construction easement (the "TCE") over, across, in, and upon portions 
of the Seller's Property. 

The real property interests to be acquired by City pursuant to this Agreement are referred to 
herein individually as an "Easement Area" and collectively as the "Easement Areas." 

1.2 Easement Areas; Nature of Easement 

. The Easement Areas consist of those portions of Seller's Property described and depicted 
in respective exhibits to each of the easement deeds attached as Exhibits A and B (each a 
"Deed," and collectively, the "Deeds"). The nature, scope, and conditions of each Easement are 
set forth in the respective Deed with respect to such Easement. 

2. PURCHASE PRICE 

2.1 Purchase Price 

(a) The purchase price for the Telephone and Electrical Easement is ELEVEN 
THOUSAND ONE HUNDRED SIXTY AND NO 1/100 DOLLARS ($11,160.00). 
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(b) The purchase price for the TCE is FORTY TWO THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED 
NINETY ONE AND NO 1/100 DOLLARS ($42,691.00). 

Accordingly, the total rounded purchase price for the Easements is FIFTY THREE 
THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED AND NO 1/100 DOLLARS ($53,900.00) (the "Purchase 
Price"). 

2.2 Payment 

On the Closing Date (defined in Section 5.3 [Closing Date]), City shall pay the Purchase 
Price, adjusted pursuant to the provisions of Article 6 [Expenses],. and reduced by any credits due 
City under this Agreement. 

2.3 Funds 

All payments made pursuant to this Agreement shall be in legal tender of the United 
States of America, paid by Controller's warrant or in cash or by wire transfer of immediately 
available funds. Unless the parties elect to close the transaction without an escrow, payments 
shall be made to Escrow Holder (defined in Section 5.2 [Escrow; Closing Without an Escrow]), 
as the escrow agent. 

3. CONVEYANCE OF EASEMENT 

3.1 Easement Deeds 

At the Closing defined in Section 5.1 ["Closing" Defined]), Seller shall convey to City 
marketable and insurable title to the Easements, by delivery of the Deeds, each duly executed 
and acknowledged in the forms of the attached as Exhibits A and B free and clear of all 
exceptions, liens, and encumbrances except solely for the Accepted Conditions of Title (defined 
in Section 3.2 [State of Title]). Each Deed shall be executed and delivered to City in a 
recordable form. City may record each of the Deeds in the San Mateo County's Recorder's 
Office except, because of the temporary nature of the TCE to be granted as described in Exhibit 
B, the Deed with respect to such Easement shall not be recorded unless, prior to the expiration of 
the term of such Deed, Seller materially breaches the terms of this Agreement or such Deed and 
City provides written notice of such breach to Seller and Seller fails to cure such breach within 
fourteen (14) days of its receipt of such notice. 

3.2 State of Title 

"Accepted Conditions of Title" shall mean (a) the lien of real property taxes, not yet 
due or payable; and (b) exceptions numbered 4 through 7 and 9 through 23 of the preliminary 
title report dated October 17, 2014, bearing Title No. FWT0-4071400369-JM attached as 
Exhibit C. As a condition precedent to City's obligation to purchase the Easements, quitclaim 
deeds, a spousal waiver, lender's consents or subordinations, tenants' consents, or similar releases 
sufficient to clear or subordinate any possessory rights over the Easement Areas may be 
required, at City's election, in form approved by City. Seller agrees to secure any such waiver, 
quitclaim deeds, consents, subordinations, or releases. 

4. CONDITIONS TO CLOSING 

4.1 City's Conditions to Closing 

The following are conditions precedent to City's obligation to purchase the Easements 
(collectively, "Conditions Precedent"): 
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(a) The physical condition of all portions of the Easement Areas shall be substantially 
the same on the Closing Date as on the date of City's execution of this Agreement, 
reasonable wear and tear and loss by casualty excepted (subject to the provisions of 
Article 8 [Risk of Loss]), and as of the Closing Date, to the knowledge of Seller, there 
shall be no litigation or administrative agency or other governmental proceeding, pending 
or threatened, that after the Closing could materially adversely affect the value of the 
Easements or the ability of City to . use all portions of the Easement Areas for their 
respective intended use, and to the knowledge of Seller no proceedings shall be pending 
or threatened that could or would cause the change, re-designation or other modification 
of the zoning classification of, or of any building or environmental code requirements 
applicable to, any portions of the Easement Areas. Subject to Seller's express warranties 
and representations set forth in Section 7 of this Agreement, City hereby acknowledges 
and agrees that the Easements to be purchased, conveyed, and accepted by City are in 
their present condition, "AS IS", "WHERE IS" AND WITH ALL FAULTS, and that no 
patent or latent defect in the Easement Areas, whether or not known or discovered, shall 
affect the rights of either Seller or City under this Agreement. 

(b) Seller shall have delivered signed originals of any documents required under 
Section 3.2, and, unless the parties elect to consummate the transaction without an 
escrow, Escrow Holder shall be committed at the Closing to issue to City CLTA owner's 
policy of title insurance (the "Title Policy") in the amount of the Purchase Price, insuring 
title to the Easements vested in City free of all exceptions, liens, and encumbrances 
except only the Accepted Conditions of Title. The Title Policy shall contain such special 
endorsements as City may reasonably request. 

(c) The transactions contemplated by this Agreement shall have been approved by all 
applicable City departments and agencies, including, without limitation, the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, at their respective sole discretion, within sixty 
(60) days after Seller executes and delivers this Agreement to City. 

( d) If required by City's Charter, the City's Mayor and the Board of Supervisors, at the 
sole discretion of each, shall have enacted a resolution approving, adopting, and 
authorizing this Agreement and the transactions contemplated by this Agreement, within 
ninety (90) days after Seller executes and delivers this Agreement to City. 

(e) Seller shall have delivered the items described in Section 5.4 below [Seller's 
Delivery of Documents] on or before the Closing. 

The Conditions Precedent contained in the foregoing subsections (a) through (e) are 
solely for City's benefit. If any Condition Precedent is not satisfied, City shall have the right at 
its sole discretion either to waive in writing the Condition Precedent in question and proceed 
with the purchase with respect to one or more of the Easements (provided that the Conditions 
Precedent described in items ( c) and ( d) above may not be waived except insofar as City elects to. 
extend the deadline for satisfying such item) or, in the alternative, terminate this Agreement. 
The waiver of any Condition Precedent shall not relieve Seller of any liability or obligation with 
respect to any representation, warranty, covenant, or agreement of Seller. In addition, the 
Closing Date may be extended, at City's option, for a reasonable period of time specified by City, 
to allow such Conditions Precedent to be satisfied, subject to City's further right to terminate this 
Agreement upon the expiration of the period of any such extension if any such Conditions 
Precedent remain unsatisfied. 

If the sale of the Easements, or any of them, is not consummated because of a default 
under this Agreement on the part of Seller or if a Condition Precedent cannot be fulfilled because 
Seller frustrated such fulfillment by some affirmative act or negligent omission, City may, at its 
sole election, either (1) terminate this Agreement by delivery of notice of termination to Seller, 
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whereupon Seller shall pay to City any title, escrow, reasonable legal, and inspection fees 
incurred by City, and neither party shall have any further rights or obligations hereunder, or 
(2) continue this Agreement with respect to one or more of the Easements pending City's action 
for specific performance and/or damages hereunder, including, without limitation, City's costs 
and expenses incurred hereunder. 

4.2 Cooperation with City 

Seller shall cooperate with City and do all acts as may be reasonably requested by City 
with regard to the fulfillment of any Conditions Precedent including, without limitation, 
execution of any documents, applications, or permits, but Seller's representations and warranties 
to City shall not be affected or released by City's waiver or fulfillment of any Condition. 

5. CLOSING AND POSSESSION 

5.1 "Closing" Defined 

The consummation of the purchase and sale contemplated hereby (the "Closing") shall 
occur as provided in this Article 5. 

5.2 . Escrow; Closing Without an Escrow 

(a) Unless the parties agree to consummate the purchase and sale without an escrow as 
provided in subparagraph (b) below: (i) On or before the Effective Date (as defined in 
Section 11.17 [General Provisions]), the parties shall open escrow by depositing an 
executed counterpart of this Agreement with Chicago Title Company at its offices at 
1929 Market Street, San Francisco, California 94104 ("Escrow Holder"); (ii) this 
Agreement shall serve as instructions to Escrow Holder as the escrow holder for 
consummation of the purchase and sale contemplated hereby; (iii) Seller hereby 
authorizes City to prepare and submit supplemental escrow instructions in accordance 
with this Agreement on behalf of both parties, as needed; and (iv) the Closing shall be 
held and delivery of all items to be made at the Closing under this Agreement shall be 
made at Escrow Holder's offices. · · 

(b) Notwithstanding the foregoing, the parties may elect by mutual agreement .to 
consummate the purchase and sale without an escrow, in which event the Closing shall 
occur as described in Section 5.7(b). 

5.3 Closing Date 

The Closing shall occur ninety (90) days after the Effective Date (as defined in 
Section 11.17) or on such earlier date as City and Seller may mutually agree (the "Closing 
Date"), subject to the provisions of Article 4 [Conditions Precedent]. The Closing Date may not 
be extended without the prior written approval of both Seller and City, except as otherwise 
expressly provided in this Agreement. If the Closing does not occur on or before the Closing 
Date and the parties have deposited documents or funds in escrow, Escrow Holder shall, unless it 
is notified by both parties to the contrary within five (5) business days after the Closing Date, 
return such items to the depositor thereof. 

5.4 Seller's Delivery of Documents 

(a) At or before the Closing, Seller shall deliver or cause to be delivered to City the 
following: 

(i) each of the duly executed and acknowledged Deeds; 
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(ii) such resolutions, authorizations, or other documents as City may 
reasonably require to demonstrate the authority of Seller to enter into this 
Agreement and consummate the transactions contemplated hereby, and such 
proof of the power and authority of the individuals executing any documents or 
other instruments on behalf of Seller to act for and bind Seller; 

(iii) any documents needed in order to eliminate title exceptions other than 
Accepted Conditions of Title; and 

(iv) a closing statement in form and content satisfactory to City and Seller 
(which may be in the form of a letter or memorandum from City, countersigned 
by Seller, ifthe parties elect to consummate the transaction without an escrow). 

Seller shall also deliver a properly executed California Franchise Tax Board Form 
590 certifying that Seller is a California resident (if Seller is an individual) or that Seller 
has a permanent place of business in California or is qualified to do business in 
California, if Seller is a corporation, or other evidence satisfactory to City that Seller is 
exempt from the withholding requirements of Section 18662 of the California Revenue 
and Taxation Code. Seller acknowledges and agrees that if Seller fails at Closing to 
deliver to City such certificate, City may be required to withhold and remit to the 
appropriate tax authority a portion of the Purchase Price pursuant to Section 18662 of the 
California Revenue and Taxation Code. Any amount properly so withheld and remitted 
shall be deemed to have been paid by City as part of the Purchase Price, and Seller's 
obligation to consummate the transaction contemplated herein shall not be excused or 
otherwise affected thereby. · 

(b) Seller shall deliver such items to Seller through escrow, unless the parties elect to 
, close the transaction without an escrow in which event Seller shall deliver the items 
directly to City for a Closing in accordance with Section 5.7(b). 

5.5 City's Delivery of Documents and Funds 

(a) At or before the Closing, City shall deliver to Seller the following: 

(i) a certificate of acceptance, executed by City's Director of Property, to be 
attached to each of the Deeds; 

(ii) a closing statement in form and content satisfactory to City and Seller 
(which may be in the form of a letter or memorandum from City to Seller if the 
parties elect to consummate the transaction without an escrow); 

(iii) funds sufficient to pay City's share of expenses under Article 6; and 

(iv) the Purchase Price, as provided in Article 2 hereof. 

(b) City shali deliver such documents and funds through escrow; however, if the parties 
elect to consummate the transaction without an escrow, City shall deliver the funds and 
documents as provided in Section 5.7(b). 

5.6 Other Documents; Cooperation 

Seller and City shall perform such further acts and execute and deliver such additional 
documents and instruments as may be reasonably required in order to carry out the provisions of 
this Agreement and the intentions of the parties. 
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5.7 Closing 

(a) Closing through Escrow. Subject to Section 5.7(b), at Closing, provided all the 
conditions to the parties' obligations have been satisfied or waived as provided and 
permitted by this Agreement, Escrow Holder shall perform the following acts in the 
following order: 

(i) Perform such acts as are necessary in order to deliver title to City subject 
only to the Accepted Conditions of Title, including recording any deed of 
reconveyance, subordination agreement, or other documentation as specified in. 
supplemental escrow instructions submitted by City before Closing. 

(ii) Deliver the Deeds to City; 

(iii) Deliver to Seller, or as Seller may instruct, the Purchase Price, less any 
amount necessary to satisfy any liens, bond demands, delinquent taxes, and 
Seller's share of expenses and prorations under Article 6; 

(iv) Issue the Title Policy to City, ifrequested to do so by City; and 

(v) Deliver to the appropriate party any other documents, instruments, and 
sums required by this Agreement. 

(b) Closing without Escrow. If the parties elect to consummate the purchase and sale 
without an escrow, City shall effect the Closing on the Closing Date as follows: 

(i) City shall: (A) deliver to Seller, or as Seller may instruct, the Purchase 
Price (less any amount necessary to satisfy any liens, bond demands, delinquent 
taxes, and Seller's share of expenses and prorations, if applicable, under Article 
Q), and (B) cause each respective certificate of acceptance for the Deeds to be 
executed, when: 

(1) City has received Seller's documents in accordance · with 
Section 5.4, and 

(2) City has received each of the Deeds conveying the Easements to 
City duly acknowledged and in a recordable form, subject only to the 
Accepted Conditions of Title, obtain the Title Policy (if City elects to do 
so), and deliver to the appropriate party any other documents, 
instruments, and sums required by this Agreement. 

5.8 Possession and Use 

The right of possession and use of each the Easement Areas by City and/or its designees, 
including the right to remove and dispose of improvements and install and connect utilities, shall 
commence on the Closing Date except, with respect to the TCE only, shall commence on the 
date City's contractor first enters the Easement Area of the TCE to commence staging for the 
Project (the "Possession Date"), which may occur before the Closing Date. Prior to entering the 
Easement Area for the TCE prior to the Closing Date, City shall cause its general contractor 
engaged to perform Project construction work to procure and maintain through the term of the 
TCE general liability insurance policy in a general aggregate amount not less than $2,000,000, 
written on an occurrence basis, covering bodily injury, death, and property damage to the extent 
arising out of or relating to City's use of the Easement Area for the TCE and shall name Seller as 
an additional insured. The Purchase Price includes but is not limited to full payment for .such 
possession and use, including interest if any from such date, notwithstanding any other provision 

6 
)llppr011ecf Ci3y 'l(P'J{<P Leg a( - }Iprif 15, 2015 

Kniscr Purohnse Agreemenl- 04-02-15 



of this Agreement. City shall provide Seller with at least thirty (30) days' advance written notice· 
of the Possession Date together with a certificate of insurance, in form reasonaply satisfactory to 
Seller, evidencing compliance with the insurance requirements of this Section 5.8. In addition, 
City shall indemnify, defend, and hold Seller harmless from and against any and all claims, 
judgments, liabilities, losses, damages, penalties, fines, or costs (including, but not limited to, 
reasonable attorney's fees) that arise prior to Closing to the extent resulting from City's use of 
the Easement Area of the TCE. 

6. EXPENSES; PRORATIONS 

6.1 City's Expenses 

City shall pay all escrow fees and title insurance charges, if any. In addition, City shall 
pay for its pro-rata share of property taxes for its portion of Seller's Property as a result of the 
purchase of the Easements after the Closing Date. 

6.2 Seller's Expenses 

Seller shall pay all costs incurred in connection with the prepayment or satisfaction of 
any loan, bond or other indebtedness secured in whole or part by any portion of the Easement 
Areas including, without limitation, any prepayment or delinquency fees, penalties, or charges. 
Seller shall also pay at the Closing any delinquent taxes that may have become a lien against 
Seller's Property. 

6.3 Other Expenses 

Any other costs and charges of the Escrow not otherwise provided for in this Article or 
elsewhere in this Agreement shall be allocated in accordance with the closing customs for San 
Mateo County, as determfoed by Escrow Holder. 

7. REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES 

Seller represents and warrants to and covenants with City as follows: 

(a) Ownership of Property. Seller is the sole fee owner of Seller's Property, and will 
own it at the time of the Closing, free and clear of all liens, leases, occupancy 

. agreements, claims, encumbrances, easements, and rights of way of any nature (whether 
disclosed in the public record or not), except only the Accepted Conditions of Title. 

(b) Signing Authority. Seller and the signatories on Seller's behalf represent and 
warrant that the signatories on Seller's behalf to this Agreement are authorized to enter 
into this Agreement to convey real property and that no other authorizations are required 
to implement this Agreement on behalf of Seller. 

(c) No Leases. There are now, and will be at the Closing, no oral or written leases, 
occupancy agreements, licenses, or easements affecting any portion of the Easement 
Areas or that would affect City's access to or use as contemplated by the Deeds of any 
portion of the Easement Areas. 

(d) No Property Defects or Legal Violations. To the best of Seller's lmowledge, there 
are now, and at the time of the Closing will be, no material physical defects of any 
portion of the Easement Areas, and no violations of any laws, rules, or regulations 
applicable to any portion of the Easement Areas. 
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( e) No Im pediments to Use. Seller knows of no facts nor has Seller failed to disclose 
any fact that would prevent City from using the Easements after Closing in the normal 
manner in which they are intended as more fully set forth in the Deeds. 

(f) No Lawsuits. To the best of Seller's knowledge, there are no lawsuits or 
proceedings pending or threatened against or affecting Seller, Seller's Property, or its use 
that would affect Seller's ability to consummate the sale contemplated by this Agreement 
or City's use and enjoyment of the Easements after the Closing. 

(g) No Known Hazardous Materials. To the best of Seller's knowledge, there has 
been no release and there is no threatened.release of any Hazardous Material in, on, under 
or about Seller's Property. As used herein, "Hazardous Material" shall mean any 
material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical 
characteristics, is deemed by any federal, state, or local governmental authority to pose a 
present hazard to human health or safety or to the environment. "Release" or 
"threatened release'.' when used with respect to Hazardous Material shall include any 
actual or imminent spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting, emptying, discharging, 
injecting, escaping, leaching, dumping, or disposing into or inside any of the 
improvements, or in, on; under, or about the Easement Areas. 

8. RISK OF LOSS 

If any portion of the Easement Areas is damaged or destroyed before the Closing Date, 
then the rights and obligations of Seller and City under this Agreement shall be as follows: City 
shall have the right, at its election, to terminate this Agreement in its entirety or terminate it only 
as to that portion of the Easement Areas damaged or destroyed. City shall have thirty (30) days 
after Seller notifies City that an event described in this Article 8 has occurred to make such 
election by delivery to Seller of an election notice. City's failure to deliver such notice within 
such thirty (30) -day period shall be deemed City's election to terminate this Agreement in its 
·entirety. If this Agreement is terminated in its entirety or in part pursuant to this Article 8, then 
City and Seller shall each be released from all obligations under this Agreement pertaining to 
that portion of the Easement Areas affected by such termination except with respect to any 
obligations relating to City's occupation prior to the Closing of the Easement Area for the TCE 
pursuant to Section 5.8 above. If City elects not to terminate this Agreement in its entirety, 
Seller shall give City a credit against the Purchase Price at the Closing in an amount 
proportionate to the percentage reduction, if any, of the square footage of the Easement Area, 
and this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect. 

9. MAINTENANCE; CONSENT TO NEW CONTRACTS 

9.1 Maintenance of the Easement Area 

Between the date of Seller's execution. of this Agreement and the Closing, Seller shall 
maintain Seller's Property in its current condition and shall make, at Seller's expense, all repairs 
necessary to maintain Seller's Property in such condition. Seller shall make no changes to the 
Easement Areas without City's prior, written consent, which shall not be unreasonably withheld, 
conditioned, or delayed. 

9.2 Contracts Affecting the Easement Area 

Except as otherwise provided in: this Agreement or by express written permission granted 
by City, Seller shall not, after the date of execution of this Agreement, alienate, lien, encumber, 
or otherwise transfer Seller's Property or any portion thereof or allow the same to occur, or enter. 
into any lease or contract with respect to Seller's Property or any portion thereof that would 
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survive the Possession Date .and impair City's access to or use of any portion of the Easement 
Areas as contemplated by the Deeds. 

10. DISMISSAL OF EMINENT DOMAIN ACTION 

Seller hereby agrees and consents to the dismissal of any pending action in eminent 
domain by City as to Seller's Property or any portion thereof and Seller also waives all claims to 
court costs and any money that may now be on deposit in the Superior Court in such action. 

11. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

11.1 Notices 

Any notice, consent, or approval required or permitted to be given under this Agreement 
shall be in writing and shall be given by (a) hand delivery, against receipt, (b) reliable next
business-day courier service that provides confirmation of delivery, or (c) United States 
registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt required, and addressed as follows (or 
to such other address as either party may from time to time specify in writing to the other upon 
five (5) days' prior, written notice in the manner provided above): 

. " " 

To: 

with copy to: 
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San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden.Gate Avenue, 10th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102 
Attention: Brian Morelli 
Facsimile No.: (415) 487-5200 

Richard Handel 
Deputy City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
City Hall, Room 234 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4682 
Facsimile No.: (415) 554-4755 
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Seller: 

To: 

with a copy to: 

and a copy to: 

Kaiser Permanente 
Attn: Matt Harrison 
Director-Corporate Real Estate, 
Northern California Region 
1800 Harrison Street, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 625-6457 

Robin Pearson, Esq. 
Pearson & Schachter 
1904 Olympic Boulevard, Suite 8 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
Facsimile: (925) 407-2742 

Mark Zemelman, General Counsel, 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
One Kaiser Plaza, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 267-2161 

A properly addressed notice transmitted by one of the foregoing methods shall be deemed 
received upon the confirmed date of delivery, attempted delivery, or rejected delivery, whichever 
occurs first. Facsimile numbers are provided above for convenience of communication; 
however, neither party may give official or binding notice by facsimile. The effective time of a 
notice shall not be affected by the receipt, prior to receipt of the original, of a telefacsimile copy 
of the notice. 

11.2 ~rokers and Finders 

Neither party has had any contact or dealings regarding the Easements, or any of them, or 
any communication in connection with the subject matter of this Agreement, through any 
licensed real estate broker or other person who could claim a right to a commission or finder's 
fee in connection with the purchase and sale contemplated herein. In the event that any broker or 
finder perfects a claim for a commission or finder's fee based upon any such contact, dealings, or 
communication, the party through whom the broker or finder makes his or her claim shall be 
responsible for such commission or fee and shall indemnify and hold harmless the other party 
from all claims, costs, and expenses (including, without limitation, reasonable attorneys' fees and 
disbursements) incurred by the indemnified party in defending against the same. The provisions 
of this Section shall survive the Closing. 

11.3 Successors and Assigns 

This Agreement shall be binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the parties hereto and 
their respective successors, heirs, administrators, and assigns, subject to Section 9.2 [Contracts 
Affecting the Easement Areas]. 
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11.4 Amendments; Waivers 

Except as otherwise provided herein, (a) this Agreement may be amended or modified 
only by a written instrument executed by City and Seller, (b) no waiver of any provision of this 
Agreement will be binding unless executed in writing by the party making the waiver, (c) no 
waiver of any provision of this Agreement will be deemed to constitute a waiver of any other 
provision, whether or not similar, and (d) no waiver will constitute a continuing waiver unless 
the written waiver so specifies. 

11.5 Continuation and Survival of Representations and Warranties 

Ali representations and warranties by the respective parties contained herein or made in 
writing pursuant to this Agreement are intended to be, and shall remain, true and correct as of the 
Closing, shall be deemed to be material, and, together with all conditions, covenants, and 
indemnities made by the respective parties contained in this Agreement or made in writing 
pursuant to this Agreement (except as otherwise expressly limited or expanded by the terms of 
this Agreement), shall survive the execution and delivery of this Agreement for two (2) years and 
the Closing, or, to the extent the context requires, beyond any termination of this Agreement. All 
statements contained in any certificate or other instrument delivered at any time by or on behalf 
of Seller in conjunction with the transaction contemplated hereby shall constitute representations 
and warranties under this Agreement. 

11.6 Governing Law 

This Agreement shall be governed by California law and City's Charter. There shall be 
no obligation for the payment of money by City under this Agreement unless City's Controller 
first certifies, pursuant to Section 3.105 of City's Charter, that there is a valid appropriation from 
which the expenditure may be made and that unencumbered funds are available from the 
appropriation to pay the expenditure. 

11.7 Merger of Prior Agreements; No Inducement 

The parties intend that this Agreement (including all of the attached exhibits and 
schedules and any documents specifically described in this Agreement, which are hereby 
incorporated into this Agreement by reference) shall be the final, complete, and exclusive 
expression of their agreement with respect to the subject matter of this Agreement and may not 
be contradicted by evidence of any prior or contemporaneous oral or written agreements or 
understandings. The parties further intend that this Agreement shall constitute the complete and 
exclusive statement of its terms and that no extrinsic evidence whatsoever (including, without 
limitation, term sheets and prior drafts or changes to such drafts) may be introduced in any 
judicial, administrative, or other legal proceeding involving this Agreement. The making, 
execution, and delivery of this Agreement by the parties has been induced by no representations, 
statements, warranties, or agreements other than those expressed in this Agreement. 

11.8 Parties and Their Agents; Approvals 

The term "Seller" as used in this Agreement shall include the plural as well as the 
singular. If there is more than one (1) Seller, then the obligations under this Agreement imposed 
on Seller shall be joint and several. As used herein, the term "Agents" when used with respect 
to either party shall include the agents, employees, officers, contractors, and representatives of 
such party. Subject to applicable law, all approvals, consents, or other determinations permitted 
or required by City under this Agreement shall be made by or through the General Manager of 
City's Public Utilities Commission or the City's Director of Property, unless otherwise provided 
herein,. 
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11.9 Interpretation of Agreement 

The article, section, and other headings· of this Agreement and the table of contents are 
for convenience of reference only and shall not affect the meaning or interpretation of any 
provision contained herein. Whenever the context so requires, the use of the singular shall be 
deemed to include the plural and vice versa, and each gender reference shall be deemed to 
include the other and the neuter. This Agreement has been negotiated at arm's length and 
between persons sophisticated and knowledgeable in the matters dealt with herein. In addition, 
each party has been represented or had the opportunity to be represented by experienced and 
knowledgeable legal counsel. Accordingly, any rule of law (including California Civil Code 
Section 1654) or legal decision that would require interpretation of any ambiguities in this 
Agreement against the party that has drafted it is not applicable and is waived. The provisions of 
this Agreement shall be interpreted in a reasonable manner to effect the purposes of the parties 
and this Agreement. 

11.10 Attorneys' Fees 

The prevailing party in any action or proceeding to 'enforce or interpret, or otherwise 
arising out of or relating to, this Agreement or any provision of this Agreement (including but 
not limited to any arbitration, trial, administrative hearing, bankruptcy, or appeal) will be entitled 
to recover from the other party all of its costs and expenses, including but not limited to 
reasonable attorneys' fees and experts' fees. For purposes of this Agreement, reasonable 
attorneys' fees of the City's Office of the City Attorney shall be based on the fees regularly 
charged by private attorneys with the equivalent number of years of experience in the subject 
matter area of the law for which the City Attorney's services were rendered who practice in the 
City of San Francisco in law firms with approximately the same number of attorneys as 
employed by the Office of the City Attorney. 

11.11 Severability 

If any term or provision of this Agreement, or the application of any term or provision of 
this Agreement to any person or circumstances, shall to any extent be invalid or unenforceable, 
the remainder of this Agreement, or the application of such provision to persons or 
circumstances other than those as to which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected 
thereby, and each provision of this Agreement shall be valid and shall be enforceable to the 
extent permitted by law. 

11.12 Sunshine Ordinance 

Seller understands and agrees that under the City's Sunshine Ordinance (San Francisco 
Administrative Code, Chapter 67) and the State Public Records Law (Gov. Code Section 6250 
et seq.), this Agreement and any and all records, information, and materials submitted to the City 
under this Agreement are public records subject to public disclosure. Seller hereby 
acknowledges that City may disclose any records, information, and materials submitted to City 
in connection with this Agr~ement. 

11.13 Conflicts of Interest 

Through its execution of this Agreement, Seller acknowledges that it is familiar with the 
provisions of Section 15.103 of the San Francisco Charter, Article III, Chapter 2 of City's 
Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, and Section 87100 et seq. and Section 1090 et seq. 
of the Government Code of the State of California, and certifies that it does not know of any 
facts that would constitute a violation of those provisions, and agrees that if Seller becomes 
aware of any such fact during the term of this Agreement, Seller shall immediately notify City. 
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11.14 Notification of Limitations on Contributions 

Through its execution of this Agreement, Seller acknowledges that it is familiar with 
Section 1.126 of the San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, which prohibits 
any person who contracts with the City for the selling or leasing any land or building to or from 
the City whenever such transaction would require approval by a City and County of San 
Francisco elective officer or the board on which that elective officer serves, from making any 
campaign contribution to the officer at any time from the commencement of negotiations for 
such contract until the termination of negotiations for such contract or three (3) months has 
elapsed from the date the contract is approved by the City and County of San Francisco elective 
officer, or the board on which that elective officer serves. 

11.15 Non-Liability 

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, no elective or appointive 
board, commission, member, officer, employee, agent, or consultant of City shall be personally 
liable to Seller, its successors and assigns, in the event of any default or breach by City or for any 
amount that may become due to Seller, its successors and assigns, or for any obligation of City 
under this Agreement. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, no officer, 
director, employee, agent, or consultant of Seller shall be personally liable to City, its successors 
and assigns, in the event of any default or breach by Seller or for any amount that may become 
due to City, its successors and assigns, or for any obligation of Seller under this Agreement. In 
no event shall City and Seller be liable to the other party for any consequential, incidental, or 
special damages. 

11.16 Counterparts 

This Agreement may be executed in two (2) or more counterparts, each of which shall be 
deemed an original, but all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same instrument. 

11.17 Effective Date 

As used herein, the term "Effective Date" shall mean the date on which both parties 
shall have executed this Agreement provided the Agreement and the transactions contemplated 
by the Agreement shall have been authorized (a) in a manner required by .law governing Seller, 
and (b) by a duly adopted resolution of the City's Public Utilities Commission, and (c) ifrequired 
by City's Charter, by a duly adopted resolution of the City's Board of Supervisors and Mayor. 
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11.18 Exhibits. 

The Exhibits referenced in this Agreement are attached to and made a part of this 
Agreement. 

NOTWITHSTANDING ANYTHING TO THE CONTRARY CONTAINED IN THIS 
AGREEMENT, SELLER ACKNOWLEDGES AND AGREES THAT NO OFFICER OR 
EMPLOYEE OF CITY HAS AUTHORITY TO COMMIT CITY TO THIS AGREEMENT 
UNLESS AND UNTIL APPROPRIATE LEGISLATION OF CITY'S PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION (AND, IF REQUIRED BY CITY'S CHARTER, APPROPRIATE 
LEGISLATION OF CITY'S BOARD OF SUPERVISORS) SHALL HAVE BEEN DULY 
ENACTED APPROVING THIS AGREEMENT AND AUTHORIZING THE 
TRANSACTIONS CONTEMPLATED HEREBY. THEREFORE, ANY OBLIGATIONS OR 
LIABILITIES OF CITY HEREUNDER ARE CONTINGENT UPON THE DUE ENACTMENT 
OF SUCH LEGISLATION. 

[Signatures on next page] 
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The parties have duly executed this Agreement as of the respective dates written below. 

SELLER: 

By: 
Printed .. 
name&· 
Title: 

By: 
Printed 
name& 
Title: 

Date: 

CITY: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
a municipal corporation 

By: 

Date: 

JOHN UPDIKE 
Director of Property 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Richard Handel 
Deputy City Attorney 
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ESCROW HOLDER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

[Applicable only when the parties will close the transaction through an escrow} 

Escrow Holder agrees to act as escrow holder in accordance with the terms of this 
Agreement. Escrow Holder's failure to execute below shall not invalidate the Agreement 
between City and Seller. 

ESCROW HOLDER: CHICAGO TITLE COMP ANY 

By: 

Na 
me: 

Its: 

Dat 
e: 

[signature] 

[print name] 

[When Seller and City have delivered a copy of this Agreement for Purchase and Sale of Real 
Estate, executed by Seller and City, to escrow, Escrow Holder should sign this page and transmit 
a copy to Seller and City. Seller and City agree that a photocopy, scanned copy or faxed copy is 
adequate for this purpose.] 
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EXHIBIT A 

TO 

AGREEMENT FOR PURCHASE, AND SALE OF REAL ESTATE 

FORM OF EASEMENT DEED FOR 
PERMANENT TELEPHONE AND ELECTRICAL UTILITY EASEMENT 2A 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: 

Director of Property 
Real Estate Division 
City and County of San Francisco 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94102 

The undersigned hereby declares this 
instrument to be exempt from Recording Fees 
(Govt. Code § 27383) and Documentary 
Transfer Tax ev. & Tax. Code 11922. 

(Space above this line reserved for Recorder's use only) 

EASEMENT DEED 
(Telephone and Electrical Utility Easement) 

(Portion of Assessor's Parcel No.010-292-210) 

FOR VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, the receipt and sufficiency of which are 
hereby acknowledged, KAISER FOUNDATION HOSPITALS, a California non-profit public 
benefit corporation ("Grantor"), hereby grants to the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation ("Grantee"), an exclusive subsurface easement and 
nonexclusive surface easement, for the right to construct, reconstruct, renew, alter, operate, 
maintain, replace and repair such electrical power lines and telephone, fiber optic, or other 
similar telecommunication or data lines as the Grantee shall from time to time elect, and all 
necessary maintenance access structures, laterals, and appurtenances thereto (the "Easement"), 
over, across, along, under, and upon Grantor's real property in the City of South San Francisco, 
San Mateo County, California, as more particularly described in the attached Exhibit A. The 
location of the portion of Grantor's real property that is subject to the Easement is described in 
attached Exhibit B (the "Easement Area"). 

1. Nature of Easement. The Easement includes rights of free ingress, egress, and 
emergency access to the Easement Area over and across the remaining portion of the Grantor's 
property, provided that such rights of ingress, egress, and emergency access shall be limited to 
established roadways, pathways, avenues, or other routes to the extent possible and as reasonably 
necessary for the proper use of the rights granted herein. Grantee is also granted the right to 
clear obstructions and vegetation from the Easement Area as may be reasonably required for the 
proper use of the other rights granted herein and the right to do such other things as are necessary 
for the full enjoyment and accomplishment of the purposes of the Easement. Grantee's rights 
under this Easement Deed ("Deed") may· be exercised by Grantee's agents, contractors, 
subcontractors, suppliers, consultants, employees, licensees, invitees, or representatives, or by 
other authorized persons acting for or on behalf of Grantee (collectively, "Agents"). 
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2. Grantor's Use. Grantor reserves the right to landscape or make such other use of 
the lands included within the Easement Area that is consistent with the Grantee's use; however, 
such use by Grantor shall not include the planting of trees or construction of permanent 
structures, including but not limited to buildings, outbuildings, swimming pools, tennis courts, 
retaining walls, decks, patios, or other concrete architectural structures within or over the 
Easement Area, or any other activity that may materially interfere with Grantee's full enjoyment 
of the Easement. 

3. Maintenance of Improvements. Grantee shall be solely responsible for 
repairing and maintaining all of Grantee's facilities placed in, on, or under the Easement Area in 
good, safe, and secure condition, and Grantor shall have no duty whatsoever for any repair or 
maintenance of Grantee's facilities. Grantor shall maintain the surface of the Easement Area, 
provided that any damage, subsidence, or other injury to the Easement Area to the extent 
resulting from the presence of Grantee's facilities or Agents shall be remedied or repaired by 
Grantee. 

4. Indemnity. Grantee shall indemnify, defend, and hold Grantor harmless from 
and against any and all claims, judgments, liabilities, losses, damages, penalties, fines, or costs 
(including, but not limited to, reasonable attorney's fees and costs) to the extent resulting from 
any of the activities or operations of Grantee and/or Grantee's Agents on or about the Easement 
Area. 

5. Abandonment of Easement. If Grantee permanently abandons for two (2) years 
the use of Grantee's facilities placed in, on, or under the Easement Area, Grantee shall remove 
all fixtures and improvements installed or maintained by Grantee within the Easement Area, or 
abandon them in place in accordance with Grantor's reasonable specifications, and Grantee shall 
restore the Easement Area to substantially the same condition prior to the installation of such 
facilities. After any such abandonment by Grantee, Grantor may record a termination of this 
Easement with the San Mateo County Recorder's office and Grantee shall cooperate with Grantor 
regarding the same. 

6. Notices. Any notice, consent, or approval required or permitted to be given under 
this Easement Deed shall be in writing and shall be given by (a) hand delivery, against receipt, 
(b) reliable next-business-day courier service that provides confirmation of delivery, or 
( c) United States registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt required, and 
addressed as follows (or to such other address as either party may from time to time specify in 
writing to the other upon five (5) days prior written notice in the manner provided above): 
Grantee: 

To: 

With a copy to: 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate A venue, 1 oth Floor 
San Francisco, California 94103 
Attention: Brian Morelli, WSIP Right of Way 
Manager 

. Facsimile No.: (415) 487-5200 

Richard Handel 
Deputy City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
City Hall, Room 234 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4682 
Facsimile No.: (415) 554-4755 
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Gran tor: 
To: 

with a copy to: 

and a copy to: 

Kaiser Permanente 
Attn: Matt Harrison 
Director-Corporate Real Estate, 
Northern California Region 
1800 Harrison Street, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 625-6457 

Robin Pearson, Esq. 
Pearson & Schachter 
1904 Olympic Boulevard, Suite 8 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
Facsimile: (925) 407-2742 

Mark Zemelman, General Counsel, 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
One Kaiser Plaza, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 267-2161 

A properly addressed notice transmitted by one of the foregoing methods shall be deemed 
received upon confirmed delivery, attempted delivery, or rejected delivery. Facsimile numbers 
are provided above for convenience of communication only; neither party may give official or 
binding notice by facsimile. 

7. Run with the Land. The provisions of this Easement Deed shall run with the 
land, burden the Easement Area, and bind and inure to the benefit of the respective successors 
and assigns of Grantee and Grantor. In the event Grantor sells, conveys, or assigns any property 
interest encumbered by this Deed, Grantor shall notify the successor or assignee of the rights and 
obligations of both parties as stated herein. 

8. Exhibits. The Exhibits referenced in this Easement Deed are attached to and 
made a part of this Deed. 

9. Further assurances. Each of the parties hereto shall, and shall cause their 
respective agents to, execute and deliver such additional documents, instruments, conveyances 
and assurances and take such further actions as may be reasonably required to carry out the 
provisions hereof and give effect to the transactions contemplated by this Deed. 

9. Counterparts. This Easement Deed may be executed in counterparts, each of 
which shall be an original, but all counterparts shall constitute one instrument. 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank.] 
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Executed as of this J]_ day of_O+f-l"i_,\'-----' 2015. 

GRANT OR: 

By: 
Printe·d · 
name& 
Title: 

By: 
Printed 
name& 
Title: 

Date: 

ACCEPTED: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
a municipal corporation 

By: _________ _ 
John Updike 
Director of Property 

PUC Resolution: ___ _ 

Dated: ______ _ 

A-4 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

~~ "fdHai1([el, Deputy City Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

This is to certify that the interest in real property conveyed by this deed dated , 
from the Grantor to the City and County of San Francisco, is hereby accepted pursuant to Board 
of Supervisors' Resolution No. 18110 Series of 1939, approved August 7, 1957, and the grantee 
consents to.recordation thereof by its duly authorized officer. 

Dated: 
=----~-~ 

By: 
JOHN UPDIKE 
Director of Property 
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A Notary Public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed th~ document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the 
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California ) 
)ss 

County of ) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf ofwhich the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 
I certify under Penalty of Perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 

Signature~~~~~~~~~~

. State of California ) 
)ss 

County of ______ ) 

(Seal) 

On , before me , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 
I certify· under Penalty of Perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 

(Seal) 
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CAUIFORNIA AllaPURPOSE ACKNOWILEDGMIENT CIVil CODE § 1189 

• 
A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California ) 

County of It l/A-m t::.-DA . ) ;J 6~J 
/A .. t~ rJ _.-- f ,,£).. G on ~ ( 7 ~fore me, _L~'--)_;J ___ M __ · _(_C_V_,..-,--,_(_O_N___,,'----"-_w_v_b_.~ 

V Date 1ere Insert Name and Title of the Officer 

personany appeared __ V--"-"-_o_tJ_t4_· _G_D _ _._/_~,__·__,,O~P--_A!_l>~o_r_F ______ _ 
Name(s) of Signer~ 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(~ whose name~ is/12fe
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/herltR@ir authorized capacity(~), and that by his/hefft.Aeir signaturets). on the instrument the person(~ 
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(~ acted, executed the instrument. 

LYNN M. TILTON 
Commission # 1938548 

~ t Notary Public - California ~ 
z ' Alameda County ~ 

J4¥VY¥~i~~~~~.!( 

Place Notary Sea/ Above 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws 
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph 
is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~OPTIONAL~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or 
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document. 

Description of Attached Document 
Title.or Type of Document:. Document Date: _______ _ 

Number of Pages: Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: -----------

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s) 
Signer's Name: ___________ _ Signer's Name: ___________ _ 
D Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ D Corporate Officer - Title(s): _____ _ 
D Partner - D Limited D General D Partner - D Limited D General 
D Individual D Attorney in Fact D Individual D Attorney in Fact 
D Trustee D Guardian or Conservator D Trustee · D Guardian or Conservator 
D Other: _____________ _ D Other: --------------
Signer Is Representing: ________ _ Signer Is Representing: ________ _ 

W.• 
©2014 National Notary Association• www.NationalNotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827) Item #5907 



A Notary Public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the 
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California ) 
)ss 

County of __ ~ ___ ) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. · 
I certify under Penalty of Perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 

Signature----------

State of California ) 
)ss 

County of ______ ~). 

(Seal) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 
I certify under Penalty of Perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 

Signature----------- (Seal) 
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EXHIBIT A TO 

PERMANENT TELEPHONE AND ELECTRICAL UTILITY EASEMENT 2A 

[Attach Legal Description of Grantor's Real Property] 
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ENGINEERS 

SURVEYORS 

PLANNERS CUP-31A, SITE 11 

PARCEL2A 

EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

September23~ 2013 

All that real property situate in the City of South San Francisco, County of San Mateo, 

State of California, being a portion of the land shown on Record of Survey No. 2036, 

recorded on June 1st, 2009 in Book 33 of Licensed Land Surveyor Maps at page 44, San 

Mateo County Records, State of California, and being a strip ofland 10 feet wide, 5 feet 

on each side of the following descn'bed centerline: 

BEGINNING at the most westerly come{ of Take Parcel 2 as said parcel is described in 

that certain Quitclaim Deed recorded on January 31, 2008, as Document Number 2008-

009955, Official Records of S?tl Mateo County, said point being on ihe northeasterly line 

of said land shown on said map, and a point of a curve to the right, from which point a 

radial line bears South 52°15'05" West; 

thence along said northeasterly line, along said curve having a radius of3919.52 feet, 

through a central angle of0°04'2471
, and an arc length of 5.02 feet to the TRUE POINT 

OF BEGINNING; 

thence leaving said northeasterly line, South 49°04' 50" West, 93.04 feet to the 

northeasterly right-of-way line of El Camino Real, as shown on said map, containing an 

area of930 square feet, more or less; the sidelines of the above described easement are to 
be lengthened or shortened to terminate in said northeasterly line of El Camino Real and 

said northeasterly line of said land; 

All bearings and distances shown on this exln'bit are based upon the North American 
Datum of 1983 (NAD 83), California Coordinate System, Zone III, Epoch 1991.35. All 
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ENGtNl;ERS 

SURVEYORS 

PLANNERS 

distances shown hereon are grid distances. To convert to ground distance, multiply 
expressed distances by 1.00007347. Areas shown are calculated using grid distances. 
To convert to ground area, multiply the expressed area: by 1.0001469. 

A plat showing the above-described parcel is attached herein and made a part hereof as 
Exl:nbit 11B". 

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

Date .,. 
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EXHIBITBTO 

PERMANENT TELEPHONE AND ELECTRICAL UTILITY EASEMENT 2A 

[Attach Depiction of Easement Area 2A] 
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EXIDBITB 

TO 

AGREEMENTFORPURCHASEANDSALEOFREALESTATE 

FORM OF EASEMENT DEED FOR 
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT 2E. 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: 

Director of Property 
Real Estate Division 
City and County of San Francisco 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94102 

The undersigned hereby declares this instrument to be 
exempt from Recording Fees (Govt. Code§ 27383) and 
Document Transfer Tax (Rev. & Tax. Code 11922). 

(Space above this line reserved for Recorder's use only) 

EASEMENT DEED 
(Temporary Construction Easement) 

(Portion of Assessor's Parcel No. 010-292-210) 

FOR VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, the receipt and sufficiency of which are 
hereby acknowledged, KAISER FOUNDATION HOSPITALS, a California non-profit public 
benefit corporation ("Grantor"), hereby grants to the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation ("Grantee"), a temporary, exclusive easement for 
construction and access purposes as further described below (the "Easement") over, across, 
under, and upon Grantor's real property in the City of South San Francisco, San Mateo County, 
California, as more particularly described in the attached Exhibit A. The location of the portion 
of Grantor's real property that is subject to the Easement is described in attached Exhibit B (the 
"Easement Area"). 

1. Nature of Easement. The Easement Area shall consist of an exclusive surface easement 
that shall be used primarily for construction staging and general construction-related activities. 
Grantee's rights to use any portion of the Easement Area shall include (a) the right to store, use, 
and stage construction trailers, equipment, vehicles, machinery, tools, materials, supplies, and 
excavated soils in connection with the construction of Grantee's Regional Groundwater Storage 
and Recovery Project (the "Project"); (b) the right to improve, repair, and maintain the 
Easement Area, including grading, installation of paving and/or crushed rock, fencing, 
management of vegetation impinging on the Easement Area; and (c) such other rights as are 
reasonably necessary for the full enjoyment and accomplishment of the purposes of the 
Easement. Grantee's rights under this Easement Deed ("Deed") may be exercised by Grantee's 
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agents, contractors, subcontractors, suppliers, consultants, employees, licensees, invitees, or 
representatives, or by other authorized persons acting for or on behalf of Grantee ("Agents"). 

2. Term of Easement. Subject to the terms of this Deed, the term of the Easement shall 
commence on the date (the "Commencement Date") on which Grantee's contractor first enters 
the Easement Area to commence staging in connection with construction of the Project after 
Grantee's issuance of a Notice to Proceed to the contractor. Grantee shall provide, or cause its 
contractor to provide, at least thirty (30) days' advance written notice to Grantor of the 
Commencement Date. At the request of either party, Grantor and Grantee shall confirm in · 
writing the Commencement Date. The Easement shall expire on the last day of the ninth (9th) · 
full calendar month after the Commencement Date; however, Grantee shall have the option to 
extend the term on a month-to-month basis not to exceed an additional six (6) months beyond the 
original expiration term of the easement. Thirty (30) days' written notice will be given to 
Grantor if Grantee elects to exercise its option for any such extension. Upon expiration of the 
extended term, Grantee shall pay Grantor an additional sum for any such extensions at the same 
rate paid by Grantor to Grantee for the initial term of the Easement (prorated on a monthly · 
basis). If the term is so extended, and the term is not previously terminated, then in no event will 
the term of this Easement exceed fifteen (15) months from the Commencement Date. Upon and 
after the expiration of this Easement, Grantor may record a termination of this Easement with the 
County of San Mateo and Grantee shall cooperate with Grantor regarding the same. 

3. Restoration. Upon the earlier of expiration of the term of the Easement or Grantee's 
completion of Project construction, atits sole cost and expense, Grantee shall repair, as nearly as 
reasonably possible, any damages to the Easement Area caused by Grantee and its Agents, 
including, but not limited to, restoration of the surface of the Easement Area, to its condition 
immediately prior to the commencement of the work related to the Project. 

4. Indemnity. Grantee shall indemnify, defend, and hold Grantor harmless from and 
against any and all claims, judgments, liabilities, losses, damages, penalties, fines, or costs 
(including, but not limited to, reasonable attorney's fees and costs) to the extent resulting from 
any of the activities or operations of Grantee and/or Grantee's Agents on or about the Easement 
Area. 

