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FILE NO. 171215 V RESOLUTIG, NO.

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

Resolution approving and authorizing an agreement for conveyance and acceptance of

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

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

herein.

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

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

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

of California Military Department, owns an estate for yéars in certain real property located at
100 Armory Street in the City and County of San Francisco (“Armory Property”) and has
agreed to quitclaim certain easement interests under, over, and across the Armory Property

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

WHEREAS‘, By Resolution No. 15-0187 adopted as effective on September 8, 2015,
a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of thé Board under File No. 171215, which is
incorporated herein by this reference, the SFPUC (a) adopted CEQA Findings, including a
statement of overriding conditions and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
("MMRP”) required by CEQA; (b) approved the Project and (c) authorized the General
Manager of the SFPUC to implement the Project; and

WHEREAS, By Resolution No. 16-0049 adopted as effective as of March 8, 2016, a
copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board under File No. 171215, which is

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

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

WHEREAS, The Project files, including the FEIR, PEIR, SFPUC Resolution No. 15-
0187, and SFPUC Resolution No. 16-0049 have been made available for review by the
Board and the public, and those files are considered part of the record before this Board;
and |

| WHEREAS, On July 30, 20185, an independent appraiser determined the fair‘market

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

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

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

RESOLVED, That in accordance with the recommendations of the Public Utilities
Commission and the Director of Property, the Board hereby approves the Agreement and the
transadion contemplated thereby in substantially the form of such Agreement presented to
the Board; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board authorizes the Director of Property and/or
the General Manager of the SFPUC to enter into any additions, amendments, or other
modifications to the Agreement (including, without limitation, the attached exhibits) that the
Director of Property and/or the General Manager determines are in the best interest of the
City, do not materially increase th'e obligations or liabilities of the City, and are hecessary or
advisable to complete the transaction contemplated in the Agreement and effectuate the

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

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
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the execution and delivery by the Director of Property or the General Manager of the
Agreement and any additions or amendments thereto; and, be it

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

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

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

Resolution, such determination to be conclusively evidenced by the execution and delivery
by the Director of Property and/or the General Manager of the SFPUC; and, be it _

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

Agreement, for inclusion in File No. 171215.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
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AGREEMENT FOR CONVEYANCE AND
ACCEPTANCE OF REAL PROPERTY

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

RECITALS

A. In accordance with that certain Deed For Ninety-Nine Years (as defined below),
State owns certain, property consisting of approximately £7.689 acres, and related improvements,
located at 100 Armory Drive, San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California, with
Assessor's Parcel Number(s) 7281-004, (collectively the "Armory Property").

B. On or about January 29, 1953, City granted the Armory Property to the State by
way of a Deed For Ninety-Nine Years that was recorded in the Official Records of the City and
County of San Francisco on August 19, 1953, in Book 6214, at Page 498 (the “Deed For
Ninety-Nine Years”).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above recitals, all of which are expressly
incorporated into this Agreement, and the mutual prom1ses and covenants contained in this
- Agreement, the parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

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

" referred to as the "Effective Date." ’

2. Purchase Price and Administrative Costs.

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

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

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

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

5. Right to Enter; Indemnification. During the Contingency Period, City and City’s
employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, and consultants (collectively, "City’s
Representatives") shall have the right to enter upon the Property from City’s adjacent
property, at reasonable times during ordinary business hours, upon notice to State at least
three (3) business days’ prior to entry, to perform City Tests. When performing City
Tests, City shall not unreasonably interfere with the operation of the Property or the
Armory Property, and shall coordinate City Tests and related activities on the Property
with State in advance to avoid any such interference. Following any City Tests, City
shall promptly return any portions of the Property damaged or altered by City during any
City Tests to substantially the same condition that existed prior to such City Tests. If
City fails to promptly restore the Property in accordance with the preceding sentence, at
State’s sole and absolute discretion, State may restore the Property and all costs and’
expenses shall be paid promptly by City upon demand by State. If City desires to
conduct invasive testing at the Property, City and State shall enter into State’s invasive
testing entry license to facilitate such testing. City shall indemnify, defend, and hold
State, including its officers, agents, and employees, and the Property harmless from any
and all claims, damages or liabilities (including liens) to the extent arising out of or
resulting from the entry onto or activities upon the Property by City or City’s
Representatives. Prior to entry onto the Property by City or City’s Representatives, City
shall furnish State with a copy of City’s or City’s Representatives, as applicable, policy
of commercial general liability insurance issued by a financially responsible insurance
company (at least an A- VI rating in the most recent edition of Best's Insurance Guide),
in form and substance acceptable to State and having limits of no less than $1,000,000
per occurrence for bodily injury and property damage liability combined with a
$2,000,000 annual policy aggregate and naming State its officers, agents, and employees
as additional insured, covering City’s entry onto the Property, and City’s obligations
under this Section.

Conveyance Agreement-Portion of SF Armory
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6. Condition and Inspection of Property. Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Agreement to the contrary, State makes no representation or warranty whatsoever.
regarding the Property or its physical condition, past use, suitability for City’s intended
use, or compliance with applicable laws (including, without limitation, laws governing
environmental matters, zoning, and land use). The Property is sold AS-IS, WHERE-IS,
WITH ALL FAULTS, AND THERE IS NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED,
REGARDING THE CONDITION OF THE CONVEYANCE PROPERTY AND
EASEMENT PROPERTY. . City hereby represents and warrants that City is relying
solely upon City’s due diligence, and prior to end of the Contingency Period will have
conducted its own independent 1nspect10n 1nvest1gat1on and analysis of the Property as it
deems necessary or appropriate in so acqumng the Property from State, including,
without limitation, any and all matters concerning the condition, use, sale, development,
or suitability for development of the Property. State would not sell the Property to City
without the foregoing provision and the waiver and release contamed in Section § (State's
Remesentauons and Warrannes) hereof.

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

"A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIMS .
WHICH THE CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR SUSPECT TO

EXIST IN HIS OR HER FAVOR AT THE TIME OF EXECUTING

THE RELEASE, WHICH IF KNOWN BY HIM OR HER MUST

HAVE MATERIALLY AFFECTED HIS OR HER SETTLEMENT

WITH THE DEBTOR."

City’s Initials

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

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

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

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

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

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

a. City’s Authority. City has received all approvals required by City’s Charter or
other applicable law to enter into this Agreement and to consummate the
transactions contemplated hereby, and the execution, delivery, and performance
of this Agreement and no other action by City is requisite to the valid and binding
execution, delivery, and performance of this Agreement.

b. Conflicting Documents. To City’s actual knowledge, neither the execution and
delivery of this Agreement, the Quitclaim, and the Easement, nor the occurrence
of the obligations set forth in this Agreement, nor the consummation of the
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transactions contemplated in this Agreement, nor compliance with the terms of
this Agreement and the documents and instruments referenced herein conflict
-with or result in the material breach of any terms, conditions, or provisions of, or
constitute a default under, any bond, note, or other evidence of indebtedness or
any contract, indenture, mortgage, deed of trust, loan, partnership agreement, -
lease, or other agreement or instrument to which City is a party.

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

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

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

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

6
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Agreement, City acknowledges and agrees that State’s reversionary interests in
the Conversion Property as set forth in this Section are intended by the parties to
be, and shall be construed to be, powers of termination as defined in California
Civil Code section 885.020.

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

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

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

TO STATE:

Sam Cooper — Asset Management Branch

Real Property Services Section

Department of General Services, State of California
707 Third Street, 5™ Floor MS-501

West Sacramento, CA 95605
Sam.Cooper@DGS.CA.GOV

WITH COPIES TO:

CPT ALLISON HSIEH
Bldg. 950 Camp Parks RFTA
DUBLIN, CA 94568

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

" TO CITY:

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

WITH COPIES TO:

Office of the City Attorney

City Hall, Room 234

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett P1.

San Francisco, CA 94012

Attention: Richard Handel, Deputy City Attorney

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

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

_ 13. Miscellaneous.

a. Partial Invalidity. If any term or provision of this Agreement or the application
thereof to any person or circumstance shall, to any extent, be invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement, or the application of such term or
provision to petsons or circumstances other than those as to which it is held
invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and each such term and
provision of this Agreement shall be valid and be enforced to the fullest extent
permitted by law. :

Conveyance Agreemént-Poﬂion of SF Atmory
City and County of San Francisco (8-27-17)




b. Waivers. No waiver of any breach of any covenant or provision contained in this
Agreement shall be deemed a waiver of any preceding or succeeding breach
thereof, or of any other covenant or provision of this Agreement. No extension of
time for performance of any obligation or act shall be deemed an extension of the
time for performance of any other obligation or act except those of the waiving
party, which shall be extended by a period of time equal to the period of the delay.

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

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

d. Successors and Assigns, This Agreement shall be binding upon and shall inure
to the benefit of the grantees, transferees, successors, and permitted assigns of the
parties to this Agreement.

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

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

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

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

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

j. Possession of Property. Immediately following the Recording Date, City shall
be entitled to the possession of the Conveyance Property and the portions of the
Property subject to the Easement.

k. Counterparts and Photocopies. This Agreement may be executed in multiple

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

I. Nondiscrimination. In the performance of this Agreement, State shall not
discriminate against any employee, subcontractor, applicant for employment with
District, or against any person seeking accommodations, advantages, facilities,
privileges, services, or membership in all business, social, or other establishments
or organizations, on the basis of the fact or perception. of a person’s race, color,
creed, religion, national origin, ancestry, age, height, weight, sex, sexual
orientation, gender identity, domestic partner status, marital status, disability or
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome or HIV status (AIDS/HIV status), or
association with members of such protected classes, or in retaliation for
opposition to discrimination against such classes.

B

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

Exhibit A:  Form of Quit Claim Deed

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

Exhibit F:  Map of Staging Area

[SIGNATURES TO FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE]
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IN WITNESS_WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the dates set

forth below.

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

By:

Michael P, Butler, Chief
Real Property Services Section

Approved:

Military Department

By

Thomas Clarke
CW4 CA ARNG
Chief, Procurement Branch

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

By:

John Updike
Director of Property

Approved as to Form:

By:

Richard Handel
Deputy City Attorney

11
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EXHIBIT A

Form of Quitclaim Deed

RECORDING REQUESTED BY

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

Docnment enfitled to free recordation
Pursmant to Gov't. Code Sec. 6103

"WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

Director of Property

Renl Estate Division

City and County of San Francisco.
23 Vin Ness Avenue, Suite 400
-San Francisto, California 94102

WITH A COPYTO:

State of California — Official Business [ TGy Deparament

Department of General Services ) el o
7;.? 308 Street, MS? 01 € Fromew: - Westside Recycled Water Project.
West Sacramento, C 95605 Frx: TRI01S
Attention: Mike Butler FISCAL:  DGS0000001H695
Sen Franciaco Comnry AFN: 7261-004 (poriony e
160 Amwry Drive, San Francisce .

QUITCLADMDEED

The State of California, acting by and through its Dapartment of General Services, with the
approval of the Californin Mil.\mJy Department, (the “ST ATE"), does hereby relinquish, abandon,
‘abrogate, transfér, relense, remise and quitclaim o the CITY .ond COUNTY -OF SAN
FRANCISCO a consolidated public body, corporate and politic (the “CTTY™?), all of the STATE's
right, title and interest in and to that certain real property situated in the City and County of San
Frncisco, State of California, described in Exhibit A and depicted on Exhibit B attached hereto
and by this reference incorporated herein (collectively, the “Conveyance Property™.

This Quitclaimy Deed:is made subject to those conditions, restictions and reservations in
thiose Deeds recorded My 24, 1950 at Book 5453 and Page 277 and Augnst 19, 1953 at Book 6214
and Page 408 Official Records of City and Cousty of San Franeiseo,

This Quitclaim Deed i made pursuant to fhat cerlain Agreement for Conveyance and
‘Acceptance of Real Property for the Comveyance Property by-and between STATE and CITY dated
for reference pirpeses only as _ 52017 (the “Agx\eemeut ). All capitalized terms
tsed in this Quitclaim Deed shall have the meanmg asm’hed to them in the Agreement wiless
‘indicated to the coritiary herein.

"STATE and CITY agree as follows:

[Quitrlaim De=d-Portion of S Amary 7.10.17}
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EXHIBIT A

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

a, Completion of Devefopment. CITY’s planned development and construction of
the Conveyance Property in connection with the Project shiall be completed
before the date (“Completion Date”) that is Thirty-six (36) months following
the Recording Date. Completion of CTTY"s plauned development and
construction of the Conveyance Property in connection with the Project shall be
deemed satisfied upon CITY"s finnl acceptance of the Project improvements.
Unless the Completion Date is extended by mutual written agreement by CITY
and the STATE, which extension shall not be unreasonably withheld, STATE
shall have the power to terninate CITY s fee simple interest or otherwise i the
Conveyanice Property and reenter and take possession of the Conveyance
Praperty if CITY fails to complete the Project on or before the Completion Date.
In the event the Conveyance Property is to be reconveyed by CITY to STATE in
accordance with terms of this Section, CTTY agrees to take any and all steps
necessary to effectunte the transfer of CITY''s interest in the Conveyance
Property back to STATE as provided in the Agreement. CITY acknowledges
and agrees that STATE's reversionary interests in the Conversion Property and
Easement as set:forth in this Section are intended by the parties.to be, and shall
Dbe constrired to be, powers of termination as defined in California Civil Code
section 885.020.

!\J

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

a. This Quitclaim Deed shall not merge with any other agresntent between the
STATE and the CITY.

jA )

{Quitclaim Deed-Portion of SF Armwory 7.10.17]
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EXHIBIT A

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

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

DATED: ,2017
STATE:
The State of California,

Department of General Services
Dantel C. Kim, Director

By:

Michael P. Bufler, Chief

Real Property Services Section
Approved:

California Military Department

By.

Thomas Clarke
CW4 CA ARNG
Chief, Procurement Branch

[Quitelaint Deed-Portion of SF Armory 7.10.17]
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EXHIBIT B

Legal Description and Plat of Conveyance Property

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

All that veal property situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California, being a
pottion of that cerfain landscape easement described in that deed recorded June 20, 1990 in Reel
F150 Official Records Image 625, Records of the City and County of San Francisco, and being
mote particularly described as follows:
BEGINNING at the westerly corner of said landscape easement, said westetly corner being also
the westerly corner of that parcel of land described in deed to State of California recorded Augnst
19, 1953 in Book 6214 of Official Records, Page 498, Records of City and County of San
Francisco, State of Catifornia;
thence North 19°18'44.3" Enst, 170.11 feet along the westetly line of said landscape easement;
thence South 67°37'31,6" Bast, 22.90 feet;
thence South 19°11°44.5” West, 144,92 feet;
thence South 43°33'20.1” Hast, 39,18 feet;
thence North 769417 15,7 West, 58,35 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.,

Containing 4,252 square feet, more or less,

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

This description was prepured by me or under my dinectlon in conformance with the Professional
Land Surveyors® Act,

o {f, @» Conn
Tfyéurkee, PLS5773, Bxp. 06/30/2016

DURKEE

No.6778

END OF DESCRIPTION

Page 1L of 1
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EXHIBIT C

Form of Easement

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

l-‘Direcmr of Property
Real Estate Division
City and County of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400
L_Szm Francisco, California 94102 N

The undersignied hereby declares this instrument to be exempt from SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE
Recording Fees (Gowvt. Code § 27383) and Documentary Transfer Tax (Rev.
& Tox. Coda §11923).

AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF EASEMENT)| acency: Mitisary Department
SUBSURFACE TIEBACKS AND PROJECT: Westside Recycled Water Project

FILE: TR12015
MAINTENANCE ACCESS FISCAL: DGS0000001 34695

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

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

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

RECITALS

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

B. CITY is the owner of certain property and related-improvements, located at 3500 Great Highway,
San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California, with Assessor's Parcel Number 7281~
007 (the "Dominant Parcel”).

a ‘

In order for CITY to complete the development and construction of the Westside Recycled Water
Project (the “Project™). STATE quitclaimed a portion of the Servient Parcel to CITY, recorded on
even date herewith (the “Conveyance Property”™) and CITY intends to develop and construct
improvements on the Conveyance Property in connection with the Project. ’

D. To carry out CITY"s planned development of the Conveyance Property in connection with the .

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

C-1
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EXHIBIT C

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

AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE. in consideration of the above recitals. all of which ate expressly incorporared into
. this Agreement, and the mutual promises and covenants contained in this Agreement, the PARTIES
agree as follows; .

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 14666 of the Government Code of the State of California,
STATE, hereby grants unto CITY, its successors and assigns forever. a non-exclusive easement
benefirting and appurtenant to the Donxnant Parce] to use the Subsurface Tieback Area to install,
lacate, relocate, construct, reconstruct. alter. use. mainmain, inspect, repair. and abandon in place
subsurface tie-backs. at such locations and elevations greater than twenty five (25) feet below any
structure, necessary for CITY s development, along with the Maintenance Easement for the purposes of
- construction staging. surface inspection of earth support structures, and access to and maintenance of
the Conveyance Property in connection with the Projéct in, upon, over, on. under, and across the
Servient Parcel (the “Permitted Uses™), to carry out the Permitted Uses, CITY shall make reasonable
efforts to avoid unreasonable interference with, or unreasonable burdening of, the Servient Parcel or
'STATE's use thereof.

The benefits and burdens of the Agreement will benefit and burden the Dominant Parcel and the
Servient Parcel and min with the land in accordance with California Civil code sections: 1460-1471.
Each covenant of either party to this Agreement to do or refrain from doing some act stated in this
Agreement js expressly for the benefir of the land of the other pariy to this Agreemen that is described
in this Agreement. The successive owners of each of those properties owned by either party are bound
by this Agreement for the benefit of the other property. Each covenant runs with both the fand owned
by or granted to the STATE and the land owned or granted to the CITY and will benefit or be binding
on each successive owner, during his, her, or its ownership, of any portion of the land affected by this
Agreemment and on each person having any interest in it derived through any owner thereof. This
Agreement shall be recordéd on even date with the Quit Claim of the “Conv reyance Property in the
Official Records of the Ciry and County of San Francisco.

The Easements granted herein are subject to the rerms, condirions, limitarions, and covenas,
consisting of one (1) page on the attached Exhibit E. which shall run with the Easements granted
herein. and the CITY. successors and assigns, by acceptance of these Easements, agrees to abide by,
perfornr and observe each and all of said terms, limitations, conditions, and covenants sét forth therein,

The attached Exhibits A. B. C. D. and E are hereby made a part of and incorporated nto this
Agreament.

j)
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EXHIBIT C

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, STATE has caused its named to be affixed hereto and this
instrument fo be executed by its duly authotized ofticer.

STATE

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

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

Approved:
California Military Departiment

By , Date:

Thomas Clarke
CW4 CA ARNG
Chief, Procurenient Branch

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

By: Date:

John Updilee
“Director of Property

Approved as to Form:

By: » Date:

Richard Handel
Deputy City Attorney

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

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

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

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

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

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

5. This Easement shall terminate in the event CITY fails for a continuous period of thirty-six (36)
months to use this Easement for the purposes herein granted. Upon such termination, CITY shall forthwith
upon service of written demand, deliver to STATE, at no cost to STATE, a Quitclaim Deed, to its right, title and
interest hereunder. Should CITY fail or refuse to deliver said Quitclaim Deed, STATE may record, in the
Recorder's Office of the County in which said real property is located, a written notice reciting said failure, and
such recordation shall, after ten (10) days from the date of recordation of said notice, be conclusive evidence of
| such termination against CITY. CITY shall, upon STATE request, without cost to STATE, and within ninety (80)
days from said STATE request, remave all property placed by or for CITY upon said real property and restore
said premises as neatly as possible to the same condition as they were in prior to the execution of this
Easement. In the event CITY should fail to restore said premises in accordance with such request, STATE may
do so at the risk of CITY, and all costs of such removal and restoration shall be paid by CITY upon demand,

6. In performing any work, including any excavation, on said real property of STATE, CITY shall
make the sarne in such ‘manner as will cause the least injury to the surface of the ground around such
excavation, and shall replace the earth so removed by it and restore the surface of the ground and any
improvement thereon to as near the same condition as they were immediately prior ta commencement of CITY's
activities pursuiant to this Easement as is practicable,

~ THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK,

C-4
Conveyance Agreement-Portion of SF Armory :
City and County of San Francisco (8-27-17)




EXHIBIT D

Description and Map of Tieback Easement

June 27, 2016
Exhibit “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
- Tieback Easement

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

BEGINNING at the westetly corner of said parcel;

thence North 19918°44.3” Fast, 170.11 feet along the Weslelly line of said patcel to the TRUE
POINT OI' BEGINNING; .

thence South 67°37°31.6” Bast, 22.90 feet;

thence South 19°11'44.5” West, 144.92 fect

thence South 43°33'20,1" East, 39.18 feet;

thence South 76°41'15.7” Bast, 52.51 feet;

thence Notth 46°26°39.9" Fast, 61.30 feet:

thence North 43°33°20.1” West, 33.97 feet;

thence North 46°26°39.9” East, 11.08 feet;

thence North 19°11°44.,5" East, 168.85 feet;

thence North 70%48715.5” West, 112,68 feet:

thence South 19°18'44.3” West, 90.00 fest to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING

Containing 25,203 square feet, more or less.

A plat showing the above-described parcel is attached herein and made a part horeof a$ Exhibit
nBﬂ

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

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

DUHKEE

Ne, 6773

END OF DESCRIPTION
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Line Table
Line Bearing Distance
i1 $67°37'3L6" E 22.80'
12 S$43°3320.1" E 39.18'
L3 576°4115 7" E 52.51
L4 N 46°26'39.9° E 61.30"
15 N 43°33'20.1"' W 3397
113 N 46°26'39.9" £ 11.08"
17 N 70°48'15.5° W | 312.68'
L8 519°18'443" W | 90,00’
N
Scale: 1"=60"

Landscape/ Easement
25

Timback Egsement
Argor 25,203 sq.thok

g
&
e

Natioal -Guard Armory
6214 OR 498
08/19/1953

APN 7281-004
335,100 sq.ft.i

Landscape Easement
F150 OR 825
47,084 sqft.k

City and County of San Francisco

Public Utilities Commission

Real Estate Services

Plot for Tieback Easement Clty and
National Guard Armory

Tieback Easement.dwg  06/27,/2018

County of Scn Francisco
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EXHIBIT E

Description and Map of Maintenance Easement

February 13, 2015
Exhibit “A"
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
Maintenance Easement

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

BEGINNING at the westerly comer of said landscape easement, said westetly corner being alse
the westerly corner of that parce] of land deseribed in deed to State of California recorded Aungust
19, 1953 in Book 6214 of Official Records, Page 498, Records of City and County of San
Franeiseo, State of California;

thence southeasterly along the southerly line of said landscape easement South 76°41' 15,7 East,
58.35 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING;

thence Notth 43°33720.1" West, 39.18 feet;

thenee North 19911°44.5” Hast, 144.92 feet;

thenee South 67°37'31.6" Bast, 10.52 feet to the face of an existing concréte retaining wall;
thence continuing southerly along said wall the following bearings dnd distances; -

thence South [9925'26.5" West, 94.05 feet;

thenece South 69°42'41.6” East, 5.14 feet;

thence South 18°22’14.3” West, 27.98 feet;

thence South 46°36'56.5" West, 21.08 feet;
-thence South 43%06'41.4” Bast, 43,91 feet to the southerly line of sald landscape edsement;
~thence leaving said retaining wall North 76°41°15.7” West, along sald southerly line of the
landscape easement 10,07 feet to the TRUE POIN’I‘ OF BEGINNING.