5. Notices. Any notice, consent, or approval required or permitted to be given under this 
Easement Deed shall be in writing and shall be given by (a) hand delivery, against receipt, 
(b) reliable next-business-day courier service that provides confirmation of delivery, or 
(c) United States registered or certified mail, postage prepaid~ return receipt required, and 
addressed as follows (or to such other address as either party may from time to time specify in 
writing to the other upon five ( 5) days prior written notice in the manner provided above): 

Grantee: 

To: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 10th Flosir. . ~ 
San Francisco, Califomia·94teS- Cf i./10'2-
Attention: Brian Morelli, WSIP Right of Way 
Manager 
Facsimile No.: (415) 487-5200 
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With a copy to: 

Grantor: 

To: 

with a copy to: 

and a copy to: 

Richard Handel 
Deputy City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
City Hall, Room 234 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco; CA 94102-4682 
Facsimile No.: (415) 554-4755 

Kaiser Permanente 
Attn: Matt Harrison 
Director-Corporate Real Estate, 
Northern California Region 
1800 Harrison Street, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 625-6457 

Robin M. Pearson 
Pearson & Schachter 
1904 Olympic Boulevard, Suite 8 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
Facsimile No.: (925) 407-2742 

Mark Zemelman, General Counsel, 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
One Kaiser Plaza, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 267-2161 

A properly addressed notice transmitted by one of the foregoing methods shall be deemed 
received upon confirmed delivery, attempted delivery, or rejected delivery. Facsimile numbers 
are provided above for convenience of communication only; neither party may give official or 
binding notice by facsimile. 

6. Run with the Land. The provisions of this Easement Deed shall run with the land, 
burden the Easement Area, and bind and inure to the benefit of the respective successors and 
assigns of Grantee and Grantor for the duration of the term of this Easement as set forth in 
Section 2. In the event Grantor sells, conveys, or assigns any property interest encumbered by 
this Deed, Grantor shall notify the successor or assignee of the rights and obligations of both 
parties as stated herein. 

7. Exhibits. The Exhibits referenced in this Deed are attached to and made a part of this 
Deed. 

8. Counterparts. This Deed may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be an 
original, but all counterparts shall constitute one instrument. 
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9. Further assurances. Each of the parties hereto shall, and shall cause their respective 
agents to, execute and deliver such additional documents, instruments, conveyances and 
assurances and take such further actions as may be reasonably required to carry out the 
provisions hereof and give effect to the transactions contemplated by this Deed. 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank.] 
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Executed as of this J.]_ day of_O_,p,_r_;_\ ___ , 2015. 

GRANTOR: 

By: 
Prip.ted 
name& 
Title: 

By: 
Printed 
name& 
Title: 

Date: 

ACCEPTED: 

ation 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
a municipal corporation 

By:_~----------
John Updike 
Director of Property 

PUC Resolution: ___ _ 

Dated: _______ _ 

B-5 . 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: _____________ _ 
Richard Handel, Deputy City Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

This is to certify that the interest in real property conveyed by this deed dated 
_______ , from the Grantor to the City and County of San Francisco, is hereby accepted 
pursuant to Board of Supervisors' Resolution No. 18110 Series of 1939, approved August 7, 
1957, and the grantee consents to recordation thereof by its duly authorized officer. 

By: 
JOHN UPDIKE 
Director of Property 
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A Notary Public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the 
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California 

County of _____ _ 

) 
) SS 

) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person( s ), or the entity upon behalf of which the person( s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature __________ _ 

State of California 

County of _____ _ 

) 
) SS 

) 

(Seal) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PER.JURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature __________ _ (Seal) 
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CALIFORNIA ALLnPURPOSIE ACKNOWLEDGMENT CIV!l CODE§ 1189 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

Name(s) of Signe~ 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(S} whose name~ is/are-
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/sflel.tftey executed the same in 
his/heff#teir authorized capacity~ and that by his/hel'/tReir signature(~on the instrument the person~ 
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(~acted, executed the instrument. 

LYNN M. TILTON 
~ Commission# 1938548 
~ ~' Notary Public - California ~ 
} «.. Alameda County ~ 

, •• " • 4Ml ~ovn; [x~r~:,\2v.t{ 

Place Notary Seal Above 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws 
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph 
is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature h.J~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~OPTIONAL~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or 
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document. 

Description of Attached Document 
Title or Type of Document: Document Date: _______ _ 
Number of Pages: Signer(s) ·Other Than Named Above: ____________ _ 

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s) 
Signer's Name: ___________ _ Signer's Name: ___________ _ 
D Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ D Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ 
D Partner - D Limited D General D Partner.- D Limited · D General 
D Individual D Attorney in Fact D Individual D Attorney in Fact 
D Trustee D Guardian or Conservator D Trustee D Guardian or Conservator 
D Other: ____________ _ D Other: _____________ _ 
Signer Is Representing: ________ _ Signer Is Representing: ________ _ 

• 
©2014 National Notary Association· www.NationalNotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827) Item #5907 



A Notary Public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the 
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California ) 
) SS 

County of ) 

On , before nie, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature __________ _ 

State of California 

County of· _____ _ 

) 
) SS 

)' 

(Seal) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California thatthe foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seaL 

Signature __________ _ (Seal) 
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EXIDBITATO 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT DEED 

[Attach Legal Description of Grantor's Real Property] 

B-A-1 
Jlpprovetf my 'l(ffl<P Legal-Jlpri{ 15, 2015 

Kniscr Purchase Agreemenl- 04-02-15 



ENGINEERS 

SURVEYORS 

PLANNERS 

CUP-31A, SITE I1 

J>ARCEL2E 

Ex:HIBIT "A" 
LEGAL UESCRIFTION 

September 23, 2013 

AU that real property situate in the City of South San Francisco, County of San Mateo, 

State of California, being a portion of the land shown on Record of Survey No. 2036, 

recorded on June 151
, 2009 in Book 33 of Licensed Land Surveyor Maps at page 44t San 

. Mateo County Records, State of California, and being more particularly descn'bed as 

follows: 

BEGINNING at the most westerly comer of Take Parcel 2 as said parcel is descn'bed in 

that certain Quitclaim Deed recorded on January 31, 2008, as Document Number 2008-. 

009955, Official Records of San Mateo County, said point being on the northeasterly line 

of said land shown on said map, and a point of a curve to the right, from which point a 

radial line bears South 52°15'05" West; 

thence along said northeasterly line, along said curve having a radius of 3919 .52 feet, 

through a central angle of2°22'22'', and an arc length.of 162.32 feet; 

thence leaving said northeasterly line, South 53°48'27" West, 33.56 feet; 

thence South 34°4i '07" East, 66.26 feet; 

thence South 52°30100 .. West, 35.12 feet; 
....... 

thence South 37°30100" East, 20.00 feet; 

thence North 52°30'00" East. 34.14 feet; 

thence South 34°41 '07" East, 43.42 feet; 

i:.Surlla\060212.()9\Pfnts\ (2lll3-06-26JCUP-JIA St I 1'2E.doc>; · 
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ENGINEERS 

SURVEYORS 

PLANNERS 

thence South 50°10'42" West, 43.89 feet; 

:thence South39°49'18" East, 23.37 feet; 

thence South 53°21'19'' West, I 4.29 feet to the northeasterly right-of-way line of El 

Camino Real as shown on said map; 

thence along last said right-of-way line, South 47°15'35" East, 15.35 feet to the 

beginning of a non-tangent curve to the right from which point a radial line bears North 

40°19'33" East; 

thence continuing along last said right-of-way line, along said curve having a radius of 

1033.00 feet, through a central angle of 0°16'06", and an arc length of 4.84 feet; 

thence leaving last said right-of-way line; North 54°07'31" East; 76.23 feet; 

thence South 43°00'16" East, 28.33 feet; 

thence North 49°42'5 l" East, 12.34 feet to the northeasterly line of said land shown on 

said map, being a point on a non~tangent curve to the right, from which point a radial line 

bears South 51°39'05" West; 

thence along last said northeasterly line, along said curve having a radius of 3 919 .52 feet, 

through a central angle of 0°36~00'\ and an arc length of 41.05 feet to the POINT OF 

BEGINNING, containing an area of 9,525 square feet, more or less. 

All bearings and distances shown on this exhibit are based upon the North American 
Datum of 1983 (NAD 83), California Coordinate System, Zone III~ Epoch 1991.35. All 
distances shown hereon are grid distances. To convert to ground distance, multiply 
expressed distances by 1.00007347. Areas shown are calculated using grid distances. 
To convert to ground area, multiply the expressed area by 1.0001469. 
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ENGlNEERS 

SURVEYORS 

PLANNERS 

A plat showing the above-described parcel is attached herein and made a part hereof as 
Exhibit "B 11• • 

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

TE1\1PORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT DEED 

[Attach Depiction of Basement Area 2E] 
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EXHIBITC 

PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT 

[Attach Preliminary Title Report] 
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PRELIMINARY REPORT 

In response to the application for a policy of title insurance referenced herein, Chicago Title Company hereby 
reports that it is prepared to issue, or cause to be issued, as of the date hereof, a policy or policies of title 
insurance describing the land and the estate or interest therein hereinafter set forth, insuring against loss which 
may be sustained by reason of any defect, lien or encumbrance not shown or referred to as an exception herein or 
not excluded from coverage pursuant to the printed Schedules, Conditions and Stipulations or Conditions of said 
policy forms. 

The printed Exceptions and .Exclusions from the coverage and Limitations on Covered Risks of said policy or 
policies are set forth in Attachment One. The policy to be issued may contain an arbitration clause. When the 
Amount of Insurance is less than that set forth in the arbitration clause, all arbitrable matters shall be arbitrated at 
the option of either the Company or the Insured as the exclusive remedy of the parties. Limitations on Covered 
Risks applicable to the CLTA and ALTA Homeowner's Policies of Title Insurance which establish a Deductible 
Amount and a Maximum Dollar Limit of Liability for certain coverages are also set forth in Attachment One. Copies 
of the policy forms should be read. They are available from the office which issued this report. 

This report (and any supplements or amendments hereto) is issued solely for the purpose of facilitating the 
issuance of a policy of title insurance and no liability is assumed hereby. If it is desired that liability be assumed 
prior to the issuance of a policy of title insurance, a Binder or Commitment should be requested. 

The policy(ies) of title insurance to be issued hereunder will be policy(ies) of Chicago Title Insurance Company, a 
Nebraska corporation. 

Please read the· exceptions shown or referred to herein and the exceptions and exclusions set forth in 
Attachment One of this report carefully. The exceptions and exclusions are meant to provide you with 
notice. of matters which are not covered under the terms of the title insurance policy and should be 
carefully considered. 

It is important to note that this preliminary report is not a written representation as to the condition of title 
and may not list all liens, defects and encumbrances affecting title to the land. 

Countersigned By: 

Authorized Officer or Agent 

Cl TA Preliminary Report Form - Modified (11.17.06) 
SCA0002402.doc I Updated: 09.29.14 

Chicago Title Insurance Company 

By: 

President 

Attest: 

Secretary 

Printed: 12.11.14@03:46PM byMH 
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Visit Us on our Website: www.ctic.com 

ISSUING OFFICE: 2150 John Glenn Drive, Suite 400, Concord, CA 94520 

FOR SETTLEMENT INQUIRIES, CONTACT: 
Chicago Title Company 

455 Market Street , Suite 2100 • San Francisco, CA 94105 
(415)788-0871 • FAX(415)896-9427 

Another Prompt Delivery From Chicago Title Company Title Department 
Where Local Experience And Expertise Make A Difference 

Title Officer: Jeff Martin 
Title No.: FWT0-4071400369-JM 

TO: Chicago Title Company 
455 Market Street , Suite 2100 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Attn: Tyson Miklebost 

PRELIMINARY REPORT 

PROPERTY ADDRESS(ES): 1200 El Camino Real, South San Francisco, CA 

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 17, 2014 at 07:30AM 

The form of policy or policies of title insurance contemplated by this report is: 

CL TA Standard Coverage Policy 1990 

Escrow Officer: Tyson Miklebost 
E-Mail: Tyson.Miklebost@ctt.com 

Escrow No.: 160341001 

1. THE ESTATE OR INTEREST IN THE LAND HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED OR REFERRED TO COVERED 
BY THIS REPORT fS: 

A Fee as to Parcel(s) One & Two 

Easement(s) more fully described below as to Parcel(s) Three 

2. TITLE TO SAID ESTATE OR INTEREST AT THE DATE HEREOF IS VESTED IN: 

Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, a California non-profit corporation, as to Parcel One; and 

Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, a California non-profit public benefit corporation, as to Parcel Two 

3. THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS REPORT IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

SEE EXHIBIT "A" ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF 

CLTA Preliminary Report FoITTl - Modified (11.17.06) 
SCA0002402.doc I Updated: 09.29.14 2 

Printed: 12.11.14@03:46PM by MH 
CA-CT-FWT0-02180.052407-SPS-1-14-FWT0-4071400369 



For APN/Parcel ID(s): 10-292-210 
For Tax Map ID(s): JPN: 010-029-292-10 

EXHIBIT "A" 
Legal Description 

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, 
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

PARCEL ONE: 

Parcel "A" as shown on that certain Map entitled "Parcel Map being a Resubdivision of the Lands of Kaiser 
Foundation Hospitals (5414 O.R. 708 & & 709; 5884 O.R. 332), City of South San Francisco, San Mateo County, 
California", filed in the office of the Recorder of San Mateo County, State of California on March 20, 1979 in Book 
46 of Parcels Maps at page 19. 

Excepting therefrom so much thereof as was acquired by the State of California in that certain Final Order of 
Condemnation recorded on April 1, 1980 in book 7949 of Official Records at page 1254 (File No. 34465-AP), 
Records of San Mateo County, California. 

Also excepting therefrom the underground water.or rights thereto, but with no rights of surface entry, as conveyed 
to California Water Service Company, a California corporation by Quitclaim Deed recorded October 1, 1971 in 
Book 6023, Official Records page 96, Records of San Mateo County, California. 

PARCEL TWO: 

Parcel "B" as shown on that certain Map entitled "Parcel Map being a Resubdivision of the Lands of Kaiser 
Foundation Hospitals (5214 O.R. 708 & 709; 5884 O.R. 332), City of South San Francisco, San Mateo County, 

· California", filed in the office of the Recorder of San Mateo County, State of California, on March 20, 1979 in Book 
46 of Parcel Maps at page 19. 

Excepting therefrom so much thereof as was acquired by the State of California in that certain Final Order of 
Condemnation recorded on April 1, 1980 in Book 7949 of Official Records at page 1254 (File NO. 34465-AP), 
Records of San Mateo County, California. 

Also excepting therefrom the underground water or rights thereto, but with no rights of surface entry as conveyed 
to California Water Service Company, a California corporation by Quitclaim Deed recorded October 1, 1971 in 
Book 6023, Official Records, page 96, Records of San Mateo County, California. 

PARCEL THREE: 

Rights and Easements as acquired by Kaiser Foundation Hospitals by that certain document entitled "Assignment 
of Easements, Grants of Easement and Contract for Construction, Use and Maintenance of Sanitary Sewer", 
recorded on August 16, 1971 in Book 5997 of Official Records, at page 689 under File NO. ?6830-AE, Records of 
San Mateo County, California. 
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Title No.: FWT0-4071400369-JM 

AT THE DATE HEREOF, EXCEPTIONS TO COVERAGE IN ADDITION TO THE PRINTED EXCEPTIONS AND 
EXCLUSIONS IN SAID POLICY FORM WOULD BE AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Property taxes, including any personal property taxes and any assessments collected with taxes are as 
follows: 

Code Area: 
Tax Identification No.: 

13-061 
010-292-210 
2014-2015 
$84,003.61 Open 
$84,003.61 Open 
$0.00 

Fiscal Year: 
1st Installment: 
2nd Installment: 
Exemption: 
Land: 
Improvements: 
Personal Property: 

$5, 171,852.00 
$60,977,978.00 
$16,881,828.00 

2. Prior to close of escrow, please contact the Tax Collector's Office to confirm all amounts owing, including 
current fiscal year taxes, supplemental taxes, escaped assessments and any delinquencies. 

3. The lien of supplemental or escaped assessments of property taxes, if any, made pursuant to the 
provisions of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 75) or Part 2, Chapter 3, Articles 3 and 4, 
respectively, of th~ Revenue and Taxation Code of the State of California as a result of the transfer of title 
to the vestee named in Schedule A or as a result of changes in ownership or new construction occurring 
prior to Date of Policy. · 

4. Easement(s) forthe purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a document: 

Granted to: 
Purpose: 

Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects: 

City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation 
A right of way easement to lay, relay, construct, reconstruct, maintain, 
operate, patrol, repair, renew, replace, remove, increase and/or change 
the number and size of, pipes, pipe lines, conduits, and/or connections, 
appurtenances and appliances for the conveyance, distribution, supply 
and/or sale of water 
February 17, 1949 
Book 1625, Page 63, Official Records 
As described therein 

5. Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a document: 

Granted to: 
Purpose: 
Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects: 

California Water Service Company, a corporation 
Right of way 
July 23, 1953 
95870K, Book 2449, Page 86, Official Records 
As described therein 

6. Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a document: 

Granted to: 
Purpose: 
Recording Date: 
Rec;ording No.: 
Affects: 

City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation 
Water pipelines 
January 30, 1956 
24468N, Book 2960, Page 563, Official Records 
As described therein 
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EXCEPTIONS 
(continued) 

Title No.: FWT0-4071400369-JM 

7. Easement for drainage over the herein described property, as shown on that certain Map of Survey No. 
5650, filed June 1, 1964. Said easement is also shown on the Parcel Map herein mentioned and 
designated "Colma Creek Drainage Canal". 

8. Indenture of Mortgage and Deed of Trust 

Dated: 
Executed by: 
To: 
Recording Date: · 
Recording No.: 

June 15, 1962 as evidenced by Fifth Supplemental Indenture 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
The Bank of California, National Association and Robert F. Dewey, Trustees 
October 29, 1968 
86880-AB, Book 5551, Page 431, Official Records 

Said instrument to include all supplemental indentures recorded in San Mateo County, up to and including 
the following: 

Sixteenth Supplemental Indenture 

Executed by: 
Dated: 
Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 

Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, et al 
April 1, 1982 
December 16, 1982 
82110716, Official Records 

9. Matters contained in that certain document 

Entitled: 
Dated: 
Executed by: 

Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 

Agreement and Grant of Easement 
August 13, 1970 
George W. Smith, Sr., a married man, Frank Gigli, a single man and Peter 
Mazzanit and Enes Mazzanit, husband and wife and G.M. Schultz, a 
single woman 
August 31, 1970 
42891-AD, Book 5825, Page 595, Official Records 

Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. 

Matters contained in that certain document 

Entitled: 

Dated: 
Executed by: 

Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 

Assignments of Easement, Grants of Easement and Contract for Construction, 
Use and Maintenance of Sanitary Sewer 
July 16, 1971 
G.M. Schultz, a single woman, Battista Fontana and Betty Fontana, husband 
and wife and Harry Pariani and Maria Pariani, husband and wife and Kaiser 
Foundation Hospitals, a California nonprofit and charitable corporation 
August 16, 1971 · 
36830AE, Book 5997, Page 689, Official Records 

Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. 
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EXCEPTIONS 
(continued) 
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10. Matters contained in that certain document 

Entitled: 
Dated: 
Executed by: 
Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 

Resolution No. 5438 
November 2, 1970 
City Council of The City of South San Francisco 
January 8, 1971 
74304AD, Book 5882, Page 225, Official Records 

Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. 

11. Matters contained in that certain document 

Entitled: 
Dated: 
Executed by: 
Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 

Kaiser Foundation Hospitals Site Grading Indemnity 
December 17, 1970 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
January 8, 1971 
74305AD, Book 5882, Page 231, Official Records· 

Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. 

12. Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto as reserved in a document; 

Reserved by: 

Purpose: 
Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects: 

Battista Fontana and Betty Fontana, his wife, as tenants in common as to an 
undivided 1/2 interest; and Harry Pariani and Marie Pariani, his wife, in joint 
tenancy as to an undivided 1/2 interest 
Sewer purposes with ingress thereto and egress therefrom 
January 14, 1971 
75479AD, Book 5884, Page 332, Official Records 
As described therein · 

13. Easement(s) forthe purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a document: 

Granted to: 
Purpose: 

Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects:· 

California Water Service Company, a corporation 
Right of way for constructing, laying, maintaining, operating, using, altering, 
repairing, inspecting, relocating therein and thereupon or removing therefrom 
a main or mains, pipe line or lines, with any and all connections and fixtures 
necessary or convenient thereto for the transportation, distribution, sale 
and/or supply of water 
October 1, 1971 
50866AE, Book 6023, Page 94, Official Records 
As described therein 

14. Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a document: 

Granted to: 
Purpose: 

Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects: 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, a California Corporation 
Pole line facilities, consisting of aerial wires, cables and other electrical 
conductors, with associated poles, crossarms, braces, transformers, 
anchors, guys, fixtures 
May 5, 1972 
15021AF, Book 6144, Page 628, Official Records 
As described therein 
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(continued) 
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15. Easement( s) for the purpose( s) shown below and rights incidental thereto as delineated or as offered for 
dedication, on the map of said tract/plat; 

Purpose: 
Affects: 

Purpose: 
Affects: 

Ingress.and egress over Parcel A of the Parcel Map herein mentioned 
As shown on said recorded Map 

Ingress and egress over Parcel B as shown on the Parcel Map herein mentioned 
As shown on said recorded Map 

16. Easements in favor of the State of California for cut and fill highway slope purposes as set forth in that 
certain Final Order of Condemnation recorded April 1, 1980 as Instrument No. 34465AP, in Book 7949, 
Page 1254, Official Records. · 

Affects: As described therein 

Said instrument contains the following reservation, which recites, in part as follows: 

"The owners of said parcel of land, their successors and assigns, the right at any time to remove such 
slopes or portions thereof upon removing the necessity for maintaining such slopes or portions thereof or 
upon providing in place thereof or adequate lateral support, the design and construction of which shall be 
first approved by the State Department of Transportation, for the protection and support of said highway." 

17. Easements in favor of the State of California for drainage purposes as set forth in that certain Final Order 
of Condemnation 

Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects: 

April 1, 1980 
34465AP, Book 7949, Page 1254, Official Records 
As described therein 

18. Matters contained in that certain document 

Entitled: 
Dated: 
Executed by: 
Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 

Consent to Common Use Agreement 
May22, 1980 
California Water Service Company and The State of California 
August 18, 1980 
77584AP, Book 7980, Page 2197, Official Records 

Reference is hereby made to said document for full particulars. · 

19. Easement(s) forthe purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a document: 

Granted to: 
Purpose: 
Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects: 

Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, a California nonprofit public benefit corporation 
Ingress and egress 

· December 28, 1982 
82114652, Official Records 
The exact location of said easement is not set forth of record 
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20. A notice that said Land is included within a project area of the Redevelopment Agency shown below, and 
that proceedings for the redevelopment of said project have been instituted under the Redevelopment Law 
(such redevelopment to proceed only after the adoption of the redevelopment plan) as disclosed by a 
document 

Recording Date: July 16, 1993 
Recording No.: 93117799 and 93117800, Official Records 
Redevelopment Agency: El Camino Corridor Redevelopment Project Area 

Said Redevelopment Plan has been amended/modified as disclosed by document recqrded July 25, 2000, 
Instrument No. 2000-090737, Official Records. 

Said Redevelopment Plan has been amended/modified as disclosed by document recorded November 
26, 2007, Instrument No. 2007-165904, Offieiaf Records. 

21. The effect of the following: 

Easement( s) for the purpose( s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a document: 

Granted to: 
Purpose: 

Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects: 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Constructing, faying, operating, and using rapid transit facilities, including but 
not limited to tunnels, rails", structures, either subsurface, at grade or aerial, 
columns, footings, roadway and pedestrian walks 
July 8, 1999 
1999-115408, Official.Records 
As described therein 

22. Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a document: 
I 

Granted to: 
Purpose: 
Recording Date: 
Recording No.: 
Affects: 

The City of South San Francisco, a California municipal corporation 
Mantaining, repairing and/or replacing a sanitary sewer main and appurtenances 
July 26, 2007 
2007-112258, Official Records 
Southeastern of Parcel Two 

23. Any rights of the parties in possession of a portion of, or all of, said Land, which rights are not disclosed by 
the public records. 

The Company will require, for review, a full and complete copy of any unrecorded agreement, contract, 
license and/or lease, together with all supplements, assignments and amendments thereto, before issuing 
any policy of title insurance without excepting this item from coverage. 

The Company reserves the right to except additional items and/or make additional requirements after 
reviewing said .documents. 

24. Matters which may be disclosed by an inspection and/or by a correct ALT NACSM Land Title Survey of 
said Land that is satisfactory to the Company, and/or by inquiry of the parties in possession thereof. 
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25. The Company will require the following documents for review prior to the issuance of any title insurance 
predicated upon a conveyance or encumbrance by the corporation named below. 

Name of Corporation: Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, a California non-profit corporation 

a. A Copy of the corporation By-laws and Articles of Incorporation. 

b. An original or certified copy of a resolution authorizing the transaction contemplated herein. 

c. If the Articles and/or By-law!? require approval by a 'parent' organization, a copy of the Articles 
and By-laws of the parent. 

The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review of the 
requested documentation. 

26. The Company will require the following documents for review prior to the issuance of any title insurance 
predicated upon a conveyance or encumbrance by the corporation named below. 

Name of Corporation: Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, a California non-profit public benefit corporation 

a. A Copy of the corporation By-laws and Articles of Incorporation. 

b. An original or certified copy of a resolution authorizing the transaction contemplated herein. 

c. If the Articles and/or By-laws require approval by a 'parent' organization, a copy of the Articles 
and By-laws of the parent. 

The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review· of the 
requested documentation. 

27. This transaction requires high liability approval prior to close of escrow together with an inspection of the 
subject property. 

Please advise title department with an estimated date that your transaction will close so we can schedule 
the necessary approvals and inspections. 

28. The Company will require. that an Owner's Affidavit be completed by the party(s) named below before the 
issuance of any policy of title insurance. 

Party(ies ): Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, a California non-profit corporation 
and Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, a California non-profit public 
benefit corporation 

The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review of the 
requested Affidavit. 

29. The transaction contemplated in connection with this Report is subject to the review and approval of the 
Company's Corporate Underwriting Department. The Company reserves the right to add additional items 
or make further requirements after such review. 
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Note 1. 

Note2. 

Note 3. 

Note4. 

Notes. 

Title No.: FWT0-4071400369-JM 

NOTES 

Note: The Company is not aware of any matters which would cause it to decline to attach CL TA 
Endorsement Form 116 indicating that there is located on said Land a Commercial Structure, known. 
as 1200 El Camino Real, South San Francisco, California, to an Extended Coverage Loan Policy. 

Note: The name(s) of the proposed insured(s) furnished with this application for title insurance is/are: 

No names were furnished with the application. Please provide the name(s) of the buyers as soon as 
possible. 

Note: There are NO conveyances affecting said Land recorded within 24 months of the date of this 
report. 

Your application for title insurance was placed by reference to only a street address or tax 
identification number. Based on our records, we believe that the legal description in this report covers 
the parcel(s) of Land that you requested. If the legal description is incorrect, the seller/borrower must 
notify the Company and/or the settlement company in order to prevent errors and to be certain that the 
correct parcel(s) of Land will appear on any documents to be recorded in connection with this 
transaction and on the policy of title insurance. 

***IMPORTANT RECORDING NOTE*** · 

Please send all original documents for San Mateo County recordings to the following office: 

Pasion Title Service 
234 Marshall Street #12 
Redwood City CA. 94063 
Attn: Recording Desk/Derrick 
Phone: (480) 722-0448 

Please direct all other title communication and copies of documents, including recording release 
instructions, policy write-up instructions and settlement statements, to the Title Only Department at the 
issuing office. 

Note 6. . If a county recorder, title insurance company, escrow company, real estate broker, real estate agent 
or association provides a copy of a declaration, governing document or deed to any person, California 
law requires that the document provided shall include a statement regarding any unlawful ,restrictions. 
Said statement is to be in at least 14-point bold face typ~ and may be stamped on the first page of any 
document provided or included as a cover page attached to the requested document. Should a party 
to this transaction request a copy of any document reported herein that fits this category, the 
statement is to be included ir) the manner described. 

Note 7. Any documents being executed in conjunction with this transaction must be signed in the presence of 
an authorized Company employee, an authorized employee of an agent, an authorized employee of 
the insured lender, or by using Bancserv or other approved third-party service. If the above 
requirements cannot be met, please call the company at the number provided in this report. 
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Order No.: FWT0-4071400369-

FIDELITY NATIONAL FINANCIAL 
PRIVACY NOTICE 

Effective: January 24, 2014 

Fidelity National Financial, Inc. and its majority-owned subsidiary companies providing real estate- and loan-related services (collectively, 
"FNF", "our'' or "we") respect and are committed to·protecting your privacy. This Privacy Notice lets you know how and for what purposes 
your Personal Information (as defined herein) is being collected, processed and used by FNF. We pledge that we will take reasonable steps 
to ensure that your Personal Information will only be used in ways that are in compliance with this Privacy Notice. 

This Privacy Notice is only in effect for any generic information and Personal Information collected and/or owned by FNF, including collection 
through any FNF website and any online features, services and/or programs offered by FNF (collectively, the "Website"). This Privacy Notice 
is not applicable to any other web pages, mobile applications, social media sites; email lists, generic information or Personal Information 
collected and/or owned by any entity other than FNF. 

Collection and Use of lnfor.mation 
The types of personal information FNF collects may include, among other things (collectively, "Personal Information"): (1) contact information 
(e.g., name, address, phone number, email address); (2) demographic information (e.g., date of birth, gender marita.I status); (3) Internet 
protocol (or IP) address or device ID/UDID; (4) social security number (SSN), student ID (SIN}, driver's license, passport, and other 
government ID numbers; (5) financial account information; and (6) information related to offenses or criminal convictions. 

In the course of our business, we may collect Personal Information about you from the following sources: 
Applications or other forms we receive from you or your authorized representative; 
Information we receive from you through the Website; 
Information about your transactions with or services performed by us, our affiliates, or others; and 
From consumer or other reporting agencies and public records maintained by governmental entities that we either obtain directly from 
those entities, or from our affiliates or others. · 

Information collected by FNF is used for three main purposes: 
To provide products and services to you or on.e or more third party service providers (collectively, ''Third Parties") who are obtaining 
services on your behalf or in connection with a transaction involving you. 
To improve our products and services that we perform for you or for Third Parties. 
To communicate with you and to inform you about FNF's, FNF's affiliates and third parties' products and services. 

Additional Ways Information is Collected Through the Website 
Browser Log Files. Our servers automatically log each visitor to the Website and collect and record certain information about each visitor. 
This information may include IP address, browser language, browser type, operating system, domain names, browsing history (including time 
spent at a domain, time and date of your visit), referring/exit web pages and URLs, and number of clicks. The domain name and IP address 
reveal nothing personal about the user other than the IP address from which the user has accessed the Website. 

Cookies. From time to time, FNF or other third parties may send a "cookie" to your computer. A cookie is a small piece of data that is sent 
to your Internet browser from a web server and stored on your computer's hard drive and that can be re-sent to the serving website on 
subsequent visits. A cookie, by itself, cannot read other data from your hard disk or read other cookie files already on your computer. A 
cookie, by itself, does not damage your system. We, our advertisers and other third parties may use cookies to identify and keep track of, 
among other things, those areas of the Website and third party websites that you have visited in the past in order to enhance your next visit to 
the Website. You can choose whether or not to accept cookies by changing the settings of your Internet browser, but some functionality of 
the Website may be impaired or not function as intended. See the Third Partv Opt Out section below. 

Web Beacons. Some of bur web pages and electronic communications may contain images, which may or may not be visible to you, known 
as Web Beacons (sometimes referred to as "clear gifs"). Web Beacons collect only limited information that includes a cookie number; time 
and date of a page view; and a description .of the page on which the Web Beacon resides. We may also carry Web Beacons placed by third 
party advertisers. These Web Beacons do not carry any Personal Information and are only used to track usage of the Website and activities 
associated with the Website. See the Third Party Opt Out section below. 

Unique Identifier. We may assign you a unique internal identifier to help keep track of your future visits. We may use this information to 
gather aggregate demographic information about our visitors, and we may use it to personalize the information you see on the Website and 
some of the electronic communications you receive from us. We keep this information for our internal use, and this information is not shared 
with others. 

Third Party Opt Out. Although we do not presently, in the future we may allow third-party companies to serve advertisements and/or collect 
certain anonymous information when you visit the Website. These companies may use non-personally identifiable information (e.g., click 
stream information, browser type, time and date, subject of advertisements clicked or scrolled over) during your visits to the Website in order 
to provide advertisements about products and services likely to be of greater interest to you. These companies typically use a cookie or third 
party Web Beacon to collect this information, as further described above. Through these technologies, the third party may have access to 
and use non-personalized information about your online usage actiyity. 
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PRIVACY NOTICE 
(continued) 

You can opt-out of online behavioral services through any one of the ways described below. After you opt-out, you may continue to receive 
advertisements, but those advertisements will no longer be as relevant to you. 

You can opt-out via the Network Advertising Initiative industry opt-out at http://www.networkadvertisinq.org/. 
You can opt-out via the Consumer Choice Page at www.aboutads.info. 
For those in the U.K., you can opt-out via the IAB UK's industry opt-out at www.youronlinechoices.com. 

• You can configure your web browser (Chrome, Firefox, Internet Explorer, Safari, etc.) to delete and/or control the use of cookies. 

More information can be found in the Help system of your browser. Note: If you opt-out as described above, you should not delete your 
cookies. If you delete your cookies, you will need to opt-out again. 

When Information Is Disclosed Bv FNF 
We may provide your Personal Information (excluding information we receive from consumer or other credit reporting agencies) to various 
individuals and companies, as permitte~ by law, without obtaining your prior authorization. Such laws do not iillow consumers to restrict 
these disclosures. Disclosures may include, without limitation, the following: 

To agents, brokers, representatives, or others to provide you with services you have requested, and to enable us to detect or prevent 
criminal activity, fraud, material misrepresentation, or nondisclosure in connection with an insurance transaction; 

• To third-party contractors or service providers who provide services or perform marketing services or other functions on ·our behalf; 
To law enforcement or other governmental authority in connection with an investigation, or civil or criminal subpoenas or court orders; 
and/or · · · 
To lenders, lien holders, judgment creditors, or other parties claiming an encumbrance or an interest in title whose claim or interest must 
be determined, settled, paid or released prior to a title or escrow closing. 

In addition to the other times when we might disclose information about you, we might also disclose information when required by law or in 
the good-faith belief that such disclosure is necessary to: ( 1) comply with a legal process or applicable laws; (2) enforce this Privacy Notice; 
(3) respond to claims that any materials, documents, images, graphics, logos, designs, audio, video and any other information provided by 
you violates the rights of third parties; or (4) protect the rights, property or personal safety of FNF, its users or the public. 

We maintain reasonable safeguards to keep the Personal Information that is disclosed to us secure. We provide Personal Information and 
non-Personal Information to our subsidiaries, affiliated companies, and other businesses or persons for the purposes of processing such 
information on our behalf and. promoting the services of our trusted business partners, some or all of which may store your information on 
servers outside of the United States. We require that these parties agree to process such information in compliance with our Privacy Notice 
or in a similar, industry-standard manner, and we use reasonable efforts to limit their use of such information and to use other appropriate 
confidentiality and security measures. The use of your information by one of our trusted business partners may be subject to that party's own 
Privacy Notice. We do not, however, disclose information we collect from consumer or credit reporting agencies with our affiliates or others 
without your consent, in conformity with applicable law, unless such disclosure is otherwise permitted by law. 

We also reserve the right to disclose Personal Information and/or non-Personal Information to take precautions against liability, investigate 
and defend against any third-party claims or allegations, assist government enforcement agencies, protect the security or integrity of the 
Website, and protect the rights, property, or personal safety of FNF, our users or others. 

We reserve the right to transfer your Personal Information, as well as any other information, in connection with the sale or other disposition of 
all or part of the FNF business and/or assets. We also cannot make any representations regarding the use ·or transfer of your Personal 
Information or other information that we may have in the event of our bankruptcy, reorganization, insolvency, receivership or an assignment 
for the benefit of creditors, and you expressly agree and consent to the use and/or transfer of your Personal Information or other information 
in connection with a sale or transfer of some or all of our assets in any of the above described proceedings. Furthermore, we cannot and will 
not be responsible for any breach of security by any third parties or for any actions of any third parties that receive any of the information that 
is disclosed to us. 

Information from Children 
We do not collect Personal Information from any person that we know to be under the age of thirteen (13). Specifically, the Website is not 
intended or designed to attract children under the age of thirteen (13). You affirm that you are either more than 18 years of age, or an 
emancipated minor, or possess legal parental or guardian consent, and are fully able and competent to enter into the terms, conditions, 
obligations, affirmations, representations, and warranties set forth in this Privacy Notice, and to abide by and comply with this Privacy Notice. 
In any case, you affirm that you are over the age of 13, as THE WEBSITE IS NOT INTENDED FOR CHILDREN UNDER 13 THAT ARE 
UNACCOMPANIED BY HIS OR HER PARENT OR LEGAL GUARDIAN. 

Parents should be aware that -FNF's Privacy Notice will govern our use of Personal Information, but also that information that is voluntarily 
given by children - or others - in email exchanges, bulletin boards or the like may be used by other parties to generate unsolicited 
communications. FNF encourages all parents to instruct th.eir children in the safe and responsible use of their Personal Information while 
using the Internet. 

Privacy Outside the Website 
The Website may contain various links to other websites, including links to various third party service providers. FNF is not and cannot be 
responsible for the privacy practices or the content of any of those other websites. Other than under agreements with certain reputable 
organizations and companies, and except for third party service providers whose services either we use or you voluntarily elect to utilize, we 
do not share any of the Personal Information that you provide to us with any of the websites to which the Website links, although we may 
share aggregate, non-Personal Information with those other third parties. Please check with those websites in order to determine their 
privacy policies and your rights under them. 
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European Union Users 

PRIVACY NOTICE 
(continued) 

If you are a citizen of the European Union, please note that we may transfer your Personal Information outside the European Union for use for 
any of the purposes described in this Privacy Notice. By providing FNF with your Personal Information, you consent to both our collection 
and such transfer of your Personal Information in accordance with this Privacy Notice. 

Choices with Your Personal Information 
Whether you submit Personal Information to FNF is entirely up to you. You may decide not to submit Personal Information, in which case 
FNF may not be able to provide certain services or products to you. · 

You may choose to prevent FNF from disclosing or using your Personal Information under certain circumstances ("opt out"). You may opt out 
of any disclosure or use of your Personal Information for purposes that are incompatible with the purpose(s) for which it was originally 
collected or for which you subsequently gave authorization by notifying us by one of the methods at the end of this Privacy Notice. 
Furthermore, even where your Personal Information is to· be disclosed and used in accordance with the stated purposes in this Privacy 
Notice, you may elect to opt out of such disclosure to and use by a third party that is not acting as an agent of FNF. As described above, 
there are some uses from which you cannot opt-out. 

Please note that opting out of the disclosure and use of your Personal Information as a prospective employee may prevent you from being 
hired as an employee by FNF to the extent that provision of your Personal Information is required to apply for an open position. 

If FNF collects Personal Information from you, such information will not be disclosed or used by FNF for purposes that are incompatible with 
the purpose(s) for which it was originally collected or for which you subsequently gave authorization unless you affirmatively consent to such 
disclosure and use. 

You may opt out of online behavioral advertising by following the instructions set forth above under the above section "Additional Ways That 
Information Is Collected Through the Website," subsection "Third Party Opt Out." 

Access and Correction 
To access your Personal Information in the possession of FNF and correct inaccuracies of that information in our records, please contact us 
in the manner specified at the end of this Privacy Notice. We ask individuals to identify themselves and the information requested to be 
accessed and amended before processing such requests, and we may decline to process requests in limited circumstances as permitted by 
applicable privacy legislation. · 

Your California Privacy Rights 
Under California's "Shine the Light" law, California residents who provide certain personally identifiable information in connection with 
obtaining products or services for personal, family or household use are entitled to request and obtain from us once a calendar year 
information about the customer information we shared, if any, with other businesses for their own direct marketing uses. If applicable, this 
information would include the categories of customer information and the names and addresses of those businesses with which we shared 
customer information for the immediately prior calendar year (e.g., requests made in 2013 will receive information regarding 2012 sharing 
activities). 

To obtain this information on behalf of FNF, please send an email message to privacy@fnf.com with "Request for California Privacy 
Information" in the subject line and in the body of your message: We will provide the requested information to you at your email address in 
response. 

Please be aware that not all information sharing is covered by the "Shine the Light" requirements and only information on covered sharing will 
be included in our response. 

Additionally, because we may collect your Personal Information from time to time, California's Online Privacy Protection Act requires us to 
disclose how we respond to "do not track" requests and other similar mechanisms. Currently, our policy is that we do not recognize "do not 
track" requests from Internet browsers and similar devices. 

Your Consent to This Privacy Notice 
By submitting Personal Information to FNF, you consent to the collection and use of information by us as specified above or as we otherwise 
see fit, in compliance with this Privacy Notice, unless you inform us otherwise by means of the procedure identified below. If we decide to 
change this Privacy Notice, we will make an effort to post those changes on the Website. Each time we collect information from you following 
any amendment of this Privacy Notice will signify your assent to and acceptance of its revised terms for all previously collected information 
and information collected from you in the future. We may use comments, information or feedback that you may submit in any manner that we 
may choose without notice or compensation to yo~. · 

If you have additional questions or comments, please let us know by sending your comments or requests to: 

Fidelity National Financial, Inc. 
601 Riverside Avenue 

Jacksonville, Florida 32204 
Attn: Chief Privacy Officer 

(888) 934-3354 
privacy@fnf.com 

Copyright© 2014. Fidelity National Financial, Inc. All Rights Reserved. 

EFFECTIVE AS OF: JANUARY 24, 2014 I LAST, UPDATED: JANUARY 24, 2014 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 

CALIFORNIA LAND TITLE ASSOCIATION 
STANDARD COVERAGE POLICY-1990 

EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 

The following matters are expressly excluded. from the coverage of this policy and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys'. 
fees or expenses which arise by reason of: 

1. (a) Any law, ordinance or governmental regulation (including but not limited to building and zoning laws, ordinances, or regulations) 
restricting, regulating, prohibiting or relating (i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the land; (ii) the character, dimensions or 
location of any improvement now· or hereafter erected on the land; (iii) a separation in ownership or a change in the dimensions or 
area of the land or any parcel of which the land. is or was a part; or (iv) environmental protection, or the effect of any violation of 
these laws, ordinances or governmental regulations, except to the extent that a notice of the enforcement thereof or a notice of a 
defect, lien or encumbrance resulting from a violation or alleged violation affecting the land has been recorded in the public records 
at Date of Policy. 

(b) Any governmental police power not excluded by (a) above, except to the extent that a notice of the exercise thereof or a notice of a 
defect, lien or encumbrance resulting from a violation or alleged violation affecting the land has been recorded in the public records 
at Date of Policy. 

2. Rights of eminent domain unless notice of the exercise thereof has been recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but not 
excluding from coverage any taking which has occurred prior to Date of Policy which would be binding on the rights of a purchaser for 
value without knowledge. 

3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters: 

(a) whether or not recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but created, suffered, assumed or agreed to by the insured 
claimant; 

{b) not known to the Company, not recorded in the public records at Date of Policy, but known to the insured claimant and not 
disclosed· in writing to the Company by the insured claimant prior to the date the insured claimant became an insured under this 
policy; 

(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the insured claimant; 

( d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy; or 

( e) resulting in loss or damage which would not have been sustained if the insured claimant had paid value for the insured mortgage or 
for the estate or interest insured by this policy. 

4. Unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage because of the inability or failure of the insured at Date of Policy, or the inability or 
failure of any subsequent owner of the indebtedness, to comply with the applicable doing business laws of the state in which the land is 
situated. 

5. Invalidity or unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage, or claim thereof, which arises out of the transaction evidenced by the 
insured mortgage and is based upon usury or any consumer credit protection or truth in lending law. 

6. Any claim, which arises out of the transaction vesting in the insured the estate or interest insured by this policy or the transaction 
creating the interest of the insured lender, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency or similar creditors' rights 
laws. 

EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE - SCHEDULE B, PART I 

This policy does not insure against loss or damage (and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys' fees or expenses) which arise by 
reason of: 

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records· of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on 
real property or by the public records. Proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such 
proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the public records. 

2. Any facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could. be ascertained by an inspection of the 
land or which may be asserted by persons in possession thereof. 

3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the public records. 

4. Discrepancies, conflicts in boundary lines, shortage in area, encroachments, or any other facts which a correct survey would disclose, 
and which are not shown by the public records. 

5. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water rights, 
claims or title to water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are shown by the public records. 

6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the public records. 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 
(CONTINUED) 

CLTA HOMEOWNER'S POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE (02-03-10) 
ALT A HOMEOWNER'S POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE (02-03-10) 

EXCLUSIONS 

In addition to the Exceptions in Schedule B, You are not insured against loss, costs, attorneys' fees, and expenses resulting from: 

1. Governmental police power, and the existence or violation of those portions of any law or government regulation concerning: 

a. building; 

b. zoning; 

c. land use; 

d. improvements on the Land; 

e. land division; and 

f. environmental protection. 

This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 8.a., 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 23 or 27. 

2. The failure of Your existing structures, or any part of them, to be constructed in accordance with applicable building codes. This 
Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 14 or 15. 

3. The right to take the Land by condemning it. This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 17. 

4. Risks: 

a. that are created, allowed, or agreed to by You, whether or not they are recorded in the Public Records; 

b. that are Known to You at the Policy Date, but not to Us, unless they are recorded in the Public Records at the Policy Date; 

c. that result in no loss to You; or 

d. that first occur after the Policy Date - this does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 7, 8.e., 25, 26, 27 or 28. 

5. Failure to pay value for Your Title. 

6. Lack of a right: 

a. to any land outside the area specifically described and referred to in paragraph 3 of Schedule A; and 

b. in streets, alleys, or waterways that touch the Land. 

This Exclusion does not limit the coverage described in Covered Risk 11 or 21. 

7. The tranSfer of the Title to You is invalid as a preferential transfer or as a fraudulent transfer or conveyance under federal bankruptcy, 
state insolvency, or similar creditors' rights laws. 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 
{CONTINUED) 

LIMITATIONS ON COVERED RISKS 

Your insurance for the following Covered Risks is limited on the Owner's Coverage Statement ·as 
follows: 

For Covered Risk 16, 18, 19 and 21, Your Deductible Amount and Our Maximum Dollar Limit of 
Liability showr.i in Schedule A. 

The deductible amounts and maximum dollar limits shown on Schedule A are as follows: 

Covered Risk 16: 

Covered Risk 18: 

Covered Risk 19: 

Covered Risk 21: 

Your Deductible Amount 

1.00% of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A 

$2,500.00 
(whichever is less) 

or 

1.00% of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A 

$5,000.00 
(whichever is less) 

or 

1.00% of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A 

$5,000.00 
(whichever is less) 

or 

1.00% of Policy Amount Shown in Schedule A 

$2,500.00 
(whichever is less) 

or 

Our Maximum Dollar Limit of Liability 

$10,000.00 

$25,000.00 

$25,000.00 

$5,000.00. 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 
(CONTINUED) 

AMERICAN LAND TITLE ASSOCIATION 
RESIDENTIAL TITLE INSURANCE POLICY (6-1-87) 

EXCLUSIONS 

In addition to the Exceptions in Schedule B, you are not insured against loss, costs, attorneys' fees, and expenses resulting from: 

1. Governmental police power, and the existence or violation of any law or government regulation. This includes building and zoning 
ordinances and also laws and regulations concerning: 

land use 
improvements on the land 
land division 
environmental protection 

This exclusion does not apply to violations or the enforcement of these matters which appear in the public records at policy date. 

This exclusion does not limit the zoning coverage described in lterris 12 and 13 of Covered Title Risks. 

2. The right to take the land by condemning it, unless: 

a notice of exercising the right appears in the public records on the Policy Date 
the taking happened prior to the Policy Date and is binding on you if you bought the land without knowledge of the taking 

3. Title Risks: 

that are created, allowed, or agreed to by you 
that are known to you, but not to us, on the Policy Date-unless they appeared in the public records 
that result in no loss to you 
that first affect your title after the Policy Date - this does not limit the labor and material lien coverage in Item 8 of Covered Title 
Risks 

4. Failure to pay value for your title. 

5. Lack of a right: 

to any land outside the area specifically described and referred to in Item 3 of Schedule A 

or 

in streets, alleys, or waterways that touch your land 

This exclusion does not limit the access coverage in Item 5 of Covered Title Risks. 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 
(CONTINUED) 

2006 ALT A LOAN POLICY (06-17 -06) 

EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 

The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, 
attorneys' fees, or expenses that arise by reason of: 

1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, 
prohibiting, or relating to 

(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 

(ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 

(iii) the subdivision of land; or 

(iv) environmental protection; 

or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations. This Exclusion .1 (a) does not modify or limit 
the coverage provided under Covered Risk 5. 