Containing 1,857 square feet, more or less.

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

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

o) & Lo b
*. Durkee, PLS5773, Exp. 06/30/2016

PURKEE

No. 5778

END OF DESCRIPTION
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FI50 OR 625

TPog 1007

47,084 sq.ftk

Landscape Easement
F150 OR 625
47,084 sq,ftt

575'41‘75_7

Landscape Easement

Natlanal Guard Armory
6214 OR 498 .
08/19/1953

APN 7281004

335,100 sq.ft.d:

Maintenance Eosement
1,857 sq.ftd

K3

¥ L191HXH

City and County of San Fraoncisco

Public Utilities Commission

Real Estate Services

Plat for Maintenance Easement

National Guard Armory
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY
© AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO::

 WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Mhtcector of Pronest
irector of Property
Real Bstate Division
City-and County of San Franeisco. -
25:Van Ness Avenue, Suite. 400
Lsan,Ei'ancisco, California. 94102 N

" The undersighed heteby. declatey this:fusframent to. be-exeinpt fiom. ' SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RRCORDER'S USE 4
Recording Fees(Govt. Code-§.27383) and Documentury- Transfer Tﬂx (Rev. : :
& Tax, Code-§11922,

"AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF EASEMENT AGENCY: Military Department |

SUBSURFACE TIEBACKS AND PROJECT Wostsido Reoyalod Wator Project
: , FILE; TR12015 Co
MAINTENANCE ACCESS 'FISCAL:  DGS000000134695

' Sen liranciseo County- APN: 7281~ 004 (portion) — 100 Armory Drive, San Francisco:

THIS AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF BASEMENT (“Agreemeént”) is made and entered Tato t]ns
, day of » 2017, by and between the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, dctirg by
and through its DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES (“DGS”) on behalf of the CALIFORNIA‘
MILITARY DEPARTMENT (“CMD?), (heteiriafter colléctively referred to as “STATE”) on one
hand, and the CITY" AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a consolidated public body, corporate |
“and politie, on the other hand (“CITY”). The STATE. and CITY are collectively reférred to as.the |
“PARTIES®™. Capitalized terms used in fhis Agreement shall have the meanings ascribed to thein by the
section i in which such term is ﬁrst defined. This Agresment mcIudes all exhibits attachcd heteto,

RT CITALS

A STATE is the owner of cettam propemy consisting of approximately < 7, 689 acres, and related:
improvements, located at 100" Armoty Drive, San Fratcisch, Coufity of San Fiancisco, State of
-Cahforma, with Assessor's Parcel Number7281-004 (collccuvely the " Servient Parcel ™),

B. CITY is the ownet’ of certain property and relat@d 11np1ovements focated at 3500 Great Highway,
San Francisco, County of San Franeisco, State of California, with. Assessot's: Pdl cel Number 7281~
007 (the "Dominant:Paxcel™).

C, In order for CITY to eomplete. the development and construction 6f the Westside Recyeled Water
Project (the “Project”), STATE quitelaimed a.portion of the Servient Parcel to. CITY, recorded on
eveh date herewith (the “Conveyance Property”) and CITY intends to develop and construct'
improvetents on the. Conveyance Property in eonnection with. the Project. '

D. To catry out CITYs planned developrent of the Conveyance. Property in connection. with the
Project;, CITY requires an gasement for subsurface: tlebacks, as well ag an egsement fm access and.
.mamtenance over a portion of the Servient Parcel. .

Busemont Agresmen{ ~ S& Anmory (7:06-17)




F. STATE and CITY enteted into this Agreement for the purpose of CITY receiving the. eassments for
the purposes deseribed below int this Agreerzent in that portion of the Servient Parcel referred to in
this' Agreement as the “Maintenance Fasement™ as more particularly described and depicted on
the attached: Exhibits A and B, along with an easement on, under, and across the “Subsurface
Ticback Area™ as mote particularly déscribed and depicted on the attached Exhibits € and D,

AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above reeitals, all of which are expressly incor porated into-
this Agresment, and the mutual promises and covenants contained in this Agreement, thc PARTIES
, agree as-follows: ‘

Puisuant. to fhe provisions of Section 14666 of the Government Code: of the State of California,
STATE, heteby grants unto CITY, its successors and assigns forever, a non-exclusive easement
benefitting and appurtenant to the Dominant Parcel 1o use the Subsurface Ticback. Area to install,
locate, relocate, construct, recodstruct, alter, wse, mainitain, inspect, tepair, and abandon in- place
subsurface tie-backs, at such locations: and elevations greater than twenty five. (25) feet below any
structure, necessary for CITY s development; along with the Matntenarice Easement for:the purposes of
construction stagmg, sutface. mspecﬁon of earth support structures, and aecess to and maintenance of
the Conveyance Property in connection with the Project in, upon, over, on, under, and across the
Servient, Parcel (the “Permitted Uses™), to caryy out the Permitted Uses. CITY shall make reagonable
efforts to avoid unreasonable interference with, or unteasonable burdening of, the Semant Parcel or
. STATE’s use thereof. :

The benefits and burdens of the Agreement will benefit. and burden. the Dominant Parcel and the
Servient Parcel and run with the land in accotdance with Califoinia Civil code sections 14601471,
Bach covenant of either party to this Agreement to do ot refrain from doing some act stated in this
Agx eement is expressly for the besefit of the land of the ofher party to this Agreement that s described
in this Agreement. The successive ownets of each of those properties owned by either party are bound
by this Agreement fot the benefit of the: othet property. Bach covenatt tuns with both the land owned
by or granted to-the STATE and the land owned.or granted to the CITY and will benefit or be binding
-oni each succéssive owner; duting his, her, or ifs ownerslnp, of any poertion of the land affected by this
- Agreement and on each person having any interest in it derived through any owner thereof. This
Agreement shall be recorded on even. date with the Quit Claim of the Conveyance Property in the
Official Records of the City and County of Sart F1 ancisco.

The. Baq'emenfs granfed herein are subject to the terms, conditions, limitations, and covenants,
consisting of one (1) page on the attached Exhibit E, which shall run with the Easements granted
herein, and the CITY, successors and assigs, by aceeptance of these: Basements, agiees to abide by,
potform and observe each and all of said terms, _lmlntanons,v conditions, and uovgnanfcs set forth therein,

The attaohed Exhibits A, B C; I)A and I afe heieby made a part of and ineorporated. into this
Agrecment,

Epsuient-Agréeineat ~ S Arnory (7-06:17)




IN WITNESS WHEREOF, STATE has caused.its.named to-be affixed-hereto arid this -
instrument to-be-executed by its duly suthorized officer.

STATE -
STATE.OF CALIFORNIA
Department of Gereral Services
Daniel €, Kim, Ditector

By _ Date:
Michael P, Butler, Chicf"
Real Property Services Section

Approved: _ '
- California Milifaty Department

*“Thotmas Clarke '
CW4 CA ARNG:
Chief, Procurement Branch

CITY A
“CITY AND 'COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
a consolidated public body; cdrporate ad politic

By; Date:
John Updike.
Direetor of Property:

Approved as to Form;

By Dafe:,
Richard Handel
~ Deputy City Attorney

Mail Tax Staterments to:the Name and. Address-Stated Above.

Emcmén(ﬁgycgmonl» 81 Armory (7-06-17):




CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE

This s t@ certify that the interest in real property conveyed by this deed dated
, from the STATE fo the Cily and. County of San Francisco, is. hereby
accepted pursuant to Board of Supervisors' Resolution No. 18110 Series of 1939, approved
August 7. 1957‘ and-STATE consents to recordation thereof by its duly authorized officer:

Dated: : By:

JOHN UPDIKE
Director of Property
City and County of San Francxsco

Busement Agreomenti~ S¥-Armury (7:06417)




CALIFORNIA ALL PURPOSE NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

A nofary. public or other officer completing this-certiflcate verlfies onlythe
identity of the indlvidual who signed the document to-which this.certificate

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

County of B%W

i8.attached and not the fruthfulness accuracy or validity of thal. document:

} 88

on 20 6‘@,0{‘@%6%

, before me, Tesus /A mw(/{o W/ ﬁ/"\ﬁﬂz

Date

personally appeared

’H\b A

€. C(am\s%

who proved to me on the bagis-of satisfactoty evitlence: to be the.
personés) whose names(s) lslfaré: subscribed to the within

instrument and acknowledged to me that hefshiefhey exécited
the. same In his/hee#tElr authorized capacity(lesy; and that by
histheritheir signature(s) on the: Instrument the persongg), orthe
entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the

instrument.

| certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the. faws of the
State: of Callfornia that the. foregeing paragtaph s true. arid

correct.

WITNESS my hand-and official seal,

SGT M

Sifmto ol Notust Bublie

FOR NOTARY SEAL OR STAMP

resus 49800 Goethe Road

YT 100057004, Sacramento, CA 95626
OP1T ONA .

Though the-tiformation bélow Is not requiied })y law, it ey givove viluablé to-persons.refying on the document and could:prevent fi ‘quduleit:

Dogutnent Date:

Signei(8)-Othier ThanNMaines Abové;

[] €orporate. Officer ~ Title(s):,
[ Pattner— [ ] Limited [} Genoral.
[ Attorney iu Fact:

removal and veativehment of this:form lo another document,

Descyiption of-Attached Docuntent

Titte of Type of Focument:

Number of Pages:

Cipsicity(ies) Clainiod by Sigiier(s)

Signer’s Nanie:,

{1 mndividual:

] Trustee
[] Guardian on Conseryator.

Signer's Name;

[ Endividual.
[J-Corporate- Officer - . Title(s)::

[T Partner— [ Limited [T Génotal
[] Atterney i Fact

] Trustee

[ Guardian or Eonsefvator

5
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EXHIBIT &
This Agreement and the Easement granted herein Is subject to- the fellowing terms and conditions;

1. -~ This Grant is sublaect to existing contracts, [eases Ilcensas, éasements; encumbrances, and
claims that may aifect-said real property and the use. of the word "Grant" hereln shall not be construed as a
covenant against the. exl‘stenoe of any:thereof,

2. CITY waives all claim agalnst STATE, its. offmers, agents, and emp!ayees, for-loss: or damage
caused by, arising out of, or'in any way connected with the exercise of this Easement, except those arising out
of the sole negligense or Intentlonal misconduct. of STATE, its officers, agents, and smployees, and CITY
agrees to protect, save harmiess, Indemnify, and defend STATE, its officers, agents and employees frem any|
and alt loss, damage or liability; ineluding, without liitation, all legal fées; expert withess or constiltant fees and
expenses related to-the response to, seltlement of, or defense:of any claims or liabllity- which may be sffered or
incurred by STATE, iis officers, agents, and. employees caused by, arising out.of; orln any way: connected with
exercise by CITY of the flghts hereby grantel, except to the extent of those arising-out of the sole negligence or
| intentional misconduct of STATE, Its officers, agents and employees,

3. STATE reserves the- ri‘ghtz to use sald real property In-any manner, provided such use does not|
materially interfers with. CITY’s rights: hereunder.. . :

4, Subjeot to. the last sentence of this Section 4, STATE reserves the right to' require. CITY, at
STATE expense, to remove. and. relocate all improvements placed by CITY upen- said real property, upon
detarmination by STATE that the same: Interfere with future development of State's praperty. In the event of
such. removal or'relogation; CITY shall farthwith, upon-service of written demand and wrltten confirmation of the
new- easement location, deliver fo STATE a Quitclaim Deed, to Ils: rlght title and Inferest fiereunder. Should
CITY fall or refuse to-deliver sald Quitclaim Deed, STATE may rocord, in the Recorder’s Office of the County in
which:said real property Is located, a written notice reciting said fallure, and such recordatlen shall, after ten.(10)
days from the date of recordation of said notice, be conelusive evidence of such termination against CITY.
Within 180 days: after. STATE 's wriftery notice and demand. for removal and relooation of the Improvements,
CITY shall remove and relocate the improvements fo a feasible location on the property of STATE, as
designated by STATE; and STATE shall furnish CITY with an easement I such new. location, on the: same
' terms and conditions as herain stated, all without cost to CITY, and CITY thereupon shall re-convey to-STATE
the easement herefir granted. Notwithstanding anything else in this Agreement, under no circumstance. will
. CITY have any obligation arislng under-this Agrsemient to remove any portion. of the: subsurface: tlebacks for
- related appurtenances) or any portion of the structure(s) that may be-cohstricted by CH”Y of, under, or across
- the Gonveyance Property:

, 5, I performing any work, including any excavation, on sald real property of STATE, GITY shall

make the same In such manner as will cause the Ieast. Injury to the surface of the ground around such
excavation, arid shall. feplace the: earthy so removed by it and restore the surface of the ground and any|
improvément thereon to as riear-the same: condition as-they were immediately: prior to-commencemaent of CITY"s
activitfes pursuant to this Eagsemert as. s practicable,

THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK, '

Bosomant Agtesmont ~ST Avmory (7-06-17




EXHIBIT A

Legal Descrlption of Malntenance Easement Area

' Fabrdary-13, 2015
Exhiblt “A"
LEGAL DESCRIFTION
Maintenanca Basenient

All thntreal propecty situnte: I the Cley-and County of San Franclseo; State.of California, belng f
portion of that certaln landsonpe:ensement desoribed:in that deed: recorded Tuna 20, 1990 i Reel
F150 Offlclal: Revords Imnge 625; Records-of the City and, County of Saft Frariclsco,. dnd ‘Belig
more partieularly deseribed pg follows:

BEGINNING at:the westery corner of sald landstaps ensement; sald westetly corner being also
the woaterly. commex of thnt: piweel-of Innd deseribed lu died to: State-of Chilifornia revorded August
19, 1953 in Bopk 6214 of Offisial Records, Pags 498, Resords, of City and County of Smn
Branoiscn,.State of Californie-

tlience-southeasterly along this-southerly libie:of wld landzenpe ensement South, 76°41° 15.7" Bask,
58.35 feet to the PRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; :

-flionco North 43°33'20,17 West; 29,18 feeti.

thidired North 19%11'44.5" Bnst, 144.92 feet;

Hience South 67987'31,6" Bast, 10,52 fect:fo. the face of an exlsting: congiete retalning wally
Hienda vonthiing southerly nlong sald wall the fofiowing bearligs and distanoes:

thonce.South. 19°25!26:5" West; 94.05: feet;

{hienco Soutly 69°42' 416" East; 5.14 feet;

thenen-South 182224143 West, 27:98 faot:

thesnoe South 46936156.5" Wast, 21,08 féety

Hienteo South: 43%96741.4™ Bast, 43:91 foet to the souttierly ling. of said landseape-ensement;
thenee leaving salil. retaining. wall Morth 767417157 West; along sald southerly-line. of thei”
{andsoape ensement 10,07 feetlo the TRUE FOINT OF BEGINNING,

Containing 1,857 squace faet, more ot [ess,

A pint showing the abovs- dasonbed poteel. {s. attaolied hereln and made a pari-hereof as Exhiblt
(lBu

This-description was.prepated by me or undet sty direction th-confofmance with the Proféssional
Land:-Suxvoyors! Act,

T e b

Durkae, PLSST73, Bxp 06/’%0/2016

END OF DESCRIFTION

Puge 1 of 1
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EXHIBITB

Map.of Maintenance Easement Area:

Lt MM
Exhibit "B
: line Table: :
. Mne | . Braylng Dlstance
W T N4333200 WL 3048
12| SGIS79LE’E | 1052
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15 | Sde°36sestwil 2u08
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Ay,
/ . k- Sﬂounqqr&
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Public Utilities Cemmlssion Natlanal Guard: Armory ' v )
* Redl Estote Services ..Bulldlng Easamanldig, .024(-3-2.2015' b
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EXHIBIT C

Legal Deseription of Subsurface Tleback Area

June 27,.20486:
© BxhibitA" :
LECAL-DESCRIPTION
Subsurfice Tieback Aren.

Al that renal: property sltuuta inethe. €ty tnd Connty of San Fraicisco, State of Chilfarnit, bélng .
portion of that: certafit Parcel described l: that déed: recorded: Avignst 195 1953 ln*Vol.. 6214
Otticiil Recorda. Pagd 498, Reoords: of tfie Clty nick County of San Franelsco, and being mare:
partieulaly dosoribed uy followsy

BEGINNING . the westerly corngivof sald pmceh

thence Novth 19°18'44,3" Bust, 170,11 feat along the; westerly fine of said pwel lo-the TRUR
POINT OF BEGINNING:

thence South 67°37'31,6" Etist; 22,90 feet;:

thenco.South: L91L 445" West, 144:92 fest;

theitoo-South 43°33/20 1 Enst, 39,18 {oet)

thence South 76044 15,77 Haat, 52,51 feet:

thencs Notih 46926"39.9" Eait, 61,30 feety

thence Nouili 43°33'20, 1% West, 33,97 feet;

{hience-North 46°26'39.0" Bast, ELOB featy

thence;Novih (9711°44.5” Bust, F68:85 foet;

thenee North 7748’ 155" West, L12:68.feet;

tlience:South 19918'44.3" West, 90:00 ﬁ,ct to-the TRUL POINT OF BEGINNING,

Contninlng 25,203 squase foet, more.or foss.

A plat showing the. aboye-destibed arel 1§ itclied higrein and: madg a purt heréof @y Bxhibit
“'Bili

This deseriplion.was prepared by me ot under my diveétion.iv conformince wiih lhe Professionil
Lonck Suwayon Act.

o) & bt
Ty ﬂ? 7, Durkae, PLSS773, Bxyi, 06/30/2016

TONY €,
DURKER

AT AT

END:OF DESCRIPTION

‘Page-Lof
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EXHIBIT D

Map of Subsurface Tieback Area.

Exhibit "B

Scale: 1"=80'

Line Table
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RIGHT TO ENTER AND-CONSTRUCT A
INDEMNIFICATION AND LICENSE AGREEMENT

This Right to Enter-and Construct, Indemnification, and License Agreement (fhis “License”), dated for reference putposes
only ag of _» 2017, s made by and between the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, acting by and through the

Director-of the DBPARTMEN’I’ OF GENERAL S8ERVICES (DGS), with the approval of the: MILITARY DEPARTMENT,
(collectively-the "STATE"), and THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a munieipal corporation (“CITY™),

RICITALS:

‘WHPRBAS STATE owns:and-conrols. cettain.real propesty 1ocated at the San Francisco Atmory, 100 A1mo1y Dmvc, San,

_ Francisco, Cahfmma 94132 (the “Property”)

WHEREAS, STATE has agreed to quitclmm to-CILY, and City has agresd to. aecept, a.portion of the. Property COﬂSlSUng
of approximately 4,252 square feet and depicted on the attached Exhibit A. (the “Conveyance Property”) in order for
CITY to. consﬁx uet- iinprovemerts thereon.in connecticm with CITY s Westside Reeyoled. Water, Pr oject.(the. “Project);

WHEREAS, STATE has. agreed to grant to CITY, and City has agreed to accept, two easements across partions of the
Property in connection with City*s Project, one consisting of approximately 25,203 square feet and depicted on.the attached
Exhibit B.(the “Tie Back Basement™) for the mstwllahon, location, relocation, construction; recenstruction; alteration, use,
maintenanee, mspection, fepair, and abandoning in place: of subsirface te-backs. i comection with Project constiuction
and the second eonsisting of approximately 1,857 square feet and depicted. on the attached Exhibit € (the “Maintenance

'Easement”) for continued surface inspection of earth support structures and. maiiitenance of the Conveyance Property: in
connection with-the-Project;

WHIE RLAS pending ﬁnleuatmn of the fuitclaim. from STATE to CITY of the Conveyance Property, the granting from
STATE to-CITY of the Tle Back Easement and the Maintenance Basement, this Lieense will allow CITY (i) ertexr upon.and
consiruct Project improvemecnts on. the Conveyanee: Property, (il enter upon. and construct subsurface tiesbacks withinthe
atea of the Tie Back Basement, and. (iif) fo:enter upon and use: approximately 2,092 square féet: of the Property depieted on
thie-attached Exhibit D (the “Stagmg Ayen”) as a-construction staginy area for Project donstruction. (the actiong. described
in clanse (D), (1), and-(iH) above aresornetimes collectively rcfeued to-as the “Activity’);.

NOW, 'l’HEREFORE 1t {s mutnally- agreed between the STATE and CITY as-fotlows:

1. Geant of License - S’IA’I‘I‘ hereby grants to CITY, its employees, consuli'mls, repesentatives, and contractors. a
- License. Agreement for a- non-exclusive right. fo enter and exit upon the Property from CITY’s adjaceni. property as
shown in the site map referenced herein. ag Bxtiibit E to conduet the. Activity (ds furthier described in the'se section
below) on and: abovit those portions of the: Propétty designated on Exhibit B as the areas af the Conveyance Property,

the Tie Back Hasement, and the Maintenanee Fasement,

2. Use- CITY may enter upon and use those: portions of the Property dcstgnated on Exhibit A for the followingpurposes;
© only: .

(1) CITY may enter upion and construct Project improvements on the 'Comze}yan‘ce?,Propert-y-;
(L) CITY may enter upen and-construct subsurface. tie-backs within the area of the Tie Back Basement, 'and

(c) CITY may enter upon and use the Staging Area for a- staging area for congtmetion ly down 'lctlvmcs, Including:
' placing equipment. and materialsdis support of the Project;

STATE resetves the right to approve all activities on the Property, in part ot in whole, If STATE requests that a part
av all of any. activity be. Lh'mged CITY shall. comply finmediately wﬂh STATEs request.

3. Term- The {erm of this License shall be. for a:period of three. (3) years commercing on. 2017 and ending

on____,2020,0f such longer petied. if agreed to in wiiting by STATE and'CITY.;

- 4. Darly Termination — Bither party may feminate this License at any time by giving written-notice to the other-party at

feast stxty-(60) days.prior to the date-when such termination shall become-effiective,

Pagé 1 of1
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8.

9.