(b) Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 6. 

2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 

3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 

(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 

(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not 
disclosed in writing to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this 
policy; • · 

(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 

(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 
11, 13, or 14); or 

(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Insured Mortgage. 

4. Unenforceability of the lien of the Insured Mortgage because of the inability or failure of an Insured to comply with applicable 
doing-business laws of the state where the Land is situated. 

5. Invalidity or unenforceability in whole or in part of the lien of the Insured Mortgage that arises out of the transaction evidenced by the 
Insured Mortgage and is based upon usury or any consumer credit protection or truth-in-lending law. 

6. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors' rights laws, that the transaction 
creating the lien of the Insured Mortgage, is 

(a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer, or 

(b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 13(b) of this policy. 

7. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of 
Policy and the date of recording of the Insured Mortgage in the Public Records. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk·11(b). · 

The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage. In addition to the above Exclusions from 
Coverage, the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 

EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 

This policy does not insure against loss or damage (and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys' fees or expenses) that arise by reason of: 

1. (a) Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on 
real property or by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a public agency that may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such 
proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the Public Records. 

2. Any facts, rights, interests, or claims that are not shown by the Public Records but that could be ascertained by an inspection of the 
Land or that may be asserted by persons in possession of the Land. 

3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records. 

4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an accurate 
and complete land survey of the Land and not shown by the Public Records. 

5. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water rights, 
claims or title to water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are shown by the Public Records. 

6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the Public Records. 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 
(CbNTINUED) 

2006 ALTA OWNER'S POLICY (06-17-06) 

EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 

The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and the Company will not pay Joss or damage, costs, 
attorneys' fees, or expenses that arise by reason of: 

1. (a) Any Jaw, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, 
prohibiting, or relating to 

(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 

(ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 

(iii) the subdivision of land; or 

(iv) environmental protection; 

or the effect of any violation of these Jaws, ordinances, or governmental regulations. This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit 
the coverage provided under Covered Risk 5. 

(b) Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1 {b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 6. 

2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 

3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 

{a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 

(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not 
disclosed in writing to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this 
policy; 

(c) resulting in no Joss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 

( d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy {however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 
9 and 10); or 

(e) resulting in Joss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid.value for the Title. 

4. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors' rights laws, that the transaction vesting 
the Title as shown in Schequle A, is 

(a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer; or 

(b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 9 of this policy. 

5. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of 
Policy and the date of recording of the deed or other instrument of transfer in the Public Records that vests Title as shown in 
Schedule A. 

The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage. In addition to the above Exclusions from 
Coverage, the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 

EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 

This policy does not insure against Joss or damage (and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys' fees or expenses) that arise by reason of: 

1. (a) Taxes or assessments that are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on 
real property or by the Public Records; (b) proceedings by a public agency that may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such 
proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the Public Records. 

2. Any facts, rights, interests, or claims that are not shown by the Public Records but that could be ascertained by an inspection of the 
Land or that may be asserted by persons in possession of the Land. 

3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, not shown by the Public Records. 

4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an accurate 
and complete land survey of the Land and not shown by the Public Records. 

5. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water rights, 
claims or title to water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are shown by the Public Records. 

6. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor or material not shown by the Public Records. 
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ATTACHMENT ONE 
(CONTINUED} 

AL TA EXPANDED COVERAGE RESIDENTIAL LOAN POLICY (07-26-10) 

EXCLUSIONS. FROM COVERAGE 

The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' 
fees or expenses which arise by reason of: 

1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning} restricting, regulating, 
prohibiting, or relating to 

(i} the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 

(ii} the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 

(iii} the subdivision of land; or 

(iv} environmental protection; 

or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations. This Exclusion 1(a} does not modify or limit 
the coverage provided under Covered Risk 5, 6, 13(c}, 13{d), 14or16. 

(b) Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 5, 6, 13(c), 
13{d), 14 or 16. · 

2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 

3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 

(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 

(b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not 
disclosed in writing to the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this 
policy; 

(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 

( d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 
11, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27 or28}; or · 

( e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Insured Mortgage. 

4. Unenforceability of the lien of the Insured Mortgage because of the inability or failure of an Insured to comply with applicable 
doing-business laws of the state where the Land is situated. · 

5. Invalidity or unenforceability in whole or in part of the lien of the Insured Mortgage that arises out of the transaction evidenced by the 
Insured Mortgage and is based upon usury, or any consumer credit·protection or truth-in-lending law. This Exclusion does not modify or 
limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 26. 

6. Any claim of invalidity, unenforceability or lack of priority of the lien of the Insured Mortgage as to Advances or modifications made after 
the Insured has Knowledge that the vestee shown in Schedule A Is no longer the owner of the estate or interest covered by this policy. 
This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 11. 

7. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching subsequent to 
Date of Policy. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 11(b) or 25. 

8. The failure of the residential structure, or any portion of it, to have been constructed before, on or after Date of Policy in accordance with 
applicable building codes. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided in Covered Risk 5 or 6: 

9. .Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal .bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors' rights laws, that the transaction 
creating the lien of the Insured mortgage, is 

(a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer, or 

{b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 27{b) of this policy. 
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Notice of Available Discounts 

Pursuant to Section 2355.3 in Title 10 of the California Code of Regulations Fidelity National Financial, Inc. and its 
subsidiaries ("FNF") must deliver a notice of each discount available under our current rate filing along with the 
delivery of escrow instructions, a preliminary report or commitment. Please be aware that the provision of this 
notice does not constitute a waiver of the consumer's right to be charged the tiled rate. As such, your transaction 
may not qualify for the below discounts. 

You are encouraged to discuss the applicability of one or more of the below discounts with a Company 
·representative. These discounts are generally described below; consult the rate manual for a full description of 
the terms, conditions and requiremen~s for such discount. These discounts only apply to transactions involving 
services rendered by the FNF Family of Companies. This notice only applies to transactions involving property 
improved with a one-to-four family residential dwelling. 

Not all discounts are offered by every FNF Company. The discount will only be applicable to the FNF Company as 
indicated by the named discount. 

FNF Underwritten Title Companies 
CTC - Chicago Title Company 
CL TC - Commonwealth Land Title Company 
FNTC - Fidelity National Title Company 
FNTCCA - Fidelity National Title Company of California 
TICOR - Ticor Title Company of California 
L TC - Lawyer's Title Company 

Available Discounts 

Underwritten by FNF Underwriters 
CTIC - Chicago Title Insurance Company 
CL TIC - Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Company 
FNTIC - Fidelity National Title Insurance Company 
FNTIC - Fidelity National Title Insurance Company 
CTIC - Chicago Title Insurance Company 
CL TIC - Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Company 

CREDIT FOR PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORTS AND/OR COMMITMENTS ON SUBSEQUENT 
POLICIES (CTIC, FNTIC} 
Where ·no major change in the title has occurred since the issuance of the original report or commitment, the order 
may be reopened within twelve (12) to thirty-six (36) months and all or a portion of the charge previously paid for 
the report or commitment may be credited on a subsequent policy charge. 

DISASTER LOANS (CTIC, CL TIC, FNTIC) 
The charge for a Lender's Policy (Standard or Extended coverage) covering the financing or refinancing by an 
owner of record, within twenty-four (24) months of the date of a declaration of a disaster area by the government 
of the United States or the State of California on any land located in said area, which was partially or totally 
destroyed in the disaster, will be fifty percent (50%) of the appropriate title insurance rate. 

CHURCHES OR CHARITABLE NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS (CTIC, FNTIC) 
On properties used as a church or for charitable purposes within the scope of the normal activities of such entities, 
provided said charge is normally the church's obligation the charge for an owner's policy shall be fifty percent 
(50%) to seventy percent (70%) of the appropriate title insurance rate, depending on the type of coverage 
selected. The charge for a lender's policy shall be thirty-two percent (32%) to fifty percent (50%) of the 
appropriate title insurance rate, depending on the type of coverage selected. 

Notice of Available Discounts 
SCA0002412.doc I Updated: 09.29.14 
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Important: This plat is not a 
survey. It is furnished as a 
convenience to locate the land 
in relation to adjoining streets 
and other lands and not to 
guarantee any dimensions, 
distances, bearings or acreage. 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: 

Director of Property 
Real Estate Division 
City and County of San Francisco 
25 Van Ness A venue, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94102 

The undersigned hereby declares this instrument to be 
exempt from Recording Fees (Govt. Code§ 27383) and 
Documentary Transfer Tax (Rev. &.Tax. Code §11922). 

(Space above this line reserved for Recorder's use only) 

EASEMENT DEED 
(Temporary Construction Easement) 

(Portion of Assessor's Parcel No. 010-292-210) 

FOR VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, the receipt and sufficiency of which are 
hereby acknowledged, KAISER FOUNDATION HOSPITALS, a California non-profit public 
benefit corporation ("Grantor"), hereby grants to the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation ("Grantee"), a temporary, exclusive easement for 
construction and access purposes as further described below (the "Easement") over, across~ 
under, and upon Grantor's real property in the City of South San Francisco, San Mateo County, 
California, as more particularly described in the attached Exhibit A. The location of the portion 
of Grantor's real prop~rty that is subject to the Easement is described in attached Exhibit B (the 
"Easement Area"). 

1. Nature of Easement. The Easement Area shall consist of an exclusive surface easement 
that shall be used primarily for construction staging and general construction-related activities. 
Grantee's rights to use any portion of the Easement Area shall include (a) the right to store, use, 
and stage construction trailers, equipment, vehicles, machinery, tools, materials, supplies, and 
excavated soils in CGnnection with the construction of Grantee's Regional Groundwater Storage 
and Recovery Project (the "Project"); (b) the right to improve, repair, and maintain the 
Easement Area, including grading, installation of paving artd/or crushed rock; fencing, 
management of vegetation impinging on the Easement Area; and ( c) sµch other rights as are 
reasonably necessary for the full enjoyment and accomplishment of the purposes of the 
Easement. Grantee's rights under this Easement Deed ("Deed") may be exercised by Grantee's 
agents, contractors, subcontractors, suppliers, consultants, employees, licensees, invitees, or 
representatives, or by other authorized persons acting for or on behalf of Grantee ("Agents"). 

2. Term of Easement. Subject to the terms of this Deed, the term of the Easement shall 
commence on the date (the "Commencement Date") on which Grantee's contractor first enters 
the Easement Area to commence staging in connection with construction of the Project after 
Grantee's issuance of a Notice to Proceed to the contractor. Grantee shall provide, or cause its 
contractor to provide, at least thirty (30) days' advance written notice to Granier of the 
Commencement Date. At the request of either party, Grantor and Grantee shall confirm in 
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. writing the Commencement Date. The Easement shall expire on the last day of the ninth (91h) 
full calendar month after the Commencement Date; however, Grantee shall have the option to 
extend the term on a month-to-month basis not to exceed an additional six (6) months beyond the 
original expiration term of the easement. · Thirty (30) days' written notice will be given to 
Grantor if Grantee elects to exercise its option for any such extension. Upon expiration of the 

· extended term, Grantee shall pay Grantor an additional sum for any such extensions at the same 
rate paid by Grantor to Grantee for the initial term of the Easement (prorated on a monthly 
basis). If the term is so extended, and the term is not previously terminated, the:o in no event will 
the term of this Easement exceed fifteen (15) months from the Commencement Date. Upon and 
after the expiration of this Easement, Grantor may record a termination of this Easement with the 
County of San Mateo and Grantee shall cooperate with Grantor regarding the same. 

3. Restoration. Upon the earlier of expiration of the term of the Easement or Grantee's 
completion of Project construction, at its sole cost and expense, Grantee shall repair, as nearly as 
reasonably possible, any damages to the Easement Area caused by Grantee and its Agents, 
including, but not limited to, restoration of the surface of the Easement Area, to its condition 
immediately prior to the commencement of the work related to the Project. 

4. Indemnity. Grantee shall indemnify, defend, and hold Grantor harmless from and 
against any and all claims, judgments, liabilities, losses, damages, penalties, fines, or costs 
(including, but not. limited to, reasonable attorney's fees and costs) to the extent resulting from 
any of the activities or operations of Grantee and/or Grantee's Agents on or about the Easement 
Area. 

5. Notices. Any notice, consent, or approval required or permitted to be given under this 
Easement Deed shall be in writing and shall be given by (a) hand delivery, against receipt, 
(b) reliable next-business-day courier service that . provides confirmation of delivery, or 
( c) United States registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt required, and 
addressed as follows (or to such other address as either party may from time to time specify in 
writing to the other upon five (5) days prior written notice in the manner provided above): 

Grantee: 

To: 

With a copy to: 

2 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golde_n Gate ~ ven~e, 1 oth Floor . @.~ 
San Francisco, California 94+9-3- !ft/ IC' 2.. -· 
Attention: Brian Morelli, WSIP Right of Way 
Manager 
Facsimile No.: (415) 487-5200 

Richard Handel 
Deputy City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
City Hall, Room 234 
1 Dr. Carltori B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4682 
Facsimile No.:_ (415) 554-4755 

)Ippr01Jea\By 7:(Pl{P Lega{-Jipri{ 15, 2015 
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Gran tor: 
To: 

with a copy to: 

and a copy to: 

Kaiser Permanente 
Attn: Matt Harrison 

. Director-Corporate Real Estate, 
Northern California Region 
1800 Harrison Street, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 625-6457 

Robin M. Pearson 
Pearson & Schachter 
1904 0 lympic Boulevard, Suite 8 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
Facsimile No.: (925) 407-2742 

Mark Zemelman, General Counsel, 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
One Kaiser Plaza, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 267-2161 · 

A properly addressed notice transmitted by one of the foregoing methods shall be deemed 
received upon confirmed delivery, attempted delivery, or rejected delivery. Facsimile numbers 
are provided above for convenience of communication only; neither party may give official or 
binding notice by facsimile. 

..;J' 

6. Run with the Land. The provisions of this Easement Deed shall run with the land, 
burden the Easement Area, and bind and inure to the benefit of the respective successors and 
assigns of Grantee and Grantor for the duration of the term of this Easement as set forth in 
Section 2. In the event Grantor sells, conveys, or assigns any property interest encumbered by 
this Deed, Grantor shall notify the successor or assignee of the rights and obligations of both 
parties as stated herein. 

7. Exhibits. The Exhibits referenced in this Deed are attached to and made a part of this 
Deed. 

8. Counterparts. This Deed may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be an 
original, but all counterparts shall constitllte one instrument. 

9. Further assurances. Each of the parties hereto shall, and shall cause their respective 
agents to, execute and deliver such additional documents, instruments, conveyances and 
assurances and take such further actions as may be reasonably required to . carry out the · 
provisions hereof and give effect to the transactions contemplated by this Deed. 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank.] 
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Executed as of this _s_ day of __ k_•'"'_-~\ __ , 2015. 

GRANT OR: 

KAISER FOUNDATION HOSPITALS, 

By: 
Printed 
name& 
Title: 

By: 
Printed 
name& 
Title: 

Date: 

ACCEPTED: 

.AXF.,,/t tliM'<1'1rPrli 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
a municipal corporation 

By:~.,.--.,,..,,..~-------
John Updike 
Director of Property 

PUC Resolution: 14- 0I2-1 · 

Dated: i-12- I L-J 

4 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

~. " i\/7 .5J__ 
B~ Jf!j""--'----~~ 

Richard Handel, Deputy City Attorney 

Jipprwecf \By 'l(T.l{P Lega{- }ipri{ 15, 2015 
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. CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

This is to certify that the interest in real property conveyed by this deed dated 
_______ , from the Grantor to the City and County of San Francisco, is hereby accepted 
pursuant to Board of Supervisors' Resolution No. 18110 Series of 1939, approved August 7, 
1957, and the grantee consents to recordation thereof by its duly authorized officer. 

Dated: -------- By: 
JOHN UPDIKE 
Director of Property 
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A Notary Public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the 
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California 

County of _____ _ 

) 
) SS 

) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in· 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature __________ _ 

State of California 

County of ------

) 
) SS 

) 

(Seal) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person( s) whose name( s) is/ are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 

· person(s), or the entity upon behalf ofyvhich the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature ----------- (Seal) 

6 
Jlpprcwetf <By 'l(PJ{P £ega[-Jlprif 15, 2015 

KniserEo.semepl~d-TCE-04-02-!5 ' 



CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT CIVIL CODE§ 1189 

• 
A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California ) 

County of -A-L--Am &~ ) {'J '{A-f2- t-'f 

On ~ [ 7 Y'iJ.ifore me, J-Y tJ ;J fYl · 7/ I-lo rJ l f /),8 ~ 
oate Here Insert Name and Title of the Officer 

personally appeared D 0 ;J A '-- P J--f , 0 .f2-JJ _fl_ 0 F' F 
Name(s) of Sign9i'(s). 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person($1 whose name'(s) is/are-
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that t:ie/s~y executed the same in 
his/hefftReir- authorized capacity(ies}, and that by his/h8f/tl9eir signaturees) on the instrument the person(~, 
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s}.acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws 
p,a._...!1.4..a...:i~-~&.<l~~~-'"""( of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph 

LYNN M. TILTON is true and correct. 
Commission # 1938548 

;;: _, ... & .. Notary Public - California ~ WITNESS my hand and official seal. 
~ !\~~ . · ' Alameda County ~ 
1 -.......... My Comm. Expires May 26, 2015 t '+ • • " o • + • o v 4 • 1J "Up P'!J 

6 "*~ Signature 

Place Notary Seal Above 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~OPTIONAL~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or 
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintend.ed document. 

Description of Attached Document 
Title or Type of Document: Doc.ument Date: _______ _ 

Number of Pages: Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: -------------

Capacity{ies) Claimed by Signer(s) 
Signer's Name:------------ Signer's Name: ___________ _ 
0 Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ D Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ 
D Partner - D Limited D General D Partner - D Limited D General 
D Individual D Attorney in Fact D Individual D Attorney in Fact 
D Trustee D Guardian or Conservator D Trustee D Guardian or Conservator 
D Other: ______________ _ D Other: _____________ _ 
Signer Is Representing: ________ _ Signer Is Representing: ________ _ 

• 
©2014 National Notary Association· www.NationalNotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827) Item #5907 



A Notary Public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document, to which this certificate is attached; and not the 
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California 

County of ------

) 
) SS 

) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies ), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature __________ _ (Seal) 

State of California ) 
) SS 

County of _____ _ ) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s); or the entity upon behalf of whi9h the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official ~eal. 

Signature 
------~----

(Seal) 
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EXHIBIT ATO 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT DEED 

[Attach Legal Description of Grantor's Real Property] 
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CUP-31A, SITE 11 

PARCEL2E 

EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

September 23, 2013 

All that real property situate in the City of South San Francisco, County of San Mateo, 

State of California, being a portion of the land shown on Record of Survey No. 2036, 

recorded on June 191
, 2009 in Book 33 of Licensed Land Surveyor Maps at page 44, San 

Mateo County Records, State of California, and being more particularly descnoed as 

follows:· 

BEGINNING at the most westerly comer ofTake Parcel 2 as said parcel is descn'bed in 

that certain Quitclaim Deed recorded on January 31, 2008, as Document Number 2008-

009955, Official Records of San Mateo County, said point being on the northeasterly line 

of said land shown on said map, and a point of a curve to the right, from which point a 

radial line bears South 52°15'05" West; 

thence along said northeasterly line, along said curve havin'g a radius of 3919.52 feet, 

through a central angle of2°22'22", and an arc length of 162.32 feet; 

thence leaving said northeasterly line, South 53°48'27" West, 33.56 feet; 

thence South 34°41 '07'' East, 66.26 feet; 

thence South 52°30'00" West; 35.12 feet; 
' •' 

thence South 37°30'00" East, 20.00 feet; 

thence North 52°30'00" Eaat, 34.14 feet; 

thence South 34°41 '07'' East, 43.42 feet; 

J :1Surll6\060212-091Platsl (20 l3--06-26)CUP· J l A S l l P2E.tlocx 
SHEET l OF 3 
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thence South 50°10'42" West, 43.89 feet; 

thence South 39°49'18" East, 23 .37 feet; 

thence South 53°21 '19" W e3t, I 4.29 feet to the northeasterly right-of-way line of El 

Camino Real as shown on said map; 

thence along last said right-of-way line, South 47°15'35" East, 15.35 feet to the 

beginning of a non-tangent curve to the right from which point a radial line bears North 

40°19'33" East; 

thence continuing along last said right-of-way line, along said curve having a radius of 

1033 .00 feet, through a central angle of 0°16'06'', and an arc length of 4.84 feet; 

thence leaving last said right-of-way line, North 54°07'31" East, 7623 feet; 

thence South 43°00'16" East, 28.33 feet; 

thence North 49°42' 51" East, 12.34 feet to the northeasterly line of said land shown on 

said map, being a point on a non-tangent curve to the right, from which point a radial line 

bears South 5·1°39'05" West; 

thence along last said northeasterly line, along said curve having a radius of 3919.52 feet, 

through a central angle of 0°36'00'', and an arc length of 41.05 feet to the POINT OF 

BEGINNING, containing an area of9,525 square feet, more or less. 

All bearings and distances shown on this exhibit are based upon the North American 
Datum of 1983 (NAD 83), California Coordinate System, Zone Ill, Epoch 1991.35. All 
distances shown hereon are grid distances. To convert to ground distance, multiply 
expressed distances by 1.00007347. Areas shown are calculated using grid distances. 
To convert to ground area, multiply the e)cpressed area by 1.0001469. 
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A plat showing the above-described parcel is attached herein and made a part hereof as 
Exhibit "B 11

• 

This description was prepared by me or under my direction in conformance with the 
Professional Land Surveyors' Act · 
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EXHIBITBTO 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT DEED 

[Attach Depiction of Easement Area 2E] 
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DOC NO 2004-025111 
EXHIBIT A-4 

PARCEL D-3102-1 

LmEliQ.. 
DOC NO 
LLS 
O.R. 
P.O.B. 
(R) 

DOCUMENT NUMBER 
LICENSED LAND SURVEYORS MAPS 
OFFlCIAL RECORDS 

0 .., 
I 
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... 

~ 

:~ 1:11 

· .. ·k---r---·;,_.;a;,;J.. . ' . 
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POINT OF BEGINNING 
RADIAL 

·T.P.O.B. 1RUE POfNT OF BEGINNING 

PORTION OF PARCEL 5 
PER 1161 O.R. 1 

SITE 11 
PARCEL 2E 
TEMPORARY 

CONSTRUCT! ON 
EASEMENT 

AREA = 9,525 
SO.FT.± 

R=1033.00' -iS 
6-0i 6' 06" -: 1VJ" 
L=4.84' _ ,ii...\~ . 

- '(\,-.;i 
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34LLS 49 

PORTION OF 29 
_ DEEDS 442 AS 
SHOWN ON 34 LLS 

1-61 

-~!. 
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c?~~_, ,. 
,' TAKE PARCEL 2 

:·t.J DOC NO 
2008-009955 

255 SHORELINE DR 
SUITE 200 

Subject EXHtBIT B, CUP-31A .. SI.TE ti 
.. -· PARCELS 2E . 

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065 
650-482-6300 
650-482-6399 (FAX) 

Job No, 20060212-12 -
By RCS Date 09-23-1.J Chkd.RCS 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: 

Director of Property 
Real Estate Division 
City and County of San Francisco 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite400 
San Francisco, California 94102 

The undersigned hereby declares this 
instrument to be exempt from Recording Fees 
(Govt. Code§ 27383) and Documentary 
Transfer Tax Rev. & Tax. Code 11922 . 

(Space above this line reserved for Recorder's use only) 

EASEMENT DEED 
. (Telephone and Electrical Utility Easement) 

(Portion of Assessor's Parcel No.O 10-292-210) 

FOR VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, the receipt and sufficiency of which are 
hereby acknowledged, KAISER FOUNDATION HOSPITALS, a California non-profit public 
benefit corporation ("Grantor"), hereby grants to the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation ("Grantee"), an exclusive subsurface easement and 
nonexclusive surface easement, for the right to construct, reconstruct, renew, alter, operate, 
maintain, replace and repair such electrical power lines and telephone, fiber optic, or other 
similar telecommunication or data lines as the Grantee shall from time to time elect, and all 
necessary maintenance access structures, laterals, and appurtenances thereto (the "Easement"), 
over, across, along, under, and upon Grantor's real property in the City of South San Francisco, 
San Mateo County, California, as more particularly described in the attached Exhibit A. The 
location of the portion of Grantor's real property that is subject to the Easement is described in 
atti:i.ched Exhibit B (the "Easement Area"). 

1. Nature of Easement. The Easement includes rights of free ingress, egress, and 
emergency access to the Easement Area over and across the remaining portion of the Grantor's 
property, provided that such rights of ingress, egress, and emergency access shall be limited to 
established roadways, pathways, avenues, or other routes to the extent possible and as reasonably 
necessary for the proper use of the rights granted herein. Grantee is also granted the right to 
clear obstructions and vegetation from the Easement Area as may be reasonably required for the 
proper use of the other rights granted herein and the right to do such other things as are necessary 
for the full enjoyment and accomplishment of the purposes of the Easement. Grantee's rights 
under this Easement Deed ("Deed") may be exercised by Grantee's agents, contractors, 
subcontractors, suppliers, consultants, employees, licensees, invitees, or representatives, or by 
other authorized persons acting for or on behalf of Grantee (collectively, "Agents"). 

2. Grantor's Use. Grantor reserves the right to landscape or make such other use of 
the lands included within the Easement Area that is cqnsistent with the Grantee's use; however, 
such use by Grantor shall not include the planting of trees or construction of permanent 
structures, including but not limited to buildings, outbuildings, swimming pools, tennis courts, 

·retaining walls, decks, patios, or other concrete architectural structures within or over the 
Easement Area, or any other activity that may materially interfere with Grantee's full enjoyment 
of the Easement. 
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3. Maintenance of Improvements. Grantee shall be solely responsible for 
repairing and maintaining all of Grantee's facilities placed in, on, or under the Easement Area in 
good, safe, and secure condition, and Grantor shall have no duty whatsoever for any repair or 
maintenance of Grantee's facilities. Grantor shall maintain the surface of the Easement Area, 
provided that any damage, subsidence, or other injury to the Easement Area to the extent 
resulting from the presence of Grantee's facilities or Agents shall be remedied or repaired by 
Grantee. · 

4. Indemnity. Grantee shall indemnify, defend, and hold Grantor harmless from 
and against any and all claims, judgments, liabilities, losses, damages, penalties, fines, or costs 
(including, but not limited to, reasonable attorney's fees and costs) to the extent resulting from 
any of the activities or operations of Grantee and/ or Grantee's Agents on or about the Easement 
Area. 

5. Abandonment of Easement. If Grantee permanently abandons for two (2) years 
the use of Grantee's facilities placed in, on, or under the Easement Area, Grantee shall remove 
all fixtures and improvements installed or maintained by Grantee within the Easement Area, or 
abandon them in place in accordanc.e with Grantor's reasonable specifications, and Grantee shall 
restore the Easement Area to substantially the same condition prior to the installation of such 
facilities. After any such abandonment by Grantee, Orantor may record a termination of this 
Easement with the San Mateo County Recorder's office and Grantee shall cooperate with Grantor 
regarding the same. 

6. Notices. Any notice, consent, or approval required or permitted to be given under 
this Easement Deed shall be in writing and shall be given by (a) hand delivery, against receipt, 
(b) reliable next-business-day courier service that provides confirn~.ation of delivery, or 
(c) United States registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt required, and 
addressed as follows (or to such other address as either party may from time to time specify in 
writing to the other upon five (5) days prior written notice in the manner provided above): 
Grantee: 

To: 

With a copy to: 

Grantor: 

2 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ~ 
525 Golden Gate A venue, 10th Floor . ~ ([S./ 
San Francisco, California 94+(13- C/ t.f/ CL 
Attention: Brian Morelli, WSIP Right of Way 
Manager 
Facsimile No.: (415) 487-5200 

Richard Handel · 
Deputy City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
City Hall, Room 234 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4682 
Facsimile No.: (415) 554-4755 
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To: 

3 

Kaiser Permanente 
Attn: Matt Harrison 
Director-Corporate Real Estate, 
N orthem California Region 
1800 Harrison Street, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 625~6457 
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with a copy to: 

and a copy to: 

Robin Pearson, Esq. 
Pearson & Schachter 
1904 Olympic Boulevard, Suite 8 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 
Facsimile: (925) 407-2742 

Mark Zemelman, General Counsel, 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
One Kaiser Plaza, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Facsimile No.: (510) 267-2161 

A properly addressed notice transmitted by one of the foregoing methods shall be deemed 
received upon confirmed delivery, attempted delivery, or rejected delivery. Facsimile numbers 
are provided above for convenience of communication only; neither party may give official or 
binding notice by facsimile. 

7. Run with the Land. The provisions of this Easement Deed shall run with the 
land, burden the Easement Area, and bind and inure to the benefit of the respective successors 
and assigns of Grantee and Grantor. In the event Grantor sells, conveys, or assigns any property 
interest encumbered by this Deed, Grantor shall notify the successor or assignee of the rights and 
obligations of both parties as stated herein. , 

8. Exhibits. The Exhibits referenced in this Easement Deed are attached to and 
made a part of this Deed. 

9. Further assurances. Each of the parties hereto shall, and shall cause their 
respective agents to, execute and deliver such additional documents, instruments, conveyances 
and assurances and take such further actions as may be reasonably required to carry out the 
provisions hereof and give effect to the transactions contemplated by this Deed: 

9. Counterparts. This Easement Deed may be executed in counterparts, each of 
which shall be an original, but all counterparts shall constitute one instrument. 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank.] 
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Executed as of this~ day of __ l5&~_..,,.._i _1 __ , 2015. 

GRANT OR: 

By: 
Printed 
naine & 
Title: 

uona10 H. Omoon 
Senthn~!ce President. Nation12I Facnmes Sen1ices 

By: 
Printed 
name& 
Title: 

Date: 

ACCEPTED: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
a municipal corporation 

By:_~--------
John Updike 
Director of Property 

PUC Resolution: 1~-0\2.'1 

Dated: '3-1 'l--1 t..\ . 

5 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

B~---
Richard Handel, Deputy City Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

This is to certify that the interest in real property conveyed by this deed dated , 
from the Grantor to the City and County of San Francisco, is hereby accepted pursuant to Board 
of Supervisors'.Resolution No. 18110 Series of 1939, approved August 7, 1957, and the grantee 
consents to recordation thereof by its duly authorized officer. 

By: 
JOHN UPDIKE 
Director of Property 

6 
)lppr()'f)etf <By 'l(rpj{iP £ega[-)lpri[ 15, 2015 

Kaiser Easement Detid- Tel-Elec - 04--02-15 



A Notary Public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the 
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California ) 
)ss 

County of ) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 
I certify under Penalty of Perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 

Signature---------- (Seal) 

State of California ) 
)ss 

County of _______ ) 

On , before me , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 
I certify under Penalty of Perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 

Signature----------- (Seal) 
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT CIVIL CODE§ 1189 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the 
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California ) N of~ __!:J 
County of A--1.--/>rrn £.DA ) p , , a , { G 

/lA ' L s ,-,-- V<47 I./ 

On L-1'AP!3-~ I 7 ?--Dbetore me, _L_Y~rJ_N_fYl_· _' _,_re_· _L-_,...,-:_I a~Af_· _! ___ _ 

U Date Here Insert Name and Title of the Officer 
'/"""i 0 N .11._; "' J' I /] A } ,...,, ,,- ,-personally appeared ___ f--/ ____ 7 _ 1..~_+-'_~_:t~· ~0~1'-'_t_v=v_o_;--_· _< ______ _ 

Name(s) of Signer(!3) 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person($}. whose name~ is/are-
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/sRe.L:tb.ey executed the same in 
his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/hefltAsir signature(S}.on the instrument the person(Sh.,. 
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s}-acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws 
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph 
is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Place Notary Seal Above 
~~---~~~~~~~~~~~---oPTJONAL~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or 
. fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document. 

Description of Attached Document 
Title or Type of Document: Document Date: _______ _ 

Number of Pages: Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: -------------

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s) 
Signer's Name: · · Signer's Name: ___________ _ 
D Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ D Corporate Officer - Title(s): · ______ _ 
D Partner - D Limited D General D Partner - D Limited D General 
D Individual D Attorney in Fact D Individual D Attorney in Fact 
D Trustee D Guardian or Conservator D Trustee D Guardian or Conservator 

D Other:--------------- D Other: _____________ _ 
Signer Is Representing: ________ _ Signer Is Representing: ________ _ 

• 
©2014 National Notary f.ssociation • www.NationalNotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827) Item #5907 



A Notary Public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document, to which this certificate is attached, and not the 
truthfolness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of California ) 
)ss 

County of ______ ) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the persbn(s) acted, executed the instrument.. 
I certify under Penalty of Perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 

Signature-----------

State of California ) 
)ss 

County of ______ ) 

(Seal) 

On , before me, , a notary public in and 
for said State, personally appeared , who proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 
I certify under Penalty of Perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 

Signature----------- (Seal) 
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EXHIBIT A TO 

PERMANENT TELEPHONE AND ELECTRICAL UTILITY EASEMENT 2A 

[Attach Legal Description of Grantor's Real Property] 

A-1 
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ENGINEERS 

SURVEYORS 

PLANNERS 
I CUP-31A, SITE 11 

PARCEL2A 

EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESClllPTION 

September 23, 2013 

All that real property situate in the City of South San Francisco, County of San Mateo, 

State of California, being a portion of the land shown on Record of Survey No. 2036, 

recorded on June 1st, 2009 in Book 33 of Licensed Land Surveyor Maps at page 44, San 

Mateo County Records, State of California; and being a strip ofland l 0 feet wide, 5 feet 

on each side of the following descdbed centerline: 

BEGINNING at the most westerly comer of Take Parcel 2 as said parcel is described in 

that certain Quitclaim Deed recorded on January 31, 2008, as Document Number 2008-

0099 55, Official Records of S?U Mateo County, said point being on the northeasterly line 

of said land shown on said map, and a point of a curve to the right, from which point a 

radial line bears South 52°15'05" West; 

thence along said northeasterly line, along said curve having a radius of 3919.52 feet, 

through a central angle of 0°04'24", and an arc length of 5.02 feet to.the TRUE POINT 

OF BEGINNING; 

thence leaving said northeasterly line, South 49°04' 50" West, 93.04 feet to the. 

northeasterly right-of-way line of El Camino Real, as shown on s<lid map, containing an 

area of930 square feet, more or less; the sidelines of the above described easement are t'o 

be lengthened or shortened to terminate in said northeasterly line of El Camino Real and 

said northensterly line of said land; 

All bearings and distances shown on this exhibit are based upon the North American 
Datum of 1983 (NAD 83), California Coordinate System, Zone III, Epoch 1991.35. All 

J:1Sur()6I060212-09\Pk1lsl (2013·06-26)CUP-31A SI I P2A.dU1:X 
SHEET I Of2 · 
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SURVEYORS 

PLANNERS 

distances shown hereon are grid distances. To convert to ground distance, multiply 
expressed distances by 1.00007347. Areas shown are calculated using grid distances. 
To convert to ground area, multiply the expressed area by 1.0001469. 

A plat showing the above-described parc~l is attached herein and made a part hereof as 
Exln'bit "B". 

This description was prepared by me or under tny direction in conformance with the 
Professional Land Surveyors' AcL 

Date T 

J:\Sur06\060212-09\Pblts\ (2013--06-26jCUP-J IA S l I P2A.docx 
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EXHIBITBTO 

PERMANENT TELEPHONE AND ELECTRICAL UTILITY EASEMENT 2A 

[Attach Depiction of Easement Area 2A] 

B-1 
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LANDS OF KAISER 
FOUNDATION HOSPITALS 

33 LLS 44 

~ 
DOC NO 
lLS 
O.R. 
P.O.B. 
(R) 

· T.P.0.8. 

PORTION OF PARCEL 5 
PER 1161 .O.R. 1 

DOCUMENT NUMBER 
LICENSED LAND SURVEYORS MAPS 
OFFICIAL RECORDS . 
POINT OF BEGINNING 
RADIAL 
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING 

34LLS 49 

PORTION OF 29 
DEEDS 442 AS 

SHOWN ON 34 U.S 
1-61 

R=3919.s2• ~@, , 
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/4;~·~ TAKE PARCEL 2 DOC NO 

2008-009955 .L_.t~"tjY.~ ... · 
.ef:,<5j.T ~ 

.40~'/· 
/ e;,t?<'Y/·"/ SI TE 11 
, /.i" PARCEL 2A 

/ /. / 10' WIDE 
· -. -~ / TaEPHONE AND ELECTRfC 

. EASEMENT 
AREA = 930 SQ.FT.± 

- -

255 SHORELINE DR 
SUITE 200 

Subject EXHIBIT 8, CIJP-31A, SITE 11 
PAACEl .. 2A · - - . - . .. . . 

REDWOOD CfTY, CA 94065 
650-482-6300 
650-482-6599 (FAX) 

Job Na· •. 20000212..:.fz.: _ . . _ 
~y RCS . Date 09-2r13 -Chkd.RCS 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 08-0200 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I 
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Department, the public, relevant public agencies, SFPUC and other experts and the 
administrative files for the WSIP and the PE1R; and 

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

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

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

WHEREAS, the SFPUC staff has.recommended that this Commission make a 
water supply decision only through 2018, limiting water sales :from the SFPUC 
watersheds to an average annual of265 mgd; and 

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

Phased WSIP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Program Goal 

Water Quality- maintain 
high water quality 

System Performance Objective 

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

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

• Continue to implement watershed protection measures. 



Program Goal 

Seismic Reliability-· 
reduce vulnerabili(v to 
earthquakes 

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

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

Sustainability- enhance 
sustainability in all 

·system activities 

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

And, be it 

System Performance Objective 

$ Design improvements to meet current seismic standards. 

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

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

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

·· service. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Ensure cost-effective use of funds. 

• Maintain gravity-driven system. 

• Implement regular inspection and maintenance program for all 
facilities. 

FURTHER RESOLVED, This Commission authorizes and directs SFPUC staff to 



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

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities 
Commfssfon at its meeting of Oct~o~b_e~r~3~0~20~0~8 _______________ _ 

Secretaryf Public Utilities Commission 





SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE AUGUST 7, 2014 

Date: 
Case No. 

Project Name 
Zoning: 

July 31, 2014 
Case No. 2008.1396E - CEQA Findings 
Case No. 2008.1396R - General Plan Referral 
SFPUC Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 
N/ A; Various locations, San Francisco Peninsula 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 

Block/Lot No.: NIA; Various locations; San Francisco Peninsula. See attachment fo!415.558.6377 
individual locations. 

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Greg Bartow 
525 Golden Gate Ave., 1Qth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Staff Contact: Paolo Ikezoe - (415) 575-9137 
Pnolo.Ikezoe@~fgov.org 

Recommendations: Adopt California Environmental Quality Act Findings 
· Approve General Plan Referral 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC") proposes the Groundwater Storage and 
Recovery Project. The project proposes to install the 16 new groundwater wells along the SFPUC 
Regional Water System, at various locations throughout the San Francisco Peninsula in San Mateo 
County. The sites would have permanent wells installed and would require temporary construction 
easements and staging areas, temporary and permanent access roads, permanent pipeline easements and 
permanent utility easements. Under the Project, SFPUC would provide supplemental SFPUC surface 
water to the Partner Agencies during normal. and wet years and in turn the Partner Agencies would 
reduce their groundwater pumping for the purpose of allowing the amount of groundwater in the South 
Westside Groundwater Basin to recharge. Then, during dry years, the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC 
would pump the increased stored groundwater using 16 new well facilities. The dry-year groundwater 
supply would be blended with water from the SFPUC's regional water system and would as a result 
increase the available water supply to all regional water system customers during dry years. All project 
components would be located outside of the City and County of San Francisco. 

www.sfplanning.org 



REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION* 

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must approve the following: 
Adoption of CEQA Findings - Case No. 2008.1396E 
General Plan Referral - Case No. 2008.1396R 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Attachments: 

Draft CEQA Findings Motion 

Adopt CEQA Findings 
Approve General Plan Referral 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Draft General Plan Referral Motion 

*Final EIR draft motions to be provided under separate cover. 
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Planning Commission Draft Motion 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT {CEQA) FINDINGS 

HEARING DATE AUGUST 7, 2014 

Date: July 31, 2014 
Case No. 2008.1396E 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 Case No. 

Project Name For SFPUC Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Planning 

. Zoning: 
Block/Lot No.: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

NI A; Various locations, San Francisco Peninsula Information: 
N/A; Various locations; San Francisco Peninsula. See attachment for415.558.6377 
individual locations. 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Greg Bartow 
525 Golden Gate Ave., lQth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Paolo Ikezoe- (415) 575-9137 
Paolo.Ikezoe@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 IN SAN MATEO COUNTY A 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT TO SUPPLY UP TO 7.2 
MILLION GALLONS PER DAY OF GROUNDWATER DURING DRY YEARS OR EMERGENCIES 

PREAMBLE 

On April 10, 2013, 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 (the public review period was extended for two weeks, 
concluding on June 11, 2013, resulting in a 62-day public review period), and of the date and time of the 
Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of 
persons requesting such notice and other interested parties, posted near the Project site, and made 
available at the main public library in San Francisco and at public libraries in San Mateo County. 
Additional notices of availability were distributed and published on May 29, 2013, to announce the 
extended public review period. 

On April 10, 2013, 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 
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Department's website. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via .the 
State Clearinghouse on April 10, 2013. 

The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the DEIR to accept written or oral 
comments on May 16, 2013. The Planning Department also held a local public hearing in the project 
vicinity in San Mateo County on May 14, 2013. The public hearing transcripts are in the Project record. 
The extended period for acceptance of. written comments ended on June 11, 2013. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 
and in writing during the extended 62 day public review period for the DEIR, and prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based. on additional information that became 
available during the public review period. The Department provided additional, updated information 
and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well as the staffs of the SFPUC and the Planning 
Department, to address Project updates since publication of the DEIR. This material was presented ill a 
Responses to Comments document ("RTC"), published on July 9, 2014, distributed to the Commission on 
July 10, 2014, and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at 
the Department and on the Department's website. 

On August 7, 2014, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a public hearing on 
the Final Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for the Project, consisting of the Draft Environmental. 
Impact Report, the RTC, and any additional consultations, comments and information received during 
the review process. The Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found the contents of 
said report and the procedures through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 
the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

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. 2008,1396E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, 
California. 

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

On August 7, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting on Case No. 2008.1396E 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 
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written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the SFPUC, the Planning Department staff, 
and other interested parties. 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and adopts the MMRP attached as Exhibit 1 based on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

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

In determining to approve the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project ("GSR Project" or 
"Project") described in Section I.A, Project Description, below, the San Francisco Planning Commission 
("Planning Commission" or "Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and 
decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding 
considerations, based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the 
California Environmental Quality Act ('1CEQA"), 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 (Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Environmental Impact 
Report, Planning Department Case No., 2008.1396E, State Clearinghouse No. 2009062096 (the 11Final 
EIR" or "EIR")), the approval actions to be taken and the location ofrecords; 

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

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

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

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

Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in 
support of the Commission's actions and rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project. 
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The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have been 
proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit 1 to this Motion. The MMRP is 
required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit 1 provides a table 
setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project 
("Final BIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 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 1. 

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 BIR" or "DEIR") or the Comments and Responses document ("C&R") in the Final BIR 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 Commission adopts and implements the GSR Project identified in the Final BIR. The 
GSR Project as adopted by the Commission is described in detail in the Draft BIR at pages 3-4 through 3-
122. Clarifications regarding the GSR Project description are contained in the C&R in Section 9.5.3. A 
summary of the key components of the GSR Project follows. 

The GSR is a groundwater storage and recovery project located in northern San Mateo County that the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC") proposes to operate in conjunction with Daly 
City, San Bruno and CalWater (referred to as the "Partner Agencies"). The SFPUC supplies surface 
water to the Partner Agencies from its regional water system. The Panner Agencies currently supply 
potable water to their retail customers through a combination of groundwater from the southern portion of 
the Westside Groundwater Basin (referred to as the "South Westside Groundwater Basin") and purchased 
SFPUC surface water. Under the Project, SFPUC would provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to 
the Partner Agencies during normal and wet years and in turn the Partner Agencies would reduce their 
groundwater pumping for the purpose of allowing the amount of groundwater in the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin to recharge. Then, during dry years, the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC would , 
pump the increased stored groundwater using 16 new well facilities. The dry-year groundwater supply 
would be blended with water from the SFPUC's regional water system and would as a result increase the 
available water supply to all regional water system customers during dry years. 

The SFPUC would construct the following facilities to implement the Project. 

The SFPUC would construct 16 new groundwater well facilities within the South Westside Groundwater 
Basin. The well facilities would be selected from 19 possible locations; the three additional locations 
would serve as backup locations in the event one of the 16 preferred locations is determined to be 
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infeasible. Together, the 16 new wells facilities would have an annual average pumping capacity of 7.2 
million gallons per day ("mgd"), equivalent to 8, 100 acre-feet ("af') per year. 

Each of the well facilities would consist of a groundwater well pump station, distribution piping and 
utility connections. Depending on the site and quality of the groundwater at the site, the well facility 
would be located: (1) in a fenced enclosure (most also would provide onsite disinfection); (2) within a 
building; (3) in a building with an additional treatment facility; or (4) in a building with an additional 
treatment and filtration facility. Two sites may have just a well facility in a fenced enclosure and rely on 
a consolidated treatment and filtration facility at another location, or may have their own treatment and 
filtration facilities. The 19 possible sites, depending on whether the consolidated treatment and filtration 
facility is feasible, consist of four to six sites with a well facility in a fenced enclosure; one site with a 
well facility in a 700 square foot building; five sites with a well and treatment facility in an approximately 
1,500 square foot structure; and seven to nine sites with a well and treatment plus filtration facility in an 
approximately 2,000 to 3,000 square foot structure. The Project also would upgrade the existing Daly 
City Westlake pump station by adding three bo.oster pumps and disinfection and fluoridation treatment so 
that it could serve proposed Sites 2, 3 and 4. 

The SFPUC would operate the facilities in conjunction with the Partner Agencies through an Operating 
Agreement. The proposed Operating Agreement provides for the Partner Agencies to accept surface 
water deliveries from the SFPUC during normal and wet years of up to 5.52 mgd in lieu of pumping a like 
amount of groundwater from their existing facilities. Then in dry years, the Partner Agencies would 
pump from their existing wells and any new wells to designated quantities totaling 6.9 mgd over a five..: 
year averaging period. The SFPUC also would pump from the Project wells during dry years. SFPUC 
pumping for dry year regional water system supply could last for up to 7.5 years. 

The SFPUC would establish an SFPUC Storage Account to maintain an accounting of actual amounts of 
in-lieu water stored, taking into account in-lieu deliveries, metered decreases to groundwater pumping, 
and losses from the South Westside Groundwater Basin resulting from the Project. The expected 
maximum increased storage volume that the Project is expected to achieve in the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin is 60,500 af. The accounting process would assure that only the in-lieu water actually 
stored is pumped. When the SFPUC Storage Account is full, with the full 60,500 af in storage, and there 
is no shortage requiring the SFPUC to pump groundwater from the Project wells, pumping by Partner 
Agencies could not exceed 7.6 mgd in any year of the five-year averaging period under the terms of the 
proposed Operating Agreement. 

The SFPUC also could undertake pumping during emergencies, system rehabilitation, scheduled 
maintenance or malfunctioning of the water system, and upon a recommendation of the operating 
committee established by the Operating Agreement for purposes of management of the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin. 

B. Project Objectives 
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The SFPUC's primary goal of the Project is to provide an additional dry-year water supply. Specific 
objectives of the GSR Project are: 

• Conjunctively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated use of 
SFPUC surface water and groundwater pumped by the Partner Agencies. 

• Provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies in normal and wet years, 
with a corresponding reduction of groundwater pumping by these agencies, which then 
allows for in-lieu recharge of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. 

• Increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South Westside Groundwater 
Basin by an average annual 7.2 mgd. 

• · Provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for the SFPUC's customers and increase water 
supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle. 

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.l). The WSIP consists of over 70 local and 
regional facility improvement projects that would increase the ability of the SFPUC's water supply 
system to withstand major seismic events and prolonged droughts and to meet estimated water-purchase 
requests in the service areas. With the exception of the water supply goal, the overall WSIP goals and 
objectives are based on a planning horizon through 2030. The water supply goal to meet delivery needs in 
the SFPUC service area is based on a planning horizon through 2018. The overall goals of the WSIP for 
the SFPUC's regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-quality water. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 

• Increase water delivery reliability. 

• Meet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet the SFPUC's WSIP goals by providing dry-year supply to increase water 
delivery reliability and meet customer water supply needs. In addition, the Project would provide 
increased regional operational flexibility to respond to and restore water service during unplanned outages 
and loss of a water source, or both. Without the Project, the SFPUC could not meet its goals for dry-year 
delivery reliability. 