Administrative Fee ~ Before the release of the fully exceuted dosuments, CITY shall pay to the STATE the Purchase
Price and Administrative Costs described in and pursuant to the Agreement‘for Conveyance and Acceptance of
Real Propexty between STATE and CITY and executed and delivered concurrently with thls License, in
immediately available funds.

Compliance with Laws —~ CITY shall conduct said. Activity in compliance with all applicable, fedezal state, and
poundcipal statutes and ordinances, and. with all applicatile regnlations, orders, and dircctives of appropriate
governmental ageneies: (collectively, the “Laws and Regulations?), as such Laws #nd Regulations exist at the time of
the. Activity.

Liidemnity — CITY shall hold harmless and indemnify as “Indemnitees” STATE, its affiliates, agents and employees,
from and against any claims, demands, actions, suits, judgments, losses, damages, costs; or gxpenses ineurred as a
result of persopal injury,. bodily injury, or property damage (collectively, “Liability”) resulting from the Activity of
CITY, its employees, consnltants, repregentatives, or contractors, This Indemmty shall not-extend fo any Liability or
any cfaim to the extent arising out of or resulting from the act:;, omissions, neghgencc, or willful misconduct of

- “Indemnitees.”

- Notices - All notices ot other cornrmunications required or'pe1~111itted‘he1'eunder shall be in writing with Project number

TR12015B prominently displayed, and. shall be personally delivered (including by means of professional messenger
service) or sent by-overnight courfer, or sent by registered or certified mail, postage prépaid, return recelpt 1equested tor
the addresses set forth below. All such notices ar other comniunications shall be.deemed received upon: the earlier of:
() if personélly delivered: or sent by overnight courier; the date of delivery. to.the address of the person fo receive such
notice; (b)-1f mailed.as provided:above, on the date of receipt or rejection

To the CITY: City and County of 8an Francisco
Real Bstate-Division _
25 Van Ness Avenue, Sufte 400
San Fratolsco, CA 94102
thce (415) 554 9850

To-the STATE: CT ALLISON HSIEH THOMAS WHITE
Bidg, 950, Sixth Street Pacilities and Engineering
Camp- Parks RFTA Californiz Military Department
Dublin, CA 94568 9800 Goethe Road, Box. 18

Sacramento, CA 95826

Coples tor Sam Cooper
Asset Management Branch
Real Propetty Setvices Section.
Department of Geineral Serviees
State of California
707 Third Sereet, 5" Flaor MS-501
West Sacramento, CA 95603
Satn; Cooper@DGS.CA.GOV

Insurance - During the term of this License; CITY shall maintain the following insuranee:

(n) Shall furnisk a certificate of insurance along with a copy of all endorsements with the STATE'S Project Number
(TR12015). indicated on the face of said ceriificate and. endorsements, issued to STATE with amounts of
Commercial General Liability of at least ONE MILLION AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($1,000,000.005 per
ogcurrence: naming the State of California, its officers, agents and employees as additional insured. Priot to
License execution, the certificate. of insurance dnd: endorsements. shall be deliven,d to the Department.of General
Services, 707 3xd Street, MS 501, West Sacramento, CA. 95604,

Sald certificate of inswance and endarsements. shall be issued by an.insurance company with a rating of nof less.
than, A-X in Best's Insurance Guide. STATE reserves the tight to review and reasonably adjust insuranee
requiternents as necessary during the term.of this License,
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() It s agreed that STATE will not. be liable for the payment of any preminms. or: assessments on the insurance

coverage required by this Paragraph. The certificate-of ingurance shall provide: that the insurer will not cancel the

_ insured's coverage without.tliity (30) days prioi-wiliten notice to SFATE. CITY agrees that: the insurance herein

provided for shall be in effect at all times during the term of this License, all extensions thereof, holdover perjods
or-any ather-ogonpancy of the Premises by CITY, : ‘

(¢ CITY shall maintain statutow workers’ compensation and employer's liability coverage for all its employees who
will be engaged: it the performance of the Activities, including special coverags. extensions where applicable, with
employ@r 5 lability Hmits'of ONE MILLION AND NO/00 DOLLARS ($1,000;000. 00) The polley shall contain
a waiver of subrogation in favor of the State:of California.

(d) CITY shall farnish a cer tificate-of automobile habﬂﬁ.y insuranoe:with a limit of no less than ONE MILLION AND
NO/100 DOLLARS ($1,000,000, 00): for- eacl accident; covering all owned hited and nom-ewnoed vehicles, The
provisions in Parageaph 9(b)-above‘also upply to-this Insuratee,

The State of Californis, its officers, agents and employccs 'u'c to be additfontal. Insured,. and- the oemﬁoate is to bo

delivered to the Department of General Serviees; 707 3 Street MBS 501, West Sacramento;,. CA: 95605, The
certificate s fo be delivered to the Department of General Services atthe address listed in Paragraph 6(z) above.

(& If CITY is self-insured in whole or in part as to. any of the above-described types: and levels of coverage, CITY
shall provide STATE with written acknowledgment of this fact af the time:of the execution of this Lease. The
State may requive financial information to-justify CETY s self-insared: status, If, at.any time after-the execution of
this Lease, CITY abandons its. self“insuied status, CITY shall immediately. notify STATE of this fact. and shall
comply wifl all of the terms and conditions of this Insurance clavse: pertalmng topolicies of insurance in rcgald to
these types.and. levels of tistirance.

It i agreed that STATT, shall not be liable for the payment of any premiums or assessmenis onr the required
insyrance. eoverage.

10. Sublet and Assipmnent of License — The CITY shall not suwblet or assign its: vights under this License -without
STATE’s priorwritten consent, Ariy assignment ortransferof this License by elther party shall be subject to the other
parties tights and obligations hetein, and any assignee. or transferee shall contitae to perform such obligations and
shall, corvespondingly, be entitled to the benefits of this Lisense pussnant to the terms.and-conditions hereof,

11, Bights of Payties - The rights and obligations set forth in this License will be binding upon and ihure to the benefit of
the CITY. and STATE and their suceessors and: assigne¢s. This License shall not be. interpreted as creatfiig any
easement. or any ¢ovenant or condition rumring. with the land or any further right. with respect to any related real

"property other than as specifically provided herein, The-rights of CITY and its successors and. assigns hereunder will
be subordinate and subject to the rights of the holder of any motigage; deed of trust, or other encumbmnce against the
property now or 11emafte1 granted or-orested by STATE against the property,

12, Cooperation - C.ITY. agrees fo coordmate its Aetivity with, the. CMD Atea Cootdinator, (916). 3695100, to. minitmize
any impaimnent of access to the Péoperty and any inconvenience to or disroption: of STATIY s business o the Property.

13, Maintenance of Property — CITY shaﬂ maintaln the P1op61 ty during the Activities by remioving all: Hiter from the
Property, CIIY shall be responsible for leaving fhe Pmpexty n as clean a.condition ag it was received and will provide
the STATE with a 24-hour telephione number(s) if it is necessdry to: lnform CITY that the lot has not been cleaned.
Papers and other debris left on the Property must. be cleared: within 24. hours of netification from STATE. If the

- Premises is not found. in the same condition as It was received by the CITY, any and 4ll cests a%ouated with: the
clean-up shall be paid by the CITY upon:demand by STATE.

14. Improvements and Modifications — In making any ekcavatlon and/ér thstallation of equipment, temporary battiers,
or fenicing on {he Ploperty and/or easement areas, CITY shall make the saime in such commercially reasonable manner
as will cause the least injury to-the surface of the ground around such excavation and/or construction, and:shall replace
the earth so removed by it and: testore the surface of the ground and any improvement thereon to as near the same
condition as they-were prior to such excavation as is practicable,

Ay constructlon ar installation of such barrlars ot fencitig shall be- wvtcwed and approved by the. Statc Chlei ‘ Eangineer
and thc local fire depatiment.

Page 3 of 3
SF Armoty ROE windsminificaftond (7440:17),




18,

16,

17.

18.

.

24,

21.

22,

23,

24,

25.

Aceess to Proporty — Only CITY and its properly qualified and authotlzed agents, employges, contractors, and ‘

servants shall have the right of ingress to and egress fiot said Property. CITY will not cause or otherwise allow: any
roadway to be blocked or obstructed:

STATE shall have access at all Himes to the site infrasfructure for repairs and maintenance as necessary within the

Property outlined in Bxhibit “A”

Reloeation - The location of the Property to be used. hy' CITY, for the putpose of this Ticense may be changed as
required by the STATE in the event of circumstances arising to warrant such a-change, CITY agrees to accept another
functionally equivalent location within the facility grounds within which to operate under the.same gener; al provisions
of this License,

Attorneys’ Fees - In the évent of a default by efther party ot in the event of any: suit or action arfping out of this
License, the prevailing party ot the non-defaulting party will be entitled to recover its cost and cxpcnses, including
reagonable attotneys’ fecs in conncctlon therewith.

No Joint Venture - No agency, employment agr eement Jotut venture;. o parﬁne‘rshi‘p is created between the parties by
this License and neither party will be deemed to be an agent of the other, nor will either party have the: right or power
of authority to act for the other in any manner; or to.create-any obligation, contracts,. or debts bindingvpon the: othel
patty.

Governing Law ~ This License will be governed by and constrmed In aceordance with the laws of the State of
California, . ’

Amendments - This License may be amended, changed, or modified only by-written agreement executed by the CIT'Y

and STATE, No waiver or any provision of this License will be.valid unless in writing signed by the parly charged
therewith, : :

Seyerability — If any provision of this License is determined to be illegal or unenforceable, this determination shall net, -

affeet any other provisfon of this License, and all 6tler provisions-shall remain in full foree and effoct.,

Separate Countexparts and Photocopies -~ This Agreement may be executed: insuliiple counterparts, cach of which
shall be deemed an original, but all'of which, {egether, shall constitute ono and the same instrument. The exchange of
copies of thiy Ag,xccment and of signature pages by electronic mail in “portable document format” (“pdf*) form or by
any other electronic means shall. constitute effective exedtition and dehvcly of this document and. shall have.the same
effect as copies executed and delivered with original signatures

Section Headingg — All section headmgs contained herein are for convenience of reference ouly, and are not mi’endcd
to define or limit the scope:of any provisions of this mense.

Entire Agreement - Tlis Licerise represents the full, complete; and entits License: agreement between the parties with
respect to the subject matter hefeof. The License shall not be in full force and effect except upon approval and
signatuire on behall of the: Director of the: Department of General Sesvices: :

Nondiserimination, In the performance of this. Lwensa, STATE shall not disoriminate against any cmployee,
subcontractor, applicant for: eployment with Disixiet, or against any person seeking accommodations, advantages,
facilities, privileges, services, or membership in all business, social, or ether establishments or organizations, on the:
basis of the fact or pereeption of a person’s race; color, creed, roligion, national origin, ancestry, age, height, weight,
sex, sexual orjentation, gender identify, domestic partoer status, marital stetis, disability or Acquited. Immune
Deficiency Syndrome or HIV status (AIDS/HIV status), or association with. membets of such plotected clagses; orin
refaliation for opposition:fo: diserimination against suely ciasses.
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San Francisco PUC — San I'raneisco Armory

RIGHT TO ENTER AND CONSTRUCT

In the event of any dispute over the:performance.or fteipretation of thils Agreement, the:parties agres to submit.
such.dispute to the California Office:of Administrative Hearings for avbitration which:shall be binding.. Venue for-

anty-proceedings or arbittation shall be in-Sacramento County, California, -

STATE OF CALITORNIA
Department. of General Services
Daudel C; Kim, Director -

By

MICHAEL ¥, BUTLER, Chiof -

Real Propetty Servies.Section

Dite:

APPROVED:
California Military Department:

THOMAS CLARKE,
CWd CA ARNG
Chief, Procurement Branch

Date: 7/)' 0// 7

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN TRANCISCO,
. Mimicipal Corporation :

By:
HARLAN L, KELLY, IR.
General Manager,
‘San Francisco Public. Utilitles Commission:

Date:

APPROVED AS 'O JORM:
DENNIS: 1. HERRERA, City Attorney

By: iy
RICHARD HANDEL, Deputy City Attorhey

Date;
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTNMENT

Planning CommisSion Motion No. M-19442

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

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

Timothy Johnston@sfgov.org

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

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

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

Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter
“Chapter 31”).

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

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information;
415.558.6377



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

vicinity of the Project facilities, and was posted on the Planning Department’s
website and placed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle..

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

B. On March 18, 2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(“DEIR”) and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the

~ availability of the DEIR for public review and comment for a 45-day period, and of the

date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was

mailed to the Department’s list of persons requesting such notice and other interested
parties. o

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

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

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

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

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

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) has been prepared by the Department,
consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, any consultations and comments

SAN FRANCISCO . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

COMPLETION of said Final Environmental Impact Report in compliance with CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines.

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

Jorag Tonin
Commission Secretary

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

SAN FRANGISCO 4
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission Motion No. 19443  sousins:
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS Sule 400

San Francisco,
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 CA 94103-2479

Reception:

415.558.6378
CaseNo.: 2008.0091E Fax
Project Name: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ' 415.558.6408
Zoning: P (Public) Zoning District .

OS5 (Open Space) Height and Bulk District ﬁ:g‘r':":;%on:
Block/Lot: 7281/007 ‘ 415.558.6377
Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission :
. ¢/o Scott MacPherson

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 10t Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact: Audrey Desmuke - (415) 575-9136

audrey.desmuke@sfgov.org

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

PREAMBLE

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

On June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (“NOP”) for the Project, and, in response to comments received, revised
the location of certain project elements and published a revised NOP on July 16,2014,
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On March 18,2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR” or “Draft
EIR”) for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability
of the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for public comment until May 4,
2015, ‘ : ' '

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

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

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

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

On September 17, 2015, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that the
contents of the report and the procédures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and
reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code
section 21000 et seq.) (“CEQA™), 14 California Code of Regulations section 15000 ef seq, (“CEQA
Guidelines™), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (“Chapter 317).

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

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

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

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

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

FINDINGS

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

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

This document is organized as follows:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Prograni ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have
been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit A to this Motion No. 19443, The
MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit A provides -
a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the
Project ("Final EIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit A also
specifies the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions
and a monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Exhibit A.

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

L APPROVAL OF PROJECT
A. Pfoject_ Description

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO ’ 4
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J Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant.
. Reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses

by supplying those demands with recycled water.

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

objectives are based on a planning horizon through 2030. The water supply goal to meet delivery needs in

the SFPUC service area is based on a planning horizon through 2018. The overall goals of the WSIP for
the regional water system are to: :

3 Maintain _high-quglity water.

. Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes.

. Increase water delivgry reliability.

. Meet customer water supply needs.

. Enhance sustainability.

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

The Project would help meet WSIP level-of-service goals and system performance objectives. These
goals include providing a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water,
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, the WSIP
project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be derived from recycled
water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up to 2 mgd of recycled water; currently
identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. This Project would also enable implementation of the
SFPUC’s Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the SFPUC in December, 2013. The SFPUC’s
Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of
groundwater in the first phase and conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable
use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot occur until
recycled water is available for Golden Gate Park landscaping or until another landscaping water source is
identified. Thus the Project would also help meet the WSIP goal of prov1d1ng approximately 4 mgd
annual average of water supply from groundwater.

C. Environmental Review

1. Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report

SAN FRANCISCO 5
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On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water System Improvement Program (also known as the
“Phased WSIP”) with the objective of repairing, replacing, and seismically upgrading the system’s aging
pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump stations, and storage tanks (SFPUC, 2008; SFPUC Resolution No.
08-0200). The WSIP improvements span seven counties—Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda,
Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco (see SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200).

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

2. San Francisco Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report

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

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

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

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

EP then prepared the C&R document, which provided written responses to each comment received on the

Draft EIR. The C&R document was published on August 20, 2015 and included copies of all of the

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

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

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

D. Approval Actions

1. San Francisco Planning Commission Actions

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

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

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Actions

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

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

3. San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission -

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

4. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions

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

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

5. Other — Federal, State, and Local Agencies

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

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

e California Army National Guard (lease amendment)

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

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

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Regional Water Quality Control Board (NPDES
permit) ' ’ ' -
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To the extent that the identified mitigation measures require consultation or approval by these other
agencies, this Commission urges these agencies to assist in 1mplementmg, coordinating, or approving the
mxtlgatlon measures, as appropriate to the particular measure.

E. Contents and Location of Records

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Commission has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the Project,

even if not every document was formally presented to the Commission.” Without exception, these’

documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or legislative decisions
that the Comimnission was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents influenced the expert
advice provided to: Planning Department staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the
Commission. For these reasons, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the
Commission’s decisions relating to the adoption of the Project.

~ The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the public
review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR are available at
the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin,
Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department Materials concerning
approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No.
CUW30102 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission,
525 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California 94102. The Custodian of Records is Scott
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MacPherson. All files have been available to the Commission and the public for review in con31dermg
these findings and whether to approve the Project.

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

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

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

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the
Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the
Final EIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR
supporting the determination regarding the project impact and mitigation measures designed to address
those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these
findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and concluswns are specifically and
expressly mod1ﬁed by these ﬁndmgs '

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

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

. Population and Housing

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

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

Cultural Resources

Impact CP-1: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in' CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those
resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.

Transportation and Circulation

SAN FRANCISCO

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

 management program.

Impact TR-2: Closure of travel lanes during Projeét construction would temporarily reduce.
roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing temporary and
intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be of short duration and
limited in magnitude.

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

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

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

Impact TR-6: Project operation and maintenance activities would cause some increases in

traffic volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter transportation conditions

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

IL. LESS—THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT DO NOT REQUIRE MITIGATION

Under CEQA, no ‘mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Public
Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3), 15091). Based
on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that the implementation of
the Project either does not apply or will result in no impacts in the following areas: (1) Population and
Housing: displace existing housing units or people or require new housing; (2) Transportation and
Circulation: change air traffic patterns; (3) Noise: expose people to airplane noise or be substantially
affected by existing noise levels; (4) Air Quality: create objectionable odors; (5) Recreation: create a need
for new facilities; (6) Utilities and Service Systems: conflict with solid waste regulations; (7) Public
Services: create a need for new or altered facilities; (8) Biological Resources: c_onﬂicf with local policies
protecting biological resources, such as trees, or a habitat conservation plan or other similar plan; (9)
Geology and Soils: change existing topography or unique geologic features of the site; (10) Hydrology
and Water Quality: expose housing to flooding hazard, impede or redirect flood flows, or expose people
or structures to harm from flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudflow; (11) Hazardous Materials: create a
safety hazard from aircraft or fires; (12) Mineral and Energy Resources: result in loss of mineral resource

or availability of a resource recovery site; and (13) Agricultural Resources: all issues. These subjects are
not further discussed in these findings.

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

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

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

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

" Aesthetics

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

‘Noise and Vibration

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

e Impact NO-2: Project operations would not result in the exposure of persons to, or
generation of, noise levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity.

. Impact NO-3: Construction of the Project would not result in a substantial' temporary
increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and would not expose
persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards established in the Noise Ordinance
(Article 29 of the Police Code). '

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

Air Qualify

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

substantial number of people.

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

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

" Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

Wind and Shadow

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

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

Recreation

. Impact RE-1: The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical dé_terioration of the
facilities. '

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Biological Resources

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

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

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

Geology and Soils

SAN FRANCISCO 14
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Impact GE-1: The Project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake

~ fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced ground failure.

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

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

Impact C-GE: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact related to
geologic hazards. ‘

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Project construction would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise degrade water quality.

Impact HY-2: Project operation would not contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide substantial an additional
sources of polluted runoff, or, with the exception of potentially violating water quallty
standards, otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

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

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

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

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

SAN FRANCISCO

Impact HZ-1: Project construction would not result in a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Impact HZ-2: The Project would be constructed on a site identified on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 but excavation
activities would not expose workers and the pubhc to adverse effects from release of
hazardous materials.

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

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

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

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

Mineral and Energy Resources

. Impact ME-1: The Project would not encourage activities'that result in the use of large
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these resources in a wasteful manner.

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

III.  POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT OR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN. BE
AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH
MITIGATION AND THE DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project’s
identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless
mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this
Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the EIR. These findings discuss
mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for adoption by the SFPUC, which can be
implemented by the SFPUC as set forth in Exhibit A in the MMRP. The mitigation measures proposed
for adoption in this section and referenced following each Project impact discussed in this Section III, are
the same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR for the Project. The full text of each
mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final EIR and in Exhibit A, the MMRP. The
Commission finds that for the reasons set forth in the Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts
identified in this section would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the
mitigation measures identified in this section. The Commission hereby adopts these mitigation measures
and urges the SFPUC to adopt the mitigation measures.

Project Impacts

Cultural Resources

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)
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Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results, there is
generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering archaeological
resources during Project construction. However, it is possible that previously unrecorded and buried: (or
otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during Project construction. Excavation,
grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and cause impacts

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

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

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

Ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction of the recycled water treatment plant would
extend about 23 feet into the Colma Formation, a geologic unit with a high paleontological sensitivity.
Vertebrate fossils, including parts of mammoths and bison, have been found in the Colma Formation in San
Francisco. Given the sensitivity of the Colma Formation and the depth of excavation, the Project could
adversely impact paleontological resources at the water treatment plant site, a significant impact. The
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation measure M-CP-3, which
‘requires the contractor to stop all ground disturbance within 50 feet if a paleontological resource is
encountered and to implement actions to investigate the discovery and recover fossil remains by a qualified
professional before ground-disturbing activities can resume.

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

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

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

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

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

Impact CP-5: Construction of the Project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th-
Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park could disturb human remains associated with the
historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
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The Project borders the boundary of Lincoln Park, the location of the historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery
where 19th century inhabitants of San Francisco were buried. Past projects in the area have uncovered

human ‘remains, which have provided a wealth of information about the overall health of these former .

inhabitants. While there is a slight potential for the Project to uncover human remains, the disturbance of
remains would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
the implementation of mitigation measure M-CP-5, which requires the development of a monitoring
program to monitor for the presence of human remains in the historic-period during construction and to

take specific steps to comply with legal requirements and to take mitigation actions to recover historically -

important data.

e Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program

Air Quality

Impact AQ-2: The Project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria

air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

When the construction schedules of components of the Project overlap, NOx emissions could exceed the
BAAQMD’s 54 pounds/day significance criterion, a significant impact. Mitigation measure M-AQ-2
would reduce the Project’s combined construction-related criteria pollutant emissions below the

significance criteria by using construction equipment with Tier 3 engines or better, reducing the impact to
less than significant.

e Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Emissions Minimization

- Biolegical Resources

Impact BI-1: The Project would potentially have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-

status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The overall potential of the Project area to support speciai-status fish or plant species is considered low
because the Project area lacks suitable habitat. Several special-status animals might use habitat in certain
parts of the Project area or vicinity for roosting, foraging, or breeding purposes, including California red-

legged frog, western pond turtle, Yuma myotis, western red bat, and hoary bat. In addition, there are a

number of native resident and migratory bird species protected under federal and State legislation with the

potential to use trees, shrubs, and other habitats as well as buildings within the Project area for nesting
and foraging.