C. Environmental Review 
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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 its regional water 
supply 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 enviromnental effects of the WSIP, the San Francisco Planning Department 
("Planning Department") prepared a Program EIR ("PEIR"), which the Planning Commission certified 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 Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. 

2. San Francisco Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery 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, prepared a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") and 
conducted a scoping meeting for the GSR Project EIR. The Planning Department released the NOP on 
June 24, 2009; held a public scoping meeting on July 9, 2009, at the South San Francisco Municipal 
Services Building in South San Francisco; and accepted written comments on the NOP through July 28, 
2009. 

The NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, and notices of the availability of the NOP were 
mailed to approximately 1,500 interested parties, including property owners and tenants within 300 feet of 
the proposed Project and 32 public agencies. The scoping meeting was noticed in local newspapers. 
Approximately 33 people attended the meeting. 

The Planning Department received six verbal comments on the scope of the EIR at the scoping meeting 
and 18 state, regional, and local agencies; organizations; and individual submitted written comments. A 
Scoping Summary Memorandum is included in the EIR at Appendix B summarizing comments received. 

The Planning Department then prepared the Draft BIR, 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 five alternatives to the Project. In assessing construction and operational impacts of the 
Project, the Draft 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. 
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Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR was analyzed with respect to signi;ficance criteria 
that are b'ased 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 to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and 
individuals for review and comment on April 10, 2013 for a 62-day public review period, which closed at 
5 :00 p.m. on June 11, 2013. A public hearing on the Draft EIR to accept written or oral comments was 
held by EP at the South San Francisco Municipal Services Building in South San Francisco on May 14, 
2013. Also, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at its rneeting at San Francisco City Hall on 
May 16, 2013. During the public review period, EP received written comments sent through the mail, fax, 
or email. A comt reporter was present at the public hearings, transcribed the public hearing verbatim, and 
prepared written transcripts. 

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 July 9, 2014, and included copies of all of the 
comments received on the Draft EIR and individual responses to those comments. The C&R provided 
additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well as SFPUC and 
Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to address project updates. The Planning Commission 
reviewed and considered the Final EIR, which includes the Draft EIR and the C&R document, and all of 
the supporting information. The Final EIR provided augmented and updated information on many issues 
presented in the Draft EIR, including (but not limited to) the following topics: project description, plans 
and policies, land use, aesthetics, cultural and paleontological resources, transportation and circulation, 
noise and vibration, greenhouse gas emissions, recreation, utilities and service systems, hydrology and 
water quality, cumulative projects, and Project alternatives. This augmentation and update of information 
in the Draft EIR did not constitute new information or significantly alter any of the conclusions of the 
Draft BIR so as to trigger the need for recirculation of the Final EIR. 

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

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

D. Approval Actions 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8 



Motion No. _____ _ 
Hearing Date August 7, 2014 

CASE NO. 2008.1396E 
SFPUC GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

AND RECOVERY PROJECT 

Under San Francisco's Administrative Code Chapter 31 procedures, the San Francisco Planning 
Commission certifies the Final EIR as complete and all approving bodies subject to CEQA adopt CEQA 
findings at the time of the approval actions. Anticipated approval actions are listed below. 

· 1. San Francisco Planning Commission 

• Approves General Plan consistency findings. 

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

• Approves the project, as described in these findings, and authorizes the General Manager or 
his designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements and approvals. Approvals 
include, but are not limited to, awarding a construction contract, approving the Operating 
Agreement with the Partner Agencies, approving agreements with irrigators for groundwater 
well monitoring and mitigation ·and related agreements with the SFPUC's wholesale 
customers and CalWater regarding delivery of water from SFPUC's regional system as an 
interim mitigation action; and approving property rights acquisition and access agreements. 

3. San Francisco Board of Super\risors 

• Considers any appeal of the Planning Commission's certification of the Final BIR. 

• Approves an allocation of bond monies to pay for implementation of the project. 

• Approves property rights acquisition agreements. 

4. San Francisco Arts Commission 

• Approves the exterior design of structures on City property. 

5. San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission 

• Reviews Memorandum of Understanding under federal Section 106 process of National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

6. Other - Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

Implementation of the Project will involve consultation with or required approvals by other local, state, 
and federal regulatory agencies as listed below. 

• Federal Agencies. Approvals by the United States Department of Veterans Affairs ("VA") 
for installation and maintenance of well facilities at Sites 14 and 15; approval to demolish a 
building located adjacent to the SFPUC right-of-way and decommission pipelines; and 
Section 106 consultation for review and evaluation of project impacts on cultural resources 
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under the National Historic Preservation Act. The VA's approvals will be subject to separate 
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act. 

• State and Regional Agencies. Approvals of state and regional agencies related to: water 
supply permits (California Department of Public Health, Drinking Water Field Operations 
Branch); waste discharge permits (Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board 
("RWQCB")); stormwater management permits (State Water Resources Control Board 
("SWRCB")); concurrence of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (State Historic Preservation Officer); permits for stationary equipment 
operation (Bay Area Air Quality Management District); biological resource management 
approvals (California D~partment of Fisb. and Wildlife ("CDFW")); and encroachment 
permits and land acquisitions (California Department of Transportation ("Cal trans") and Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District). 

• Local Agencies. Approvals by local agencies, including the Operating Agreement with the 
Partner Agencies; easements and land acquisition agreements; encroachment permits for 
work on land owned by local agencies; permits for groundwater wells; and approvals related 
to implementation of mitigation measures, including without limitation, agreements with 
SFPUC wholesale customers regarding d~livery of water from SFPUC's regional system as 
an interim mitigation action. Local approving agencies, in addition to SFPUC wholesale 
custom~rs, include: San Mateo County Transit District ("SamTrans"); Jefferson Elementary 
School District; San Mateo County; Town of Colma; and cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno and South San Francisco. 

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

E. Contents and Location of Records 

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

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

• The PEIR for the Phased WSIP Variant, which is incorporated by reference in the GSR 
Project BIR. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City. staff to· the 
SFPUC and Planning Commission relating to the BIR, the Project, and the alternatives set 
forth in the BIR. 
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• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the SFPUC and the 
Planning Commission by the environmental consultant and sub-consultants who prepared the 
EIR or that was incorporated into reports presented to the SFPUC. 

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

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• All other documents available to the SFPUC and the public, comprising the administrative 
record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167 .6( e ). 

The Commission has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the Project, 
even if not every document was formally presented to the Commission. Without exception, these 
documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or legislative decisions 
that the Commission was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents influenced the expert 
advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the 
Commission. For these reasons, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the 
Commission's decision 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, background documentation for the Final EIR, and material 
related to the Planning Commission's approval of the Project, including these findings, are available at 
the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, 
Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department. Materials concerning 
the SFPUC's approval of the Project and additional information concerning the adoption of these findings 
are contained in SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. CUW30103 in the Bureau of Environmental 
Management, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate A venue, San Francisco, 
California 94102. The Custodian of Records is Kelley Capone. All files have been available to the 
Commission and the public for review in considering these findings and whether to approve the Project. 

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II, III, and IV set forth the Commission's findings about the Final EIR's 
determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation ·measures proposed to 
address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding 
the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included ·as part of the Final EIR 
and adopted by the Commission as part of the Project. To avoid duplication and 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. 
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In making these findings, the Commission has considered the op1mons of 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 enviromnental findings and conclusions can be found in the 
Final EIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR 
supporting the determination regarding the project impact and mitigation measures designed to address 
those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these 
findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 
expressly modified by these findings. 

As set fo1ih 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 
descdbing 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 is the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the Final EIR or the mitigation measures 
reco1mnended 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 Commission finds that the implementation of 
the Project will result in no impacts in the following areas: project-level impacts to population and 
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housing1; wind and shadow; public services; and agriculture and forest resources. These subjects are not 
further discussed in these findings. The Commission further finds that implementation of the Project will 
not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and that these less-than-significant impacts, 
therefore, do not require mitigation. 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-2: Project conitruction would not create a new source of substantial light that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. (DEIR Section 5.3.3.4, Pages 5.3-
76 to 5.3-78) 

• Impact AE-4: Project operation would not create a new source of substantial light that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. (DEIR Section 5.3.3.5, Pages 5.3-101 to 
5.3-102) 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR-4: Project operations and maintenance activities· would not conflict with an 
. applicable plan or policies regarding performance of the transportation system or alternative 
modes of transportation. (DEIR Section 5.6.3.5, Pages 5.6-58 to 5.6-60) 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impact N0-4: Project construction would not result in a substantial temporary increase in 
ambient noise levels along construction haul routes. (DEIR Section 5.7.3.4, Pages 5.7-82 to 
5.7-83) 

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-1: Construction of the Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of applicable air quality plans. (DEIR Section 5.8.3.4, Page 5.8-23) 

• Impact AQ-4: Project construction activities would not create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people. (DEIR Section 5.8.3.4, Page 5.8-29) 

• Impact AQ-5: Project operations would not violate air quality standards or contribute 
substantially to an existing air quality violation. (DEIR Section 5.3.8.5, Page 5.8-29) 

• Impact AQ-6: Project operations would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. (DEIR Section 5.8.3.5, Page 5.8-30) 

• Impact AQ-7: Project operations would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people. (DEIR Section 5.8.3.5, Page 5.8-30) · 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

1 As part of the WSIP, the Project would contribute to the growth-inducing impacts considered in the 
WSIP PEIR. See Section IV.B of these Findings. 
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• Impact GG-1: Project construction would generate GHG emissions, but not at levels that 
would have a significant impact on the environment. (DEIR Section 5.9.3.4, Pages 5.9-8 to 
5.9-9) 

• Impact GG-2:. Project operations would generate GHG emissions, but not at levels that 
would result in a significant impact on the environment. (DEIR Section 5.9.3 .4, Page 5.9-10) 

• Impact C-GG: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to GHG emissions. (DEIR Section 5.9.3.4, Page 5.9-11) 

Recreation 

• Impact RE-1: The Project would not remove or damage existing recreational resources 
during construction. (DEIR Section 5.11.3.4, Pages 5.11-15 to 5.11-17) 

• Impact RE-3: The Project would not impair access to recreational resources during 
construction. (DEIR Section 5.11.3.4, Pages 5.11-25 to 5.11-27) 

• Impact RE-4: The Project would not damage recreational resources during operation. (DEIR 
Section 5.11.3 .5, Pages 5.11-27 to 5.11-28) 

• Impact RE-5: The Project would not deteriorate the quality of the recreational experience 
during operation. (DEIR Section 5.11.3.5, Pages 5.11-28 to 5.11-31) 

• Impact RE-6: Operation of the Project would not remove or damage recreational resources, 
impair access to, or deteriorate the quality of the recreational experience at Lake Merced. 
(DEIR Section 5.11.3.5, Pages 5.11-31 to 5.11-34) 

• Impact C-RE-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project would not result in 
significant cumulative impacts on recreational resources. (DEIR Section 5.11.3 .6, Pages 5.11-
34 to 5.11-37) 

• Impact C-RE-2: Operation of the Project would not result in significant cumulative impacts 
on recreational resources at Lake Merced. (DEIR Section 5.11.3.6, Pages 5.11-38 to 5.11-40) 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-2: Project construction would not exceed the capacity of wastewater treatment 
facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, require or result in the construction of 
new or expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities or stormwater drainage facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (DEIR Section 
5.12.3.4, Pages 5.12-14 to 5.12-16) · · 

• Impact UT-3 Project construction would not result in adverse effects on solid waste landfill 
capacity. (DEIR Section 5.12.3.4, Pages 5.12-16 to 5.12-17) 

• Impact UT-5: Project operation would not exceed the capacity of wastewater treatment 
facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, or require or result in the construction 
of new, or expansion of existing, wastewater treatment facilities or stormwater drainage 
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facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (DEIR 
Section 5.12.3.5, Pages 5.12-19 to 5.12-20) 

Biological Resources 

• Im.pact BI-6: Operation of the Project would not adversely affect species identified as 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status wildlife species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. (DEIR Section 5.14.3.6, Pages 5.14-84 to 5.14-85) 

Geology and Soils 

• Impact GE-1: The Project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unsta,ble, or 
that would become unstable during construction. (DEIR Section 5.15.3.4, Page 5.15-19) 

• Impact GE-2: The Project would not substantially change the topography or any unique 
geologic or physical features of the site(s). (DEIR Section 5.15.3.4, Page 5.15-20) 

• Impact GE-5: The Project would not be located on corrosive or expansive soil, creating 
substantial risks to life or property. (DEIR Section 5.15.3.5, Pages 5.15-25 to 5.15-26) 

• Impact C-GE-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in 
significant impacts related to soils and geology. (DEIR Section 5.15.3.6, Page 5.15-26) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-3: Project operation would not alter drainage patterns in such a manner that could 
result in degraded water quality or cause on- or off-site flooding. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.6, 
Pages 5.16-69 to 5.16-70) 

• Impact HY-4: Project operation would not impede or redirect flood flows. (DEIR Section 
5.16.3.6, Pages 5.16-70 to S.16-71) 

• Impact HY-5 Project operation would not result in a violation of water quality standards or in 
the degradation of water quality from the discharge of groundwater during well maintenance. 
(DEIR Section 5.16.3.6, Pages 5.16-71 to 5.16-72) 

• Impact HY-7: Project operation would not result in substantial land subsidence due to 
decreased groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater Basin where the historical low 
water levels are exceeded. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-100 to 5.16-105) 

• Impact HY-8: Project operation would not result in seawater intrusion due to decreased 
groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater Basin. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-
105 to 5.16-113) 

• Impact HY-10: Project operation would not have a substantial adverse effect on water quality 
that could affect the beneficial uses of Pine Lake. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-127 to 
5.16-128) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 15 



·Motion No. _____ _ 
Hearing Date August 7, 2014 

CASE NO. 2008.1396E 
SFPUC GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

AND RECOVERY PROJECT 

• Impact HY-11: Project operation would not have a substantial adverse effect on water quality 
that could affect the beneficial uses of Colma Creek, San Bruno Creek, Lomita Channel, or 
Millbrae Creek. (DEIR Section 5 .. 16.3.7, Page 5.16-128) 

• Impact HY-12: Project operation would not cause a violation of water quality standards due to 
mobilization of contaminants in groundwater from changing groundwater levels in the Westside · 
Groundwater Basin. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-128 to 5.16-139) 

• Impact HY-13: Project operation would not result in degradation of drinking water quality or 
groundwater quality relative to constituents for which standards do not exist. (DEIR Section 
5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-140 to 5.16-142) 

• Impact C-HY-3: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to subsidence. (DEIR 5.16.3.8, Pages 
5.16-152 to 5.16-153) 

• Impact C-HY-4 Operation of the proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to seawater intrusion. (DEIR Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-153 to 5.16-156) 

• Impact C-HY-6: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to water quality standards. (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-159 to 5.16-160) 

• Impact C-HY-7: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to water quality degradation. (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-160 to 5.16-161) 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impact HZ-1: The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
enviromnent related to transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during construction. 
(DEIR Section 5.17.3.4, Page 5.17-27) 

• Impact HZ-4: The Project would not create a hazard to the public or environment from the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or accidental release of hazardous 
materials during operation. (DEIR Section 5.17.3.5, Pages 5.17-36 to 5.17-38) 

• Impact HZ-5: The Project would not result in impacts from the emission or use of hazardous 
materials within 0.25 mile of a school during operation. (DEIR Section 5.17.3.5, Pages 5.17-
38 to 5.17-39) 

• Impact HZ-6: The Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working 
in the vicinity of a public use airport. (DEIR Section 5.17.3.5, Page 5.17-39) 

• Impact HZ-7: The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk ofloss, 
injury, or death involving fires. (DEIR Section 5.17.3.5, Pages 5.17-39 to 5.17-40) 

Mineral and Energy Resources 
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• Impact ME-1: The Project would not encourage activities that result in the use of large 
amounts of fuel and energy in a wasteful manner during construction. (DEIR Section 
5.18.3.4, Page 5.18-8) 

• Impact ME-2: The Project would not encourage activities that result in the use oflarge 
amounts of fuel and energy in a wasteful manner during operation. (DEIR Section 5.18.3.5, 
Pages 5.18-8 to 5.18-11) 

• Impact C-ME: Construction and operation of the proposed Project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to mineral and energy 
resources. (DEIR Section 5.18.3.6, Pages 5.18-11to5.18-12) 

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

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless 
mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this 
Section 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 City and other 
implementing agencies, which the City and other implementing agencies can implement. 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 explanation of potentially significant environmental impacts is contained in Chapters 5 and 9 (Section 
9.3) of the Final EIR and in text changes to Chapter 5 in Chapter 9 (Section 9.5) of the Final EIR. The full 
text of each mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final EIR and in Exhibit 1, the 
MMRP. Exhibit 1 identifies the SFPUC as the agency responsible for the implementation of all 
mitigation measures and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The Commission 
finds that the SFPUC through its design, construction and implementation of the Project can and should 
implement all of the mitigation measures. The Commission urges the SFPUC to adopt and implement all 
of the mitigation measures. 

This Commission recognizes that some of the mitigation measures as explained below are partially within 
the jurisdiction of other agencies besides the City, including the VA; CDFW; SWRCB; RWQCB, 
Caltrans, Sam Trans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, the cities of Daly City, Millbrae', San Bruno, 
and South San Francisco; and SamTrans. The Commission urges these remaining agencies to assist in 
implementing these mitigation measures, and finds that these agencies can and should participate in 
implementing these mitigation measures. 

The Planning Commission hereby adopts all of the mitigation measures proposed for the Project and finds 
that the Planning Department will assist with the implementation of the mitigation measures partially 
within its jurisdiction: Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources; 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a Paleontological Resource is Identified; 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains; and Mitigation Measure M-
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HY-6: Ensure Irrigators' Wells Are Not Prevented from Supporting Existing or Planned Land 
Use(s) Due to Project Operation. 

The C01mnission finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate and feasible and that changes or 
alterations will be required in, or incorporated into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the significant 
enviromnental effects as identified in the Final EIR. The Commission finds that for the reasons set forth 
in the Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts identified in this section would be reduced to a 
less-titan-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this section. 
For each impact identified below, the impact statement for each impact identifies the sites where the 
impact will be less than significant with the implementation of the listed mitigation measures. The title of 
the mitigation measure or measures listed after each impact statement follow the approach used in the 
Final EIR and indicate all sites where the mitigation measure or measures will be implemented as a result 
of any GSR Project impact and not just the sites that will cause the impact listed immediately above. If a 
site is not listed in the impact statement, either it will have no impact or a less than significant impact for 
that particular identified impact. 

A. Project Impacts 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-2: Project operations would result in substantial long-term or permanent impacts 
on the existing character or disrupt or displace land uses. (Sites 1, 5, 9, 18, Westlake Pump 
Station) (DEIR Section 5.2.3.5, Pages 5.2-35 to 5.2-38) 

By requiring the design of the facilities to meet a performance standard of 50 dBA Leq, achieved 
by incorporating into the design such measures as additional sound insulation and 
weatherstripping, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-5 would reduce noise levels 
from Project operations to less-than-significant levels. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5, 7, 9, 
12, 18, Westlake Pump Station) 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-3: Project operation would have a substantial adverse impact on a scenic vista, 
resource, or on the visual character of a site or its surroundings. (Sites 4, 7, 14, 15, 18) (DEIR 
Section 5.3.3.5, Pages 5.3-79 to 5.3-99) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AE-3a, M-CR-5a and M-CR-5b would reduce the 
aesthetic impact of siting well facilities at Sites 4, 7, 14, 15 and 18 to less-than-significant levels: 
Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a would screen views of these well facilities; Mitigation Measure M
CR-5a would require at Site 14 the development of an architectural design compatible with the 
Golden Gate National Cemetery ("GGNC"); Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b would require at Site 
15 the development of a compatible architectural design more closely resembling the existing 
GGNC maintenance and operations buildings, minimizing the dimensions of the well facility to 
the extent practicable, moving the structure further away from the auxiliary entrance, and using 
landscaping that would be in visual hannony with the site's surroundings. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening (Sites 4,7,18) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of 
the Historical Resource at Site 14 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of 
the Historical Resource at Site 15 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measures M-CR-5a and M-CR-5b are partially 
within the jurisdiction of the Veterans Affairs. This Commission urges the Veterans Affairs to 
assist in implementing these mitigation measures and finds that the Veterans Affairs can and 
should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

• Impact C-AE-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
· cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to scenic resources and 

visual character. (Sites 12 and 13) (DEIR Section 5.3.3.6, Pages 5.3-102 to 5.3-104) 

The GSR Project's cumulative contribution to construction-period impacts on the visual quality 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M
AE- la, M-AE-1 b, and M-AE-lc. These mitigation measures would ensure that the construction 
areas at Sites 12 and 13 are maintained by storing construction materials and equipment generally 
away from public view, removing construction debris promptly at regular intervals, and 
minimizing tree removal. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance (Sites 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18) 

• Mitigation· Measure M-AE·lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-lc: Develop and Implement a Tree Replanting Plan (Site 
12) 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Impact CR-1: Project construction could cause an adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource. (Sites 14 and 15) (DEIR Section 5.5.3.4, Pages 5.5-48 to 5.5-53) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-la, M-CR-lb, and M-N0-2 would reduce 
potential construction impacts on the historical resources at Sites 14 and 15 to less-than
significant levels by requiring the SFPUC and its contractors to implement physical and 
administrative measures to protect elements of the historical resources during construction, and 
by requiring the construction of pipelines within 25 feet of the structures near Site 15 to use either 
non-vibratory means of compaction or controlled low strength materials (CLSM) as backfill so 
that compaction is not necessary, thereby reducing significant vibration levels near the building to 
below the significance threshold of 0.25 in/sec PPV. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of 
Pipelines (Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, 18) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-lb: Minimize Construction-related Impacts to Elements 
of the Historical Resource at Site 15 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 a is partially within the jurisdiction 
of the Veterans Affairs. This Commission urges the Veterans Affairs to assist in implementing 
this mitigation measure and finds that the Veterans Affairs can and should participate in 
implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impact CR-2: Project construction could cause an adverse change in the significance of an 
archeological resource (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) (DEIR Section 5.5.3.4, Pages 
5.5-53 to 5.5-55) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 would reduce impacts on any previously 
unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits to less-than-significant 
levels by requiring the SFPUC and its contractors to adhere to appropriate procedures and 
protocols for minimizing such impacts, in the event that a possible archaeological resource is 
discovered during construction activities associated with the Project. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources (All Sites except 
Westlake Pump Station) 

• Impact CR-3: Project construction could result in a substantial adverse effect by destroying a 
unique paleontological resource or site (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station and Site 9) 
(DEIR Section 5.5.3.4, Pages 5.5-56 to 5.5-57) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-3 would reduce the Project's potential 
construction-related impacts on paleontological resources to less-than-significant level by 
requiring that construction work be temporarily halted or diverted in the event of a 
paleontological resource discovery, as well as avoidance or salvage of any significant 
paleontological resources. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a Paleontological 
Resource is Identified (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station and Site 9) 

• Impact CR-4. Project construction could result in a substantial adverse effect related to the 
disturbance of human remains. (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) (DEIR Section 
5.5.3.4, Pages 5.5-57 to 5.5-58) 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-4 would reduce impacts on buried human remains that may be 
accidentally discovered during Project construction activities to a less-than-significant level by 
requiring the SFPUC to adhere to appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, 
custodianship, and final disposition protocols. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains (All Sites 
except Westlake Pump Station) 
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• Impact CR-5. Project facilities could cause an adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource. (Sites 14, 15) (DEIR Section 5.5.4, Pages 5.5-58 to 5.5-63) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a would reduce impacts on historic resources to a 
less-than-significant level at Site 14 by screening the new structure, decreasing its prominence on 
the existing landscape among the headstones, and allowing for a design compatible with the 
overall site. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-5b would reduce impacts on historic 
resources to a less-than-significant level at Site 15 by implementing measures to relocate or 
redesign Project facilities at the site to be in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-5a: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of 
the Historical Resource at Site 14 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-5b: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of 
the Historical Resource at Site 15 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measures M-CR-5a and M-CR-5b are partially 
within the jurisdiction of the Veterans Affairs. This Commission urges the Veterans Affairs to 
assist in implementing' these mitigation measures and finds that the Veterans Affairs can and 
should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

• Impact C-CR-1. Construction of the proposed Project could result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on historical, archaeological, or 
paleontological resources, or human remains. (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) (DEIR 
Section 5.5.3.5, Pages 5.5-64 to 5.5-66) 

See Impacts CR-2, CR-3 and CR-4. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would 
reduce the Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources encountered 
during construction to a less-than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archeological Resources (All Sites except 
Westlake Pump Station) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work If a Paleontological 
Resource Is Identified (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station and Site 9) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains (All Sites 
except Westlake Pump Station) 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR-1. The Project would conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the perfonnance of the circulation system. (Sites 4, 5, 
6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19) (DEIR Section 5.6.3.4, Pages 5.6-20 to 5.6-43) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 would reduce the potential traffic related impact 
to a less-than-significant level. This measure requires the SFPUC and/or its contractor to 
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implement a traffic control plan to reduce potential impacts on traffic flows and safety hazards 
during construction activities. 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17, 18, 19) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, Sam Trans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• . Impact TR-2. The Project would temporarily impair emergency access to adjacent roadways 
and land uses during construction. (Sites 2, 5, 13) (DEIR Section 5.6.3.4, Pages 5.6-43 to 5.6-
50) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 would reduce the impact of blocked access to the 
businesses and offices to a less-than-significant level by requiringthat access be maintained using 
steel trench plates, and that the contractor have ready at all times the means necessary to 
accommodate access by emergency vehicles to such properties, such as plating over excavations, 
short detours, and/or alternate routes. 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17, 18, 19) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, Sam Trans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
Sam Trans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact TR-3. The Project would temporarily decrease the performance and safety of public 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities during construction. (Sites 12, 13, 14, 15, 19) (DEIR 
Section 5.6.3.4, Pages 5.6-51 to 5.6-58) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 would reduce the impact on sidewalk and 
pedestrian access to a less-than-significant level by maintaining, where safe, pedestrian access 
and circulation and detours in areas affected by Project construction. 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17, 18, 19) 
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This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Tciwn of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, SamTrans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact C-TR-1. Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to transportation and 
circulation. (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19) (DEIR Section 5.6.3.6, Pages 5.6-
60 to 5.6-68) 

See Impacts TR-2 and TR-3. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1 
would ensure that the SFPUC and its contractor coordinate with other SFPUC construction 
projects in the region to avoid or minimize impacts on emergency access and on the safety of 
pedestrians and bicyclists during construction of the GSR Project. With implementation of these 
mitigation measures, the GSR Project's contribution to cumulative impacts related to impairing 
emergency access and hazards for alternative modes of transportation during construction would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17, 18, 19) 

• Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: Coordinate Traffic Control Plan with other SFPUC 
Construction Projects (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, · 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, Sam Trans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure .and finds that Caltrans, 
Sam Trans, San .Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impact N0-2. Project construction would result in excessive groundborne vibration. (Sites 3, 4, 
12, 15, 18) (DEIR Section 5.7.3.4, Pages 5.7-48 to 5.7-50) 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 requires that the construction of pipelines within 25 feet of the 
structures near Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 18 use either non-vibratory means of compaction or 
controlled low strength materials (CLSM) as backfill so that compaction is not necessary. Either 
of these pipeline construction methods would avoid significant vibration levels near the building. 
As a result, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 this groundborne vibration 
impact would be reduced.to a less-than-significant level. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of 
Pipelines (Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, 18) 

• Impact N0-5. Operation of the Project would result in exposure of people to noise levels in 
excess of local noise standards or result in a substantial pennanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the Project vicinity. (Sites 1, Westlake Pump Station, 5, 7, 9, 12, 18) (DEIR Section 
5.7.3.5, Pages 5.7-84 to 5.7-94) 

See Impact LU-2. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5, 7, 9, 
12, 18, Westlake Pump Station) 

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-2: Emissions generated during construction activities would violate air quality 
standards and would contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation. (All sites) 
(DEIR Section 5.8.3.4, Pages 5.8-23 to 5.8-26) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures and 
M-AQ-2b would reduce fugitive dust emissions and NOx emissions to a less-than-significant 
level by requiring best management practices to minimize dust emissions and by requiring the 
construction contractors to use newer equipment or retrofitted equipment that would reduce 
construction NOx emissions at the alternate sites by 20 percent if alternative sites are constructed. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: NOX Reduction during Construction of Alternate 
Sites 

• Impact AQ-3. Project construction would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentration (Site 5) (DEIR Section 5.8.3.4, Pages 5.8-27 to 5.8-29) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3 would reduce this impact to a less-than
significant level by reducing TAC emissions below the significance threshold. 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3: Construction Health Risk Mitigation (Site 5) 

• Impact C-AQ-1. Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulat.ive impacts related to air quality. (All 
Sites) (DEIR Section 5.8.3.6, Pages 5.8-31 to 5.8-32) 

See Impact AQ-2. Impiementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the Project's 
contribution to cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b: NOX Reduction during Construction of Alternate 
Sites 
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Recreation 

• Impact RE-2. The Project would deteriorate the quality of the recreational experience during 
construction. (Sites 1, 2, 4) (DEIR Section 5.11.3.4, Pages 5.11-17 to 5.11-24) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a would reduce this recreation impact to a less
than-significant level with implementation of dust control measures and equipment and vehicle 
best management practices. , 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites) 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-1: Project construction could result in potential damage to or temporary 
disruption of existing utilities during construction. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.12.3.4, Pages 
5.12-10 to 5.12-14) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-UT-la, M-UT-lb, M-UT-lc, M-UT-ld, M-UT-le, 
M-UT-lf, M-UT-lg, M-UT-lh, and M-UT-li would reduce impacts related to the potential 
disruption and relocation of utility operations or accidental damage to existing utilities to a less
than-significant level by requiring that the SFPUC and/or its contractor(s) identify the potentially 
affected lines in advance, coordinate with utility service providers to minimize the risk of damage 
to existing utility lines, protect lines in place to the extent possible or temporarily reroute lines if 
necessary, and take special precautions when working near high-priority utility lines (e.g., gas 
transmission lines). 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1a: Confirm Utility Line Information (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1b: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents 
Related to Underground Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1c: Notify Local Fire Departments (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1d: Emergency Response Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1e: Advance Notification (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1f: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction (All 
Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1g: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1h: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by 
Other SFPUC Projects (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1i: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected 
Utilities (All Sites) 
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• Impact UT-4: Project construction could result in a substantial adverse effect related to 
compliance with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations pertaining to solid waste. 
(All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.12.3.4, Pages 5.12-17 to 5.12-18) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-UT-4 would mitigate this impact to a less-than
significant level by requiring the construction contractor to prepare and implement a waste 
management plan. 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan (All Sites) 

• Impact C-UT-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to utilities and service 
systems. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.12.3.6, Pages 5.12-20 to 5.12-24) 

See Impacts UT-1 and UT-4. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the 
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on utilities and.service systems to a less-than
significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1a: Confirm Utility Line Information (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M·UT-1b: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents 
Related to Underground Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1c: Notify Local Fire Departments (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1d: Emergency Response Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1e: Advance Notification (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1f: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction (All 
Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1g: Ensure Prompt Reconnection 9f Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1h: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by 
Other SFPUC Projects (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-1i: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected 
Utilities (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan (All Sites) 

Biological Resources 

• Impact BR-1. Project construction would adversely affect candidate, sensitive, or special
status species. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5:14.3.4, Pages 5.14-53 to 5.14-58) 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BR-la, M-BR-lb, M-BR-lc and M-BR-ld would 
reduce construction impacts on special-status and migratory birds, special status bat species, and 
monarch butterflies to a less-than-significant level by (1) requiring pre-construction surveys by a 
qualified biologist to determine whether special-status or migratory bird nests are present at or 
near the well facility sites and implementing related protection measures; (2) requiring pre
construction surveys and the avoidance of disturbance to roosting bats; (3) conducting surveys 
and installing bat exclusion devices; and ( 4) requiring an inspection by a qualified biologist prior 
to the limbing or felling of trees or the initiation of construction activities on these sites, 
whichever comes first; and by delaying construction at a particular site if overwintering 
congregations of monarch butterflies are identified on site or nearby. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during Construction for Special 
status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during 
Tree Removal or Trimming (Sites 1, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure Demolition 
for Special-status Bats (Site 1) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-ld: Monarch Butterfly Protection Measures (Sites 1, 3, 
7, 10, 12) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-1 a is partially within the jurisdiction 
of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. This Commission urges the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife can and should participate in implementing this 
mitigation measure. 

• Impact BR-2. Project construction could adversely affect riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities. (Site 1) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.4, Pages 5.14-58 to 5.14-69) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 and M-BR-2 would reduce the potential impacts 
on riparian habitat at Site 1 to less-than-significant levels by requiring the installation of 
temporary fencing to demarcate the boundary for construction activities at this site and by 
protecting the area from construction-related runoff and sedimentation. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-2: Avoid Disturbance to Riparian Habitat (Site 1) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
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Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impact BR-3. The Project would impact jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the United 
States. (Sites 8, 9, 11) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.4, Pages 5.14-69 to 5.14-73) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 would reduce impacts to less-than-significant 
levels by protecting the area from construction related runoff and sedimentation. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
patiicipate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impact BR-4. Project construction would conflict with local tree preservation ordinances. 
(Sites 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.4, Pages 5.14-73 to 5.14-
79) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BR-4a, M-BR-4b, and M-AE-lb would reduce to 
less-than-significant levels any impacts due to a conflict with local tree preservation ordinance by 
minimizing impacts on protected trees and requiring replacement trees for protected trees that are 
removed, in substantial accordance with local jurisdiction requirements. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement (Sites 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

This Cmmnission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno and 
South San Francisco. This Commission urges the San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and 
the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno and South San Francisco to assist in implementing 
this mitigation measure at1d finds that the San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities 
of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno and South San Francisco can and should participate in 
implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impact BR-5. Project operations could adversely affect candidate, sensitive, or special
status species. (Sites 1, 7, 12~ 18, Westlake Pump Station) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.5, Pages 
5.14-79 to 5.14-82) 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-5 would reduce this potential impact on sensitive 
biological resources to a less-than-significant level by requiring noise reduction measures at the 
site. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5, 7, 9, 
12, 18, Westlake Pump Station) 

• Impact BR-7: Operation of the Project could adversely affect sensitive habitat types 
associated with Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.6, Pages 5.14-85 to 5.14-89) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BR-7, M-HY-9a and M-HY-9b requires the SFPUC to 
implement lake level management procedures to maintain Lake Merced at water levels due to the 
Project. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts on sensitive habitat 
at Lake Merced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases 
for Lake Merced 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-7 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Daly City. This Commission urges Daly City to assist in implementing this mitigation 
measure and finds that Daly City can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact BR-8: Operation of the Project could adversely affect wetland habitats and other 
waters of the United States associated with Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.6, 
Pages 5.14-90 to 5.14-97) · 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a, M-HY-9b, and M-BR-8 would reduce impacts 
on wetland habitats and other waters of the United states associated with Lake Merced to less
than-significant levels by requiring corrective actions if lake levels exceed the range of lake level 
changes shown in Table 5.14-16 (Lake Merced Water Surface Elevation Range that Results in a 
Predicted No-Net-Loss of Wetlands), due to the Project (i.e., the right-hand column). 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
.Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-8: Lake Level Management for No-Net-Loss of Wetlands 
for Lake Merced 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-8 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Daly City. This Commission urges Daly City to assist in implementing this mitigation 
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measure and finds that Daly City can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact BR-9: Operation of the Project could adversely affect native wildlife nursery sites 
associated with Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.6, Pages 5.14-97 to 5.14-100) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HY-9a and M-BR-7 would reduce potential impacts 
on native wildlife nursery sites to less-than-significant levels through management of water levels 
to avoid Project-related losses of this habitat, along with other sensitive communities. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases 
for Lake Merced 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-7 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Daly City. This Commission urges Daly City to assist in implementing this mitigation 
measure and finds that Daly City can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact C-BR-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in 
significant cumulative impacts related to biological resources. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 
5.14.3.7, Pages 5.14-100 to 5.14-102) 

See Impacts BR-1, BR-2, BR-3, and BR-4. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures 
would reduce the GSR Project's contribution to cumulative temporary impacts on biological 
resources to a less-than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during Construction for 
Special status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during 
Tree Removal or Trimming (Sites 1, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure Demolition 
for Special-status Bats (Site 1) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-ld: Monarch Butterfly Protection Measures (Sites 1, 3, 
7, 10, 12) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-2: Avoid Disturbance to Riparian Habitat (Site 1) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement (Sites 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18) 
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•. Mitigation Measure M-AE-lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 17) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-la is partially within the jurisdiction 
of CDFW, Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b is partially within the jurisdiction of San Mateo County, 
the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco; 
and Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction of SWRCB, San Mateo 
County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San 
Francisco. This Commission urges CDFW, SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, 
and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing these mitigation measures and finds that CDFW, SWRCB, San Mateo County, the 
Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can 
and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

• Impact C-BR-2: The Project would result in cumulative construction or operational impacts 
related to special-status species, riparian habitat, sensitive communities, wetlands, or waters 
of the United States, or compliance with local policies and ordinances protecting biological 
resources at Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.14.3.7, Pages 5.14-103 to 5.14-106) 

See Impact BR-7. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the GSR 
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on Vancouver rye grassland and fisheries and fish 
habitat at Lake Merced to less-than-significant levels. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases 
for Lake Merced 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-7 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Daly City. This Commission urges Daly City to assist in implementing this mitigation 
measure and finds that Daly City can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

Geology and Soils 

• Impact GE-3: The Project would expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects 
related to the risk of property loss, injury, or death due to fault rupture, seismic 
groundshaking, or landslides. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.15.3.5, Pages 5.15-20 to 5.15-22) 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3 (Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and Implement 
Recommendations) would reduce the impact of seismic ground shaking, as well as settlement (see 
Impact GE-4), on well facilities to a less-than-significant level by requiring facilities to be 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 31 



Motion No. _____ _ 
Hearing Date August 7, 2014 

CASE NO. 2008.1396E 
SFPUC GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

AND RECOVERY PROJECT 

designed and constructed in conformance with specific recommendations contained in design
level geotechnical studies, such as site-specific seismic design parameters and lateral earth 
pressures, use of engineered fill, and subgrade preparations for foundations systems and floor 
slabs. 

• Mitigation Measure M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and 
Implement Recommendations (All Sites) 

• Impact GE-4: The Project would be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable. (Sites 1, 5, 8, 12~ 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 19) (DEIR Section 5.15.3.5, 
Pages 5.15-23 to 5.15-25) 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3 (Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and Implement 
R(3co1rnnendations) would reduce the impact of settlement on these well facilities to a less-than
significant level by requiring facilities to be designed and constructed in conformance with 
specific recommendations contained in design-level geotechnical studies, such as over-excavation 
of artificial materials, re-compaction with moisture treated engineered fill, supporting structures 
on structurally rigid mat foundations, post-tensioning to reinforce and increase structural rigidity, 
and using flexible pipe connections. 

• Mitigation Measure M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and 
Implement Recommendations (All Sites) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-1: Project construction activities would degrade water quality as a result of erosion 
or siltation caused by earthmoving activities or by the accidental release of hazardous 
construction chemicals during construction. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.16.3.5, Pages 5.16-62 
to 5.16-66) 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 (Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
[SWPPP] or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan) would reduce potential water quality impacts 
during Project construction activities to a less-than-significant level by requiring measures to 
control erosion and sedimentation of receiving water bodies and minimize the risk of hazardous 
materials releases to surface water bodies. At sites where more than one acre ofland would be 
disturbed, compliance with the requirements of the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity would be required. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 
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• Impact HY-2: Discharge of groundwater could result in minor localized flooding, violate 
water quality standards, and/or otherwise degrade water quality. (All sites except Westlake 
Pump Station) (DEIR Section 5.16.3.5, Pages 5.16-66 to 5.16-69) 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-2 (Management of Well Development and Pump Testing Discharges) 
would reduce potential water quality impacts from well development and pump testing to a less
than-significant level by requiring the construction contractor to prepare and implement a 
Project-specific discharge plan that specifies how effluent would be managed to protect water 
quality. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-2: Management of Well Development and Pump Testing 
, Discharges (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-2 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of the RWQCB. This Commission urges the RWQCB to assist in implementing this mitigation 
measure and finds that the RWQCB can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact HY-6: Project operatfon would decrease the production rate of existing nearby 
irrigation wells due to localized groundwater draw down within the Westside Groundwater 
Basin such that existing or planned land use(s) may not be fully supported. (All Sites) (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-73 to 5.16-100; C&R Section 9.3.14, Pages 9.3.14-99 to 9.3.14-
147) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 would reduce impacts related to well 
interference, which may cause a decrease in production capacity at existing irrigation wells, to a 
less-than-significant level by conducting irrigation well monitoring and identifying a specific 
trigger level for each irrigation well at which time mitigation actions would be implemented. 
Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 includes having the SFPUC install a connection to the Regional 
Water System to allow the delivery of surface water if trigger levels are approached and well 
production capacity is decreased by the project operations. Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 
includes actions by the SFPUC to reduce or redistribute project pumping based on identified 
trigger levels for each irrigation well. Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 also includes permanent 
mitigation actions that SFPUC would implement with the cooperation of irrigators to assure 
production rates are maintained at irrigation wells. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-6: Ensure lrrigators' Wells Are Not Prevented from 
Supporting Existing or Planned Land Use(s) Due to Project Operation 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County. This Commission urges San Mateo County to assist in implementing this 
mitigation measure and finds that San Mateo County can and should participate in implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

• Impact HY-9: Project operation could have a substantial, adverse effect on water quality that 
could affect the beneficial uses of Lake Merced. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.16.3.5, Pages 
5.16-66 to 5.16-69) 
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Impacts related to water quality and associated beneficial uses of Lake Merced would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HY-9a and M
HY-9b by requiring the SFPUC to implement lake level management procedures to maintain 
Lake Merced water levels above 0 feet City Datum. These procedures include the continuation of · 
lake-level and groundwater monitoring; redistribution of pumping patterns or decreasing the 
Project pumping rate; or additions of supplemental water (either from the regional system water, 
treated stonnwater, or recycled water), if available. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Impact HY-14: Project operation may have a substantial adverse effect on groundwater 
depletion in the Westside Groundwater Basin over the very long tenn. (All Sites) (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.7, Pages 5.16-142 to 5.16-146) 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-14 would reduce impacts of the Project on long-term depletion of 
groundwater storage to less-than-significant levels by the SFPUC and the GSR Operating 
Committee requiring Project pumping to be restricted to extract only the volume of water in the 
SFPUC Storage Account, which would be adjusted to account for Basin storage losses. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-14: Prevent Groundwater Depletion 

• Impact C-HY-1: Project construction could result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts on surface water hydrology and water quality. (All sites) 
(DEIR Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-147 to 5.16-149) 

See Impacts HY-1 and HY-2. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the 
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts associated with soil erosion and sedimentation and 
discharges of dewatering effluent to less-than-significant levels. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a. Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-2: Management of Well Development and Pump Testing 
Discharges (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco and Mitigation Measure M-HY-2 is partially within the 
jurisdiction of the RWQCB. This Commission urges the SWRCB, RWQCB, San Mateo County, 
the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to 
assist in implementing these mitigation measures Md finds that the SWRCB, RWQCB San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco can and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 34 



Motion No. _____ _ 
Hearing Date August 7, 2014 

CASE NO. 2008.1396E 
SFPUC GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

AND RECOVERY PROJECT 

• Impact C-HY-5: Operation of the proposed Project could have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts on beneficial uses of surface waters. (All Sites) (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-156 to 5.16-159) 

See Impact HY-9. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the Project's 
contribution to cumulative impacts associated with beneficial uses of Lake Merced to less-than
significant levels. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Merced 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 

• Impact C-HY-8: Operation of the proposed Project would have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a cumulative impact related to groundwater depletion effect. (All Sites) (DEIR 
Section 5.16.3.8, Pages 5.16-161-5.16-176) 

See Impact HY-14. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-14 would reduce the Project's 
contribution to any potential long-term cumulative depletion of groundwater storage to a less
than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-'14: Prevent Groundwater Depletion 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-14 is partially within the 
jurisdiction of the cities of Daly City and San Bruno. This Commission urges the cities of Daly 
City and San Bruno to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that the cities of 
Daly City and San Bruno can and should participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impact HZ-2: The Project would result in a substantial adverse effect related to reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment during construction. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.17.3.4, Pages 5.17-27 to 
5.17-32) 

The potential impact associated with release of hazardous materials during construction would be 
reduced to a less-than significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HZ-2a, 
M-HZ-2b, M-HZ-2c and M-HY-1 by requiring: (1) a preconstruction hazardous materials 
assessment within three months of construction to identify new hazardous materials sites or 
substantial changes in the extent of contamination at known groundwater contamination sites that 
could affect subsurface conditions at proposed well facility sites; (2) preparation of a site health 
and safety plan to protect construction .worker health and safety;(3) a hazardous materials 
management plan to ensure that appropriate procedures are followed in the event that hazardous 
materials, including unanticipated hazardous materials, are encountered during project 
construction, and to ensure that hazardous materials are transported and disposed of in a safe and 
lawful manner; and ( 4) preparation and implementation of a storm water pollution prevention 
plan or an erosion and sediment CO'ntrol plan. See also Impact HY-1. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment 
(All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County. This Commission urges San Mateo County to assist in implementing this 
mitigation measure and finds that San Mateo County can and should participate in implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

• Impact HZ-3: The Project would result in impacts from the emission or use of hazardous 
materials within 0.25 mile of a school during construction. (Sites 2, 3, 4, 19 and Westlake 
Pump Station) (DEIR Section 5.17.3.4, Pages 5.17-33 to 5.17-36) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HY-land M-HZ-2c would reduce impacts on Ben 
Franklin Intermediate School, Garden Village Elementary School, and R.W. Drake Preschool, 
due to emission or use of hazardous materials during construction, to a less-than-significant level 
by requiring measures for controlling non-storm water (i.e., equipment maintenance and servicing 
requirements and equipment fueling requirements), waste, and potential hazardous materials 
pollution, which would also reduce the potential for the accidental release of hazardous 
construction chemicals, and by requiring the contractor to prepare a Hazards Materials 
Management Plan to ensure proper handling of all hazardous substances that are used during 
construction. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan [SWPPP] or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impact C-HZ-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials. (All Sites) (DEIR Section 5.17.3.6, Pages 5.17-40 to 5.17-45) 
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See Impact HZ-2. Implementation of the GSR Project's contribution to cumulative impacts 
related to release of hazardous chemicals during construction would be reduced to a less-than
significant level with implementation of the listed mitigation measures. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment 
(All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites) 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County. This Commission urges San Mateo County to assist in implementing this 
mitigation measure and finds that San Mateo County can and should participate in implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

B. Impacts of Mitigation 

The Final EIR identified potentially significant secondary impacts that could result from construction 
activities associated with implementation of certain mitigation actions identified in Mitigation Measure 
M-HY-6. The Final EIR determined that mitigation measures identified to mitigate construction-related 
impacts of the Project would also mitigate construction-related impacts associated with implementation of 
these mitigation actions. In making these findings and adopting Exhibit 1, the MMRP, the Commission 
finds that application of Project mitigation measures to the secondary impacts of implementing mitigation 
actions under Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 will reduce the impacts listed in this Section III to less-than
significant levels. Exhibit 1, the MMRP, includes Table MMRP-2, Mitigation Measures Applicable to 
Implementation of M-HY-6 Mitigation Actions. Table MMRP-2 to the MMRP identifies which Project 
mitigation measures would apply to reduce the secondary impacts associated with construction activities 
undertaken to implement any of the identified mitigation actions in Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. This 
information is also summarized below and discussed in the DEIR Section 5.16, Pages 5.16-162 to 5.16-
174 and in the C&R Section 9.5, Pages 9.5-63 to 9.5-72. 

Land Uses 

• Impacts to recreational land uses at golf courses and visual quality or scenic views in golf 
courses or cemeteries. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures 
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• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, SamTrans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

Aesthetics 

• Impacts due to view of construction equipment, vehicles and activities. (Mitigation Action 
#3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #6: Lower Pump in Irrigation 
Well; Mitigation Action #7: Lower And Change Pump in Irrigation Well; Mitigation 
Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply Mitigation Action #9: Replace 
Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Impacts due to constructing close to an historic resource. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace 
Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation 
Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening 

• Impacts from disturbance of archeological or paleontological resources. (Mitigation Action 
#3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for 
Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a Paleontological 
Resource is Identified 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Temporary impacts to local roadway circulation. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation 
Water Source; Mitigation Action #6: Lower Pump in Irrigation Well; Mitigation Action 
#7: Lower And Change Pump in Irrigation Well; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage 
Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 
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This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, Sam Trans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this m,itigation 
measure. 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impacts from construction noise exceeding local noise standards or increasing ambient noise 
levels. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source (LSM); Mitigation 
Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply (LSM); Mitigation Action #9: 
Replace Irrigation Well (SUM, See Section IV, B).) 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan 

Air Quality 

• Impacts during construction from fugitive dust or emissions of other criteria air pollutants. 
Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add 
Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact from generation of solid waste. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water 
Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation 
Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan 

• Impacts from potential disruption and relocation of utilities or accidental damage to existing 
utilities. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: 
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Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation 
Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-la: Confirm Utility Line Information 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lb: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents 
Related to Underground Utilities 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lc: Notify Local Fire Departments 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-ld: Emergency Response Plan 
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• Mitigation Measure M-UT-le: Advance Notification 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lf: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lg: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-lh: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by 
Other SFPUC Projects 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-li: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected 
Utilities 

Biological Resources 

• Impacts from tree removals or disturbance of sensitive habitats. (Mitigation Action #3: 
Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for 
Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during Construction for Special 
status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during 
Tree Removal or Trimming 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure Demolition 
for Special-status Bats 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees 

• Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-BR-1 a is partially within the jurisdiction 
of CDFW, Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b is partially within the jurisdiction of San Mateo County, 
the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco; 
and Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction of SWRCB, San Mateo 
County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San 
Francisco. This Commission urges CDFW, SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, 
and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae; San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing these mitigation measures and finds that CDFW, SWRCB, San Mateo County, the 
Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can 
and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

Geology and Soils 
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• Impacts from placement of pipelines or storage tank on or in unstable soil. (Mitigation Action 
#3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #7: Lower And Change Pump 
in Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and 
Implement Recommendations 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impacts to water quality from erosion and sedimentation caused by vegetation removal. 
(Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add 
Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impacts from accidental release of hazardous materials, including near a school. (Mitigation 
Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #6: Lower Pump in 
Irrigation Well; Mitigation Action #7: Lower And Change Pump in Irrigation Well; 
Mitigation Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action 
#9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town 
of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco to assist in 
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SWRCB, San Mateo County, the Town of 
Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bnmo, and South San Francisco can and should 
participate in implementing this mitigation measure. 

• Impacts from siting pipelines, storage tanks or replacement wells near a hazardous materials 
site. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source; Mitigation Action #8: Add 
Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply; Mitigation Action #9: Replace Irrigation Well.) 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment 
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• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c is partially within the jurisdiction 
of San Mateo County. This Commission urges San Mateo County to assist in implementing this 
mitigation measure and finds that San Mateo County can and should participate in implementing 
this mitigation measure. 

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

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 GSR Project to reduce the 
significant enviromnental impacts as identified in the Final EIR for the Project. The Commission finds 
that the mitigation measures in the Final EIR and described below are appropriate, and that changes have 
been required in, or incorporated into, the GSR Project that, to use the language of Public Resources Code 
section 21002 and CEQA Guidelines section 15091, may substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., 
reduce to less than significant levels), the potentially significant environmental effect associated with 
implementation of the Project, as described in the GSR Final EIR Chapter 5. The Commission adopts all 
of the mitigation measures proposed in the GSR Final EIR that are relevant to the Project and set forth in 
the MMRP, attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

The Commission further finds, however, for the GSR Project impacts listed below, that no mitigation is 
currently available to render the effects less than significant. The effects, therefore, remain significant 
and unavoidable. Based on the analysis contained within the Final EIR, other considerations in the 
record, and the standards of significant, the Commission finds that because some aspects of the GSR 
Project would cause potentially significant impacts for which feasible mitigation measures are not 
available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, the impacts are significant and 
unavoidable. 

The Commission further finds that the GSR Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore, will 
contribute to the significant and unavoidable growth-inducing impact caused by the WSIP water supply 
decision as analyzed in the WSIP PEIR, Chapter 7, which is incorporated by reference in the GSR Project 
Final EIR in Chapter 6. For the WSIP growth-inducing impact listed below, the effect remains 
significant and unavoidable. 

The Commission determines that the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the 
GSR Final EIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) (3) and (b), and 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 1509l(a) (3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the Commission determines that 
the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in Section VI below. These 
findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

A. GSR Project Impacts 
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The project-specific impacts associated with GSR Project construction are determined to be significant 
and unavoidable at one or more sites where GSR Project facilities will be constructed despite the 
SFPUC's adoption of all feasible mitigation measures. No significant and unavoidable impacts will result 
from the GSR Project operations. 

For each impact identified below, the impact statement for each impact identifies the sites where the 
impact w,ill be less than significant with the implementation of the listed mitigation measures 
(denominated as "LSM") and the sites where the impact will be significant and unavoidable despite the 
implementation of listed mitigation measures (denominated as "SUM"). If a site is not listed in the impact 
statement it either will have no impact or a less than significant impact for that particular identified 
impact. The titles of the mitigation measures listed after each impact statement follow the approach used 
in the Final BIR and indicate all sites where the mitigation measures will be implerpented as a result of 
any GSR Project impact and not just the sites that will cause the particular listed impact discussed 
immediately above. 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-1: Project construction would have a substantial impact on the existing character 
of the vicinity and could substantially disrupt or displace existing land uses or land use 
activities. (DEIR pages 5.2-20 to 5.2-35.)(LSM Sites 5 [Consolidated Treatment], 7, 10, 11, 
13, 15, and 17; SUM Sites 1, 3, 4, 5 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 14, 16, 18 and 19.) 

Project construction would have a significant but mitigable impact on land uses at Sites 5 
[Consolidated Treatment], 7, 10, 11, 13, 15, and 17 through the implementation of the Mitigation 
Measures M-LU-1, M-TR-1, M-N0-1, M-N0-3, M-AQ-2a, and M-AQ-3, which would provide 
for (1) cemetery visitor access and access to businesses and bus stops through a transportation 
control plan; (2) construction noise controls that limit noise levels to specified amounts at 
specified hours and locations; and (3) controls on construction-related air pollutants. 

Nighttime noise from well drilling at Sites 1, 3, 4, 12, 16, and 19, which must proceed 
continuously for a seven day period, will have a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby 
residential uses despite implementation of mitigation measures. The land use impact at Site 5 will 
be significant and unavoidable even with the implementation of mitigation measures to control 
construction noise due to the proximity of residential users to this site and daytime construction 
over 14 months. The land use impact at Sites 9, 14, and 18 will be significant and unavoidable 
even with the implementation of mitigation measures to control construction noise due to the 
proximity of residential users to these sites, daytime construction over 16 months, and night time 
construction associated with well installation over a seven day period. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• Mitigation Measure M-LU-1: Maintain Internal Cemetery Access (Site 7 
[Consolidated Treatment at Site 6] and Site 14). 

• Mitigation Measure M-'{R-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate] and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]) . . 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites). 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3: Construction Health Risk Mitigation (Site 5 On-site 
Treatment). 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 is partially within the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans, SamTrans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, 
Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco. This Commission urges Caltrans, SamTrans, San 
Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San Bruno, and South 
San Francisco to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and finds that Caltrans, 
Sam Trans, San Mateo County, the Town of Colma, and the cities of Daly City, Millbrae, San 
Bruno, and South San Francisco can and should participate in implementing this mitigation 
measure. 

• Impact C-LU-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to land use. (DEIR 
pages 5.2-39 to 5.2-40; 5.7-98 to 5.7-Q9.)(LSM Site 15; SUM Sites 9, 12, and 19.) 

Impacts from the GSR project would make a considerable contribution to cumulative project 
construction impacts due to construction noise at Sites 9, 12, 15, and 19, which could alter the 
character or disrupt or displace land uses at these sites. Noise mitigation measures M-N0-1, M
N0-3, and M-N0-5 would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant level at Site 15, but due 
to nighttime construction, la:nd use disruption at Sites 9, 12, and 19 would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On
site Treatment], 9, 18 [Alternate] and Westlake Pump Station. 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-1: Project construction would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on 
the visual character of the area surrounding Site 7, related to the removal of trees. (DEIR 
Section 5.3.3.4, Pages 5.3-56 to 5.3-76.)(LSM Sites 4, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18; SUM Site 7.) 

Project construction would have a significant but mitigable visual impact through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AE-la, M-AE-lb, M-AE-lc, M-AE-ld, M-AE-le, 
and M-CR-la, which would keep construction materials out of view, keep construction sites 
clean, and require protection.and replacement of trees at Sites 4, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18. Visual 
impacts at Site 7 would remain significant and unavoidable because site construction requires the 
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removal of 41 eucalyptus trees in the SFPUC right-of-way that are part of a tree mass identified 
in the Town of Colma's General Plan. The SFPUC's Integrated Vegetation Management Policy 
prohibits eucalyptus trees in the right-of-way, thereby precluding the replanting of eucalyptus 
trees at the same location. Even with the implementation of the listed mitigation measures, the 
project would permanently change the visual quality of Site 7, resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact at this location. 

• Mitigation Measure·M-AE-1a: Site Maintenance (Sites 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18 
[Alternative]) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternative] 

• Mitigation Measures M-AE-lc: Develop and Implement a Tree Replanting Plan 
(Site 12) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-ld: Construction Area Screening (Site 15) 

• Mitigation Measure M-AE-le: Tree Removal and Replacement (Site 7) 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-la: Minimize Construction-related Impacts on 
Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 14 

This Commission recognizes that Mitigation Measure M-AE-1 e is partially within the jurisdiction 
of the Town of Colma.and Mitigation Measure M-CR-la is partially within the jurisdiction of 
Veterans Affairs. This Commission urges the Town of Colma and the Veterans Affairs to assist 
in implementing these mitigation measures and finds that the Town of Colma and the Veterans 
Affairs can and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

Noise 

• Impact N0-1: Project construction would result in noise levels in excess oflocal standards. 
(DEIR pages 5.7-39 to 5.7-48.)(LSM Sites 3, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, and 17; SUM Sites 1, 4, 9, 12, 
16, 18, and 19.) 

Project construction would conflict with daytime noise standards or night time noise restrictions 
or both in the San Mateo County, the Town of Colma; and the cities of Daly City; Millbrae, San 
Bruno and South San Francisco. Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 would reduce these impacts at 
Sites 3, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, and 17 to a less-than-significant level. But; even with mitigation, 
construction associated with well drilling and pump testing would exceed local nighttime noise 
limits or restrictions at Sites 1, 4, 9, 12, 16, 18, and 19. This impact would remain significant 
and unavoidable at these sites. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alter~ate]). 
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• Impact N0-3: Project construction would result in a substantial temporary increase in 
ambient noise levels. (DEIR pages 5.7-50 to 5.7-81.)(LSM Sites 5 [Consolidated Treatment], 
10, 11, 13, 15, and 17; SUM Sites 1, 3, 4, 5 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 14, 16, 18 and 19.) 

Project construction would result in a temporary increase in ambient noise levels that would 
exceed speech and sleep interference thresholds at nearby buildings. Mitigation Measures M-. 
N0-1 and M-N0-3 would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level at Sites 5 
[Consolidated Treatment], 10, 11, 13, 15, and 17. But, the daytime speech threshold or nighttime 
sleep interference threshold would be exceeded, even with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, at Sites 1, 3, 4, 5 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 14, 16, 18, and 19. This impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable at these sites. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Impact C-N0-1: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to noise. (DEIR pages 5.7-
95 to 5.7-99.)(LSM Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site Treatment], 8, 9, 11, 15, 17, 18, and 
Westlake Pump Station; SUM Sites 12 and 19.) 

Operation of the project could make a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts in excess 
of established standards and to ambient noise levels at Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site 
Treatment]. 9, 12, 18 and the We.stlake Pump Station but mitigation measures would reduce the 
Project's contribution to a less than significant level. 

Construction of the Project could make a considerable contribution to cumulative noise levels in 
excess of established noise standard in the Town of Colma at Sites 8 and 17 and in South San 
Francisco at Site 11 but the listed mitigation measures would reduce the Project's .contribution to 
a less-than-significant level. 

The project could make a considerable contribution to increases in cumulative ambient noise 
levels at Sites 8, 15, and 17 but the listed mitigation measures would reduce. the Project 
contribution to a less-than-significant level. However, at Sites 12 and 19, even with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the Project would have a cumulative considerable 
contribution to increased ambient noise levels that would affect a church and preschool noise 
levels during the daytime and the Project impact would remain significant and unavoidable at 
Sites 12 and 19. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). 
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• Mitigation Measure M-N0-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On
site Treatment], 9, 18 [Alternate] and Westlake Pump Station 

B. Impacts of GSR Mitigation Measures 

The Final EIR identified potentially significant secondary impacts that could result from construction 
activities associated with implementation of certain mitigation actions identified in Mitigation Measure 
M-HY-6. The Final EIR determined that mitigation measures identified to mitigate construction-related 
impacts of the Project would also mitigate construction-related impacts associated with implementation of 
these mitigation actions, as explained in Section III, with the exception of one impact related to 
construction noise, which is explained in this Section IV. In making these findings and adopting Exhibit 

1, the MMRP, the Commission finds that application of Project mitigation to the secondary impact 
related to noise discussed below associated with mitigation actions under Mitigation Measure M-HY-6 
will reduce but that this noise impact will remain significant and unavoidable. Exhibit 1, the MMRP, 

includes a Table MMRP-2, Mitigation Measures Applicable to Implementation of M-HY-6 Mitigation 
Actions. Table MMRP-2 to the MMRP identifies which Project mitigation measures would apply to 
reduce the secondary impacts associated.with construction activities undertaken to implement any of the 
identified mitigation actions in Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. This information is also summarized in 
Section III and below and discussed in the DEIR Section 5.16, Page 5.16-168 and in the C&R Section 
9.5, Pages 9.5-63 to 9.5-72. 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impacts from construction noise associated with well drilling in proximity to sensitive noise 
receptors. (Mitigation Action #3: Replace Irrigation Water Source (LSM); Mitigation 
Action #8: Add Storage Capacity for Irrigation Supply (LSM); Mitigation Action #9: 
Replace Irrigation Well (SUM).) 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of 
Pipelines 

C. WSIP Water Supply Impacts 

The WSIP PEIR and the SFPUC's Resolution No. 08-0200 related to the WSIP water supply decision 
identified three s.ignificant 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 proposed in the PEIR were adopted 
by the SFPUC 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 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 l.n Resolution No. 08-0200 are incorporated into these findings by 
this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 
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Subsequent to the certification of the PBIR, the Planning Department has conducted more detailed, site
specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts identified in the PBIR, 
Impact 5.4.1-2.and Impact 5.5.5-1, as explained in the GSR Project BIR at Section 6.3.2 (Draft BIR, page 
6-10). The Planning Department updated analyses based on more project-specific information has 
determined that these two impacts will not be significant and unavoidable. These CBQA Findings 
summarize these updated impact analyses as well as the PEIR analysis of Impact 7 .1. 

• PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2-Stream Flow: Effects on flow along Alameda Creek below the 
Alameda Creek Division Dam 

The project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement project Final EIR modifies the 
PBIR determination regarding PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2 and concludes that the impact related to 
stream flow along Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras 
Creek) will be less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific modeling and data. 
Project-level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the PBIR. The SFPUC 
adopted CBQA Findings with respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam Improvement project 
in Resolution No. 11-0015. The CBQA 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. 

• PEIR Impact 5.5.5.-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources in Crystal Springs 
reservoir (Upper and Lower) 

The project-level fisheries analysis in the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement project Final 
BIR modifies the PBIR impact determination regarding PEIR Impact 5.5.5-1 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 PBIR. The SFPUC adopted CBQA Findings with respect to 
the approval of the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement project in Resolution No. 10-0175. 
The CBQA 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 CBQA Findings. 

• PEIR Impact 7-1-Indirect growth inducing impacts in the SFPUC service area 

The remaining significant and unavoidable water supply impact listed in Resolution No. 08-0200 
is related to WSIP Water Supply and System Operation Impact 7-1 Growth: The WSIP 
would result in potentially significant and unavoidable indirect growth-inducement impacts in the 
SFPUC service area. 

By providing water to support pla1111ed growth in the SFPUC service area, the WSIP will result in 
significant and unavoidable growth inducement effects that are primarily related to secondary 
effects such as air quality, traffic congestion and water quality. (PBIR Chapter 7). The WSIP 
identifies mitigation measures adopted by jurisdictions that have prepared general plans and 
related land use plans and major projects in the SFPUC service area to reduce the identified 
impacts of pla1111ed growth. A summary of projects reviewed under CBQA and mitigation 
measures identified are included in Appendix B, Section B.6 of the PBIR. 
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Despite the adoption of mitigation measures, some of the identified impacts of planned growth 
cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant levels, and the WSIP, which has a longer planning 
horizon and somewhat different growth projections than some general plans, would also be 
expected to result in impacts not addressed by adopted mitigation measures as summarized in the 
PEIR Chapter 7. Jurisdictions have adopted overriding co~sideration in approving plans that 
support growth for which mitigation measures have not been identified and the SFPUC adopted 
overriding considerations in approving the WSIP through Resolution No. 08-0200. Thus, some 
of the growth that the WSIP would support would result in secondary impacts that would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

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. 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 BIR 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 nondrought years and meet dry-year delivery needs while limiting rationing to a maximum 
20 percent systemwide; diversify water supply options during nondrought 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. 
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The Project would help meet WSIP goals by providing additional dry~year supply and providing 
additional pumping capacity in the South Westside Groundwater Basin in an emergency. Specific 
objectives of the GSR Project are: 

• Conjunctively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated use of 
SFPUC surface water and groundwater pumped by the Partner Agencies. 

• Provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies in normal and wet years, 
with a corresponding reduction of groundwater pumping by these agencies, which then allows for 
in-lieu recharge of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. 

• Increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South Westside Groundwater Basin 
by an average annual 7 .2 mgd. 

• Provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for the SFPUC's customers and increase water 
supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle. 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final BIR 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, talcing into account 
economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors." The Commission is also aware that 
under CEQA case law the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular 
alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an 
alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

Under the No Project Alternative, the GSR Project would not be constructed or operated. The SFPUC 
would not conjunctively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin with the Partner Agencies and 
the basin would continue to be operated as it is now. The 16 groundwater wells and associated well 
facilities (pump stations and treatment facilities) would not be constructed or operated, the Westlake 
Pump Station would not be upgraded, and a new dry-year water supply would not be developed. The six 
test wells installed at Site 2 (Park Plaza Meter), Site 5 (Right-of-way at Serra Bowl), Site 6 (Right-of-way 
at Colma BART), Site 8 (Right-of-way at Serramonte Boulevard), Site 10 (Right-of-way at Hickey 
Boulevard) and Site 13 (South San Francisco Linear Park) would be abandoned in accordance with 
regulatory standards or converted to monitoring wells. 
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The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to conjunctively 
manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated use of SFPUC surface water and 
groundwater pumped by the Partner Agencies; provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner 
Agencies in normal and wet years; increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South 
Westside Groundwater Basin by an average annual 7.2 mgd; and provide a new dry-year groundwater 
supply for the SFPUC's customers and increased water supply reliability during the 8.5-year design 

drought cycle. 

Under the No Project Alternative, regional water system customers would experience water shortages and 
need to implement water rationing more frequently and water rationing would be more severe, exceeding 
the 20 percent systemwide rationing expected under full implementation of the WSIP projects. 
Wholesale customers would likely pursue other dry year supply projects, but numerous hurdles would 
need to be overcome: 

• Water demand among cus,tomers is highest when supplies are most constrained and therefore 
more difficult to secure. 

• Major new water supply projects can take 20-25 years to complete, so pursuit of other projects 
would likely not avoid increased water shortages and water rationing. 

• The SFPUC wholesale customers already have planned for and adopted increased water 
conservation and recycling initiatives, maldng greater efforts in these regards more difficult. 

The No Project Alternative 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 7.2 mgd of dry-year supply from the 
South Westside Groundwater Basin or provide for an alternative local supply in the event of emergency 
conditions. As a result, the No Project Alternative would fail to meet dry-year delivery needs identified 
in the WSIP while limiting rationing to a maximum 20 percent systemwide. It would also result in a less 
diversified water supply during dry-years than would be achieved with the GSR Project. 

The No Project Alternative would avoid all of the construction impacts identified for the GSR Project, 
including the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with noise, land use, and aesthetics. It 
would also avoid all construction and operation-related impacts that can be reduced to a less-than
significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures, including in the areas of land use, 
aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, recreation, 
utilities and service systems, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and 
hazards and hazardous materials. 

In the absence of the dry-year water supply that the Project would provide, under the No Project 
alternative the SFPUC or its wholesale customers or both would likely take action to secure supplemental 
dry-year supply, which could have similar or additional secondary environmental effects as the Project. 
Supplemental dry-year supply options could include additional Tuolumne River diversions and water 
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transfers from the Turlock Irrigation District or the Modesto Irrigation District, increased groundwater 
use, additional water conservation and water recycling and desalination projects. The WSIP PEIR 
evaluated the environmental effects of such projects as part of the WSIP alternatives. Secondary effects 
could include: construction impacts and operational impacts such as groundwater overdraft; subsidence, 
seawater intrusion; and water quality effects associated with development of groundwater sources; 
impacts on fisheries and biological resources, including sensitive species, associated with additional 
Tuolumne River diversions; and construction impacts and operational impacts on land use, aesthetics, 
hydrology and water quality, air quality, hazards, and energy associated with the development desalinated 
water supplies. 

The Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet any of the 
project objectives, and it would jeopardize the SFPUC's ability to meet the adopted WSIP goals and 
objectives as set forth in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200. Further, its secondary effects would likely 
result in similar impacts to those of the Project. Thus, the No Project Alternatives may not result in fewer 
environmental impacts than the Project, given that all Project impacts can be mitigated to less than 
significant levels with the exception of temporary construction-related impacts on land use, temporary 
construction noise impacts, and aesthetic impacts due to removal of trees at one location. 

Alternative 2A: Reduce Lake Merced Impacts and Maintain Project Yield 

Under Alternative 2A, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except the SFPUC 
would construct only 14 wells and well facilities instead of 16 wells by not constructing a well or well 
facility at Site 1 in Daly City or Site 4 in unincorporated Broadmoor. Without wells at Sites 1 and 4, 
pumping would be reduced by approximately 1.0 mgd. To maintain the overall yield of 7.2 mgd, 
pumping would be redistributed to 11 wells at Sites 5 through 15. Pumping at each of Sites 5 through 15 
would increase by approximately 20 percent compared to the proposed Project and production rates at 
Sites 5 through 15 could support this increased pumping. Pumping at Sites 2 and 3 would not increase 
under this alternative to minimize impacts on Lake Merced as compared to the proposed Project. 
Pumping at Site 16 also would not increase because groundwater availability is restricted at this location. 
Under this alternative, pumping near Lake Merced would decrease by approximately 54 percent when 
compared to the Project. 

Alternative 2A would meet all of the Project Objectives, including increasing the dry-year and emergency 
pumping capacity of the South Westside Groundwater Basin by an average ruinual 7.2 mgd in the event of 
a 8.5-year design drought. It would have the same construction-related impacts as the proposed Project 
except that all impacts associated with construction at Sites 1 and 4 would be avoided. As a result, the 
significant· and unavoidable construction-related noise impacts associated with exceeding local noise 
standards and increasing ambient noise levels, and the disruption of residential land uses from nighttime 
noise at these two sites would not occur. 

The main difference between this Alternative 2A and the Project in terms of environmental effects is that 
by reducing pumping by 54 percent in the Lake Merced area, this alternative would decrease the decline 
in Lake Merced levels by a similar 54 percent. With the Project, lake levels after the end of the design 
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drought are expected to drop to four feet lower than under modeled existing conditions. With Alternative 
2A, lake. levels would be expected to drop two feet lower than under modeled existing conditions. The 
Project identifies mitigation in the form oflake monitoring, provision of supplemental water or altering of 
pumping to mitigate Project impacts. Similar mitigation still would be needed with Alternative 2A, but 
this alternative would not require the same degree of mitigation because the effects of Alternative 2A on 
Lake Merced levels would be about half as severe as with the Project. Although the Project would fully 
mitigate impacts to Lake Merced, it would require greater mitigation in the form of additional 
supplemental water, redistributed pumping or discontinued pumping as compared to Alternative 2A. 
Eliminating other wells would not further reduce impacts on Lake Merced water levels because other 
wells are too far from the lake to have a substantial influence on lake levels. 

Other operational impacts with Alternative 2A would be nearly the same as for the proposed Project. 
Although pumping near Lake Merced would decline, this decline in pumping would be offset by 
increased pumping at Sites 5 through 15. As a result, the less-than-significant impact on irrigation wells 
at the Olympic Club and San Francisco Golf Club would be further reduced; Lake Merced Golf Club 
would continue to experience significant but mitigable impacts to its irrigation wells, and the nine 
cemeteries and California Golf Club in the Colma area would experience a 20 percent increase in well 
interference impacts. As for the Project, these well interference impacts would be significant but 
mitigable, but greater mitigation actions may be needed to fully mitigation impacts as compared to the 
Project. Other operational impacts associated with the Project, including subsidence potential, seawater 
intru~ion, and effects on water quality and groundwater depletion, would be similar for Alternative 2A 
and the Project. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 2A as infeasible for several reasons. First, it does not provide an 
appreciable environmental benefit as compared to the Project. While it eliminates all of the construction
related impacts associated with Sites 1 and 4, including the significant and unavoidable construction
related noise and land use impacts, these construction-related impacts are temporary, occurring over 
approximately seven nights of well drilling, and would not result in any permanent environmental effect. 
Alternative 2A reduces the need for mitigation associated with maintaining Lake Merced levels, but these 
impacts are mitigable under mitigation measures identified in the EIR and which the SFPUC proposes to 
adopt. By moving pumping away from Lake Merced further to the south, it has a greater impact on 
irrigation wells and cemeteries in the Colma area. These increased well interference impacts also are 
mitigahle but Alternative 2A would trigger the need for greater.mitigation of well interference impacts as 
compared to the Project. The overall effect of Alternative 2A is to decrease Lake Merced level impacts at 
the expense of increasing well interference impacts in the Colma area, and eliminating temporary 
construction noise and as~ociated land use disruption impacts at two sites. 

Further, while Alternative 2A would decrease some project costs due to elimination of Sites 1 and 4, there 
would be an associated increase in other costs at Sites 5 through 15 for larger pumps, piping and 
treatment equipment to accommodate.the increased pumping at these sites. Well interference mitigation 
costs would be increased because Alternative 2A would trigger the need for mitigation earlier and more 
often as compared to the Project due to the increased pumping at Sites 5 through 15. Finally, reducing the 
number of wells from 16 to 14 would reduce operational flexibility in the event of planned or unplanned 
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maintenance needs. With two fewer wells operating, the ability to reallocate pumping or rotate pumping 

without reducing pumping quantity would be more difficult. In sum, Alternative 2A would reduce 

operational flexibility in the event of planned or unplanned Project maintenance need, increase well 

interference mitigation costs, and fail to provide an appreciable environmental benefit as compared to the 

Project. 

Alternative 2B 

Under Alternative 2B, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except the SFPUC 

would construct only 14 wells and well facilities instead of 16 wells by not constructing a well or well 

facility at Site 1 in Daly City or Site 4 in unincorporated Broadmoor. Without wells at Sites 1 and 4, 

pumping would be reduced by approximately 1.0 mgd. Unlike Alternative 2A, pumping lost from not 

constructing wells at Sites 1 and 4 would not be redistributed. 

Alternative 2B would meet most, but not all, of the Project objectives. It would not meet the objective of 
increasing the SFPUC's dry-year and emergency pumping capacity by 7.2 mgd during an 8.5-year 

drought. Instead, it would provide 6.2 mgd during an 8.5-year drought. It would meet the other project 

objectives of providing for the conjunctive use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin and 

supplemental SFPUC surface water to Partner Agencies during normal and wet years to allow for in-lieu 
recharge of the Basin, but at a level reduced by 1 mgd as compared to the Project. The reduction in yield 

with Alternative 2B would limit the regional water system's ability to nieet the WSIP goal of seismic and 

delivery reliability, adopted as part of the approval of the WSIP under SFPUC Resolution 08-0200. The 
SFPUC per the adopted resolution will reevaluate 2030 demand projections, regional water system 

purchase requests, and water supply options by 2018. With the reduction in yield from this alternative, 

the SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects 

depending on demand projections. Alternatively, the SFPUC's wholesale customers could decide to 

pursue additional projects such as water transfer to increase dry-year and emergency pumping capacity to 

achieve a yield of7.2 mgd as called for by the adopted WSIP. 

Alternative 2B would have the same construction-related effects as Alternative 2A - it would eliminate 

all less-than-significant, significant and mitigable, and significant and unavoidable impacts of 

construction associated with Sites 1 and 4. · It would also have the same impacts on Lake Merced as 

Alternative 2A - it would reduce lake level decline by 54 percent as compared to the Project. Unlike 

Alternative 2A, it would not redistribute the pumping lost by not installing wells at Sites 1 and 4. 

Consequently, the well interference impacts of Alternative 2B would be less than the Project at the Lake 

Merced Golf Club, Olympic Club and San Francisco Golf Club, but would not change the significance 

conclusions. Well interference impacts at the Olympic Club and the San Francisco Golf Club would be 

less-than-significant under both the Project and Alternative 2B; likewise, the well interference impact at 

Lake Merced Golf Club would be significant but mitigable under both the Project and Alternative 2B. 

Other operational impacts - land subsidence and sea water intrusion - would be reduced as compared to 

the Project, but as they were less-than-significant under the Project, the significance detennination would 

remain unchanged. Likewise; Alternative 2B would decrease, but result in the same significance 

determination for groundwater depletion impacts as the Project, with such impacts remaining significant 
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but mitigable. Impacts on water quality would remain the same, less-than-significant, with Alternative 
2B as for the Project. 

The main difference between Alternative 2B and the Project in terms of environmental effects is that by 
reducing pumping by 54 percent in the Lake Merced area it would decrease the decline in Lake Merced 
levels by a similar 54 percent. With the Project, lake levels after the end of the design drought are 
expected to drop to four feet lower than under modeled existing conditions. With Alternative 2B, lake 
levels would be expected to drop two feet lower than under modeled existing conditions. The Project 
identifies mitigation in the form of lake monitoring, provision of supplemental water or altering of 
pumping to mitigate Project impacts. Similar mitigation still would be needed with Alternative 2B, but 
this alternative would not require the same degree of mitigation because the effects of Alternative 2B on 
Lake Merced levels would be about half as severe as with the Project. The Project would fully mitigate 
impacts to Lake Merced, but it would require greater mitigation - additional supplemental water, 
redistributed pumping or discontinued pumping - as compared to Alternative 2B. Eliminating other wells 
would not further reduce impacts on Lake Merced water levels because other wells are too far from the 
lake to have a substantial influence on lake levels. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an 
environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project and if it is determined to be the No Project 
Alternative, then the EIR must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other Project 
alternatives. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e).) The EIR identified Alternative 2B as the 
environmentally superior alternative. Some impacts associated with Alternative 2B while initially less 
intense than those of the Project (well interference, groundwater depletion), with mitigation, the resulting 
impact level would be the same under Alternative 2B and the Project (less-than-significant with 
mitigation). But, Alternative 2B would eliminate construction impacts at two sites, Sites 1 and 4, and 
reduce impacts on Lake Merced level declines by 54 percent. Although the Project would fully mitigate 
impacts to Lake Merced, it would require greater mitigation in the form of additional supplemental water, 
redistributed pumping or discontinued pumping as compared to Alternative 2B. Greater costs would be 
associated with this mitigation; although these costs may be offset by savings associated with not 
constructing facilities at Sites 1 and 4. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 2B as infeasible. It would ncit meet the objective of increasing the 
SFPUC's dry-year and emergency pumping capacity by 7.2 mgd during an 8.5-year drought. Instead, it 
would provide 6.2 mgd during an 8.5-year drought. It would meet the other project objectives of 
providing for the conjunctive use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin and supplemental SFPUC 
surface water to Partner Agencies during normal and wet years to allow for in-lieu recharge of the Basin, 
but at a level reduced by 1 mgd as compared to the Project. The reduction in yield with Alternative 2B 
would limit the regional water system's ability to meet the WSIP goal of seismic and delivery reliability, 
adopted as part of the approval of the WSIP under Sf PUC Resolution 08-0200. With th~ reduction in 
yield from this alternative, the SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop 
additional water supply projects depending on demand projections. 
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While Alternative 2B eliminates construction impacts at Sites 1 and 4, including the significant and 

unavoidable construction-related noise and land use impacts, these construction-related impacts are 

temporary, occurring over approximately seven nights of well drilling, and would not result in any 

permanent environmental effect. Alternative 2B reduces the need for mitigation associated with 

maintaining Lake Merced levels, but these impacts are mitigable under mitigation measures identified in 

the EIR and which the SFPUC proposes to adopt. 

Altemative 3A 

Alternative 3A was selected for analysis because it would reduce the significant well interference impacts 

of the Project during dry years at existing irrigation wells that are located at the Colma-area cemeteries. 

Under Alternative 3A, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except the SFPUC 

would construct only 14 wells and well facilities instead of 16 wells by not constructing a well or well 

facility at Sites 7 and 8 in Colma. Without wells at Sites 7 and 8, pumping would be reduced by 

approximately 1.2 mgd, decreasing pumping in the Colma area by approximately 32 percent. To maintain 
the overall yield of 7 .2 mgd, pumping would be redistributed to nine wells at Sites 1 through 4 and Sites 

11 through 15. Pumping at each of these sites would increase by approximately 31 percent as compared 

to the proposed Project; production rates at Sites 5 through 15 could support this increased pumping. 

Pumping at Sites 5, 6, 9, and 10 would remain the same, as they are in the Colma area; pumping at Site 16 

also would not increase because groundwater availability is restricted at this location. 

Alternative 3A would fully meet the Project Objectives, including increasing the dry-year and emergency 
pumping capacity of the South Westside Groundwater Basin by an average annual 7.2 mgd in the event of 

a 8.5 year design drought. It would have the same construction-related impacts as the proposed Project 

except that all impacts associated with construction at Sites 7 and 8 would be avoided. As a result, all 

impacts that are less-than-significant and less-than-significant with mitigation at either site would be 

avoided as would the significant and unavoidable construction-related aesthetic impact as Site 7. This 

latter impact is the result of the need to remove trees associated ·with a designated tree mass in the Town 

of Colma General Plan and the fact that despite the adoption of mitigation to replace trees, these trees 
include eucalyptus trees on SFPUC's right-of-way, the presence of which conflicts with the SFPUC's 

vegetation management policy for its right-of-way. While SFPUC will work with the Town of Colma to 

find replacement trees off-site, Site 7 will be aesthetically altered. 

The intensity of well interference impacts on existing irrigation wells in the Colma area before mitigation 

would be reduced as a result of a 32 percent reduction in pumping near these wells. However, well 

interference impacts with the implementation of mitigation would be less-than-significant for both 

Alternative 3A and the proposed Project. Potential impacts on Lake Merced water levels would be 

slightly greater for Alternative 3A than for the Project prior to mitigation, but with mitigation, both would 

result in less-than-significant impacts on the water quality of Lake Merced. But, under Alternative 3A, 

more supplemental water, redistribution of pumping, or discontinued pumping would be required to 

mitigate such impacts as compared to the proposed Project. Potential impacts on groundwater quality and 

groundwater depletion would be the same for the proposed Project and Alternative 3A. The potential for 
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subsidence impacts and for seawater intrusion would be slightly greater for Alternative 3A when 

compared to the proposed Project but would be less-than-significant as for the proposed Project. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 3A as infeasible. First, it does not provide an appreciable 

environmental benefit as compared to the Project. It results in similar environmental impacts as with the 

Project after the application ofmitigation measures. The main differences between Alternative 3A and 

the ProjeCt is that Alternative 3A eliminates the significant and unavoidable aesthetic impact associated 

with removal of trees in the SFPUC right-of-way at Site 7, increases impacts associated with Lake 

Merced levels and decreases the impacts associated with well interference in the Colma area. As a result, 

Alternative 3A increases the amount of mitigation associated with maintaining Lake Merced levels, 

including the need to secure supplemental water, reduce pumping or redistribute pumping to reduce the 

effect of the Project on Lake Merced levels. But, the resulting impacts to Lake Merced levels after 

implementation of mitigation measures identified in the EIR, which the SFPUC proposes to adopt, would 

be the same for Alternative 3A and the Project. By moving pumping away from the Colma area, 

Alternative 3A reduces well interference impacts, but these impacts also are mitigable, so the main effect 

is to increase the amount of required mitigation associated with maintaining Lake Merced levels. After 

mitigation, Alternative 3A and the Project result in the same mitigated impact associated with well 

interference. 

Further, while Alternative 3A would decrease some project costs due to elimination of Sites 7 and 8, it 

would increase other project costs associated with Sites 1 through 4 and Sites 11 through 15 due to the 

need for larger pumps, piping and treatment equipment to accommodate the increased pumping at these 

sites. Also, Lake Merced mitigation costs would be. increased because mitigation would be triggered 

earlier and more often due to the increased pumping at Sites 5 through 15. Finally, by reducing the 

number of wells from 16 to 14, Alternative 3A would reduce operational flexibility as compared to the 

Project in the event of planned or unplanned maintenance. With two fewer wells operating, the ability to 

reallocate pumping or rotate pumping without reducing pumping quantity would be more difficult. In 

sum, Alternative 3A would reduce operational :flexibility in the event of planned or unplanned Project 

maintenance need, increase mitigation costs associated with maintaining Lake Merced levels, and not 

provide an appreciable environmental benefit as compared to the Project. 

Alternative 3B 

Alternative 3B was selected for analysis because it would reduce the significant well interference impacts 
of the Project during dry years at existing irrigation wells that are located at the Colma-area cemeteries. 

Under Alternative 3B, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except the SFPUC 

would construct only 14 wells and well facilities instead of 16 wells by not constructing a well or well 

facility at Sites 7 and 8 in Colma. Without wells at Sites 7 and 8, pumping would be reduced by 

approximately 1.2 mgd, decreasing pumping in the Colma area by approximately 32 percent. 

Alternative 3B would meet most but not all, of the Project goals and objectives. Alternative 3B would 

not fully meet the Project goal to provide 7.2 mgd of water for new dry-year water supply for the SFPUC 

and Partner Agencies because Alternative 3B would reduce the number of well and reduce the dry-year 
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and emergency pumping capacity to 6.0 mgd. This alternative would partially support the WSIP goals 
and objectives to provide dry-year and emergency water pumping capacity. However, additional 
measures may be necessary to fully provide the dry-year and emergency water pumping volume required 
in order to meet the WSIP goal of limiting rationing to a systemwide maximum of 20 percent during an 
8.5-year drought. 

It would have the same construction-related impacts as the proposed Project except that all impacts 
associated with construction at Sites 7 and 8 would be avoided. As a result, all impacts that are less-than
significant and less-than-significant with mitigation at either site would be avoided as would the 
significant and unavoidable construction-related aesthetic impact as Site 7. This latter impact is the result 
of the need to remove trees associated with a designated tree mass in the Town of Colma General Plan 
and the fact that despite the adoption of mitigation to replace trees, these trees include eucalyptus trees on 
SFPUC's right-of-way, the presence of which conflicts with the SFPUC's vegetation management policy 
for its right-of-way. While SFPUC will work with the Town of Colma to find replacement trees off-site, 
Site 7 will be aesthetically altered. 

This alternative would decrease pumping near the Colma area by approximately 32 percent. Operational 
impacts would be similar to those expected for the proposed Project. The expected groundwater levels 
would still result in the potential for well interference impacts as would the proposed Project and these 
impacts, in most cases, are similar to those that would occur with the proposed Project. With mitigation, 
the well interference impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels under both the Project and 
Alternative 3B. Alternative 3B would reduce the potential for subsidence and seawater intrusion; 
however, both the proposed Project and Alternative 3B would result in less than significant subsidence 
and seawater intrusion impacts. Potential impacts on groundwater quality would be the same for the 
proposed Project and the alternative. Potential impacts related to groundwater depletion would be similar 
for both the Project and this alternative. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 3B as infeasible. Alternative 3B does not fully meet project 
objectives. It would not meet the objective of increasing the SFPUC's dry-year and emergency pumping 
capacity by 7.2 mgd during an 8.5-year drought. Instead, it would provide 6.0 mgd during an 8.5-year 
drought. It would m~et the other project objectives of providing for the conjunctive use of the South 
Westside Groundwater Basin and supplemental SFPUC surface water to Partner Agencies during normal 
and wet years to allow for in-lieu recharge of the Basin, but at a level reduced by 1.2 mgd as compared to 
the Project. The reduction in yield with Alternative 3B would limit the regional water system's ability to 
meet the WSIP goal of seismic and delivery 'reliability, adopted as part of the approval of the WSIP under 
SFPUC Resolution 08-0200. With the reduction in yield from this alternative, the SFPUC may need to 
revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects depending on demand 
projections. 

Further, it does not provide an appreciable environmental benefit as compared to the Project. It results in 
.similar environmental impacts as with the Project after the application of mitigation measures. The main 
differences between Alternative 3B and the Project is that Alternative 3B eliminates the significant and 
unavoidable aesthetic impact associated with removal of trees in the SFPUC right-of-way at Site 7, 
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increases impacts as.sociated with Lake Merced levels and decreases the impacts associated with well 
interference in the Colma area. As a result, Alternative 3B increases the amount of mitigation associated 
with maintaining Lake Merced levels, including the need to secure supplemental water, reduce pumping 
or redistribute pumping to reduce the effect of the Project on Lake Merced levels. But, the resulting 
impacts to Lake Merced levels after implementation of mitigation measures identified in the EIR, which 
the SFPUC proposes to adopt, would be the same for Alternative 3B and the Project. By moving 
pumping away from the Colma area, Alternative 3B reduces well interference impacts, but these impacts 
also are mitigable, so the main· effect is to increase the amount of required mitigation associated with 
maintaining Lake Merced levels. After mitigation, Alternative 3B and the Project result in the same 
mitigated impact associated with well interference. 

In sum, Alternative 3B does not fully meet Project or WSIP goals and objectives and does not provide an 
appreciable environmental benefit to the Project. With the reduction in yield from this alternative, the 
SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water SlJpply projects 
depending on demand projections. 

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 ap.riroval cited below is sufficient to justify 
approval of the project. Thus, even if a court were, to conclud~ that not every reason is supported by 
substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its determination that each individual reason is 
sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding 
findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the Record 
of Proceedings, as defined in Section I. 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the 
Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the project in spite of the unavoidable 
significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Commission 
further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant effects on the 
environment from implementation of the project have been eliminated or substantially lessened where 
feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR for the project are adopted as part cif 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 further a number of the WSIP goals and objectives. As part of the approval of 
WSIP by 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. The WSIP Statement of Overriding Considerations is relevant to the significant 
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and unavoidable impacts of the GSR Project as it will further WSIP goals and objectives, as well 
as the GSR Project's contribution to the WSIP's significant and unavoidable indirect effects 
related to growth. 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. 

• The GSR Project will provide a substantial amount of the dry-year supply that the SFPUC 
calculates it will need under a long-term drought scenario. The Project will provide an average 
annual 7.2 mgd of new dry-year groundwater supply for the SFPUC's customers. The SFPUC's 
WSIP, adopted by the SFPUC in 2008, identifies a goal of limiting rationing in a drought to a 
maximum of 20 percent for the 2.46 million persons in San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, 
Alameda and Tuolumne counties served by the SFPUC's regional water system. The WSIP 
identified a reasonable worse case drought scenario as one that would last 8.5 years. The WSIP 
identified two projects that would assist in limiting rationing to 20 percent during a drought - the 
GSR Project, which would provide 7.2 mgd of groundwater, and dry-year water transfers of about 
2 mgd from the Modesto or Turlock Irrigation Districts. The GSR Project is critical to the ability 
of the SFPDC to implement its WSIP dry-year water supply strategy. 

• The conjunctive management of the South Westside Groundwater Basin, as proposed with the 
Project, will make more dry-year water available to the SFPUC Regional System without the 
environmental impacts associated with building a new storage facility and without impacting 
other water supplies. The conjunctive management of the South Westside Groundwater Basin 
provides for groundwater to accumulate in the basin during normal and wet years when the 
SFPUC can provide surface water to Partner Agencies, and for SFPUC and Partner Agencies to 
extract the accumulated groundwater during dry years. The Project achieves a 7 .2 mgd increase 
in water supply during an 8.5-year design drought while having no impact on meeting Partner 
Agencies' water needs during normal and wet years. Because storage space is already available 
in the South Westside Groundwater Basin, the project is able to make use of the groundwater 
storage space without the need to construct an entirely new water storage system and incur the · 
environmental impacts associated with such construction and operation. With the exception of an 
aesthetic impact at one site related to tree removal, and noise and land use impacts on residences 
associated with temporary construction-related noise, the Project will be able to mitigate the 
direct ·environmental impacts associated with its construction and operation, including any 
potential impact to water needs of overlying irrigators. 

• The SFPUC WSIP identifies the goal of reducing vulnerability to earthquakes. It establishes an 
objective of delivering basic service to three regions in the SFPUC service area - East/South Bay, 
Peninsula, and San Francisco within 24 hours after a major earthquake. The performance 
objective is to deliver 104 mgd to the East/South Bay, 44 mgd to the Peninsula, and 81 mgd to 
San Francisco. The GSR Project will make up to 7.2 mgd of local groundwater supply available 
for delivery in the event of an emergency such as an earthquake. 
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• The WSIP aims to substantially improve use of new water supply and drought management, 
including use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. The GSR Project is 
important to meeting the WSIP goal of providing improved use of new water supply, because it 
will provide up to 7.2 mgd oflocal groundwater during drought and emergency periods. 

• The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality requirements. 
This Project will further this objective as the EIR for the Project determined that the Project 
would have no significant impact on water quality and would not degrade drinking water. 

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 staft and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby ADOPTS findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible, adopting a Statement. 
of Overriding Considerations, and ADOPTS a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, attached 
as Exhibit 1. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 7, 2014. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 61 



EXHIBIT! 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 
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LU-1 Project construction 
M-LU-1: Maintain Internal Cemetery ACcess (Site 7 [Consolidated Treatment at Site 6] and Site 14). 1. SFPUCEMB/ 1. SFPUCBEM 1. If consolidnted treabnent at Site 6 is 1. Design 

would have a CMB selected for Site 7, ensure that contract 
substantial impact on 2. SFPUCBEM 

documents include requirement for 
2. Construction 

I the existing character Prior to commencing construction at either Site 7 (where treatment for Site 7 is consolidated at Site 6) or at Site 14, the SFPUC 2. SFPUCCMB 
of the vicinitv and 3. SFPUCBEM contractor to develop Access Plans for 3. Construction 
could substfilitially or its construction contractor shall develop an access plan to be implemented duririg construction to ensure that access is 3. SFPUCCMB Sites 7 and 14 and submit to Woodlawn 
disrupt or displace available for visitors to all portions of the Woodlawn Memorial Park and Golden Gate National Cemetery within a Memorial Park and Golden Gate National 
e.id.sting land uses or reasonable period of time upon their arrival at the cemetery. The access plan shall include, for example, trench plating and Cemetery, respectively. 
land use activities. alternative routing for visitors. The plan shall also address measures to maintain access for cemetery operations and 

2. If consolidated treatment at Site 6 is 
maintenmce. A copy of the access plan shall be submitted to the owner or operator of the Woodlawn Memorial Park ond the 

selected for Site 7, ensure that Contractors 
Golden Gate National Cemetery prior to commencing construction, and they also shall be provided with the name of, and Site 7 and Site 14 Access Plans are 
contact information for, a person identified to act as a liaison during construction at these sites. completed and submitted to W cod.lawn 

Memorial Park and Golden Gate National 
Cemetery as required. 

3. Designate construction period liaison . 

AESTHllTICS- ' 
.·. .· -. : ;. •.• ·.·<_.· . , < ' ·.··.· •:• •> .: ·.· ; . .. ... -. ·.·_. - ; . . ,· ·.· .. - ·' . . ;.-. . .···· . -

AE-1 Project construction 
M-AE-la: Site Maintenance (Sites 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18 [Alternate]) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 

would have a 
substantial adverse 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 

requirement for contractor to store 
2. Construction 

impact on a scenic The SFPUC shall require the contractor to ensure that construction-related activity is as clean and inconspiruous as practical 
material and equipment away from 

vista. resource, or on by storing construction materials and equipment at areas of the construction site that are generally away from public view, 
public view and properly removing 

the visual character of · construction debris at regulnr intervals. 
a site or its and by removing construction debris promptly at regulnr intervals. 

surr0tmdings. 2. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
implements requirements. Report 
noncompliance and ensure corrective 
action. 

AE-1 Project construction 
M-AE-lb: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternate]) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that the contract documents 1. Design 

would hare a 
include the listed tree protection 

(cont.) substantial adverse 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 2. Pre-
impact on a scenic The SFPUC shall identify trees to be protected and retained during construction and minimize potential impact to these trees by 

(qualified 
measures, :including requirement for 

construction/ 
vista. resource, or on implementing the following measures: 

arborist) 
contractor to provide a qualified arborist 

Construction 
the visual character of • Construction activities within the dripline of trees to be retained adjacent to construction area boundaries or adjacent to and identify trees to be protected, 
a site or its pipeline routes shall be avoided. specifically at Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
surroundings. • A qualified arborist shall identify the location of exclusion fencing to be installed arOund trees to be retained. 14, 15, and 17 [Alternate]. 