Existing trees at the Oceanside WPCP facility and the California Army National Guard property, and in the
vicinity of the Central Pump Station, could support native nesting birds. Removal and/or relocation of trees
with active nests and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during bird nesting season could
result in nest abandonment, destruction, injury or mortality of nestlings and disruption of reproductive
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behavior during the breeding season, including mortality of individual birds, such as red-shouldered hawk,
red-tailed hawk, Cooper’s hawk, or American kestrel, a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation
measure M-Bl-1a would reduce potential impacts on special-status birds to a less-than-significant level by
requiring surveys of the Project site to identify nests and protection of nesting birds. '

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

Due to the proximity of aquatic habitats to the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Central Pump Station well
facility sites, western pond turtle and California red-legged -frog could utilize upland habitat where the
Project construction activities will occur. If California red-legged frog or western pond turtle are present,
they could be injured or killed, a significant ifnpact. Mitigation measure M-Bl-1c would mitigate the
effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days of the construction activity. With
implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-1c¢, the impact would be less than significant.

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

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

Cultural Resources

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

Cumulative projects in the Project vicinity could édversely affect the same cultural resources affected by the
Project and the Project could make a considerable contribution to a cumulative cultural resource impact, a
significant impact. The Project’s impacts, however, are site specific and implementation of site-specific
mitigation measures M-CP-2, M-CP-3, M-CP-4 and M-CP-5 would reduce Project impacts such that the
Project’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be less than significant. '

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

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

Impact C-BI-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulatlve impacts on biological
resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

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

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

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

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

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

Iv. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-
THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

WSIP Impact

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

The Commission further finds, however, that the Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore, will
contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact caused by the WSIP water supply decision. For the
WSIP impact listed below, the effect remains significant and unavoidable. The Commission determines
that the following significant impact on the environment, as reflected in the Final PEIR, is unavoidable,
but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) (3) and (b), and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(a)
(3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the Commission determines that the impact is acceptable due to the -
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overriding considerations described. in Section. VI below. This finding- is supported by substantial
evidence in the record of this proceeding.

The WSIP PEIR and the SFPUC’s Resolution No. 08-0200 related to the WSIP water supply decision
identified three significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: Impact 5.4.1-2- Stream Flow: Effects
on flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Division Dam; Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects
on fishery resources in Crystal Springs reservoir (Upper. and Lower); and Impact 7-1-Indirect growth
inducing impacts in the SFPUC service area. Mitigation measures that were proposed in the PEIR were
adopted by this Commission for these impacts; however, the mitigation measures could not reduce all the
impacts to a less than significant level, and these impacts were determined to be significant and
unavoidable. The' SFPUC has already adopted the mitigation measures proposed in the PEIR to reduce
these impacts when it approved the WSIP in its Resolution No. 08-0200. The SFPUC also adopted a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as part of that approval. The findings regarding the three
impacts and mitigation measures for these impacts set forth in Resolution No. 08-0200 are incorporated
into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. '

Subsequent to the certification of the PEIR, the Planning Department has conducted more detailed, site-
specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts identified in the PEIR. In
the case of Impact 5.5.5.-1, the Project-level fisheries analysis in the Lower Crystal Springs Dam
Improvement Project Final EIR modifies the PEIR impact determination based on more detailed site-
specific data and analysis and determined that impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects
would be less than significant. Project-level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the
PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with respect to the approval of the Lower Crystal Springs
Dam Tmprovement Project in Resolution No. 10-0175. The CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 10-0175
related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these findings
by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings.

In the case of Impact 5.4.1-2, the project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement project Final
EIR modifies the PEIR determination and concludes that the impact related to stream flow along Alameda
Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras Creek (PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2) will be
less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific modeling and data. Project-level conclusions
supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with
respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam Improvement Project.in Resolution No. 11-0015. The
CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015 related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation

effects are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA
Findings. »

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

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operation
Impact

o  Growth: Indirect growth-inducement impacts in the SFPUC service area.
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V. EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the Project as well as alternatives and the reasons for approving the Project and for
rejecting the alternatives as infeasible. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of
alternatives to the Project or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant
impacts of the Project. CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a ‘“No Project” alternative.
Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of their significant impacts and their
ability to meet Project objectives. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially
feasible options for minimizing environmental consequences of the Project,

A. Reasons for Approval of the Project

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

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

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

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

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

. Enhance sustainability.

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

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

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

. Reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other‘novnpotable uses by
supplying those demands with recycled water. -
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not be converted to potable groundwater well facilities unless and until another source. of water for
irrigation and lake fill can be found.

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to diversify the
SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San Francisco that
is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation
-and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. Also, it would fail to meet
the 'WSIP goals and objectives that rely directly on the contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide
level of service objectives. If the Project is not constructed, the SFPUC’s water supply portfolio would

not include up to 2 mgd of recycled water. It would also prevent the SFPUC from implementing the -

second phase of SFPUC’s Groundwater Supply Project, which would produce 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of
groundwater., This phase of the project cannot be implemented until another source of water besides

groundwater is provided to Golden Gate Park for irrigation and lake refill. The SFPUC would be limited

in its ability to meet its adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in
the San Francisco region, because of reduced water supply in San Francisco.

Under the No Project Alternative, current conditions would continue and all construction-related impacts

would be avoided. Consequently, there would be no potential to encounter previously unrecorded and

buried archaeological deposits, archeological resources, human remains, or legally-significant prehistoric

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

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

Alternative B: Project Design Altemative, would locate the recycled water treatment plant at the San
Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot, a 2.3 acre site north of the Oceanside WPCP and east of the Great
Highway. Under the Project as proposed, the site would be used for construction staging. Storage and
pumping facilities that under the Project would be located at the Central Reservoir site in Golden Gate

Park would instead be located with the recycled water treatment plant at the San Francisco Zoo overflow

parking lot. Under this Alternative, distribution pipelines would avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and
streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard and instead, distribution pipelines would run from the San Francisco
Zoo overflow parking lot north to Wawona Street, then east to 34th Street, and north up 34th Street into

Golden Gate Park. Construction activities would be sequenced and staggered, reducing the amount of

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

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

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

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

Under the No Project Alternative, the SFRW Project would not be constructed or operated. The proposed
recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed and 1.6 mgd of
recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable demand. Existing
irrigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well as lake refill would
continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater. The two existing irrigation wells in
Golden Gate Park that are part of the second phase of the SFPUC’s Groundwater Supply Project would
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at Harding Road and Herbst Road. Other aspects of the Project would remain unchangéd and the Project
would be able to produce the same 5 mgd peak flow amount, or 2 mgd annual average amount of recycled
water. '

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Under the circumstances, the Commission finds that the Project Design Alternative is not feasible as the
site is currently and in the future projected to be needed by the San Francisco Zoo for its own operations.
In addition, even if the San Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments might eventually
agree to the SFPUC’s use of the site, the SFPUC is faced with an unpredictable period of delay in
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is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation
and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. However, by reducing the
capacity of the recycled water treatment plant, Alternative C would not provide the full amount of
recycled water supply provided under the Project so the degree to which it would meet the last of these

objectives would be reduced somewhat. Alternative C would enable implementation of the SFPUC’s
* Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the SFPUC in December, 2013, because it would provide
recycled water to Golden Gate Park, facilitating the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC’s
Groundwater Supply Project, which calls for conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park
to potable use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater.

However, Alternative C would only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rély directly on the
 contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. The WSIP aims to provide a
‘total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water, groundwater, and conservation

projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, the WSIP project description indicated

that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be derived from recycled water projects in San

Francisco. The Project would provide up to 2 mgd of recycled water on an annual average basis, and 5

mgd peak day flow, but under Alternative C this would be reduced to 1.7 mgd annual average and 3.8

mgd peak day flow. Under the project, currently identified customers have a demand of 1.6 mgd annual

average and 4 mgd peak-day, but customer served would be reduced to those with a demand of 1.38 mgd
annual average and 2.81 mgd peak day. Customers at Lincoln Park and the Presidio that could use
recycled water would continue to use potable water sources for irrigation.

To the extent that Alternative C fails to fully satisfy WSIP identified water supply goals and objectives as
approved under SFPUC Resolution 08-0200, it would limit the SFPUC’s ability to provide water to
customers during both drought and non-drought periods and may prevent the SFPUC from limiting
rationing during drought periods to a maximum 20 percent systemwide. Customers in San Francisco
would be most affected as water supply in the city would be reduced during peak demand periods by up
to 1.2 mgd. As a result, the SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop
additional water supply projects. ,

Environmentally Superior Alternative, The Reduced Project Alternative would be the Environmentally
Superior Alternative, other than the No Project Alternative. The Reduced Project Alternative would not
increase any impacts and it would reduce impacts on cultural resources and biological resources. Also, it
would reduce energy use and reduce the total amount of air pollution produced by the Project.

The Reduced Project Alternative would still contribute to the WSIP’s significant and unavoidable indirect
impact related to growth, but to a lesser degree than for the Project, as it would provide 0.3 mgd less of
water supply on an annual average basis that could contribute to growth.

‘The Commission rejects the Reduced Project Alternative as infeasible because it will not allow the
SFPUC to fully meet WSIP goals and objectives. Additionally, although this alternative would generally
meet the SFPUC’s objectives for the Project, it would not satisfy the Project’s third objective to the same
degree as the Project, namely to reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other -
nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. Likewise, it would only partially meet
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implementing the Project. Finally, the Project Design Alternative would result in minimal to no benefit to
the environment. All Project impacts, with the exception of the WSIP-related impact to growth are
mitigable. On the other hand, the Project Design Alternative would cause energy waste and it would have
the same WSIP-related impact to growth. For all of these reasons, the Commission rejects the Project
Design Alternative as infeasible. '

Alternative C: Reduced Prbject Alternative

The Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate recycled water supply to Lincoln Park and the Presidio.
Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a new underground storage reservoir and purhp station would not
be constructed at the Central Reservoir site and distribution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir
would be eliminated. The size of the recycled water treatment plant and storage at the Oceanside WPCP
would be reduced somewhat and the construction duration would be shorter. As a result of these changes
from the Project, the recycled water treatment plant would have a reduced peak-day capacity of 3.8 mgd
instead of 5 mgd and an annual average capacity of 1.7 mgd instead of 2.0 mgd.

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

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

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

Alternative C also would reduce energy usage as compared to the Project because it would eliminate the
need to pump recycled water to Lincoln Park and the Presidio from the Central Reservoir site. Alternative
C would also reduce the contribution to the WSIP’s indirect growth inducing impact by reducing the
amount of water that could be supplied to a growing population.