• Prior to the start of construction, the SFPUC or its contractor shall install exclusion fencing around the dripline of trees to be 
2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 

retained and within 50 feet of any grading or construction activity. 
implements measures. Report 

• Prior to construction, the SFPUC shall verify that the temporary construction fencing is installed and approved by a qualified 
arborist. Any encroachment within these areas must first be approved by a qualified arborist and the SFPUC. Temporary 

noncompliance and ensure corrective 

fencing shall be continuously maintained by the contractor until all construction activities near the trees are completed. No 
action. 

construction activities shall occur within the exclusion fencing. 
• For trees on slopes, exclusion fencing shall consist of a silt fence that will be installed at the upslope base of the tree to 

prevent soil from moving into the root zone (defined as the extent of the tree dripline) if work is performed upslope of any 
protected trees. 

• Pruning of trees to be retained shall be completed by either a certified arborist or by the contractor under supervision of 
either an International Society of Arboricultw:e qualified arborist, American Society of Consultin~ Arborists consulting 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

-
arborist, or a aualified horticulturruist -

AE-1 Project construction 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUC Water M-AE-lc: Develop and Implement a Tree Replanting Plan (Site 12) 1. Develop Tree Replanting Plan 1. Design 

(cont.) 
would haye a Enterprise, WRD 2. Ensure that contract documents include 
substantial adverse 

2. SFPUCEMB 2. Design 

impact on a scenic The SFPUC shall develop and implement a tree replanting plan to address the removal of trees along El Camino Real at Site 3. SFPUCCMB 
2. SFPUCBEM the listed tree replanting requirements 

3. Construction 
vista,. resource. or on 12 .. The tree replanting plan shall include planting locations (which may include non-SFPUC properties), native tree and 3. SFPUCBEM 

plan for site 12. 

the visual character of shrub species (consistent "i"lith those near the well facility site), planting ratios, and irrigation requirements. Tree replanting 4. SFPUC Water 3. Monitor to ensure that contractor 4. Post-

a site or its activities occurring on SFPUC properties or right::-of-wny shall be consistent with the requirements of the SFPUC's httegrated Enterprise, WST 4. SFPUC Water implements measures in contract Construction 

surrmmdings. Vegetation Management Policy (SFPUC 2007). The planting ratio for replacement trees shall be a minimtlm of 1:1, or in Enterprise, WRD documents. Report noncompliance, and Monitoring (at 

substantial compliance with the City of South San Francisco's tree preservation ordinance (Chapter 13.30.080, Replacement of ensure corrective action. least five years, 

Protected Trees). Replanting shall occur the first year after completion of construction. The SFPUC shall monitor the 4. Perform annual tree replacement 
depending on 

replacement trees annually for five years after project completion to ensure that.the trees survive; if necessary, the SFPUC monitoring. 
success) 

shall implement additional measures, such as replanting for trees that did not survive. 

AE-1 Project construction 
M-AE~ ld: Construction Area Screening (Site 15) 1.SFPUCEMB 1.SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 

(cont.) 
wouldhaYea requirement for construction screening for 
substantial adverse 

2.SFPUCCMB 2.SFPUCBEM 2. Construction 
Site 15. 

impact on a scenic The SFPUC and its contractors shall screen the construction area at the facility site at Site 15. Screening shall be designed to 

Yista resource, or on minimize view of construction equipment and construction activities from views from Sneath Lane and the surrounding 2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 

the 'isual character of areas. Vehicles and other construction equipment shall be parked in the screened construction area at night and when implements measures in contract 

a site or its equipment is not actively being used for pipeline construction along Sneath Lane. documents. Report noncompliance, and 

surroundings. ensure corrective action. 

AE-1 Project construction M-AE-le: Tree Removal and Replacement (Site 7) 
1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 

would have a the listed requirements for a qualified 
(cont.) 

substantial adverse 
2. SFPUC Water 2. Town of Colma 2. Pre-Construction 

arborist, tree retention survey, and on- and 
impact on a scenic Prior to the removal of any trees v-.i.thin the construction area boundary at Site 7, the SFPUC shall determine if any trees withln Enterprise, WRD 

3.SFPUCBEM off-site tree planting for Site 7. 3. Construction 
vista,. resource, or on the To"Wn-designated tree mass can be retained without causing conflicts with construction equipment and/oT safety risks 3. SFPUCCMB 2. Approve off-site plantings. 
the visual character of during construction at this site. A qualified arborist shall conduct the tree retention survey. Any trees found not to conflict with 4. SFPUC Water 4. Post-

a site or its construction activities or create a safety risks shall be protected during construction. 4. SFPUC Water Enterprise, WRD 3. Verify arborist's credentials. Monitor to Construction 

surroundings. 
Enterprise, WST ensure that contractor implements Monitoring (at 

For each tree to be removed, the SFPUC shall plant replacement trees on-site to the extent allowable by its futegrated 
measures in contract documents. Report least five years, 

Vegetation Management Policy (Section 13.006) (SFPUC 2007). Each replacement tree shall be in a ininimum 15-gallon 
noncompliance, and ensure corrective depending on 

container and shall be of species listed in the vegetation management policy. The on-site plantings shall be located such that the 
action. ·success) 

visual continuity of the existing tree mass is restored to the extent feasible. To the extent tree replacement on-site is not feasible, 4. Perform annual tree replacement 

replacement trees shall be planted off-site in substantial compliance with the Town of Colma's Tree Cutting and Removal monitoring. 

ordinance. 

ht all cases, the planting ratio shall be a minimum of 1:1 (i.e., one tree planted for each tree removed). Replanting shall occur 
within the first year after completion of construction. The SFPUC shall monitor plantings annually for five years after project 
completion to ensure that the replacement planting{s) has developed and that the trees survive. If necessary, the SFPUC shall 
implement additional measures (e.g., replanting, installation of irrigation) to address continued sun.ival of the plantings, and 
shall re-plant additional trees sho~ld a significant amount of the original plantings not survive during the monitoring period 

AE-3 Project operation 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUC Water 1. Develop Landscape Screening Plan 1. Design 
would haYea M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening (Sites 4, 7, and 18 [Alternate]) 
substantial adverse 2. SFPUCEMB 

Enterprise, WRD 2. Ensure that contract dorumeilts include 2. Design 
impact on a scenic The SFPUC shall develop and implement a landscape-screening plan to screen views of the well facility. The landscape plan 2. SFPUCBEM Landscape Screening Plan requirements 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued)· 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l396E)- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

hnpact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

vista,. resource, or on shnll include native trees and shrubs common to the surrounding areas. The landscape plan shall include plant species, 3. SFPUCCMB 3.SFPUCBEM for Sites 4, 7, and 18. 3. Construction 
the risual character of planting specifications, and irrigation requirements necessary to screen the well facility. The SFPUC shall monitor landscape 3. Monitor to ensure that contractor a site or its plantings annually for five years after project completion to ensure that sufficient ground coverage has developed and that the 4. SFPUC Water 4. SFPUC Water 4. Post-
surroundings. Enterprise, WST Enterprise, WRD implements measures in contract Construction shrubs survive. If necessary, the SFPUC shall implement additional measures (e.g., replanting, temporary irrigation) to address documents. Report noncompliance, and Monitoring (at 

continued survival of the plantings, and shall replant additional shrubs should a significant amount of the plantings not ensure corrective action. least five years, 
survive during the monitoring period. 

4. Perform annual tree replacement depending on 
monitoring for at least5 years . success) 

CULTURAL RESOURCES,.• 
. · ·'· 

. j · . .. :· ;.. : ., ·.<•·: . :; .. 

: ·.· :· . :· : :·· . .. ' : 

CR-1 Project construction 
M-CR-la: ~ize Construction-related Impacts to Elemen~ of the Historical Resource at Site 14 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUC BEM/V A 1. Submit final plans and specifications to 1. Pre-construction 

could cause an adverse VA to obtain VA approval 
change in the 2.SFPUCEMB 2. SFPUCBEM 2. Design 
significance of a The SFPUC and its contractor shall implement the following measures during construction at Site 14 to protect elements of the 2. Enst.rre that contract docmnents include 
historical resource. historical resource: 3. SFPUC CMB/ 3. SFPUCBEM historical protection measures for Site 14, 3. Construction 

historical including requirements for contractor to 
• The SFPUC shall lay plywood or other material down temporarily for access between the cemetery access road and the architect provide a qualified historical architect or 

construction area during construction. architectural historian and provide a 

• Temporary protective barriers shall be constructed for protection of the headstones during construction, including those near training program. 

the existing pump structure to be removed. 3. Verify credentials of historical architect or 

• Final plans and specifications shall be submitted to the VA prior to constn1ction. architectural historian. Monitor to ensure 
that contractor implements measures in 

• Construction workers shall undergo a traitUng program to be made aware of the importance of the site and the contributing contract documents. Report 
elements of the historical resource that would be affected by the proposed work. The training program shall be approv~d by noncompliance, <md ensure corrective 
either a qualified historical architect or architechlral historian. action. 

• Through measurements and photographs, a historical architect shall doa..rment the roads and concrete curbs where trenching 

would occur. This documentation shall serve as a reference for replacing the curbs to match the existing curbs yvhere 

removed for trenching. The SFPUC shall replace curbs removed for trenching with new curbs to match the existing curbs. 

• Grass shall be restored where removed for trenching. 

CR-1 Project construction M-CR-lb: Minimize Construction-related Impacts on Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 15 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM/VA 1. Submit final plans and specifications to 1. Pre-construction 

{cont.) 
could cause an adi;erse The SFPUC and its contractor shall implement the following measures during construction at Site 15 to protect elements of the 2.SFPUCEMB 2.SFPUCBEM 

VA to obtain VA approval. 
2. Design 

change in the 
historical resource: 2. Ensure that contract documents include 

significance of a 3. SFPUC CMB/ 3. SFPUCBEM historical protection measures for Site 15, 3. Construction 
historical resource. historical including requirements for contractor to 

• Temporary protective barriers shall be constructed for protection of the adjacent building to the north during construction. architect provide a qualified historical architect or 
• Final plans and specifications shall be submitted to the VA prior to construction. architectural historian and provide a 
• Construction workers shall undergo a training program to be made aware of the importance of the building adjacent to Site training program. 

15 and the contributing elements of the historical resource that would be affected by the proposed work. The training 3. Verify credentials of historical architect or 
program shall be approved by either a qualified historical architect or architectural historian. architectural historian. Monitor to ensure 

• Through measurements and photographs, a historical architect shall document the roads and concrete curbs where trenching that contractor implements measures in 
would occur. This documentation shall serve as a reference for replacing the curbs to match the existing curbs where contract documents. Report 

removed for trenching. The SFPUC shall replace curbs removed for trenching with new curbs to match existing. Grass shall noncompliance, and ensure corrective 

be restored where removed for trenching action. 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation Implementation and Reporting 

Reporting Actions Schedule 
Responsible Party 

Revie'Wing and 
Approval Party 

CR-2 Project construction M-CR-2: Discovery of Axchae?logical Resources (All Sites except West Lake Pump Station) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that the contract documents 1. Design could cause an adYerse 
change in the Archaeological Monitoring Program. Despite the negative results of archaeological test investigations at Site 11, there is some 2. SFPUCEMB 2. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

include requirements for a qualified 
2. Design 

significance of an potential that remnants of a known prehistoric archaeological site (CA-SMA-299) are located below the ground surface. (Archeologist) 
archeologist and measures related to 

archaeological 
Consequently, an archaeological monitoring plan shall be.prepared and implemented for construction at Site 11. The monitoring 

3. SFPUCBEM archeological monitoring during 3. Pre-construction 
resource. 

plan shall specify the location and duration of monitoring activities and shall be subject to review by the Environmental Revie~ 
3. SFPUC CMB 

4. SFPUC BEM/ERO 
construction for Site 11. and Construction 

Officer (ERO). The scope of the monitoring plilll shall conform to MEA WSIP Archaeological Guidance No. 4. 
4. SFPUCCMB 

5. SFPUC BEM/ERO 
2. Development of an Archaeological 4. Construction 

(Archeologist) Monitoring Plan for Site 11. 
5. Construction 

Acddcntal DiscC!Very. To avoid potential adverse effects on accidentally tj.iscovered archaeological resources, the SFPUC shall 5. SFPUC 3. Ensure that all project personnel for each 

distribute the San Francisco Planning Department's archaeological resource" ALERT" sheet to: the Project prime contractor; any CMB/BEM well facility site receive" Alert'' sheet. 

subcontractors (including firms subcontracted to perform demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc.); and/or 
(Archeologist) Maintain file of affidavits for submittal to 

ERO. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
any utilities firm involved in soil-disturbing activities within the archaeological C-APE for each well facility site. Prior to any implements measures in the contract 
soil-disturbing activities, each contractor shall be responsible for ensuring that the ALERT sheet is circulated to all field documents, report noncompliance, and 
personnel, including machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The SFPUC shall provide the ERO ensure corrective action. 

1.yjth a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor[s], and utilities firm) confirming that all 4. Ensure that all potential discoveries are 
field personnel have received copies of the ALERT sheet reported to the ERO as required and that 

the contractor suspends work in the 
If potential archaeological resources are uncovered, the discovery site shall be secured, personnel and equipment shall be vicinity. Mobilize an archeologist (whose 

redirected, and the ERO shall be notified immediately. If the ERO determines that an archaeological resource may be present credentials have been verified) to the area 

within the C-APE, the SFPUC shall retain the services of a qualified archaeological consultant For construction at Site 11, an if the ERO determines that an 

archaeological morutoring plan shall be prepared and implemented. The monitoring plan shall specify the location and duration 
archeological resource may be present. 

of monitoring activities and shall be subject to review by the ERO. 5. In the event of a potential discovery, 
archaeologist shallevaluate the potential 

H archaeological resources are discovered at Site 11 or any of the other well facility sites, the archaeologica1 consultant shall discovery and advise ERO as to the 

advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archaeological resource that retains sufficient integrity and is of potential 
significance of the discovery. Proceed with 
recommendations, evaluations, and 

scientific/historicaVcultural significance. If an archaeological resource is present, the consultant shall identify and evaluate the implementation of additional measures in 
archaeological resource. The archaeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. consultation with ERO. Prepare and 
Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific adffitional measures to be implemented by the SFPUC. distribute Final ADRR as required. 

CR-2 Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archaeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an 

(cont.) archaeological evaluation program. If an archaeological monitoring program or archaeological testing program is required, it 
shall be subject to review by the ERO. The ERO may also require that the SFPUC immediately implement a site security 
program if the archaeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. 

For any discovery of an archaeological resource, the archaeological consultant shall submit an archaeological data recovery 
report (ADRR) to the ERO which, in addition to the usual contents of the ADRR shall: include an evaluation of the historical 

significance of any discovered archaeological resource; describe the archaeological and historical research methods employed in 

the archaeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken; and present, analyze and interpret the recovered data. 
hlfonnation that may put at risk any archaeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final 

report Once approved by the ERO, copies of the ADRR sru;ll be distributed as follows: the relevant California Historical 

Resources Jnformation System Information Center shall receive one copy, and the ERO shall receive one copy of the transmittal 

letter of the ADRR to the Information Center. The San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division, shall 
receive three copies of the ADRR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (California Department of Parks and 
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EXIITBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

hnpact Impact Summary Mitigation Measuxe Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Recrention Form 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register/California Register. The SFPUC shall 

receive copies of the ADRR in the number requested. In instances of high public interest in or high interpretive value of a 

resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format and distnOution than that presented above. All 
archaeological work performed under this mitigation measure shall be subject to review by the ERO or designee. 

CR-3 Project construction M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a Paleontological Resource is Identified (All Sites except Site 9 and Westlake Pump 1.SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM L Ensure that the contract documents 1. Design 
could result in a Station) include the listed measures related to 
substantial adverse 2. SFPUC 2. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

discovery of paleontological resources. 
2. Construction 

effect by destroying a If a paleontological resource (fossilized invertebrate, vertebrate, plant or micro-fossil) is discovered during construction at any CMB/BEM 
unique paleontological of the proposed well facility sites, all ground disturbing activities within 50 feet of the find shall be temporarily halted but may (paleontologist) 

3. SFPUC BEM/ERO 
2. Ensure that all potential discoveries are 

3. Construction 

resomce or site. be diverted to meas beyond 50 feet from fue discovery to continue working. An appointed representative of the SFPUC shall reported to the ERO as required and that 
3. SFPUC 

notify a qualified paleontologist, who will document the discovery as needed, evaluate !he potential resource, and assess the CMB/BEM 
the contractor suspends work in the 

nature and significance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the paleontologist may record the (paleontologist) 
vicinity as required. Mobilize a qualified 

find and allow work to continue, or recoi;nmend salvage and reCovery of the material, if the SFPUC determines that the find paleontologist (whose credentials have 

cannot be avoided. The paleontologist shall make recommendations for any necessary treatment that is consistent with the SVP been verified) to the area if the ERO 

Guidelines (SVP 2012) and currently accepted scientific practices. If required, treatment for fossil remains may include determines that a paleontological resource 

preparation and recovery of fossil materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection and may be present. 

may also include preparation and publication of a report describing the find. The paleontologist's recommendations shall be 3. In the event of a potential discovery, 
subject to reView and approval by the ERO or desi.gnee. The SFPUC shall be responsible for ensuring that treatment is evaluate the potential discovery and 
implemented and reported to the San Francisco Plarutlng Department. If no report is required, the SFPUC shall nonetheless advise ERO as to the signific<mce of the 

ensure that information on the nature, location and depth of all finds is readily available to the scientific community through discovery. Proceed with 

university curation or other appropriate means. recommendations, evaluations, and 
implementation of additional measures in 
consultation with ERO. 

CR-4 Project constructiori M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that Contract Documents include 1. Design 
could result in a measures related to discovery of human 
substantial adverse The treatment of any human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during soil-disturbing 2. SFPUC 2. SFPUC BEM/ERO 2. Construction 
effect related to the activities shall comply with applicable State laws. Such treatment would include immediate notification of the San Mateo CMB/BEM 

remains. 

disturbance of human Co~ty Coroner and, in the event of the coroner's determination that the human remains are Native American, notification of (Archeologist) 
3. SFPUCBEM 2. If potential human remi.lins are 

3. Construction 
remains. 

the NAHC, which would appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). A qualified archaeologist the encountered, mobilize an archeologist 
3. SFPUC 

SFPUC and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment with appropriate dignity, of <my CMB/BEM 
(whose credentials have been yerified) to 

human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.S[d]). The agreement would confirm existence of human remains. If 

take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, and final disposition of the human remains are confirmed, perform 

human remains and associated or unassociated .funerary objects. The PRC allows 48 hours to reach agreement on these matters. required coordination and notifications. 

If the MLD and the other parties could not agree on the reburial method, the SFPUC shall follow Section 5097.98(b) of the PRC, 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
which states that #the lando..,vner or his or her authorized representative shall reinter the human remains and items associated implements measures in contract 
with Native American burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface doruments including insuring that all 
disturbance." All archaeological work performed under this mitigation measure shall be subject to review by the ERO or potential human remains are reported to 
designee. the San Mateo County Coroner as required 

and that contractor suspends work in the 
vicinity. Report noncomplfonce and ensure 
corrective action. 

CR-5 Project facilities could 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that Construction Documents 1. Design 
cause tlil adverse M-CR-5a: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 14 

include required design elements for Site 14 
change in the 2. SFPUC EMB 2. SFPUCBEM/VA 2. Pre-Construction 
significance of a The SFPUC shall implement the following measures to minimize impacts on Site 14: officials/Historical 

including landscaping and fencing. 

historical resource. 3.SFPUC EMB/BEM 3. Pre-Construction 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 

REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

• The proposed "\'\'ell fucility structure shall be located as close to the northern fence as feasible taking into consideration the (architectural Architect 2. Review and approve final design of Site 14 
need of the VA for vehicle access along this fence line. The SFPUC shall confirm with the VA the minimum width of the historian) 

3. SFPUCBEM vflth VA and a historical architect (whose 
required access. The SFPUC shall consb1lct a well facility building or a fenced enclosure to house the well and well credentials have been verified). 

appurtenances as discussed below: 2. Document the existing pump structure and 
• If the SFPUC constructs a building to house the well and well appurtenances, the proposed facility building shall be equipment prior to its demolition. The 

constructed at a height of no more than eight feet Landscaping shall be planted around the new building to act as a screen, documentation shall follow the Historic 

lessening the visual intrusion. Cladding materials for the proposed facility building shall be compa~ble with those existing American Buildings Survey guidelines. The 

on the site and the adjacent maintenance shuctures (i.e., stucco walls and day tile hipped roofs). The design of the well level of documentation of this resource 
(Levell, Level lJ, Level lII, or Level IV) 

facility, including the proposed screening plantings, shall meet any applicable VA planting guidance, and prior to 
shall be determined by VA officials and an 

construction shall be reviewed and approved by appropriate VA officials and a historical architect meeting the Secretary of architectural historian meeting the 
the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards. The proposed building and associated outside areas shall be constructed Secretary of the futerior' s Professional 
in compliance '"ith the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and be compatible with the existing Qualification Standards. Verify credentials 
maintenance buildings in the use of materials with minimal detailing. of nrchitecturol historian. 

• If the SFPUC constructs a wall around the well and well appurtenances, the wall shall be conshucted at a height of no more 
than eight feet. Landscaping shall be planted around the new fence to act as a screen, lessening the visual intrusion. The 

desi~ of the well facility, including the proposed screening plantings, shall be reviewed and approved by appropriate VA 
officials and a historical architect meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards and any 
applicable VA planting guidance, prior to construction. The proposed fence and associated planted areas shall be constructed 

in compliance with the Secrctrm) of the InteriC1r's Standards /Cir RehnbiUtatfon and be compatible with the existing maintenance 
buildings in the use of materials with minimal detailing. 

• The SFPUC shall lay plywood or other material down temporarily for access between the cemetery access road and 

construction area during construction, unless the type and use of grass pavers proposed are determined by SHPO to be 

compatible with the historical resource. 

• The existing pump structure and ancillary equipment shall be documented prior to its demolition. The documentation shall 

follow the Historic American Buildings Survey guidelines. Although a contributing resource, this resource is a utilitarian 

structure whose contnbution to the GGNC as a whole is minor. Therefore, the level of documentation of this resource (Level 

1, Level II1 Level ill, or Level IV) shall be determined by VA officials and an architectural historian meeting the Secretary of 

the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards. 

CR-5 Project facilities could M-CR-Sb: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of the Hist~rical Resource at Site 15 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that Construction Documents J. Design 

(cont.) 
cause an adYerse The SFPUC shall implement the following measures to minimize impacts on elements of the historical resource at Site 15: 2. SFPUCEMB 2. SFPUCBEM/VA 

include required design elements for Site 
2. Pre-

change in the 
officials/Historical 

15 including landscaping and fencing. 
Construction significance ofa . The proposed facility building and associated outside areas shall be constructed in compliance with the Secretary of the Architect 2. Review and approve final design of Site 

historical resource 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and be compatible Y\-"ith the existing maintenance buildings in the use of 15 with VA and a historical architect 

materials with minimal detailing. (whose credentials have be~ verified). . The size and scale of the proposed facility building shall be smaller than that of the existing structure, so as not to 

overwhelm the existing maintenance building. 

0 The height shall be below the eave of the adjacent maintenance building. The height of the new !Hoot high 
concrete wall with stucco finish, perpendicular to the existing building 1-.·all, shall be kept belov ... · the adjacent 

maintenance building's window sills. 

0 The 1ength shall be kept to the minimum and the building located farther to the east; the east elevation would 

align with the east elevation of the maintenance building. 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact J Impact Summary 
No. 

TRAFFIC 

TR-1 The Project \Ytmld 
conflict with an 
applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy 
establishing measures 
of effectiveness for the 
performance of the 
circulation systerrt 

Mitigation Measure 

o The western elevation of the new building shall be set back (to the east) from the face of the western elevation 

of the existing building by at least 10 feet. 

o The fence line along Sneath Lane shall be maintained and shall not wrap around the new building; it is 

acceptable for the building to break the fence line. 

• The proposed facility building shall be separated from the existing building by a minimum of approximately eight feet 
(the width of the planting area south of the existing maintenance building), to maintain the relationship of the historic 

maintenance buildings with the entry gates. 

• Cladding materials for the proposed facility building shall be compatible with those existing on the site and the 
adjacent maintenance structures (i.e., stucco walls and clay tile hipped roofs). 

• Paved parking shall be kept to the minimum necessary and shall not be within 10 feet of the entry gate. 

• Wrought iron, or equivalent, fencing shall replace the existing chain link fencing. 
• A landscaping plan shall be developed for the east, south and west elevations Q!ld shall reflect the landscaping around 

nearby structures. The row of existing street trees in front of the maintenance yard fence shall extend to the west to 

where the wrought iron fence begins. The SFPUC shall work with the VA to develop the landscaping plan. 

• The design of the proposed facility, including lfiltdscape plantings, shall be reviewed and approved by appropriate VA 

officials and a historical architect meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards to ensure 

fuat proposed structure and associated outside areas are constructed in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation and any applicable VA planting guidance, prior to construction. 

., 

M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17[Alternate],18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]) 

Prior to construction, the SFPUC and its contrat;:tor(s) shall prepare and implement traffic control plans for each local 
jurisdiction in which construction would affect roadways and intersections. The traffic control plan shall be submitted to the 
applicable local jurisdiction for review as part of the encroachment permit process. Each contractor shall prepare a traffic control 
plan for the well facility sites under their contract, and where construction at well facility sites could occur within and/or across 
majtiple streets in the same vicinity, the SFPUC and its construction contractors shall coordinate the traffic control plans to 

mitigate the impact of traffic disruption. 

The traffic control plan shall include sufficient measures to address the overall Project construction, as well as appropriate site
specilic measures, including measures to reduce potential impacts on traffic flows on roadways' affected by Project construction 
activities. The traffic control plan shall comply with local jurisdiction and Caltrans requirements and be tailored to reflect site
specific traffic and safety concerns, as appropriate. The traffic control plan shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, the 
following measures as applicable to site-specific conditions: 

Traffic Controls 

• Circulation and detour plans shall be developed to minimize impacts on local street circulation. Haul routes that 

minimize truck traffic on local roadways and residential streets shall be utilized to the extent feasible. Flaggers and/or 

signage shall be used to guide vehicles through and/or around the construction zone. 

• A public information program to advise motorists, nearby residents, and adjacent commercial establishments of the 

impending construction activities (e.g., media coverage, direct distribution of flyers to impacted properties, email 

notices, portable message signs, informational signs at the job sites) shall be developed and implemented. 

• Truck routes designated by local jurisdictions shall be identified in the traffic control plan and shall be utilized to the 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

1. SFPUC EMB I 1. SFPUC BEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

3. SFPUCCMB 

4. SFPUCCMB 

2. SFPUC BEM/ Caltrans/ 
Sam Trans/Colma/ 
Daly City/ Millbrae/ 
San Bruno/South San 
Francisco/San Mateo 
County, as applicable 

3. SFPUC BEM/ 
SamTrans/ South San 
Francisco 

4. SFPUCCMB 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

.. 

1. Ensure that the contract documents 
include the requirement to prepare a 
Traffic Control Plan including submittals 
to applicable local jurisdiction. 

2. Ensure that contractor submits a Traffic 
Control Plan to the appropriate agencies 
or local jurisdiction, as necessary and 
obtains any required permits and 
approvals. Verify that the plan complies 
with the applicable local requirements. 
Ensure that the contractor coordinates its 
plans with those of Caltrans and other 
applicable agencies and cities for affected 
roadways and intersections. 

3. Arrange with SamTrans and City of 
South San Francisco to relocate SamTrans 
bus stops on El Camino Real and 
Huntington Ave. 

4. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
implements measures in Traffic Control 
Plan. Report noncompfuu:ice and ensure 
corrective action. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

1. Design 

2. Pre-
Construction/ 
Construction 

3. Pre-
Construction 

4. Construction 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

extent feasible to minimize truck traffic on local roadways and residential streets that are not identified locally as 
designated haul routes. . Lane closures shall be limited during peak hours to the extent feasible. In addition, outside of allowed working hours, 

or when work is not in progress, roads shall be restored to normal operations, with all trenches covered with steel 
plates. . Roadside safety protocols shall be implemented, such as advance "Road Work Ahead" warning signs, and speed 

control (including signs infomUng drivers of State-legislated double fines for speed infractions in a construction zone) 

shall be provided to achieve required speed reductions for safe traffic flow through the work zone. . Roadway rights-of-way shall be repaired or restored to their general pre-construction condition (or better) upon 
completion of construction. . The traffic control plan shall also conform to applicable provisions of the State's Manual of Traffic Controls for 
Construction and /\1aintcnance Work Areas. 

TR-1 Private and Emergency Access 

(cont.} . Access to drivev•lays and private roads shall be maintained, as feasible, by using steel trench plates. If access must be 

restricted for brief periods (more 1han one hour), property owners shall be notified by 1he SFPUC in advance of such 

closures. . At locations where the main access to a nearby property is blocked, the SFPUC shall be required to have ready at all 
times the means necessary to accommodate access by emergency vehi~les to such properties, such as plating over 
excavations, short detours, and/or alternate routes. . Construction shall be coordinated with facility owners or administrators of land uses that may be more significantly 
affected by traffic impacts, such as police and fire stations, transit stations, hospitals, ambulance providers, und schools. 
Emergency responders, and other more significantly affected facility owners and/or operators shall be notified by the 
SFPUC in advance of the timing, location, and duration of construction activities and the locations and durations of 
any temporary detours and/or lane closures. 

Transit Controls . Construction shall be coordinated with local transit service providers to arrange the temporary relocation of bus routes 

or bus stops in work zones, if necessary. . Prior to construction activities, the SFPUC shall work V\ith SamTrans and the City of South San Francisco to 

temporarily relocate the SarnTrans bus stop located along the southbound lane of El Camino Real near 'Vest Orange 

Avenue. The temporary bus stop shall be located in an acceptable location that minimizes impacts to bus users and 

meets safety requirements. . Prior to construction activities, the SFPUC shall work with SamTrans and the City of South San Francisco to 

temporarily relocate the SamTrans bus stop located in the pipeline construction zone along the northbound l~me of 

Huntington ~venue. The temporary bus stop shall be located at an acceptable location that minimizes impacts to bus 

users and meets safety requirements. 
Pedestrian and Bicvcle Access . Pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation shall be maintained during Project construction where safe to do so. If 

construction activities encroach on a bicycle lane, warning signs shall be posted that indicate bicycles and vehicles are 
sharing the lane. 

Detours shall be included for bicycles and pedestrians in all areas potentially affected by Project construction. Notices 

shall be provided to advise bicyclists and pedestrians of any temporary detours around construction zones. 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PRQGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

C-TR- Construction and M-C-TR-1: Coordinate Traffic Control Plan with other SFPUC Construction Projects (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12,. 13, 14, 15, 17 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCB.EM 1. Ensur~ that contract documents include 1. Design 
1 operation of the [Altemate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]) the requirement to coordinate with other proposed Project could 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 

SFPUC projects. 
2. Pre-

result in a cumulatively Prior to construction, the SFPUC and its contractors shall coordinate with other SFPUC construction projects in the region and (traffic construction/ 
considerable update traffic control plans to avoid overlapping construction schedules or, if not practical, to minimize impacts to congestion, coordinator) 2. Assign a qualified construction Construction contribution to 

emergency access, and alternative modes of transportation. coordinator responsible for coordinating cumulative impacts 
related to the GSR project-specific traffic control 
transportation and plan with other SFPUC projects. 
circulation. 
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Impact / Impact Summary 
No. 

~OISE 

N0-1 Project construction 
would result in noise 
leYels in excess of 
local standards. 

Case No. 2008.1396E 

EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 

REGIONAL GROUND.WATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure 

M-N0-1: Noise Con!Tol Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]) 

The SFPUC will limit well facility and pipeline construction as follows: 

• For Site 1 in Daly City, the proposed construction hours for well facility and pipeline construction (i.e., exclusive of well 

drilling and pump testing) fall within the locally allowable construction hours and therefore may occur as proposed; 

• For Sites 3 and4in the County of San Mateo, well facility (exclusive of well drilling and pump testing) and pipeline 

construction will be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on 
Saturday, and shall be disallowed on Sundays and holidays; 

• For Sites 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 18 (Alternate), and 19 (Alternate) in the City of South San Francisco, well facility (exclusive of welI 
drilling and pump testing at Sites 9, 11, 12, 16 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]) and pipeline construction will be limited to the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. to 8:00p.m. Monday through Friday and 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday and from 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m. on holidays; 

• For Sites 8 and 17 (Alternate), in the Town of Colma, well facility (exclusive of well drilling and pump testing at Site 17 

[Alternate]) and pipeline construction will be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 10:00 
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturday and from 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on holidays; and . 

• For Site 16in11illbrae, well facility (exclusive of ,.,.·ell drilling and pump testing) and pipeline construction will be limited to 

tlie hours of 7:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

on holidays. The proposed construction hourS (exclusive of well drilling and pump testing) from Monday to Friday fall 

within the locally allowable construction hours and therefore may OCCU! as proposed. 

The SFPUC will retain a qualified noise consultant to prepare a Noise Con!Tol Plan and the SFPUC will approve the Noise 

Control Plan and ensure that it is implemen~ed to reduce construction noise levels at nearby noise~sensitive land uses to meet 

the performance standards described belmv. Upon request, the SFPUC will provide a copy of the completed Noise Control Plan 

to the jurisdictions listed below: 

• For Sites 3 and 4, in unincorporated San Mateo County, well drilling and testing will be limited to 57 dBA Leq at the property 

line of the nearest sensitive receptor; 

• For Sites Band 17 (Alternate), in the Town of Colma, any single piece of construction equipment will be limited to 85 dBA Leci 

at 25 feet during the day; 
• For Sites 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 18 (Alternate), and 19 (Alternate), exclusive of nighttime well drilling and pump testing.- in South 

San Francisco, daytime noise levels will be limited to 90 dBA L=, from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday to Friday and from 9:00 

a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Sahlrdays, measured at the property plane or at 25 fe¢ from the loudest single piece of equipment 

• To the extent feasible, well drilling and pump testing at Sites 9, 11, 12, 18 (Alternate), and Sites 19 (Alternate) in South San 
Francisco that occurs between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m., Monday to Saturday, and from 6:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

on Sundays, L;o dBA noise levels v.'ill be limited to 60 dBA; from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday, L."' dBA 
noise levels will be limited to 50 dBA; and from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. Monday to Friday, from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. on 

Saturdays and from 7:00 am. to 10:00 am. on Sundays and holidays, Lf>O dBA noise levels will be limited to 60 dBA; and 
• For Site 14, in San Bruno, a single piece of construction equipment will be limited to 85 dBA Lmax at 100 feet from 7:00 a.m. to 

10:00 p.m. or to 60 dBA Lma., at 100 feet from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUCCMB 
(qualified noise 
consultant) 

3.SFPUCCMB 

4. SFPUCCMB 

5.SFPUCCMB 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2 SFPUCBEM 

3.SFPUCBEM 

4. SFPUCBEM 

5.SFPUCBEM 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

1. Incorporate appropriate language into 
contract documents regarding allowable 
work days and hours per each local 
jurisdiction for each site, including 
requ~ement for qualified noise consultant 
(whose credentials have been verified) to 
prepare a noise control plan. 

2. Ensure that the noise control plan is 
prepared in accordance with the contract 
doruments and includes allowable v.-ork 
days and hours per each local jurisdiction 
for each site. 

3. Submit noise control plan to local 
jurisdictions on request. 

4. Designate project liaison responsible for 
responding to noise complaints. Ensure 
that liaison's name and phone number is 
included on posted notices. Develop a 
reporting program for tracl<lng complaints 
received and for dorumenting their · 
resolution. 

5. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements noise control requirements, 
provides 24-hour notice to residents near 
well drilling sites; reports complaints and 
resolution, reports noncompliance; ensure 
corrective action within timelines specified 
in contract. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

1. Design 

2. Pre-Construction 

3. Pre-Construction 
and Construction 

4. Pre-Construction 
and Construction 

5. Construction 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting Reporting Actions Schedule 
Responsible Party 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

N0-1 The contractor will determine the specific methods to meet the performance standards provided above. Specific measures that 
(cont.) 

can be feasibly implemented to comply with these performance standards include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Best available noise control practices (including mufflers, intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosur~s, and acoustically 

attenuating shields or shrouds) shall be used for all equipment md trucks in order to minimize construction noise impilcts. 
• If impact equipment (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, rock drills) is needed during Project construction, hydraulically 

or electric-powered equipment shall be used wherever feasible to avoid the noise associated with compressed-air exhaust 
from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of pneumatically powered tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler 

on the compressed-air exhaust shall be used. External jackets on the tools themselves shall also be used if available and 
feasible. 

• To the extent consistent with applicable regulations and safety considerations, opetation of vehicles requiring use of back-up 
beepers shall be avoided near sensitive .receptors during nighttime hours and/or, the work sites shall be arranged in a way 

that avoids the need for any reverse motions of large trucks or the sounding of any reverse motion alarms during nighttime 
~prk. If these measures are not feasible, trucks operating during the nighttime hours with reverse motion alarms must be 
outfitted with SAE J994 Class D alarms (ambient-adjusting, or "smart alarms" that automatically adjust the alarm to 5 dBA 
above the ambient near the operating equipment). 

• Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from sensitive noise receptors as feasible. If they must be located near 
receptors, adequate muffling (with enclosures where feasible and appropriate) shall be used. Enclosure openings or venting 

shall face away from sensitive noise receptors. 

• A designated project liaison shall be responsible for responding to noise complaints during the construction phases. The 
name and phone number of the liaison shall be conspicuously posted at construction areas and on all advanced notifications. 

This person shall take steps to resolve complaints, including periodic noise monitoring, if necessary. Results of noise 

monitoring shall be presented at regular Project meetings with the contractor. The liaison shall coordinate with the contractor 

to modify any 'conshuction activities that generate noise levels above the levels identified in the performance standards listed 

in this measure. 

• A reporting program shall be required that documents complaints received, actions taken to resolve problems, and 
effectiveness of these actions. 

• Locate equipment at the work area to maximize the distance to noise-sensitive receptors, and to take advantage of any 
shielding that may be provided by other on-site equipment. 

• Operate the equipment mindful of the residential uses nearby, especially during the nighttime hours. 

• Maintain respectful and orderly conduct among workers, including worker conversation noise during the nighttime hours. 
• Maintain the equipment properly to minimize extraneous noise due to squeaking or rubbing machinery parts, damaged 

mufflers, or misfiring engines. 

• Provide advance notice to nearby residents prior to starting work at each work site, with information regarding anticipated 

schedule, hours of operation and a Project contact person. 

• Provide a minimum 24-hour advance notice to residents within 250 feet of the production well site piior to nighttime work 

involving drilling, drilling-related activities, pumping tests, or truck deliveries. 

• Schedule work and deliveries to minimize noise-generating activities during nighttime hours at work sites (e.g., no deliveries 

or non-essential work). 

• Utilize a temporary noise barrier placed as close to the receptor (e.g., along the residential property line) or to the work site 

(e.g., as close as 15 to 20 feet from the drill rig or loudest generating activity area) as possible. 

• Utilize sound blankets. 
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EXlllBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

hnpact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monituring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

N0-2 Project construction 
M-N0-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of Pipelines (Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 18 [Alternate]) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Incorporate appropriate language into. 1. Design 

would result in 
excessive groundbome 2. SFPUCCMB 2 SFPUCBEM 

contract documents for no vibratory 
2. Construction 

vibration. The SFPUC shall require that the construction contractor not use vibratory compaction equipment within 25 feet of structures 
compaction equipment within 25 feet of 
structures adjacent to Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 

adjacent to Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 18 (Alternate). Non-vibratory compaction or controlled low strength materials (CLSM) backfill 18. 
may be used in lieu of vibratory compaction equipment at fuese locations. 

2. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements non-vibratory compaction at 
Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 18, report 
noncompliance, and ensure corrective 
action within timelines specified in 
contract. 

N0-3 Project construction 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Incorporate appropriate language into 1. Design 
would result in a M-N0-3: Expaoded Noise Control Piao (1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [A!teroate], aod 19 [Alternate]) 
substantial temporary 2. SFPUC 2 SFPUCBEM 

contract documents including requirement 
2. Preconstruction 

increase in ambient In addition to the requirements of Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 (Noise Control Plan) under Impact N0-1, the SFPUC will CMB(qualified 
for qualified noise consultant to prepare an 

noise leYels. require that its construction contractor prepare and implement an Expanded Noise Control Plan to further reduce construction noise consultant) 
3.SFPUCBEM expanded noise control plan for Sites 1, 3 3. Preconstruction 

noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive land uses. The SFPUC will provide a copy of fue completed Expanded Noise Control Plan 4. SFPUCBEM 
through 5, ond 9 through 19. and Construction 

to jurisdictions upon request. Construction noise shall not exceed fue following performance standards as measured at fue 
3. SFPUC CMB/ 2. Ensure that the expanded noise control 4. Construction Communications 

exterior of the closest sensitive receptor: If noise measurements are not permitted at the exterior of the sensitive receptor's plan is prepared in accordance with the 

location, the SFPUC shall take noiSe measurements and then estimate the noise level at the sensitive receptor by adjusting for 4. SFPUCCMB contract documents and includes noise 

the attenuation across the additional distance. If there is any conflict between Z..fitigation Measure M-N0-1 (Noise Control Plan) 
performance standards of 

and Mitigation Measure M-N0-3 (Expanded Noise Control Plan), the most stringent requirement v.·ould be applicable. a) 70 dBA L..q between the hours of 7:00 a.m. 
and 10:00 p.m., Monday through Friday at 

• 70 dBA Leq between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Monday through Friday at residences, senior care and religious 
residences, senior care and religious 
facilities, and schools 

facilities, and schools. 
and 

• 50 dBA Leq at residential type buildings during normal sleeping hours, which are considered to be 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. b) 50 dBA L.1 at residential type buildings 
during normal sleeping hours, which are 

The contractor will determine the specific methods to meet the performance standards given above. Specific measures that can considered to be 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

be feasibly implemented to comply with these performance standards include, but are not limited to, those listed in !\'litigation 3. For Sites 1, 3, 4, 9, 12, 14, 16, 18, and 19, the 

Measure M-N0-1 (Noise Control Plan) under Impact N0-1. SFPUC shall offer hotel vouchers to 
residents who are subject to noise levels 

For Sites 1, 3, 4,.9, 12, 14, 16, 18 (Alternate), and 19 (Alternate), the SFPUC shall offer hotel vouchers to residents who are subject from well drilling and testing that exceed 

to noise levels from well drilling and testing that exceed the performance standard of 50 dBA Leq at the exterior of the residence 
the performance standard of 50 dBA L«i. at 
the exterior of the residence for the period 

for the period of the well drilling and pump testing that will occur during the nighttime hours. of the well drilling and pump testing that 
- will occur during the nighttime hours 

4. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements noise control requirements, 
report noncompliance, and ensure 
corrective action within tirnelines specified 
in contract. 
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hnpact [ Impact Summary 
No. 

N0-5 Operation of the 
Project would result in 
exposure of people to 
noise lerels in excess 
oflocal noise standards 
or result in a 
substantial permanent 
increase in ambient 
noise·leYels in the 
Project vicinity. 

. ·Atft Qt)Atri:y: . 

AQ-2 Emissions generated 
during construction 
activities wo1dd violate 
air quality standards 
and would contribute 
substantiallv to an 
existing air ·quality 
violation. 

Case No. 2008.1396E 

EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure 

M-NO....S: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 18 [AltemateL 
and the Westlake Pump Station) 

The SFPUC shall incorporate noise controls that reduce noise levels from operation of the Project to meet the following 
performance standards. 

• For Sites 1, 5 (On-site Treatment), 9, 121 18 (Alternate), and the Westlake Pump Station, operational noise levels shall be 

reduced to 50 dBA L'1'.1 or less. 
• For Site 7 (On-site Treatment), operational noise levels shnll be reduced io 58 dBA Leq or less. 

To meet these performance standards, noise control measures, which could include the following or other equally effective 

measures, will be implemented, as needed. The designs for the enclosure buildings will be reviewed by a qualified acoustical 

expertl to confirm that the following measmes have been appropriately incorporated into the final design documents and that 

they are sufficient to achieve the stipulated performance standard for each site: 

• Install sound-absorbing Il\aterial on the interior ceiling and/or wall surfaces, as necessary, to control reverberant buildup 

within the enclosure building. 

• Utilize standard construction methods to eliminate cracks and gaps at the wall-roof junction and at penetrations through the 

walls and roof. 

• Instill a gypsum board ceiling, or equivalent, to provide a sound insulating roof construction. 

• Orient louvers away from sensitive receptors, where possible. Where it is not possible to orient louvers away from sensitive 

receivers, utilize sound attenuators or additional baffles that provide up to 20 dBA of transmission loss from inside to outside 

the building as needed to meet the performance standard. 

• Use doors that are filled steel and fully weather-stripped. 

• Do not allow unprotected ventilation openings through the building walls or roof. Control all ventilation sound transmission 

paths, as appropriate for the fon types and ventifotion systems used. 

1 Qualifications shall include the following: A) Bachelor of Science or higher degree from a qualified program in engineering, physics, or 
architecture offered by an accredited university or college, and five years' experience in noise control engineering and construction noise 

analysis. B) Demonstrated substantial and responsible experience in preparing and implementing constructiori and operational noise control 

treatments and monitoring plans, calculating construction and operational noise levels, and overseeing the implementation of construction 

and operational noise abatement measures . 

' 
M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites) 

The SFPUC shall post one or more publicly visible signs with the telephone number and person to contact at the SFPUC with 

complaints related to excessive dust or vehicle idling. This person shall respond to complaints and, if necessary, take corrective 

action within 48 homs. The telephone number and person to contact at the BAAQMD' s Compliance and Enforcement Division 

shall also be provided on the sign(s) in the event that the complainant also wished to contact the applicable air district. 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC 
Communicatio 
ns/CMB 

3. SFPUCCMB 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

1. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise, WRD 
(qualified acoustical 
expert) 

2 SFPUCBEM 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

1. Incorporate design elements for Sites 1, 5, 
7, 9, 12, and 18 to meet performance 
standnrds. Qualified acoustical expert 
(whose credentials have been verified) 
shall review design and confirm measures 
are appropriately incorporated into the 
final design documents 

2. Monitor to ensure that operational noise 
performance standards at Sites 1, 5, 7, 9, 
12, and 18 are met 

1. Ensure that the contract documents 
include specified dust control measures 
and exhaust control measures, including 
signage requirements. 

2. Designate project liaison responsible for 
developing and implementing 

Implementation 
Schedule 

1. Design 

2. Post
Construction 
(prior to project 
closeout) · 

!,,. 

1. Design 

2. Pre-
construction/ 
Construction 

3. Construction 

Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 



EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting . 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

In addition, to limit 'dust, criteria pollutants, and precursor emissions associated '"·ith Project construction, the foll01'\'ing procedures responding to complaints 
BAAQMD-recommended Basic Construction Measures shall be included in all construction contract specifications for the related to dust or vehicle idling. Monitor 

proposed Project: to ensure that the conh"actor implements 
measures in contract documents. Report 

• All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas nnd unpaved access roads) shall be watered noncompliance and ensure corrective 
hvo times per day; action. 

• All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered; 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 

• All visible mud or dirt i:racked-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed usIDg wet power vacuum street sweepers at implements dust control requirements, 

least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping shall be prohibited; report noncompliance, and ensure 
corrective action within ti.melines 

• All vehicle speeds on unpaved areas shall be limited to 15 miles per hour; specified in contract 

• All paving shall be completed as soon as possible after pipeline replacement work is finished; 

• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 
five minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2.485 of California Code of 

Regulations). Oear signage shall be provided for construction v.-orkers at all access points; and 

• All construction equipment shall be maintalned and properly tuned in accordance with manufacturer's specifications. All 

equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

AQ-2 Emissions generated M-AQ-Zb: NOx Reduction during Construction of Alternate Sites l.SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that the contract doruments I.Design/ 

(cont.) 
during construction 

If one to three wells at Sites 1 through 16 are drilled but found to be unusable for any reason, and one to three well facilities are 2. SFPUC EMB/ 2. SFPUCBEM 
include specifications for a 20 percent Construction 

activities would yiolate 
therefore constructed at alternate sites, the SFPUC shall reduce NO:ii: emissions by 20 percent during construction at the alternate CMB reduction in NOx emissions if one to three 

2 Pre-construction/ air quality standards 
site or sites. To meet this performance standard, the SFPUC shall develop and implement a plan demonstrating that the off-road 3. SFPUCBEM wells are drilled but unusable and 

Construction and would contribute alternate wells would be constructed at equipment (i.e., equipment rated at more than 50 horsepower that is owned or leased by the contractor or subcontractors) to be 3.SFPUCCMB substnntially to an 
Sites 17, 18, and 19. 3. Construction existing air quality used in constructing the wells and facilities at the alternate sites would adtleve a fleet-wide average of 2.0 percent NO:-. reduction 

violation. Compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late model 2. If one to three wells are drilled but 
engines (i.e., meeting U.S. EPA Tier 3 standards or later), low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels that have lower NO:t unusable and alternate wells wou1d be 
emissions, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-on devices, and/or other options as ?Uch become available. constructed a plan to meet the NOx 

emissions performance standard will be 
developed. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements measures identified in the 
plan to reduce NOx emissions at Sites 17, 
18, and 19, report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

AQ-3 Project construction 
M-AQ-3: Construction Health Risk :Mitigation (Site 5 On-site Treatment) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that the contract documents 1. Design would e'.\..i>Ose sensitive 

include specified requirements for off-road receptors to substantial 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 2. Construction 
pollutant The SFPUC shall require the construction contractor to utilize, during the construction of Site 5 (On-site Treatment), off-road 

equipment for Site 5. 
concentrations. 

equipment (more than 50 horsepower) with late model engines meeting U.S. EPA Tier 4 (Interim), or utilize a combination of 2. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
Tier 2 or Tier 3 engines with add-on devices that consist of level 3 diesel particulate filters. utilizes off-road equipment at Site 5 as 

required. Report noncompliance and 
ensure corrective action. 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

: '' .. . '· '. 
. 

>. :.> ,: ,, 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS : ·. 

UT-1 Project construction 
M-UT-la: Confirm Utility line Infonnation (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordm.ate final construction plans and 1. Design 

could result in 
potential damage to or specifications during the design phase and 

temporary disrnption Prior to excavation and/or other ground-disturbing construction activities,, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall locate overhead ensure utility lines are identified on all 
of existing utilities and rmderground utility lines, such as natural gas, electricity, sewer, telephone and waterlines, that may be encountered during construction drawings. Ensure that fue 
during construction. excavation work. Pursuant to State law, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall notify USA North. Information regarding the size contract documents include the 

and location of existing utilities shall be confirmed before excavation and other grormd-disturbing activities commence. These requirement that contractor coordinate and 
utilities shall be highlighted on all construction drawings. Utilities may be located by customary teclmiques such as geophysical notify utility service providers. 
methods and hand excavation. 

UT-1 
M-UT-lb: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground Utilities (All Sites) While any excavation 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 

(cont.) is open, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall protect, support, or remove w:iderground utilities as necessary to safeguard 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 
applicable requirements to safeguard 

2. Construction 
employees. As part of contractor specifications, the contractor(s) shall be required to provide updates on planned excavations employees from potential accidents related 

for the upcoming week and to specify when construction will occur near any high-priority utility lines that are identified. At the 3. SFPUCCMB 3. SFPUCBEM to underground utilities. 3. Construction 

beginning of each week when this work will take place, the SFPUC construction managers shull conduct meetings with 2. Conduct weekly tailgate meetings with 
contractor staff, as required by the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA), to record all contractor prior to any work near high-
protective and avoidance measures regarding such excavations. priority utility lines, and record all 

protective and avoidance meilSUres that 
will be implemented in such excavations. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
implements measures in contract 
documents and the protective and 
avoidance measures identified at tailgate 

. meetings. Report noncompliance and 
ensure corrective action. 

Ur-1 
M-UT-lc: Notify Local Fire Deparhnents (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB ]. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 

(cont.) 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 
the requirement that the contractor is to 

2. Construction 
In the event that construction activities result in damage to high-priority utility lines, including leaks or suspected leaks, the 

notify local fire departments in the event of 

SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall immediately notify local fire departments to protect worker and public safety. 
damage to high-_priorit)• utilit)• lines. 

2. Qbtain documentation from contractor of 
their notification to local fire departments 
if damage to a gas utility results in a leak 
or suspected leak, or whenever damage to 
any utility resu1ts in a threat to public 
safety. 

UT-1 
M-UT-ld: Emergency Response Plan {All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 

(cont.) 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 
requirement to prepare emergency 

2. Pre-

Prior to commencing construction activities, the SFPUC shall develop an eni.ergency response plan that outlines procedures to 
response plan. 

construction 
3. SFPUCCMB 3. SFPUCBEM 

follow in the event of a leak or explosion resulting from a utility rupture. The emergency response plan shall identify the names 2. Ensure that contractor prepares the 
3. Construction 

and phone numbers of PG&E staff who would be available 24 hours per day in the event of damage or rupture of the high- emergency response plan and verify 
pressure PG&E natural gas pipelines. The plan shall also detail emergency response protocols inquding notification, inspection compliance v...ith requirements. 

and evacuation procedures; any equipment and vendors necessary to respond to an emergency, such as an alarm system; and 
3. Monitor to ensure that contractor 

implements measures in contract 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E)-.MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact ImpactSmnmary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

routine inspection guidelines. documents and emergency response 
plan. Report non-compliance, and ensure 
corrective action. 

UT-1 
M-UT-le: Advance Notification (All Sites) 

1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final construction plans and 1. Design 

(cont.) 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM specifications during the design phase 2. Construction 
including obtaining, as necessary, 

The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall notify all affected utility service providers in advance of Project excavation and/or other agreements and/or permits. Ensure that the 
grotmd-disturbing activities. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall make arrangements with these entities regarding fue contract documents include the 
protection, relocation, or temporary disconnection of services prior to the start of excavation and other ground-diSturbing requirement for contractor(s) to coordinate 

activities. The SFPUC or its cbntractor(s) shall coordinate with the appropriate utility service providers to ensure advance ¥-ith utility service providers and to ensure 

notification to residents, OY\'llers and businesses in the Project area of a potential utility service disruption rn•o to four days ID advance notification to residents, 0¥\"TI.ers 

advance of construction. The notification shall provide information about the timing and duration of the potential service and businesses in the Project area of a 

disruption. 
potential utility service disruption tv.·o to 
four days in advance of construction. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
implements measures in the contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

UT-1 
M-UT-lf: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final construction plans and 1. Design 

(cont.) 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 
specifications during the design phase 

2. Construction 

Detailed specifications shall be prepared as part of the design plans to include procedures for the excavation, support and fill of 
including obtaining, as necessary, 
agreements and/or permits. Ensure that 

areaS around subsurface utilities, cables and pipes. If it is not feasible to avoid an overhead utility line during constructioTir the the contract documents include the 
SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate with the affected utility owner to either temporarily or permanently support the line, requirement for contractor(s) to coordinate 
to de-energize the line while temporarily supporting the overhead line, or to temporarily re-route the line. with utility service providers. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

UT-1 M-UT-lg: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that the contract documents include 1. Design 

(cont.) 2. SFPUCC:MB 2. SFPUCBEM the requirement for contractor(s) to notify 2. Construction 
utility service providers. 

The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall promptly notify utility providers ~o reconnect any disconnected utility lines as soon as it is 
2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 

safe to do so. implements measures in the contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

UT-1 
M-UT-lh: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by Other SFPUC Projects (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final construction plans and l.Design 

(cont.) specifications during the design phase 
including coordinating any changes in 

The final construction drawings for the Project shall reflect any changes in utility locations, as well as the locations of any new utility locations, as well as the locations of 
utilities installed during construction of other SFPUC projects in San Mateo County whose disturbance areas overlap with the any new utilities installed during 
Project area. construction of other SFPUC projects in 

San Mateo C01.mt:y. Ensure that the 
contract documents include modifications 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

UT-1 M-UT-li: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Provide construction plans and J. Design 

(cont.) 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 
specifications to utilities. Ensure that the 

2. Conshuction 
contract documents include the 

The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate final construction plans and specifications with affected utility providers. requirement for contrnctor(s) to notify 
affected utilities in advance qf work near 
their facilities. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

UT-4 Project construction M-UT -4: Waste Management Plan (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
could result in a 
substantial adverse The SFPUC shall require the construction contractor(s) to prepare a Waste Management Plan identifying the types 0£ debris that 2. SFPUCCMB 2 .. SFPUCBEM 

applicable ,measures including 
2. Pre-

effect related to would be generated by the Project and how all waste streams would be handled within each jurisdiction. In accordance with the requirement to prepare a Waste 
construction 

compliance '1.'ith priorities of AB 939, the plan shall emphasize source reduction measures followed by recycling and composting methods to 3· SFPUCCMB 3. SFPUCBEM Management Plan and submittal of 
federal, State, and local reduce fue amount of waste being disposed of in landfills. The plan shall include actions to divert waste with disposal in a required waste management 3. Construction 
statutes and regulations documentation. 
pertaining to solid landfill in accordance with local ordinance requirements as follows: 

wnste. Daly City (Sites 1. 2, 5. 6. and the Westlake Pump Station) 2. Ensure that contractor prepares a Waste 

For sites within Daly City, at least 60 percent qf waste tonnage from construction and demolition shall be diverted from Management Plan and verify applicable 

disposal through reuse or recycling. The maximum feasible amount of designated recyclable and reusable materials shall be compliance with requirements for each 

salvaged prior to demolition. Construction and demolition debris is de.fined as discarded materials generally considered to site. 

be not water soluble and nonhazardous in nature, including, but not limited to: steel, copper, aluminum, glass, brick, 3. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
concrete, asphalt material pipe, gypsum, wallboard, and lumber; rocks, soils, tree remains, trees, and other vegetative matter implements measures in a Waste 
that normally resttlts from land clearing, landscaping. and development operations for a construction project; and remnants Management Plan, including submittal of 
of new materials, including. but not limited to: cardboard, paper, plastic, wood, and metal scraps. required waste management 

Unincorporated San Mateo Countv (Sites 3. 4) 
documentation. Report non-compliance, 

For sites within unincorporated San Mateo County, salvage all or parts of a structure where practicable; recycle or reuse 100 
and ensure corrective action. 

percent of inert solids at approved facilities; direct source separating non-inert materials (e.g., cardboard and paper, wood, 
metals, green waste, new gypsum wallboard, tile, porcelain fixtures, and other easily recycled materials) to recycling facilities 
approved by the County, the remainder (but no more than 50 percent by weight or yardage) of which shall be taken to a ! 

facility for disposal. 

UT-4 Colma (Sites 7. 8. and Site 17 fAlternateD 
(cont.) For sites within Colma, recycle 50 percent of the waste tonnage from any demolition project where the waste includes 

concrete and asphalt (or 15 percent where there is no concrete and(or asphalt); and recycle 50 percent of waste tonnage for 
new construction. 

South San Francis!;O (Sites 9, lOi 11 12, 13i 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]) 
For sites within South San Francisco, recycle 100 percent of inert solids (i.e.; asphalt, concrete, rock, stone, bri~, sand, soil 
and fines), and recycle at least 50 percent of the remaining construction and demolition debris. 

San Bruno (Sites 14 and 15) 
For sites within San Bruno, recover the maximum feasible amount of salvageable designated recyclable and reusable 
materials prior to demolition; divert 50 percent of construction and demolition debris from residential and commercial 
buildings. 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 

REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l396E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 

No. Im 
1 

. d R . Monitoring and Implementation 
p ementation an eporting Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party Reviewing and 

Approval Party 

Millbrae (Site 16) 
For sites within l\Jillbrae, recycle 50 percent of all waste gener~ted for the Project by weight, with at least 25 percent achieved 
through reuse and recycling of materials other than s6urce separated dirt, concrete, and asphalt. 

The plan shall be reviewed by the SFPUC, and upon Project completion, the contractor shall submit receipts to the SFPUC 
documenting achievement of the stated waste reuse, recycling, and disposal goals. 

' ·<: ,':':' > : ' ' ' " ' : .·· .... · '' ' :· '',,' :: : ,, ..'·: .. : ' ' .··'':' ',' ·.· ·,·:, : ., ' ' ' ·:. ' ,.• ... - '' '' 
BiOLOGICALRESOURCES:· ' ., .·. , . :' _ , ,: ·.· ; . . · .·:·, :',' ·.". ..' . '.:' ,,. .. _, ; ·' ·.·. _, _ .. . ·: . . .. . :,-.-.:>·.'.' .- ._ .· .:,,.· , · .: .:···.. , > · , .. · 
BR 1 Project construction 1 SFPUC E!l'B 1 SFPUC BEii' 1 E u th t ntr ct d m ts ci£y 1 D . - would adversely affect M-BR-la: Protection Measures during Construction for Special-status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors (All · '.L • '.L· • nst e a co a . ocu en . spe · esign 

candidate,. sensitive, or Sites) 2. SFPUC CMB 2. SFPUC BEl\1/CDFW ~easure~ for protectior: of speoal status 2. Pre-
special-status species. ( lifi d brrds, migratory passennes and raptors. tru . n/ 

The SFPUC shall conduct tree and shrub removal at the facility sites during non-breeding season (generally August 31 through bqua . e 3. SFPUC BEM 
2 

If 
1

. 
1 

d d , cons cti~ 
mlogist) . tree remova ts not comp ete unng Construction 

February 28) for special status, migratory birds and raptors, to the extent feasible. th b d" th bta" d 

3. SFPUCCMB re:i::nr=m~~:::~~'d0:;enta~: 3. Construction 
If construction activities ~ust occur during the breeding season for special-status birds (March 1 to August 30), the SFPUC shall to verify consulting biologist's 
retain a qualified wildlife biologist who is experienced in identifying birds and their habitat to conduct a pre-construction qualifications, consult with CDFW if 

survey for nesting special-status birds and migratory passerines and raptors. The preconstruction surveys must be conducted necessary. Conduct surveys, mapping, 
within two weeks prior to the initiation of tree removals or pruning. grading, grubbing, structure demolition, or other and agency coordination. Place and 
construction activities scheduled during the breeding season (March 1 to August 30). If the biologist detects no active nesting or maintain buffers, as needed. Document 
breeding activity by special-status or migratory birds or raptors, then '"'ork may proceed without restrictions. To the extent activities in monitoring logs. 

allowed by access, all active passerine nests identified within 100 feet and all active raptor nests identified within 250 feet of the 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 

limits of work shall be mapped. implements measures in contract 
documents. Report noncompliance and 

H migratory bird and/or active raptor nests are identified vdthin 250 feet of a facility site or if an active passerine nest is ensure corrective action. 
identified within 100 feet of a facility site, a qualified biologist shall determine whether or not construction activities might 

impact the active nest or disrupt reproductive behavior. If it is determined that construction would not affect an active nest or 

disrupt breeding behavior, construction may proceed without any restriction. 

If the qualified biologist determines that construction activities would likely disrupt raptor breeding or passerine nesting 

activities, then the SFPUC shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around the nesting location to avoid disturbance or destruction 

of the nest site until after the breeding season or after a wildlife biologist determines that the young have fledged (usually late 

June through mid-July). The extent of these buffers would be determined by a wildlife biologist in consultation with CDFW and 

would depend on the species' sensitivity to dishtrbance (which can vary among species); the level of noise or construction 

disturbance; line of sight behveen the nest and the disturbance; ambient levels of noise and other disturbances; and 
consideration of other topographical or artificial barriers. The wildlife biologist shall analyze and use these factors to assist the 

CDFW in making an appropriate decision on buffer distances. 

BR-1 Project construction M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during Tree Removal or Trimming (Sites 1, 3, 4,. 7, 10, 11, 12,. 15, and 1. SFPUC ElvIB 1. SFPUC BEM 1. Ensure that contract ~ocument~ specify 1.. Design 
( ) would adYersely affect lG) 5 UC C1' 2 SFPUC M measures for protection of specral-status 2 C tru . . 
cont. candidate, sensitiYe, or 2· FP . . d .fB · BE bats. · ons c~on, 

special-status species. The SFPUC will ensure that, prior to the removal of large trees scheduled during seasonal periods of bat activity (February 15 b(~ul~e) 3. SFPUC BEM 
2 

C d . t 
1 

n
30
° dmore .an 

10 ogist . on uct surveys pnor o arge tree ays pr10r 
through April 15 and August 15 through October 30), a qualified bat biologist conducts a bat habitat assessment to determine removal at Sites l, 3, 4, 7, lO, 11, lZ, 15, to the removal 
the presence of suitable bat roosting habitat No more than 30 days before removal of any large tree or snag, a biologist familiar 3. SFPUC CMB and 16. Exclude bats from suitable of any large 
with identification of bats and signs of bats ,..,.ill conduct a pre-construction survey for signs of bat activity. H tree removal or habitat, as described. Document 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

trimming is postponed or interrupted· for more than 30 days from the date of the initial bat survey, the biologist will repeat the activities in monitoring logs. tree or snag. 

pre-construction survey. 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 3. Construction 

H a tree provides potentially suitable roosting habitat, but bats are not present, the SFPUC shall exclude bats by temporarily implements measures required as a 

sealing cavities, pruning limbs, or removing the entire tree, in consultation with the qualified bat biologist. Trees and snags with result of bat surveys. Report 

cavities or loose bark fuat exhibit evidence of use by bats shall be scheduled for bat exclusion and/or eviction, conducted during noncompliance il!1d ensure corrective 

appropriate seasons (i.e., February 15 through April 15 and August 15 through October 30) and supervised by the biologist. 
action. 

ff the biologist determines or presumes bats are present, the biologist shall exclude the bats from suitable tree cavities by 

installing one-way exclusion devices. After the bats vacate the cavities, the biologist shall plug the cavities or remove the limbs. 

The construction contractor shall only remove trees after the biologist verifies that the exclusion methods have successfully 

prevented bats from returning, usually in seven to 10 days. To avoid impacts on non-volant (i.e., non-flying) bats, the biologist 

shall only conduct bat exclusion and eviction from February 15 through April 15 and from August 15 through October 30. After 

construction activitie? are complete, the biologist will remove the exclusion devices. 

BR-1 M-BR-lc: Pxotection Measures during Structure Demolition for Special-status Bats (Site 1) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents specify 1. Design 

(cont.) 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 
measures for protection of special-status 

2. Construction 
Not more than two weeks prior to building demolition at Site 1, a qualified biologist (i.e., one familiar with the identification of 

(qualified 
bats at Site 1. 

bats and signs of bats) shall survey the building for the presence of roosting bats or evidence of bats. If'. no roosting bats or biologist) 
3. SFPUCBEM 

2. Conduct surveys for bats prior to 
3. Construction 

evidence of bats are found in the structure, demolition may proceed. If the biologist determines or presumes bats are present, demolition at Site 1. Exclude bats from 
the biologist shall exclude the bats .from suitable spaces by installing one-way exclusion devices. After the bats vacate the space, 3. SFPUCCMB 

suitable habitnt, as described. Document 
the biologist shall close off the space to prevent recolonization. The construction contractor sh3.ll only demolish the building activities in monitoring logs. 
after the biologist verifies that the exclusion methods have successfully prevented bats from returning, usually in seven to 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
10 days. To avoid impacts on non-vol<int (i.e., non-flying) bats, the biologist shall only conduct bat exclusion and eviction from 

implements measures required as a result 
February 15 through April 15 and from August 15 through October 30. of bat surveys. Report noncompliance and 

ensure corrective action. 

BR-1 Project construction M-BR-ld: Monarch Butterfly Protection Measures (Sites 1, 3, 7, 10, and 12) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract doruments specify 1. Design 

(cont.) 
would adversely affect The SFPUC will ensure that, two weeks prior to removing or pruning large eucalyptus, Monterey pine or Monterey cypress 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 

measures for protection of monarch 
2. Construction candidate, sensitive, or 

trees that occur in a dense stand, a qualified biologist conduct surveys for monarch butterflies if the trees are to be removed or (qualified 
butterflies at Sites 1, 3, 7,)0, and 12. 

special-status species. 3. SFPUCBEM 3. Construction, 
7 

limbed between October 15 and March 1. If no congregations of monarch butterflies are present within the contiguous stand of biologist) 2. Conduct surveys for monarch butterflies 

dense trees, work may proceed without restriction. 3. SFPUCCMB 
as required. Document activities in 
monitoring logs. 

A pre-construction inspection is not needed for construction activities occurring betv•teen March 2 and October 14. 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 

If overwintering congregations of monarch butterflies are identified within fue tree stand, work may not proceed until the 
implements measures required as a 
result of monarch butterflies surveys. 

butter:flies have left the roosting site. No limbing or tree cutting shall ocrur in a contiguous stand of trees occupied by monarch Report noncompliance and ensure 
butterflies. A qualified biologist shall determine when the butterflies have left and when work in the area may proceed. corrective action. 

BR-2 Project construction M-BR-2: Avoid Disturbance to Riparian Habitat (Site 1) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM I. Ensure that contract documents specify I. Design 
could adversely affect 
riparian habitat or The SFPUC shall require its construction contractor to avoid the riparian habitat at Site 1. Prior to any ground disturbing 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 

measures to avoid disturbance to 
2. Construction 

other sensitive natural activity, a qualified biologist shall map the location of the Centr.al Coast riparian scrub habitat, and the constrnction contractor (qualified 
riparian habitat at Site 1. 

communities. shall install temporary fencing to protect the habitat for the duration of construction. biologist) 
3. SFPUCBEM 

2. A biologist (whose credentials have been 
3. Construction 

verified) shall conduct mat>Pin~ prior to 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396£) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary ·Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actioris Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

3. SFPUCCMB grormd disturbing activities at Site 1. 
Document activ,ities in monitoring logs. 

3. :Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
implements measures as required. 
Report noncompliance and ensure 
corrective action. 

BR-4 Project construction 
M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12. 13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternate]) 1. SFPUCEMB 1.SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract doruments specify 1. Design 

would conflict with 
local tree preservation 2.SFPUCCMB 2.SFPUCBEM 

measures to identify trees to be 
2. Construction 

ordinances. The SFPUC shall identify trees to be protected during construction activities. These trees shall be marked on construction plans protected at Sites 3, 4, 7, 10 through 15, 
and protected during construction activities according to requirements presented in Mitigation Measure M-AE-1b (see Section and 17, in accordance with applicable 
5.3, Aesthetics for a description of the tree protection measures). For each protected tree that is removed as part of construction local requirements. 

activities, replacement trees shall be planted according to local requirements, as stated in Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b 2. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
(Protecred Tree Replacement). implements measures as required. 

Report noncompliance and ensure 
corrective action. 

BR-4 Project construction M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement (Sites 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, and 18 [Alternate]) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract document~ specify 1. Design 

(cont.) 
would conflict with 

The SFPUC shall replace protected trees in accordance with the requirements specified in this mitigation measure and at the measures to replace protected trees at 
local tree presen-ation 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUC BEM[Local 

Sites 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, and 18. 
2. Pre-

ordinances. ratios specified in this measure for the jurisdiction where the trees to be removed are located. Protected non-native trees (arborist,. jurisdiction if off-site ConstruCtion/ 
removed shall be replaced "°'i.th. native tree species determined suitable for the site by a qualified arborist, horticulturist, horticulturist, or 

3. SFPUCBEM 
2. An arborist, horticulhlrist, or landscape Construction 

landscape architect, or biologist. landscape architect (whose credentials have been 
architect) 4. SFPUC Water verified) shall detemtine the selection of 

3. Construction 

Tree Replacement Requirements Common to All Jurisdictions 3. SFPUCCMB Enterprise, WRD species, location, and timing of 4. Post-
plantings. Obtain any necessary permits Construction 

• Trees shall be replaced within the first year after completion of construction, or as soon as possible in areas where 4. SFPUCWater and approvals for off-site plantings. 
construction has been completed, during a favorable time period for replanting, as determined by a qualified arborist, Enterp,rise, WST Document in monitoring logs. 
horticulturist, or landscape architect. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
• Selection of replacement sites and installation of replacement plantings shall be supervised by a qualified arborist, implements measures as required. 

horticulturist, landscape architect, or landscape contractor. Irrigation of trees during the initial establishment period Report noncompliance and ensure 

(generally for two to four growing seasons) shall be provided as deemed necessary by a qualified arborist, horticulturist, corrective action. 

landscape architect, or landscape contractor. 4. Perform bi-annual tree replacement 

• Trees shall be planted at or in close proximity to removal sites, in locations suitable for the replacement species. The specialist monitoring for at least 5 years. 

shall work with the SFPUC to determine appropriate nearby off-site locations that are withln the s~e jurisdiction from 

which the trees are rembved if replanting within the well facility sites is precluded. 

• A qualified arborist, horticulturist, landscape architect, or landscape contractor shall monitor newly planted trees at least 

twice a year for five years. Each year, any trees that do not survive shall be replaced and monitored at least mi.ce a year for 

five years thereafter. 
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EXHIBIT.l (continued) 

REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting Reporting Actions Schedule 
Responsible Party 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

l!R-4 San Mateo County Tree Ordinance Replacement Requirements 

(cont.) • For each significant/heritage tree removed during co~truction or lost due to construction-related impacts, a replacement tree 
shall be planted. Native trees shall be replaced with the same-species, and nonnative trees shall be replaced with a native tree· 

species determined suitable for the site by a qualified arborist, horticulturalist, or landscape architect. 

• Each protected tree removed shall be replaced at a 1:1 ratio of a native Yariety that has the potential to reach a size similar to 
that of the removed trees. 

Town of Colma Tree Replacement Requirements 

• Each protected tree removed shall be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. Native trees shall be replaced with the same species, and 
nonnative trees shall be replaced with a native tree species determined suitable for the site by a qualified arborist, 
horticulturalist, or landscape architect. 

City·of South San Francisco Tree Replacement Requirements 

• Each protected tree removed shall be replaced with three 24-inch-box sized or two 36-inch-box sized landscape trees. 

Citi; of San Bruno Tree Replacement Requirements 

• Tree replacement shall be a minimum of either two 24-inch box size trees, or one 36-inch box size tree, for each heritage tree 

removed. 

l!R-7 Operation of the M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases for Lake Merced 1. SFPUC Water 1. SFPUC Water 1. Conduct monitoring and evaluation of lake 1. Operation 
Project could adversely Enterprise, Enterprise, Y\'RD levels. Maintain the Lake-level model. 
affect sensitive habitat In addition to ongoing monitoring and evaluation of lake levels, as well as maintenance of the Lake-level Model so as to be able 
types associated '\o\ith to evaluate what lake levels may have been without implementation of the Project based on the actual hydrology that occurs 

WST/Daly City/ Implement operation actions to reduce 

Lake Merced. Operating lake levels if lake levels increase to 9 feet 
during Project implementation, as described in Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a (Lake_Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake Committee City Datum as an annual average due to 
Merced), the SFPUC shall implement corrective action if lake levels increase to 9 feet City Datum as an arutual average due to the Project. 
the Project. Corrective action shall be taken to reduce the lake levels to 9 feet City Datum or less. These actions may include one 
of more of the following, which would result in lowering groundwater levels and thereby indirectly lowering lake levels: 

• Temporarily suspend in-lieu delivery of surface water supplies to Daly City so that Daly City would increase pumping from 
Daly City wells. 

• Increase pumping from GSR wells at Sites I through 4, which are within 1.5 miles of Lake Merced. 

l!R-8 Operation of the M-BR-8: Lake Level Management for No~Net-Loss of Wetlands for Lake Merced I. SFPUC Water 1. SFPUC Water 1. Conduct monitoring and evaluation of lake 1. Operation 
Project could adversely 

Enterprise, Enterprise, WRD levels. Maintain the Lake-level model. 
affect wetland habitats In addition to ongoing monitoring, evaluation of lake levels, and maintenmce of the Lake-level Model so as to be able to 
and other waters of the evaluate what lake levels may have-been without implementation of the Project based on the actual hydrology that occurs 

WST/Daly City/ Implement operation actions to reduce 

United States during Project implementation, as described in Mitigation Measure M-HY-9a (Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake 
Operating lake levels as identified in Table MMRP-1, 

associated ''"ith Lake Committee attached. 
Merced. Merced), ,the SFPUC shall implement corrective action i£ lake levels exceed the range of lake level changes shown in Table 5.14-

16 (Lake Merced Water Surface Elevation Range that Results in a Predicted No-Net-Loss of Wetlands) [Jl.!MRP table MMRP-1, 
attached], due to the Project (i.e., the right-hand column). Note that according to Mitigation Measure M-BR-7 (Lake Level 
Management for Water Level Increases for Lake Merced), Lake Merced lake levels due to the project would be prohibited from 
exceeding 9 feet City Datum, so some of the higher lake levels that would be acceptable relative to wetlands impacts as 
identified in Table 5.14-16 would not be acceptable relative to sensitive habitats. In addition, according to Mitigation Measure 
M-BR-9b (Lake level Management for Lake Merced), Lake Merced lake levels due to the Proiect would be prohibited from 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l396E) - MITIGATIO:\"J MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

decreasing below 0 feet City Datum, so some of the lower lake levels that would be acceptable relative to i·vetlands impacts 
identified in Table 5.14-16 would not be acceptable relative to water quality and associated beneficial uses. 

Corrective actions may include one or more of the following, which would result in the lmvering of groundwater levels and 
thereby indirectly lowering lake levels: 

• Suspend in-lieu delivery of surface water supplies to Daly City. Daly City would thus increase pumping from Daly Cit)~ 

wells, which would lower groundwater levels in the vicinity of Lake Merced. 

• Increase pumping from GSR wells at Sites 1 through 4, i·i:hich are within 1.5 miles of Lake Merced. 

GEOLOGY.AND SOILS . ' _> <:•. :; .. :,:. .. ·; ·.: ·.• .. · ,.· .. ; . ·. .·· .. •· . ~ .'•'> .. ··.•.· ; . ·. ,_·. 

' 

- . .. . .. . ... ,·· ... 
GE-3 The Prqject would M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and Implement Recommendations (All Sites) 1.SFPUCEMB 1.SFPUCBEM 1. If Sites 11and/or18 ares.elected, conduct 1. Design ex.pose people or 

geotechnical studies and t;ievelop design structures to The SFPUC shall conduct a site-specific design-level geotechnical study at Site 11 to provide recommendations for protection 2.SFPUCCMB 2.SFPUCCMB 
recommendations. For all sites, incorporate 2. Construction 

substantial adverse from property loss, injury, or death from ground shaking or settlement. Similarly, if Site 18 (Alternate) is selected, the SFPUC 
design recommendations into construction effects related to the shall conduct a site-specific design-level geotechnical study for the site. 

risk of property loss, plans and specifications. 
injury. or death due to At all sites, the facilities shall be designed and constructed in conformance with the specific recommendations contained in 2. Monitor to ensure that the contractor fault rupture, seismic design-level geo"technical studies. The recommendations made in the geotechnical studies shall be incorporated into the final implements design recommendation as groundshaking, or 
landslides. plans and specifications and implemented durffig construction The site-specific recommendations in the design-level required. Report noncompliance and 

geotechnical stu~es relative to ground shaking include the following measures: ensure corrective action. 

• Site-specific seismic design parameters in accordance with the International Building Code Static Force Procedure; 

• Specified lateral earth pressures and seismic loading for retaining walls; 

• Earthwork recorrunendations for site preparation, excavations, use of engineered fill and utility trench/pipe backfill; and 

• Foundation rec?mmendations for subgrade preparation, foundations systems, and floor slabs. 

Site-specific recommendations in the design-level geotechnical studies relative to settlement include the following measures: 

• Supporting structures at these sites on structurally· rigid mat foundations with contact pressures in accordance with the 

bearing capacities identified in the geoteclmical reports; 

• Post-tensioning to reinforce and increase the structural rigidity of grade beams and shallow footings; 

• Over-excavating artificial fill materials and loose granular soils and recompaction with moisture treated engineered fill to 

develop a mass of densified soil beneath the proposed well buildings; and 

• Using flexible pipe connections to accommodate dynamic settlements due to seismic loading. 

.. 
. ·'· ··' ·, ... 

·.·.····• 

~ = :· . • .. ' . ~. :: ·< ·· .. ;· . .HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY . .. < ·.· ·, 

HY-1 Prqject construction M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention·Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents require 1. Design ncthi1ies would Plan (All Sites) ·that the contractor design, install, and degrade water quality 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUC 
maintain storm.water controls and 

2. Pre-
as a result of erosion or BEM/SWRCB/Local construction 
siltation caused by 

Consistent vd.th the requirements of the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction 
3. SFPUCCMB prepare a SWPPP or ESCP. 

earthmoYing actiYities Activity, at sites where more than one acre of land disturbance would occur (Sites 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 12, 13, and 14), the SFPUC or its jurisdictions 
3. Construction/ 

orb,· the accidental contractor(s) shall develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), submit a notice of intent to the SWRCB's Division 3. SFPUC 
2. Review SWPPP to ensure that it 

Post 
rele~se of hazardous of Water Quality and implement site-specific Bl\1Ps to prevent discharges of non point-source pollutants in construction-related 

BEM/RWQCB/CDFW/ 
complies with the requirements and 

Construction 
construction chemicals stormwater runoff into dov.-nstream water bodies. other local agencies 

submit to notice to SWRCB per the 
durinQ: construction. 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

At sites where less than one acre of land disturbance would occur (Sites 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 16, 17 Alternate, 18 Alternate, 19 Construction General Permit. Review 

Alternate, and the Westlake Pump Station), the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall prepare and implement Erosion and Sediment ESCP to ensure that it complies with 

Control Plans (ESCPs). local jurisdiction requirements. Submit 

Bas·ed on the location of the sites, the SFPUC shall provide the SWPPPs and ESCPs to applicable jurisdictions, including the 
ESCP to local jurisdictions. 

Cowtty of San Mateo, San Mateo County Flood Control District, City of Daly City, Town of Colma, City of South San Francisco, 3. Monitor to ensure the contractor 

City of San Brwto, and City of Millbrae. implements the measures in the contract 

The SWPPPs and ESCPs shall include sufficient measures to address the overall construction of the Project and, at a minimum, 
documents, and SWPPP/ESCP including 
reporting per the Construction General 

construction contractors should all undertake the following measures, as applicable, to minimize any adverse effects on water Permit. Ensure contractor performs post-
quality: construction BMPs. Report 

Scheduling noncompliance to RWQCB, CDFW or 
other agencies as required and ensure 

• Schedule construction to minimize ground disturbance during the rainy season. corrective action: 

HY-1 • Stabilize all disturbed soils as soon as possible following the completion of soil disturbing work in the Project area. 

(cont.) 
• Stabilize soil with vegetation or physical means in the event rainfall is expected. 

• Install erosion and sediment control BMPs prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activities. 

Erosion and Sedimentation 

• Preserve existing vegetation in areas where no construction activity is planned or where construction activity will occur at a 
later date. 

• Stabilize and revegetate disturbe.d areas as soon as possible after consrruction by planting or seecling and/or using mulch 
(e.g., slraw or hay, erosion control blankets, hydromulch, or other similar material). 

• Install silt fences or fiber rolls or implement other suitable measures around the perimeters of the construction zone, staging 
areas, temporary stockpiles, spoil areas, stream channels, and swales, as well as down-slope of all exposed soil areas and in 

other locations determined necessary to prevent offsite sedimentation. 

• Install temporary slope breakers during the rainy season on slopes greater than five percent where the base of the slope is 

less than 50 feet from a water body, wetland, or road crossing at spacing intervals required by the SWRCB Construction 

General Permit 

• Use filter fabric or other appropriate measures to prevent sediment from entering storm drain inlets. 

• Detain and treat water produced by the dewatering of construction sites using sedimentation basins, sediment traps (when 

water is flowing and there is sediment), or other measures to ensure that discharges to receiving waters meet applicable 

water quality objectives. 

HY-1 Tracking Controls 

(cont.) . Grade and stabilize construction site entrances and exits to prevent runoff from the site and to prevent erosion . . Remove any soil or sediment tracked off paved roads during construction by employing street sweeping . 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summai:y Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Repor!ing Reporting Actions Schedule 
Responsible Party 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Non-storm.water Control . Keep construction vehicles ai{d equipment clean; do not allow excessive buildup of oil and grease.· . Check construction vehicles and equipment daily at startup for leaks and repair any leaks immediately . . Do not refuel vehicles and equipment within 50 feet of surface waters to prevent run-on and runoff and to contain spills . . Conduct all refueling and servicing of equipment with absorbent material or drip pans underneath to contain spilled fuel. 

Collect any fluid drained from machinery during servicing in leak-proof containers and deliver to an appropriate disposal 
or recycling facility. . Contain fueling areas to prevent run-on and runoff and to c6ntain spills . . Cover all storm drain inlets when paving or applying seals or similar materials to prevent the offsite discharge of these 

materials. 

Waste Management and Hazardous Materials Pollution Control 

. Remove trash and construction debris from the Project area regularly. Provide an adequate number of waste containexs 
'l\ith lids or covers to keep rain out of the containers and to prevent trash and debris from being blown away during high 
winds. . Locate portable sanitary facilities a minimum of 50 feet from creeks or watenvays . 

. Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) to prevent discharges of pollutants to the stormwater 
drainage system or receiving water. 

. Maintain sanitary facilities regularly . 

. Store all hazardous materials in an are~ protected from rainfall and stormwater run-on and prevent the offsite discharge of 

leaks or spills. 

. Inspect dumpsters and other waste and debris containers regularly for leaks and remove and properly dispose of any 
hazardous materials and liquid wastes placed in these containers. . Train construction personnel in proper material delivery, handling, storage, cleanup, and disposal procedures . 

HY-1 BMP Inspection,. Maintenance and Repair 

(cont.) . Inspect all BMPs on a regular basis to confirm proper installation and function . . Inspect all stormwater BMPs daily during storms . 

. Inspect secliment basins, sediment traps and other detention and treatment facilities regularly throughout the construction 

period. 

. Provide sufficient devices and materials (e.g., si]t fence, fiber rolls, erosion blankets, etc) throughout Project construction 

to enable immediate repair or repfocement of failed BMPs. 

. Inspect all seeded areas regularly for failures and remediate or repair as soon as feasible . 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

hnpact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Permitting, Monitoring, and Reporting . Provide the required documentation for inspections, maintenance and repair requirements . . Monitor water quality to assess the effectiveness of control measures . 

. Maintain written records of inspections, spills, BMP-related maintenance activities, corrective actions and visual 
observations of any offsite discharge of sediment or other pollutants. 

. Notify the RWQCB and other agencies as required (e.g., California Department of Fish and Wildlife) if the criteria for 

turbidity, oil/grease, or foam are exceeded and undertake corrective actions. . Immediately notify the RWQCB and other agencies as required (e.g., California Department of Fish and Wildlife) of any 
spill of petroleum products or other organic or earthen materials and undertake corrective action. 

HY-1 Post-construction BMPs 

(cont.) . Revegetate all temporarily disturbed areas as required after construction activities are completed . . Remove any remaining construction debris and trash from the Project area and staging areas upon Project completion . 

. Phase the removal of temporary BMPs as necessary to ensure stabilization of the site . 

At sites covered under the NPDES General Construction Permit, correct post-construction site conditions, as necessary, to 

comply with the SvVPPP ond any other pertinent RWQCB requirements. 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

hnpact Impact Summaxy Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

HY-Z Discharge of M-HY-2: Management of Well Development and Pump Testing Discharges (All Sites, Except Westlake Pump Station) 1. SFPUC EMB 1. SFPUC BEM/applicab!e 1. With RWQCB, determine permit type 1. Design 
groundwater could local needed and applicable requirements. 
result in minor To address potential impacts on receiving water quality that could result during the construction period related to well 2. SFPUCCMB 2. Construction 
localized flooding, development and pump testing. the SFPUC and its contractor shall: 1) prepare and implement a site-specific discharge plan; and 

jurisdiction/RWQCB Ensure that contract documents require 

violate water quality 
2) fully comply with NPDES requirements. 2. SFPUCBEM 

that the contmctor prepare and implement 

standards and/or a site specific Discharge Plan for well 
otherwise degrade development and pump testing that meets 
water quality. The discharge plan shall specify how the water will be collected, contained, treated, monitored, and discharged to the vicinity requirements. Provide plan to applicable 

storm drainage syste:m or sanitary sewer system. Discharges to storm drains are subject to review and approval by the RWQCB. jurisdictions and/or RWQCB. 

Based on the location of the sites, the SFPUC shall provide the discharge plans to applicable jurisdictions, including the County 2. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
of San Mateo, San Mateo County Flood Control District, City of Daly City, Town of Colma, City of South San Francisco, City of implements measures ID the Discharge 

San Bruno, and City of Millbrae. The discharge plan shall at a minimum: Plan as required. Report noncompliance 
and ensure corrective action. 

• Identify methods and locations for collecting and handling water on site prior to discharge, detennine treatment 
requirements, and determine the capacity of holding tanks. 

• Identify methods for treating 'l'\'ater on site prior to discharge, such as filtration, coagulation, sedimentation settlement areas, 

oil skimmers, pH adjustment, and other BMPs. 

• Establish procedures and methods for maintaining and monitoring discharge oper~tions to ensure that no breach in the 

process ocrurs that could result in a failure to achieve/maintain the applicable water quality objectives of receiving waters. 

• Identify discharge locations and include details regarding how the discharge will be conducted to nUnimize erosion and 
scour. 

The proposed discharge is anticipated to be conditionally covered under San Mateo County's municipal storm water permit 
(Order No. 99-059, NPDES Permit No. CAS002992), contingent upon compliance 1'ith certain conditions (RWQCB 2009b, 2012). 
Prior to any discharge to a storm drainage system, the SFPUC and its contractor shall request a determination from the RWQCB 
as to the type of permit under which the Project effluent discharges will be regulated. Based on that determination, the SFPUC 
shall prepare and submit all required and relevant Project information so that the RWQCB can issue appropriate guidelines and 
requirements (e.g., numerical effluent limitations, monitoring and reporting requirements). Based on previous disc.ussions with 
the RWQCB (RWQCB 2009a, 2012), anticipated conditions include, but would not be limited to: 

• The SFPUC shall notify affected stormwater agencies of the volume, rate, and location of the planned discharge at least 14 

days before discharging. 

• The discharged water shalI not exceed 50 NTU. Turbidity shall be monitored every 15 minutes during the first hour of 

operation of any sedimentation or .filtration device used to meet discharge limitations and once every two hours thereafter. 

H turbidity limits are exceeded for more than two hours, the discharge shall be terminated until turbidity limits can be 

complied with. 

• The pH of the discharged water shall be within the range of 6.5 and 8.5 and pH shall be measured once per day during the 
discharge. 

• The discharged water shall not cause pollution, contamination, or nuisance. 

• The discharged water shall not cause scouring or erosion at the point of discharge of downstream from the discharge. 

• Self-Monitoring Reports shall be submitted no later than 30 days following the las~ day of each month in which the 
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REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting Reporting Actions Schedule 
Responsible Paxty 

~eviewing and 
Approval Party 

discharges ocrur. These reports shall summarize turbidity measurements and approximate volumes of the discharges. 

The construction contractor(s) shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements established by the RWQCB for 

discharges to storm drainage system. Any failure to achieve/maintain established narrative or numeric water quality objectives 

shall be reported to the RWQCB and corrective action taken. Corrective action may include m increase in residence time in 

treatment feah.t.res (e.g., longer holding time in settling tanks) and/or incorporation of additional treatment measures, whicli. 
could include but are not limited to the addition of sand filtration prior to discharge. 

HY-6 Project operation l\fitigatian Measure M-HY-6: Ensure Irrigators' Wells Are Not Prevented [ram Supporting Existing or Planned Land llse(s) 1. SFPUC Water 1. SFPUC BEM/ERO (+ 1. Develop and implement an Irrigation 1. Pre-Operation/ 
would decrease the Due to Project Operation Enterprise, WRD independent expert if Well Monitoring and Reporting Program. Operation production rate of 
existing nearby This mitigation measure is organized into four sections, as follows: 

(certified needed) 
a. Contact irrigators 18 months or more 

(reporting 

irrigation ·wells due to hydrogeologist 
2.SFPUCBEM before Project operation regarding 

monthly or 
localized ground¥1-ater • Performance Standard or professional yearly for at least 
drmYdo\.rn within the engineer) 3.SFPUCBEM 

program. 
17years) 

Westside Grottnd?111ter • Method for Determining Whether Inability to Meet the Performance Standard at an Irrigator' s Well Is Due to the Project 
2. SFPUC Water 

b. Install flow meters and report flow 
2. Pre-Operation Basin such tlmt 4. SFPUC BEM/ERO (+ 

meter and groundwater level data to well 
existing or planned • Mitigation Actions to be Undertaken to Meet the Performance Standard Enterprise, WRD independent expert, if owner; daily results for 1 year; at least 3. Design/ 
land use(s) may not be 

• Irrigation Well Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(certified needed) 

monthly thereafter during take periods Operation 
fully supported. hydrogeologist 

Determinations required by this mitigation measure are subject to the concurrence of the San Francisco Planning Department's or professional 5. SFPUC BEM/ERO (+ and yearly during put and hold periods. 
4. Operation 

Envirorunental Review Officer (ERO) as identified below. The ERO may require the SFPUC to hire an independent expert to engineer) independent expert, if 
c. Conduct pump tests and collect 

needed) /well owner 5. 0peration 
advise the ERO. 3.SFPUCEMB specified data on each well; report results 

6. SFPUC BEM/ERO (+ to well owner 6.0peration 
Performance Standard: The SFPUC shall ensure that existing irrigators' wells are not damaged, and that the production capacity 4. SFPUC Water lndependent expert, if 

d. Provide advance notice to well owner of 
(provide 

at existing irrigatorsr wells is equivalent to either (1) the existing production capacity of fue wells, or (2) is sufficient to meet Enterprise, WRD needed) /well owner 
Take periods. 

replacement 
peak irrigation demand at the existing and planned land uses, whichever is less, provided that any potential well damage or 5. SFPUC Water 7. SFPUC BEM/ERO (+ 

water v..ithin 24 
loss of capacity is determined to be caused by the Project. Enterprise, WRD independent expert if 

e. Continue monitoring for longer of 17 hours of request 

needed) /well/ 
years or period from beginning of Project until no longer 

If overlying irrigators install new wells to support irrigation needs of existing and planned land uses, at the time any such new 6. SFPUC Water Operation through 5 take years. required) 
wells are installed, the SFPUC shall add the new wells to the Irrigation Well Monitoring and Reporting Program and through Enterprise, WRD owner/San Mateo 

the monitoring program and in consultation with the irrigator, establish the baseline production capacity for the new wells and County [well permits] f_ Submit monitoring reports to ERO; 7.0peration 

determine peak irrigation demand needed to support the existing il.Ild plu.nned land uses. The SFPUC shall then en~re that the 7. SFPUC Water obtain ERO concurrence for any 

new irrigators' wells are not damaged, and that the production capacity at the new irrigators' wells is equivalent to either (1) the 
Enterprise, WRD recommended revision to monitoring 

baseline production capacity of fue wells, or (2) is sufficient to meet peak irrigation demand at the existing and planned land 
program. 

uses, whichever is less, provided that any potential well damage or loss of capacity is determined to be caused by the Project. 2. Determine a well interference 

The SFPUC shall ensure that the Performance Standard is met by: 1) undertaking actis:ins under SFPUC control, such as 
groundwater impact level for each existing 
irrigation well, based on monitoring data 

redistributing pumping or reducing or ceasing pumping as described below in mitigation actions #1 and #2; or 2) making an from the Irrigation Well Monitoring and 
SFPUC replacement water supply available to any potentially affected irrigator as described below in mitigation action #3, md Reporting Program. 
3) undertaking actions requiring agreement with irrigators, such as modifying irrigators' wells or irrigation systems as 

3. Ensure that contract documents require described below in mitigation actions #4 through #9. The SFPUC shall implement mitipation actions, individually or in 
replacement water supply connections at 

combination, so that water supply provided to the land use is not interrupted. 
all existing irrigation well properties; 

Prior to Project operation, the SFPUC, working with any irrigators willing to be consulted, shall identify a well interference install replacement water supply connects; 

groundwater impact level for each existing irrigation well, based on available monitoring data from existing irrigation wells and implement appropriate mitigation for 

considering well characteristics. The well interference groundwater impact level shall be the lowest groundwater level that will Mitigation Action #3 per Table 11MRP-2. 

avoid conflict with fue Performance Standard, and it will be established prior to Project operation. The well interference 4. Add any new irrigation wells to the 
grotmdwater impact levels will be subject to concurrence by the ERO. If monitoring data and extrapolated trends predict that Irri~ation Well Monitoring and Reporting 
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Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure - Monitoring and Reporting Program 
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Implementation and Reporting. Reporting Actions Schedule 
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the well interference ground'"'ater impact level would be reached within the ensuing six months due to Project operation, the Program; implement program per 
SFPUC shall initiate implementation 9£ one or more of the mitigation actions before the groundwater impact level is reached to Monitoring and Report Action #1. 
allow sufficient time to have the most appropriate mitigation in place that would result in meeting the Performance Standard. 

HY-6 1\fethod for Determining lWiether Inabilitlj to 1\1eet the Performance Standard at an Irrig«tors' lVell(s) Is Dt1e to the Project: 5. If :g:tonitoring shows Performance 
(cont) An irrigator may provide written ncitice, supported by an expert determination, that the Project is causing observed Standard may not be met within 6 months, 

unanticipated well capacity effects; of the SFPUC may anticipate based on monitoring data that the Performance Standard will notify well m"t'Tler and provide 

not be met at a future date based on Project operation. The SFPUC l'Vill use best efforts to provide a :minim.um of six months replacement v·:ater or take other 

written notice to irrigators that monitoring shows a trend that the Performance Standard may not be met. The procedure for immediate mitigation actions and continue 

determining if the effect is due to fue Project, and the SFPUC response, is as follows. 
such action until permanent mitigation 
action is coordinated with the well o:wner 
and is in place. 

HY-6 A. Presumption of Effect 6. If required by well O"Wner request, 
(cont.) provide replacement water 1"t-ithin 24 

Any observed inability to meet the Performance Standard at an irrigation well(s) is assumed to be caused by the Project if: 1) it is hours of request; determine if inability to 
temporally correlateq with the onset of increased Project pumping; 2) it occurs in an area predicted (by this EIR or by the meet irrigation needs is due to the project; 

SFPUC's ongoing morutoring) to be affected by well interference; 3) static groundwater levels have dropped; 4) pumping continue providing replacement water 

groundwater levels have not dropped more than static groundwater levels (if pumping groundwater levels drop more than 
until matter resolved or permanent 
mitigation action is coordinated with the 

static groundwater levels, it could indicate the drop in production capacity is due to increased well inefficiency unrelated to the well owner and in place. 
Project); and 5) no other obvious and substantiated reason exists for these effects. 

a. Prepare and report to well owner 

B. Information Required to Determine Effect 
withln 30 days site specific information 
and determination of whether project is 

To support the determination as to whether an observed loss of pumping capacity is due to the Project, the SFPUC shall causing effect. 

develop, and share with irrigation well owners at least the following information: b. If SFPUC determines Project is not . Item 1. Rr!duction of pumping capacity is temporarly correlated u1ith the onset of increased Project pumping. The SFPUC shall 
cause of effect, obtain ERO concurrence; 
provide 30-day notice of suspended 

develop a graph that shows the pumping of Project and Partner Agency wells within 1.5 miles of the irrigator's well over delivery of replacement water. 
time, compared to the production capacity of the irriga~r's well over the same period. 

c. If well owner disputes suspended . Item 2 Redw .. ·tion of pumping t."r?padty occurs in an area prr!dict.ed to be affected by twll interference. The SFPUC shall calculate the delivery, continue to provide replacement 
cone of depression, using the same methodology as used in evaluating the impact in the EIR, at Project and Partner Agency water until resolved by mediation or 

wells within 1.5 miles of the irrigator's well, as well as at the irrigator's well. arbitration. 

. Items 3 and 4. Static groundwater levels hnve dropped and pumping groundwater levels hnue not dropped more thnn stnHc water 
7. If SFPUC determines Project is causing 
well interference effect, implement 

levels. The SF PUC shall develop a graph showing the difference behveen stntic and pumping water levels a.t the irrigator' s permanent mitigation action. 
well over time. 

a. Work '\"tith well owne:cto determine . Item 5. Another substantiated reason exists for the innbility to meet the Ferfonnance Standard. If warranted, the SFPUC shall appropriate long-term action . 
provide a written conclusion, based on verifiable evidence, that a reason other than the Project is causing the inability to b. Carry out or pay well owner to carry 
meet the Performance Standard. out mitigation action. If SFPUC carries 

out action, design and contract for work; 
implement any appropriate mitigation 
measures for Mitigation Actions #6, #7, #8, 
#9 per Table MMRP-2. 
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HY-6 C. Process for Responding to Written Notice from Irrigator c. Continue to provide replacement water 
(cont.) as needed until permanent mitigation 

1. If an irrigator submits a written notice requesting the SFPUC replacement water supply where they believe that the Project 
action is implemented. 

is causing observed unanticipated well capacity effects, the SFPUC shall provide SFPUC replacement water within 24 d. Obtain ERO approval for any unlisted 

hours and then determine whether the Project is causing the effect within 30 days of providing the SFPUC replacement mitigation action that ,...ill achieve 

water. 
Performance Standard. 

2. If the SFPUC determines that the Project is not causing a conflict with the Performance Standard, an irrigator may object to 

the SFPUC determination wifuin 30 days, and, if such an objection is received, the SFPUC shall make a final conclusion 

within 30 days of receipt of such objection. The determination whether or not the inability to .meet the Performance 

S~andard is due to the Project is subject to ERO concurrence. If the ERO concurs with the SFPUC's determination fuat the 

Project is not the cause of the effect, the SFPUC will provide the irrigator wifu 30 days' notiCe of the suspension of delivery 

of SFPUC replacement water supply, and all water previously delivered would be charged to the irrigator at the SFPUC 

retail rate. Any remaining dispute between the SFPUC and the irrigator may be resolved through voluntary mediation or 

arbitration; if the matter is submitted to mediation or arbitration, the SFPUC will continue to provide SFPUC replacement 

water until otherwise required by the mediation or arbitration. 

D. SFPUC Response if Project is Causing Effect 

If the SFPUC determines in response to a claim by an irrigator that the Project is causing the effect or the SFPUC predicts the 
effect, after first considering mitigation actions #1 - 3, the SFPUC shall recommend one or a combination of mitigation actions #4 
-9 to the irrigator. The SFPUC shall work with the irrigator to identify the appropriate mitigation action(s) for the affected 
irrigation well The SFPUC shall carry out (or pay the irrigator to carry out) the mitigation action(s). The SFPUC shall continue 
to provide the SFPUC repla'cement water supply until the agreed upon mitigation action(s) is completed. 

Mitigation Actions to be Undertaken to Meet the Performance Standard: Specific mitigation actions that may be required to 

ensure that the Performance Standard is met are listed below. Jn addition, the SFPUC may implement other, similar measures 

that the affected irrigator and the SFPUC agree will provide equally effective mitigation for well interference impacts. The 

determination that similar measures will provide equally effective mitigation is subject to ERO concurrence. 

Mitigation actions fall into the following three categories: 

A. Mitigation Actions under SFPUC Conh'ol 

Mitigation Action #1: Redistribute GSR pumping. The SFPUC would redistribute Project pumping fro!Il affected areas to other 

areas; however, in no case would redistribution be undertaken where the resulting groundwater levels would then decline to a 

level that would cause a significant well interference impact at another irrigation well. This mitigation action is expected to be 

an interim measure, implemented until such tiine as an alternate measure can be implemented that also mitigates the impact to 

less-than-significant levels without compromising Project objectives. The periodic analyses of data from the Irrigation Well 

Monitoring and Reporting Program would continue while thls action is undertaken. The action would cease when the data 

analysis demonstrates that the Performance Standard is met without continued redistribution of GSR pumping, or, if an interim 

measure, until an alternative measure is in place. 

HY-6 Mitigation Action #2: Reduce GSR pumping. The SFPUC would reduce Project pumping (including a cessation in Project 

(conl) pumping) at wells in the vicinity of affected irrigation wells. This mitigation action .is expected to be an interim measure, 

implemented until such time as an alternate measure can be implemented that also mitigates the impact to less-than-

Case No. 200B.1396E Page 29 of 41 Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 



Impact I Impact Summary 
No. 

HY-6 
(cont.) 

Case No. 2008.1396E 

EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure 

significant levels v-.ithout compromising Project objectives. The periodic ano.lyses of data from the Irrigation VVell 'Monitoring 
and Reporting Program would continue while this action is undertaken .. The action would cease when the data analysis 
demonstrates that the Performance _Standard is met v."ithout continued reduction of GSR pumping, or, if an interim measure, 

until an alternative measure is in place 

B. SFPUC Provision of a Replacement Water Supply 

Mitigation Action #3: Replace in:igation water source. As part of the Project and prior to Project operation, SFPUC will 
install for irrigators new metered supply connections of SFPUC water from the SFPUC's regional water system or SFPUC will 
wheel SFPUC replacement water through the Cal Water distribution system to connections Cal Water provides to irrigators. 

Connections to the regicmal water system or distribution systems will consist of permanent below-ground connections. 

Under this Mitigation Measure M-HY-6, the SFPUC shall provide the SFPUC replacement water to irrigators under hivo 

circumstances: 1) if an irrigator provides vnitten notice to the SFPUC supported by an expert determination that the Project is 

causing observed unanticipated well capacity effects; or 2) if the SFPUC monitoring data show that the Performance Standard 

will not be met and the SFPUC prefers to provide SFPUC replacement water in order to meet the Performance Standard. The 

irrigator's expert determination will be a written professional opinion of a certified hydrogeolog{st or a professional engineer 
with expertise in groundwater hydrology, water supply wells, and water well technology. Under either of these 

circumstances, the SFPUC shall open the new standby supply connection to the irrigator to provide SFPUC water for irrigation 

to the irrigator. Jn the first instance where the SFPUC replacement water supply is provided in response to notice from an 

irrigator, the SFPUC shall continue to provide the SFPUC replacement water supply while it makes an initial determination 
regarding whether Project operation caused the observed effect and if required to do so by the mediation or arbitration in a 

case where it disputes whether the Project is causing the effect (as explained above under the heading, Method to Determine 

Whether Inability to Meet the Performance Standard al an Jrrigators' Well[s] Is Due to the Project). Jn the event the SFPUC 
determines that the Project is causing the effect, or if the SFPUC provides the SFPUC replacement v•:ater supply because its 
monitoring predicts an effect, the SFPUC shall continue lo provide the SFPUC replacement waler supply as needed until it can 
implement another mitigation action. The SFPUC estimates that the SFPUC replacement -.;...,•ater supply would be provided on 
an interim basis for about one year or less, until an alternative measure is in place. 

H the SFPUC provides the replacement water on its own initiative or the irrigator requests the water and the Project is 

determined to have caused the effect, the SFPUC will charge for the water supply at the rate equivalent to the irrigator's cost 

of groundwater production, as adjusted annually for inflation using the Consumer Price Index or other agreed-upon index. If 

the irrigator requests the water and the Project is subsequen~ly determined to have not caused the effect, then the SFPUC V\'111 
charge for the replacement water supply at a rate equivalent to the regular SFPUC rate. 

C. Mitigation Actions Requiring Agreement with Irrigators 

Mitigation Action #4: Improve irrigation efficiene1;. The SFPUC would install or completely fund measures to reduce applied 

water demand through irrigation efficiency measures, such as installation of more efficient sprinkler heads or soil-moisture 

sensors. 

Mitigation Action #5: l.IodiftJ irrigation operations. The SFPUC would install or completely fund measures to reduce applied 

water demand through modification of irrigation operation, such as the use of longer irrigation cycles to meet the same 

irrigation demand or revised scheduHng of irrigation to respond to evapotranspiration data, as appropriate given the affected 
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land use. 

Mitigation Action #6: Lower pump in irrigation well. The SFPUC would lower the pump or completely fund lowering the 
pump in an irrigator' s well to accommodate water level fluctuations induced by Project pumping. ' 

Nlitigation Action #7: Lower and change pump in irrigation well. The SFPUC would lower and replace or completely fund the 

lowering and replacement of the well pump using a more suitable pump for the conditions that are encountered in order to 

meet irrigation demand. 

1Y:Iitig4tion Action #8: Add storage capaci.ty for irrigation supply. The SFPUC would add or completely fund stori:i.ge (e.g., an 
above-ground tank with suitable shielding landscaping, if necessary) to offset reduced well capacity caused by Project 

operation. In such cases, the SFfUC shall obtain or pay the irrigator to obtain any necessary permits for the work. 

Mitigation Action #9: Replace irrigation well. The SFPUC would replace an irriga.tors' well(s), remove above-ground 
ptunping equipment for any replaced well(s) and properly close such wells in accordance with State and local law or 
completely fund the ·actions. The SFPUC or the irrigator would obtain well permits from the San Mateo County Department of 
.Environmental Health. The replaced irrigation well will be included in the Irrigation Well Monitoring and Reporting Program 

and covered by the Performance Standard contained in this Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. 

HY-6 Irrigation Well Monitoring and Reporting Program: The SFPUC shall monitor and report short- and long-term changes in 

(cont.) groundwater conditions and operations at irrigators' wells. All monitoring and data collection will be conducted as defined in 

the Irrigation Well Monitoring and Reporting Program. The SFPUC will provide advance notice to irrigation well owners 

regarding the start of Project operations during Take periods. 

At least 18 months prior to start of Project operation, the SFPUC shall contact existing irrigators with information about the 

Irrigation Well Monitoring and Reporting Program. The monitoring program shall include the installation of a flow meter to 

allow for daily well production volumes to be recorded and a groundwater level transducer/data logger (a device for 
automatically detecting and recording groundwater levels) for measuring groundwater levels at the irrigators' wells. Baseline 
monitoring of flow meter data and groundwater level data in the irrigators' well shall be collected and reported to participating 

well owners as defined in the Irrigation Well Monitoring and Reporting Program. In addition to baseline monitoring of well 
production and groundwater levels, pumping tests at irrigators' wells shall be conducted prior to Project operation to collect 

baseline data on pump and well performance, and results shall be reported to irrigators. The pumping tests shall collect data on 

well capacity and drawdown, well specific capacity, pump efficiency and head-capacity churacteristics, sand content, and may 
include selected water quality parameters. 

The SFPUC shall also collect any existing information and data available regarding the irrigators' well(s) from the irrigator, 

including any estimates or measurements of historical, existing, and plarmed land and water use (e.g., driller's logs, water level 

data, pumping records, acres irrigated) to provide information upon which to evaluate the performance of the irrigators' well(s) 

over time and to establish baseline operating conditions. When there is an opportunity to open an existing irrigator's well (such 

as when a pump is removed by a well owner), the SFPUC may seek to conduct video log surveys in such wells to determine the 
condition of the well structure. The SFPUC may conduct periodic re-testing of a well as prompted by the need to evaluate 
performance throughout the life of the Project. 

Following the start of Project operations, if there is uncertainty or disagreement about whether the Project is responsible for a 
loss in production capacity at an irrigator's well, the SFPUC shall undertake more frequent monitoring and/or testing and shall 
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timely provide the well owner v.ith all data, reports, and information collected concemhtg '"'ell production capacity. 

Data from fue water level transducers/data loggers and flow meters shall be recorded daily during the first year. Follovving the 
first year of data collection, the frequency may be modified (e.g., as prompted by a need to evaluate pump and/or well 
performance to determine effects of the Project), but in no cose will data collection and recording take place less frequently than 
onc:e per month during Take Periods. The SFPUC shall provide participants with 14-day advance notice for site visit(s), which 

would be scheduled within a 48-hour v<'indow. 

Data shall be analyzed and reported to irrigators at a frequency identified in the Irrigation Well Monitoring and Reporting 
Program. Data analysis shall be conducted when production capacity can be compared to peak demand prior to the peak 

demand period, when pumping is unden..,·ay during the beginning of the irrigation season, when groundwater levels \"lill likely 
be lowest at the end of the peak irrigation season, and when production capacity of the well would be at its lowest. 

HY-6 The SFPUC's certified hydrogeologist or professional engineer with expertise in groundwater hydrology shall compile, 

(cont.) analyze and report the collected data to participating irrigators within the timeframe identified in the Irrigation Well 

Monitoring and Reporting Program. In Project Put and Hold Periods, the SFPUC shall compile, analyze, and report the 
collected data to irrigators and the ERO at least once per year. 

Monitoring of all irrigators' wells shall continue during the period that is the longer of: 1) 17 years (t'vl-'ice the 8.5-year design 
drought cycle analyzed in the EIR); or 2) the period including the first five Take Years of the Project l?eginning at the initiation 

of Project operation. After this initial period of monitoring, the SFPUC, in consultation with the irrigators, shall evaluate the 
effectiveness of the Irrigation Well 1'1onitoring and Reporting Program and determine if data collection, monitoring, and 
reporting frequencies and other procedures should be revised or eliminated Proposed changes to the Program, including a 
reduction in the frequency of monitoring, will be subject to ERO concurrence. 

HY-9 Project operation could 1. SFPUC Water 1. SFPUC Water 1. Maintain lake-level model and 1. Pre-operation/ 
have a substantial. M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake Merced 
ndyerse effect on v1ater Enterprise, Enterprise, WRD conduct lake level monitorU:g· Operation 

quality 1hat could The SFPUC shall implement lake level monitoring and modeling in accordance with the process descnbed below. The SFPUC WSf/WRD 
affect the beneficial vmI conduct monHoring to detect changes in lake level and water quality, as well as groundwater-level elevations. 
uses of Lake Merced. Implementation of this measure shall be coordinated with the SFPUC's ongoing Lake Merced lake-level, water quality, and 

groundwater monitoring programs to document and maintain the database of these parameters throughout Project operations. 

The SFPUC shall continue to maintain the Lake-level Model so as to be able to evaluate what lake levels may have been vdthout 

implementation of the Project based on the actual hydrology that occurs during Project implementation. As described below, the 
SFPUC shall use the model to determine the amount of lake-level change that is attributable to the Project rather than to 
hydrologic or other factors. 

HY-9 Project operation could M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 1. SFPUC Water 1. SFPUCWater 1. Implement lake level management 1. Pre-

(cont.) 
haYe a substantial, Prior to beginning operation of the Project, the SFPUC shall implement this lake level management program as follows: Enterprise, VVST Enterprise, VVRD program. Implement corrective operation/ 
adverse effect on water actions to reduce or supplement lake Operation 
quality 1hat cou1d 

• If lake levels are within the range that would occur without the Project based on maintenance of the Lake-level Model, no 
1eve1s as provided in Table l\"fl\1RP-l, 

affect the beneficial attached. 
uses of Lake Merced. corrective action shall be r~quired. 

• If lake levels are below the range that would have occurred without the Project (Table Ml\1RP-1), corrective action shall be 
implemented in time to prevent lake levels from declining as a result of Project-related pumping below 0 feet City Datum or 

Case No. 2008.1396E Page 32 of 41 Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 



EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

the level that would occur without the Project, whichever is lower. One or both of the following corrective actions shall be 

implemented: 

- Redistribute pumping to decrease Project_pumping rates in the vicinity of Lake Merced or decrease.the overall Project 

pumping rate. However, in no case would redistribution be undertaken where groundwater levels would decline more 

than from the Project as originally predicted by modeling. 

- Augment lake levels through the addition of supplemental water (such as pot:tble water that is dechloraminated at the 

Lake Merced Pump Station, stormwater from the Vista Grande Drainage CanaL recycled water, or stormwater diverted 

from other development in the Lake Merced watershed), if available. 

HY-14 Project operation may M-HY-14: Prevent Groundwater Depletion 1. SFPUCWater 1. SFPUCWater 1. In conjunction with GSR Operating 1. Pre-operation 
haye a substantial Enterprise, Enterprise, WRD ' Committee, develop and implement an 
adverse effect on 2. Operation 
groundwater depletion The SFPUC, working in conjunction with the CSR Operating Committee, shall develop and adopt an SFPUC Storage Account WRD/GSR 

2. SFPUCWater 
SFPUC Storage Account monitoring 

(record daily, 
in the Westside monitoring program that will detennine the amount of water available for extraction from the SFPUC Storage Account and Operating 

Enterprise, WRD 
program 

collect 
Groundwater Basin develop accounting rules that will accormt for losses from the Basin due to leakage, consistent with the terms of the Operating Committee 

2. Monitor grotutdwater levels through quarterly,. 
over the very long Agreement between the SFPUC and the Partner Agencies. The SFPUC shall develop the SFPUC Storage Account monitoring 2. SFPUCWater 

3. SFPUCWater 
monitoring network. compile 

term. Enterprise,. WRD 
program to determine the balance in the SFPUC Storage Account based on nctual experience operating in the Westside Enterprise, 

3. Determine amount of water in storage 
annually) 

Groundwater Basin as proposed under the GSR Project. The SFPUC Storage Accoun~ monitoring program will use data from WST 
account while accounting for losses. 3. Operation 

metered SFPUC in-lieu water deliveries to the Partner Agencies nnd regularly me<Jsured changes in groundwater elevations 3. SFPUC Water 
during a series of Put and Hold Years to determine the volume of stored water. Rules to account for losses in groundwater Enterprise, 

storage will be based on generally accepted principles of groundwater management The following is an example of a WRD/GSR 

methodology that the SFPUC, in coordination with the Partner Agencies, could use for determining the amount of water Operating 

available for extraction taking into account losses from the Basin due to leakage: 
Committee 

HY-14 Part A: For calculation of increases in the SFPUC Storage Account due to in-lieu deliveries and decreases in the SFPUC 
(cont.) 

St~rage Account due to Project pumping. 

Al. On an annual basis, the SFPUC would account for additions to the SFPUC Storage Account by calculating the amotmt of 

supplement~! water it delivers to Prutner Agencies. 

A2. On an annual basis, the SFPUC and the Purtner Agentjes would account for the amount of Project pumping that occurs. 

A3. The SFPUC would calculate a running total of the volume of water in the SFPUC Storage Account (before accounting for 
losses due to leakage) using data from Al and A2 above. 

HY-14 Part B: For calculation of decreases in the SFPUC Storage Account due to leakage from the Westside Groundwater Basin. ( 

(cont.) 
Bl. The SFPUC would use its monitoring network to record on a daily frequency, collect on a quarterly frequency, and compile 
on an annual basis, groundwater level measurements from its monitoring wells. This information would be used in item B4 

below. 

82. The SFPUC would subdivide the Westside Groundwater Basin into areas (subareas) which have similar geologic and 

groundwater level responses and similar influence on groundwater storage and calculate the areal extent of each subarea. (Note: 
subdividmg the ·~vestside Basin into subareas allows for a more accurate estimate of storage changes.) 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program 
No. Monitoring and Implementation 

Implementation and Reporting 
Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

B3. The SFPUC would assign each of the subareas a storage coefficient value derived from short-term aquifer testing and 
interpretation of aquifer characteristics under longer-term recharge and pumping conditions. 

B4. The SFPUC would multiply changes in groundwater levels that occur during Hold Years in each subarea by the aquifer's 

storage coefficient value and areal extent of each subarea to quantify the change in aquifer storage that has occurred. This 

change in storage, if reflective of a decline in groundwater levels, would be equivalent to the "loss" that occurs ID that subarea 

due to Basin leakage. 

B5. The SFPUC would calculate the sum of each subarea's change in storage, which would equal the total groundwater 

depletion that has occurred during Hold Years. The SFPUC would then subtract the total from the SFPUC Storage Account to 

deriye an SFPUC Storage Account value that accounts for losses due to leakage from the ~restside Groundwater Basin. 

HAf:ARDS Mm HAz:AiivopsMATERIALS c .• ."': : ·:. .: 
.. ···.• .. ··. :;,:··:,'<· : 

:. -. ·.· . . . '. 

HZ-2 The Project would 
HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment (All Sites) 1. SFPUCCMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. An envirorunental professional (whose 1. Pre-Construction, 

result in a substantial (environmental credentials have been verified) shall within 3 months. 
adverse effect related 
to reasonabh· Within three months prior to construction, the SFPUC shall retain a qualified environmental profe~sional to conduct a professional) conduct a regulatory agency database 

foreseeable ~pset and regulatory agency database review to update and identify hazardous materials sites within 0.25 mile of a well facility site and to review to update and identify hazardous 

ac.cident conditions ·review appropriate standard information sources to determine the potential for soil or ground,·vater contamination at the project materials sites within 0.25 mile of each 
inYohing the release of sites. Should this review indicate a high likelihood of encountering contamination at the proposed facility sites, follow-up selected well site, shall determine the 
hazardous materials sampling shall be conducted to characterize soil and groundwater quality prior to construction to provide necessary data for the potential for soil or groundwater 
into the enYironment 

site health and safety plan (Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b) and hazardous materials management plan (Mitigation Measure M- contamination at the selected well sites, and 
during construction. 

HZ-2c). Ji needed, site investigations or remedial activities shall be performed at facility sites in accordance with applicable la~ .. ·s 
shall perform follow-up analysis as 

and regulations. 
required in this measure. Document 
findings in a report or technkal memo to 
SFPUC. 

HZ-2 The Project would M-HZ 2b: Health and Safety Plan (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include the 1. Design 
(cont.) result in a substantial 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCBEM 
requirement for preparing a health and 

2. Construction 
adYerse effect related The construction contractor shalL prior to construction. prepare a site-specific health and safety plan in accordance with federal safety plan. 
to reasonably OSHA regulations (29 CFR 1910.120) and Cal-OSHA regulations (8 CCR Titie 8, Section 5192) to address worker health and 3. SFPUCCMB 3. SFPUCBEM 2. Ensure that contractor(s) prepares and 

3. Construction 
foreseeable upset and safety issues during construction. The health and safety plan shall identify the potentially present chemicals, health and safety submits a health and safety plan and verify 
accident conditions hazards associated with those chemicals, all required measures to protect construction workers and the general public from that it includes information cited in contract 
invoking the release of exposure to harmful levels of any chemicals identified at the slte (including engineering controls, monitoring, and security documents. 
hazardous materials measures to prevent rmauthorized entry to the work area), appropriate personal protective equipment, and emergency response 
into the environment procedures. The health and safety plan shall designate qualified individuals responsible for implen\enting the plan and for 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
during construction, 

directing subsequent procedures in the event that unanticipated contamination is encountered. 
implements measures in the contract 
documents and health and safety plan. 
Report noncompliance, and ensure 
corrective action. 

HZ-2 The P~iect would M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites) 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
(cont) result in a substantial The contractor shall, prior to construction, prepare a hazardous materials management plan that sped.fies the method for 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUC BEM/San Mateo 

requirements for preparing a hazardous 
2. Construction 

adverse effect related handling and disposal of both chemical products and hazardous materials during construction and contaminated soil and County, if hazardous 
materials management plan. 

to reasonably 
groundwater, should any be encountered during construction. Contract specifications shall mandate full compliance with all 3. SFPUCCMB 

materials management 2. Ensure that contractor(s) prepares and 
3. Construction 

foreseeable upset and 
applicable local, State, and federal regulations related to identifying, transporting, and disposing of hazardous materials, plan is required submits to SFPUC and San Mateo County a 

accident conditions 
involYing the release of including hazardous building materials (i.e., asbestos containing materials, lead-based paint and electrical equipment) and any 3. SFPUCBEM 

hazardous materials management plan and 

hazardous materials hazardous wastes encountered in excavated soil or groundwater. The contractor shall provide the SFPUC with copies of verify that it complies ''lfith requirements 

hazardous waste manifests documenting that disposal of all hazardous materials has been performed in accordance with the dted in contract documents. 
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued) 

REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1396E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Impact Summary Mitigation Measure 
No. 

into the environment law. 
during construction. 

If contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered, the SFPUC shall require the construction contractor to prepare and 
implement a construction Soil and Groundwater Management PL.m. The contractor shall submit the Plan to the SFPUC and the 
San Mateo County Department of Health Services, Groundwater Protection Program, for review and approval. Elements of the 
plan shall include: 

• Measures to address hazardous materials and other worker health and safety issues during construction, including the 
specific level of protection required for construction workers. 

• Provisions for excavation of soil, stockpiling, dust, and odor control measures. 

• Measures to prevent off-site migration of contaminated soil and groundwater. 

• Location and final disposition of all soil and groundwater removed from the site. 

• All other necessary procedures to ensure that excavated materials are stored, managed, and disposed of in a manner that is 

protective of human health and in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 

CC.SF =City and County of San Frandsro 
SFPUC = San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (CCSF) 
BEM"" Bureau of Environmental Management (SFPUQ 
EMB .. Engineering Management Bureau {SFPUC) 
CMB =Construction Management Bureau (SFPUC) 
WST =Water Supply and Treatment,. Water Enterprise (SFPUC) 
WRD "" Water Resources Division, Water Enterprise, {SFPUC) 
EP =San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division (CCSF) 
ERO =Environmental Review Officer (CCSF - EP) 
VA ... US Department of Veterans Affairs 
CDFW = California Department offish and Wildlife 
SWRCB =State Water Resources Control Board 
RWQCB .. Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Monitoring and Impleinentation 
Implementation and Reporting Reporting Actions Schedule 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
documents and hazardous materials 
management plan. Report noncompliance, 
and ensure corrective action. 

-
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TABLE MMRP-1 
LAKE MERCED WATER SURFACE ELEVATION RANGE FOR AVOIDANCE OF 

SIGNIFICANT SURFACE WATER INTERACTION EFFECTS" 

Water Surface Corresponding Allowable Project-Related Water 

Elevation Surface Elevation Range (feet City Datum) Trigger Level 
Without the Allowable Increment of for Additional 

Project Water Change as a Result of Actions (feet 
(feet City Datum) Wetlands Quality Combined Rangeb Project City Datum) 

13 13 to -10 0to13 0to13 Up to 13 feet of decline 0 

12 4to 12 0to12 4to12 Up to 8 feet of decline 4 

11 9to11 0to11 9to11 Up to 2 feet of decline 9 

10 9to 10 0to10 9to10 Up to 1 foot of decline 9 

9 8 to 9 0 to 9 8 to 9 Up to 1 foot of decline 8 

8 7 to 8 0 to 8 7 to8 Up to 1 foot of decline 7 

7 4 to7 0 to7 4 to 7 Up to 3 feet of decline 4 

6 5 to 6 0 to 6 5 to 6 Up to 1 foot of decline 5 

5 
4to5; 

Oto 5 4to5 Up to 1 foot of decline 4 
-6 to -10 

4 
3 to4; 

O to4 3 to4 Up to 1 foot of decline 3 
-5 to -10 

3 
2 to 3; 

0 to3 2 to3 Up to 1 foot of decline 2 
-5 to -10 

2 
1to2; 

0 to 2 lto2 Up to 1 foot of decline 1 -4 to -10 

1 
0 to l; 

Oto 1 1 Up to 1 foot of decline 0 -3 to -10 

0 0 to -10 0 0 No decline permitted 0 

-1 -1 to -10 -1 -1 No decline permitted -1 

-2 -2 to -10 -2 -2 No decline permitted -2 

-3 -3 to -10 -3 -3 No decline permitted -3 

-4 -4 to -10 -4 -4 No decline permitted -4 

-5 -5 to -10 -5 -5 No decline permitted -5 

-6 -6 to -10 -6 -6 No decline permitted -6 

-7 -7 to -10 -7 -7 No decline permitted -7 

-8 -8 to -10 -8 -8 No decline permitted -8 

-9 -9 to -10 -9 -9 No decline permitted -9 

No change; lake would 
-10 -10 -10 -10 be dewatered as a result -10 

of climatic conditions 

a The water surface elevation values represent the mean annual water surface elevation. Lake Merced water levels vary seasonally due to 
hydrologic and climatic conditions; therefore, an annual range in water surface elevation from about 1 foot above and below the mean is 
assumed; for example, an elevation of 6 feet City Datum, as seen in the table, actually represents a range in water surface elevation 
between of 5 and 7 feet City Datum. 

b The combined range is the maximum and minimum mean an~ual water surface elevation that would avoid net loss of wetlands and 
substantial ad verse effects on water quality. 

SOURCE: ESA (wetlands information derived from San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project EIR, Appendix C tables) 
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TABLE MMRP-2 
MITIGATION MEASURES APPLICABLE TO 

MITIGATION ACTIONS 3, 6, 7, 8, AND 9 OF MITIGATION MEASURE HY-6 

Mitigation Measure HY-6 GSR Project Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Actions Applicable to secondary impacts M-HY-6 Mitigation Actions 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction 
Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 

Mitigation Action #3: Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

Replace Irrigation Water Source Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a 
Paleontological Resource is Identified 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human 
Remains 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-la: Confirm Utility Line Information 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lb: Safeguard Employees from Potential 
Accidents Related to Underground Utilities 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lc: Notify Local Fire Departments 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-ld: Emergency Response Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-le: Advance Notification 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-1£: Protection of Other Utilities during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lg: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of 
Utilities 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lh: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or 
Modified by Other SFPUC Projects 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-li: Coordinate Final Construction Plans 
with Affected Utilities 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during 
Construction for Special status Birds and Migratory Passerines and 
Raptors 

Mitigation Action #3: Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status 

Replace Irrigation Water Source 
Bats during Tree Removal or Trimming 

(continued) 
Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure 
Demolition for Special-status Bats 
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Mitigation Measure HY-6 GSR Project Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Actions Applicable to secondary impacts M-HY-6 Mitigation Actj.ons 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical 
Investigations and Implement Recommendations 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials 
Assessment 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management 
Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

Mitigation Action #6: Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 

Lower Pump in Irrigation Well Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 
Mitigation Action #7: 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical 
Lower And Change Pump in Investigations and Implement Recomme.ndations 
Irrigation Well 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

Mitigation .Measure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a 
Paleontological Resource is Identified 

Mitigation Action #8: 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human 
Remains 

Add Storage Capacity for Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 
Irrigation Supply 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan 
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Mitigation Measure HY-6 GSR Project Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Actions Applicable to secondary impacts M-HY-6 Mitigation Actions 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction 
Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-la: Confirm Utility Line Information 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lb: Safeguard Employees from Potential 
Accidents Related to Underground Utilities 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lc: Notify Local Fire Departments 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-ld: Emergency Response Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-le: Advance Notification 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lf: Protection of Other Utilities during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lg: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of 
Utilities 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lh: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or 
Modified by Other SFPUC Projects 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-li: Coordinate Final Construction Plans 
with Affected Utilities 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during 
Construction for Special status Birds and Migratory Passerines and 
Raptors 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status 
Bats during Tree Removal or Trimming 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure 

Mitigation Action #8: 
Demolition for Special-status Bats 

A,dd Storage Capacity for 
Mitigation Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees 

Irrigation Supply 

(continued) Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials 
Assessment 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management 
Plan 
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Mitigation Measure HY-6 GSR Project Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Actions Applicable to secondary impacts M-HY-6 Mitigation Actions 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-la: Site Maintenance 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

Mitigation M.easure M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work if a 
Paleontological Resource is Identified 

Mitigation Action #9: 
.Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human 
Remains 

Replace Irrigation Well Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Noise Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction 
Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-la: Confirm Utility Line Information 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lb:Safeguard Employees from Potential 
, Accidents Related to Underground Utilities 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lc: Notify Local Fire Departments 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-ld: Emergency Response Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-le: Advance Notification 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-1£: Protection of Other Utilities during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lg: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of 
Utilities 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-lh: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or 
Modified by Other SFPUC Projects 

Mitigation Measure M-UT-li: Coordinate Final Construction Plans 
with Affected Utilities 

Mitigation Action #9: Mitigation Measure M-BR-la: Protection Measures during 

Replace Irrigation Well 
Construction for Special status Birds and Migratory Passerines and 
Raptors 

(continued) Mitigation Measure M-BR-lb: Protection Measures for Special-status 
Bats during Tree Removal or Trimming 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-lc: Protection Measures during Structure 
Demolition for Special-status Bats 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees 
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Mitigation Measure HY-6 GSR Project Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Actions Applicable to secondary impacts M-HY-6 Mitigation Actions 

Mitigation Measure M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials 
Assessment 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management 
Plan 

-·----- ·-------·----
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Draft Motion 
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 

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

Date: 
Case No. 
Project Name 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot No.: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE AUGUST 7, 2014 

July 31, 2014 
Case No. 2008.1396R 

Reception: 
415.556.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

For SFPUC Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Planning 
NI A; Various locations, San Francisco Peninsula Information: 
N/A; Various locations; San Francisco Peninsula. See attachment £or415.558.6377 
individual locations. 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Greg Bartow 
525 Golden Gate Ave., 1Qth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Paolo Ikezoe - (415) 575-9137 
P aolo.Ikezoe@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND WITH THE 
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 FOR THE PROPOSED SFPUC 
REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY PROJECT AND FINDINGS UNDER 
THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and Section 2A.53 of the 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 prior to consideration by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

On April 23, 2013, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("Project Sponsor" or "SFPUC") 
submitted an application to the Planning Department requesting a determination of consistency with the 
General Plan for the proposed acquisition of various property and easements in conjunction with the 
implementation of the SFPUC's Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project ("GSR Project"), a 
part of the Water System Improvement Program ("WSIP"). 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The SFPUC is proposing the GSR Project as part of the WSIP, which the SFPUC approved in '2008 to 
provide a long-term plan for management of its regional water supply system. The primary goal of the 
Project is to provide additional dry-year water supply. The specific objectives of the Project are: 

www.sfplanning.org 



GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2008.1396R 
SFPUC GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

AND RECOVERY PROJECT 
Motion No. ____ _ 
Hearing Date August 7, 2014 

• Conjunctively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through the coordinated 
use of SFPUC surface water and groundwater pumped by its Partner Agencies. 

• Provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies in normal and wet 
years, with a corresponding reduction of groundwater pumping by these agencies, which 
then allows for in-lieu recharge of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. 

• Increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin by an average annual 7.2 million gallons per day ("mgd"). 

• Provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for the SFPUC's customers and increase 
water supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle. 

The Project is a groundwater storage and recovery project located in northern San Mateo County that the 
SFPUC proposes to operate in conjunction with Daly City, San Bruno and CalWater (referred to as the 
"Partner Agencies"). TI1e SFPUC supplies surface water to the Partner Agencies from its Regional Water 
System. The Partner Agencies currently supply potable water to their retail customers through a 
combination of groundwater from the southern portion of the Westside Groundwater Basin (referred to 
as the "South Westside Groundwater Basin") and purchased SFPUC surface water. Under the Project, 
SFPUC would provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies during normal and 
wet years and in turn the Partner Agencies would reduce their groundwater pumping for the purpose of 
allowing the amount of groundwater in the South Westside Groundwater Basin to recharge. Then, 
during dry years, the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC would pump the increased stored groundwater 
using 16 new well facilities. The dry-year groundwater supply would be blended with water from the 
SFPUC's regional water system and would as a result increase the available water supply to all regional 
water system customers during dry years. 

The project consists of operation of up to 16 new groundwater well facilities within the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin to withdraw up to 7.2 mgd of stored groundwater during dry years and emergencies. 
Each groundwater well facility site would contain a well pump station, underground distribution piping, 
and above or underground utility connections. Most well facilities would have disinfection units as 
required. 

The SFPUC proposes to install the 16 new groundwater wells along the SFPUC Regional Water System, at 
various locations throughout the San Francisco Peninsula in San Mateo County. The sites would have 
permanent wells installed and would require temporary construction easements and staging areas, 
temporary and permanent access roads, permanent pipeline easements and permanent utility easements. 

The GSR Project is designed to further the use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin as an 
underground storage reservoir by storing water in the basin during wet periods for subsequent recapture 
during the dry period. This new dry-year water supply would be made available to the SFPUC' s regional 
water system to benefit all of the SFPUC wholesale and retail water customers. 

In addition, the Project is part of the SFPUC's WSIP adopted by the SFPUC on October 30, 2008. 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 witl1Stand major seismic events and prolonged droughts and to 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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CASE NO. 2008.1396R 
SFPUC GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

AND RECOVERY PROJECT 

meet estimated water-purchase requests in the service area. With the exception of the water supply goal, 
the overall WSIP goals and objectives are based on a planning horizon through 2030. The water supply 
goal to meet delivery needs in the SFPUC service area is based on a planning horizon through 2018. The 
overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-quality water. 
• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 
• Increase water delivery reliability. 
• Meet customer water supply needs. 
• Enhance sustainability. 
• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP goals by increasing dry year water supply and helping to meet 
customer water supply needs. In addition, the Project would provide potable groundwater for 
emergency supply in the event that an earthquake or other major catastrophe interrupts the delivery of 
water from the regional water system. 

ENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW 

. On April 10, 2013, 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 (the public review period was extended for two weeks, 
concluding on June 11, 2013, resulting in a 62-day public review period), and of the date and time of the 
Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of 
persons requesting such notice and other interested parties, posted near the Project site, and made 
available at the main public library in San Francisco and at public libraries in San Mateo County. 
Additional notices of availability were distributed and published on May 29, 2013, to announce the 
extended public review period. 

On April 10, 2013, 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. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the 
State Clearinghouse on April 10, 2013. 

The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the DEIR to accept written or oral 
comments on May 16, 2013. The Planning Department also held a local public hearing in the project 
vicinity in San Mateo County on May 14, 2013. The public hearing transcripts are in the Project record. 
The extended period for acceptance of written comments ended on June 11, 2013. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 
and in writing during the extended 62 day 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. The Department provided additional, updated information 
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and clarification on issues raised by comm.enters, as well as SFPUC and the Planning Department, to 
address Project updates since publication of the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to 
Comments document ("RTC"), published on July 9, 2014, distributed to the Commission on July 10, 2014, 
and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the 
Department and on the Department's website. 

On August 7, 2014, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a public hearing on 
the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, consisting of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, the RTC, and any additional consultations, comments and information received during 
the review process. The Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found the contents of 
said report and the procedures through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 
the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

On August 7, 2014, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. XXXXX. Additionally, the 
Commission adopted approval findings, including findings rejecting alternatives, amending a mitigation 
measure, and making a statement of overriding considerations, and adopted a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program ("MMRP") pursuant to CEQA by Motion No. XXXXX, which findings and MMRP are 
incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth herein. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Project is consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 as described in the 
body of this letter and is, on balance, in-conformity with the following Objectives and Policies of the 
General Plan. Comments are provided in italic text. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE2 
IMPLEMENT BROAD AND EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES. 

POLICY2.1 

Coordinate regional and local management of natural resources. 

Comment: The SFPUC is entering into the GSR project with its Partner Agencies, Daly Cih;, San Bruno and 
CalWater to make efficient use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. Under the Project, the SFPUC would 
provide surface water to its Partner Agencies in wet and normal years, allowing for in-lieu storage of groundwater. 
In dn; years, the SFPUC and Partner Agencies would be able to pump increased groundwater supply. The GSR 
project, located outside of the Cih; and Counh; of San Francisco in San Mateo County, would make the dn;-year 
water supply it creates available to the cities in which the wells would be located - Daly Cih;, San Bruno and South 
San Francisco -as well as to SFPUC wholesale water customers. 
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ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE PRESENT 

AND FUTURE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO. 

Hetch Hetchy and the Water Department 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/Water Department 
system in order to guarantee the permanent supply. Furthermore, San Francisco should continually 
renew its commitments for the sale of water to suburban areas in planning how to meet future demand. 

Comment: The GSR project is a key component of the SFPUC's WSIP plan for dn; year supply. The GSR project 
would improve the SFPUC's ability to provide an adequate, reliable supply of water in both wet and dn; years, by 
creating the capaciti; to collect and store groundwater. Water collected during wet periods would be used to 
supplement existing sources during dn; years. 

POLICY5.3 

Ensure water purity. 
San Francisco's drinking water must meet State and Federal water quality standards. Ensuring water 
quality means continuing the present water purification process and monitoring storage facilities and 
transmission lines for threats to the water supply. 

Comment: New well facilities constructed as part of the GSR project would have disinfection units as required. The 
Final EIR determines that the Project would have no significant impact on water qualiti; and would not degrade 
drinking water. 

OBJECTIVE6 

CONSERVE AND PROTECT THE FRESH WATER RESOURCE. 

The fresh water resource, like all natural resources, is finite and measurable. While San Francisco's water 
supply seems vast in relation to current demands, it should not be wasted. Supplementary sources 
should also be investigated. 

Comment: The GSR project would provide new supplementan; sources of fresh water, collecting and storing 
groundwater during wet periods for use during dn; years. 
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Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes Eight Priority Policies and requires review of discretionary 
approvals and permits for consistency with said policies. The Pi;oject is found to be consistent with the 
Eight Priority Policies as set forth in Planning Code Section 101.1 for the following reasons: 

Eight Priority Policies Findings 
The subject project is found to be consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1 in that: 

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 have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for employment 
in or ownership of such businesses. 

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 have no adverse effect on the Citi/ s housing stock or on neighborhood character. The 
existing housing and neighborhood character will be not be negatively affected 

3. 111at the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on the CihJ 's supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 
parking. 

Tiie Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening the streets 
or altering current neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for residential 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in 
an earthquake. 

The Project would not adversely affect achieving the greatest possible preparedness against injun; and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas }Je protected from 
development. 

The Project would have no long-term adverse effect on parks and open. space or their access to sunlight and 
vista. The Final EIR determines that short-term impacts to the recreational experience during project 
construction would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

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 APPROVES the General Plan Referral, 
finding the project, on balance, consistent with the General Plan. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 7, 2014. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

Attachments: Map of proposed well sites and list of right-of-way requirements 

I:\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referrals \2014 \2008.1396R PUC Groundwater Storage and Recovery.docx 

List of right-of-way requirements 
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In compliance with Government Code Section 7260 et seq., undertake the process for possible acquisition, 
for an estimated combined purchase price not to exceed $1,000,000, of interests (temporary or permanent) 
in real property located in San Mateo County, as follows: 

(1) Assessor's Parcel# 002-410-050 in Daly City, owned by Lake Merced Golf and Country Club 
(2) Assessor's Parcel's# 002-072-240, -250 and 002-201-650 in Daly City, owned by John Daly Boulevard 

I 

Associates/West Lake Associates 
(3) Assessor's Parcel #' s 006-111-540 and 006-111-460 in Daly City, owned by Jefferson Elementary School 
District 
(4) Assessor's Parcel# 008-421-120 in Colma, owned by TSE Serramonte L.P. and leased by Kohl's 
Department Stores 
(5) Assessor's Parcel's (unknown) for property owned by BART/SAMTRANS in South San Francisco 
(6) Assessor's Parcel# 010-212-100 in South San Francisco, owned by Costco Wholesale Corporation 
(7) Assessor's Parcel# 093-331-080 in South San Francisco, owned by the City of South San Francisco 
(8) Assessor's Parcel# 010-292-210 in South San Francisco, owned by Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
(9) Assessor's Parcel # 093-220-010 in Millbrae, owned by the SFPUC and leased by OSH/Lowes 
Corporation 
(10) Assessor's Parcel# 014-320-010 in San Bruno, owned by the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs 

LEGEND 

6. Proposed Recovery Well 

&WellNumber 

City Borders 

Distance in miles 
i----1:-----1 

1 2 



File No. 150700 
FORM SFEC-126: 

NOTIFICATION OF CONTRACT APPROVAL 
.. ampaign an overnmen a on uc o e (SF C d G t 1 C d t C d § 1 126) 

City Elective Officer Information (Please print clearly.) 

Name of City elective officer(s): City elective office(s) held: 
Members, Board of Supervisors Members, Board of Supervisors 

Contractor Information (Please print clearly.) 
Name of contractor: 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 

Please list the names of (1) members of the contractor's board of directors; (2) the contractor's chief executive officer, chief 
financial officer and chief operating officer; (3) any person who has an ownership of20 percent or more in the contractor; (4) 
any subcontractor listed in the bid or contract,· and (5) any political committee sponsored or controlled by the contractor. Use 
additional pages as necessary. 

1. Bernard J. Tyson Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Kaiser Permanente 
Regina Benjamin, MD, MBA Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Thomas W. Chapman, MPH, EdD Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Jeff Epstein Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Daniel P. Garcia Senior vice president and chief compliance and privacy officer, Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan 
Boards of Directors 
William R. Graber Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
J. Eugene Grigsby, III, PhD Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Leslie Stone Reisz Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
David F. Hoffmeister Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Judith A. Johansen, JD Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Kim J. Kaiser Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Philip A. Marineau Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Edward Pei Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Meg Porfido, JD Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Richard P. Shannon, MD Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 
Cynthia A. Telles, PhD Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan Boards of Directors 

2. Kathy Lancaster Executive vice president and chief financial officer, Kaiser Foundation Hospitals and Health Plan 

Contractor address: Kaiser Permanente, No. Calif. Region, 1800 Harrison Street, 191
h Floor, Oakland, CA 94612 

Attention: Matt Harrison, Director-Corporate Real Estate 

Date that contract was approved: I Amount of contract: $53,900.00 
(By the SF Board of Supervisors) 

Describe the nature of the contract that was approved: 
Purchase and Sale Agreement on behalf of the SF Public Utilities Commission to purchase two (2) easements. 

Comments: Easements required for the Water System Improvement Program's Regional Groundwater Storage and Recove1y 
Project. 

This contract was approved by (check applicable): 

othe City elective officer(s) identified on this form 

0 a board on which the City elective officer(s) serves: San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Print Name of Board 

D the board of a state agency (Health Authority, Housing Authority Commission, Industrial Development Authority 

Board, Parking Authority, Redevelopment Agency Commission, Relocation Appeals Board, Treasure Island 
Development Authority) on which an appointee of the City elective officer(s) identified on this form sits 

Print Name of Board 



Filer Information (Please print clearly.) 
Name of filer: Contact telephone number: 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board ( 415) 554-5184 

Address: E-mail: 
City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PL, San Francisco, CA 94102 Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 

Signature of City Elective Officer (if submitted by City elective officer) Date Signed 

·Signature of Board Secretary or Clerk (if submitted by Board Secretary or Clerk) Date Signed 