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative would meet the Project objectives, which are to diversify the
SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San Francisco that -
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the WSIP goals and objectives, which rely directly on the up to 2 mgd of local recycled water supply on

the west side of San Francisco that the Project would provide to fulfill systemwide level of service
objectives. The total average yield under normal operations for the Reduced Project Alternative would be
1.7 mgd, causing the SFPUC to fall short of the 2 mgd annual water supply designed for the Project and
the WSIP identified supply need'of 4 mgd from local recycled water supply by 2018. Although the
SFPUC originally envisioned that the 4 mgd of recycled water would supply customers on the west side
of San Francisco and now the SFPUC expects the west side recycled water demand to be somewhat
reduced, the SFPUC has not revised its originally WSIP goal of obtaining 4 mgd from recycled water and

" . is exploring recycled water supply options on the east side of the City. Thus, if the Project were sized

below the Project size of 2 mgd annual average, and designed not to serve Lincoln Park and the Presidio,
some viable recycled water supply customers on the west side of San Francisco would not be able to
make use of recycled water and instead would need to continue to use groundwater or imported surface
water for irrigation and other nonpotable uses. Such a situation would be contrary to the WSIP goal of
diversifying water supply options and improving use of new water resources, such as recycled water. For
these reasons, the Commission rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible. -

VL. 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 si‘gnificant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration
warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify
approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by
substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its determination that each individual reason is

sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding

findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the Record
of Proceedings, as defined in Section L.

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

- The Project will have the following benefits:

»

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

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

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

The Project, by providing recycled water for irrigation and lake refill in Golden Gate Park will enable
the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC’s San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project,
which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd of potable groundwater supply.

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

Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes many
features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water system as a means
of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake scenario or even a disaster scenario
not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the improvements to assure the water system’s
continued reliability, and developing it as part of a larger, integrated water security strategy, is critical
to the Bay Area’s economic security, competitiveness and quality of life. This Project provides a
critical source of water — local recycled water — that will be available even if it is not possible for a
period of time to obtain imported surface water from the SFPUC’s regional water system.

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

and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset the remaining
20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail and wholesale service
areas through 2018. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the WSIP, through
conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, and 10 mgd would be
met through local conservation, recycled water and groundwater in the wholesale service area.
Of the 10 mgd that would come from projects in San Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from
local recycled water. This Project would provide up to 2 mgd of this critical 4 mgd of local recycled
water. In addition, by providing recycled water to Golden Gate Park, this Project will enable
implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC’s San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project,
which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd of potable groundwater for San Francisco residents, water that is
currently used for irrigation and lake refill in Golden Gate Park.
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e The WSIP will substantially improve use of new water sources and drought management, including
use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. A critical part of the WSIP is to
provide water from new sources other than from imported surface water from the Hetch Hetchy
Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project is important to meeting the
WSIP goal of providing local recycled water in San Francisco.

o The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality requirements. This
Project, which will produce recycled water by treating sanitary sewage with
microfiltration/ultrafiltration, reverse osmosis, and ultraviolet light disinfection, will provide
recycled water that meets or exceeds the California Department of Public Health requirements for
disinfected tertiary recycled water.

o The WSIP will diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought periods. The Project
supports this WSIP objective by providing up to 2 mgd of local recycled water during both drought
and non-drought periods.

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section I above, the Commission
finds that the benefits of the Project and the Project’s furtherance of the WSIP goals and objectives
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are
therefore acceptable.

DECISION

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

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

P. Iofgin
Commission Secretary

AYES Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson Moore, Richards
NAYS:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED:  September 3, 2015
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1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

Planning Commission Resolution No.19444 s

CA 94103-2479

Reception:

GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 415.558.6378
HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 Fax:
415.558.6409
Case No.: 2015-007190GPR Planning
Project: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project m’gﬁg %:377
Zoning: P (Public) Zoning District o
OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District
Block/lot: - 7281/007
Project Sponsor:  SF Public Utilities Commission
cfo Scott MacPherson
525 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact: - Audrey Desmuke - (415) 575-9136

audrey;desmuke@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND WITH THE
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 FOR THE PROPOSED WESTSIDE

RECYCLED WATER PLANT PROJECT AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

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

On January 17, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("Project Sponsor")
submitted an Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department
("Department”), Case No. 2008.0091E, in connection with a project to provide an average of up
to 4 million gallons per day (“mgd”) of groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin to
augment San Francisco’s municipal water supply. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water
Plant Project, meant to diversify the SFPUC’s water supply by developing recycled water,
develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant and
reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by
supplying those demands with recycled water; is located at the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water

www.sfplanning.org
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Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army National
Guard site (“SFRW Project” or "Project").

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

On March 18, 2015, the Department published the Draft Envitonmental Impact Report (“DEIR”
or "Draft EIR") for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation
of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for
public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 2015.

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

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

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

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

On September 3, 2015, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and
found that the contents of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was
prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act
(California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of
Regulations sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code ("Chapter 31").

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

" The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case
No. 2008.0091E, at 1650 Mission Stree_t, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.. '
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Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the
Project and these materials were made available to the public and this Commission for this
Commission’s review, consideration and action.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

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

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

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

¢  Construction of an expanded underground reservoir to provide additional storage

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

PROJECT O.B]ECTIVES‘

The three main objectives of the SFRW Project are:

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

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

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

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

. - Maintain high-quality water.

. ‘Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes.

) Increase Water delivery reliability.

. ‘Meet customer water supply needs.

. Enhance sustainability.

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On September 3, 2015, the Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commision”) conducted a public
hearing on the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. The Commission
reviewed and considered the EIR and found the contents of said report and the procedures
through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) (“CEQA”), the CEQA
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 ef seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco -
Adminstrative Code.

"On September 3, 2015, the Commission certified the Final .EIR by Motion No. 19442,
Additionally, the Commission adopted approval findings, including findings rejecting
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alternativeé, and making a statement of overriding considerations, and adopted a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program (“MMRP") pursuant to CEQA by Motion No. 19443, which

findings and MMRP are incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth in this Motion.

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The proposal addresses the following relevant objectives and policies of the General Plan:
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 5

ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE
PRESENT AND FUTURE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO.

The City and County of San Francisco owns and operates one of the most extensive water and
power systems in the world. At present, the supply of fresh water generated by the Hetch
Hetchy/Water Department system is more than adequate. Current projections indicate that
the present system will meet San Francisco's needs until the year 2020. Over the years, the
consumption of fresh water in the city has risen substantially: over 100 percent between 1940
and 1971. This increase in water consumption is primarily due to commercial expansion and
has occurred despite a decline in San Francisco's resident population since 1950.

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

POLICY 5.1
- Maintain an adequate water distribution system within San Francisco.

The project implements this policy. The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of
San Francisco’s water supply. It would provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day of
groundwater to augment San Francisco’s municipal water supply.

PROPOSITION M FINDINGS - PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1

The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Plant Project is consistent with Planning Code
Section 101.1(b) Priority Policies as follows:
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1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced.
The Project would preserve current neighborhood-serving retail uses and enhance future.
opportunities for residential employment in or ownership of such businesses. The Project would
diversify and increase the reliability of San Francisco’s water supply. A reliable and drought-
tolerant water supply is essential for the preservation and enhancement of the neighborhood-
serving retail uses. '

2. That ex1shng housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in
order to preserve, the cultural and economic d1vers1ty of our neighborhood. The Pro]ect
would conserve neighborhood character. The Oceanside WPCP and Golden Gate Park Central
Reservoir locations are not located in any residential or commercial neighborhoods and would

. not affect housing or neighborhood character. The remainder of the Project would consist of
underground pipelines.

3. 'That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. The Project
would preserve the City's supply of affordable housing by diversifying and increasing the
reliability of the City’s water supply. The Project would not affect the development of affordable
housing as the Project sites would not be located on residentially zoned parcels. 4

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
- neighborhood parking. The Project would not increase commuter traffic and therefore would
not impede Municipal Railway (MUNI) transit service or overburden the streets or
. neighborhood parking. Operation of the recycled water treatment plant would require
approximately four full-time employees, while the operation and maintenance of other Project
facilities would utilize existing SFPUC employees. As such, commuter traffic would not
increase notably that would impede MUNI services or the streets.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future
opportunities for residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.
The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. Project would protect the
diversity of retail and service uses already existing in the City by diversifying and increasing
the reliability of the water supply. v

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake. The Project would diversify and increase the reliability of San
- Francisco’s water supply, which would improve the City’s preparedness for an earthquake.
Moreover, the Project would be designed and constructed to comply with applicable San
Francisco Municipal Code standards to ensure public safety in the event of an earthquake.
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7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. The Project would not affect
designated landmarks or buildings. Golden Gate Park is a registered Historic District; however,
the proposed Project would not affect any landmarks or historic buildings within Golden Gate
Park, or affect any contributors to the historic district. The Central Reservoir location in
Golden Gate Park does not contain any historical landmarks or buildings, and the adjacent
yard area is currently used as a wood waste storage and composting facility. Distribution
piplines are located within existing rights-of-way, and construction of pipeline would not alter
the historical circulation system of Golden Gate Park. The Oceanside WPCP was completed in-
1994 and is not considered a historic structure.

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected
from development. The Project would involve construction of underground pipelines under
various roadway and a new pump station in the Central Reservoir location within Golden Gate
Park. Siting a pumping station at the Golden Gate Park Central Reservoir location would not
reduce Golden Gate Park recreation use areas as this site is not used for recreation. Similarly,
new pipelines within Golden Gate Park would not reduce any recreation use aregs.

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

underground. Within Golden Gate Park, the new pumping station would be approximately 20
feet tall. This would not affect any significant vistas and no new shade would be created, as the
new pumping station would be in an area surrounded by trees that are higher than 20 feet tall.

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

recreation areas for both parks. For the reasons stated above, the Project would not affect public
parks and open spaces.

The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to
consider the proposed findings of General Plan conformity on September 3, 2015.

On September 3, 2015, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting to consider the General Plan Referral application, Case No. 2008.0091R. The
Commission heard and considered public testimony presented at the hearing and has further

considered written and oral testimony provided by Department staff and other interested
parties.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby adopts the CEQA Findings

set forth in No. 19443 and finds the proposed SFRW Project, as described above, to be
consistent with the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, including, but not
limited to the Environmental Protection Element, and is consistent with the eight Priority
Policies in City Planning Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this motion.
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[ hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
September 3, 2015.

Jonas P. Tonin

Commission Secretary

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

ADOPTED:  September 3, 2015 -

I\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referrals\2015 \2015—007190GPR_350_Great_Hwy_Motion.vdocx
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
City and County of San Francisco

RESOLUTION NO. 15-0187

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

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

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

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

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

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

WHEREAS, On September 3, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission reviewed
and considered ‘the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project in Planning
Department File No. 2008.0091E, consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and the Responses to Comments document, and found that the contents of said report and the
procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the
provisions of the CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code, and found further that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that
the Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and
certified the completion of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines in its
Motion No. M-19442: and '

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

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

September 3, 2015; and

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




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

WHEREAS, The Planning Department, Timothy Johnston, is the custodian of records,
located in File No. 2008.0091E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California;
and

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

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

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

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

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

-t

A 2L YA

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission




Attachment A

* San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

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

" San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

In determining to approve the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("SFRW Project”
or "Project") described in Section I, Project Description, below, the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission ("SFPUC") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions regarding
mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding considerations,
based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding‘and under the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Califoraia Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.,
particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.3, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA ("CEQA
Guidelines"™), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., particularly Sections
15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,

This document is organized as follows:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I. Approval of the Project
A. Project Description

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

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

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

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

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

The three main objectives of the SFRW Project are:

. Diversify the SFPUC’s water supply by developing recycied water.

. Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both relia'ble and drought resistant,

. Reduce the use of potab!é water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses
by supplying those demands with recycled water. .

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

. Maintain high-quality water,

L d

- Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes,

» Increase water delivery reliability.
. Meet customer water supply needs.
L]

Enhance sustainability.
. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

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

On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water System Improvement Program {(also
known as the “Phased WSIP™) with the objective of repairing, replacing, and seismically
upgrading the system’s aging pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump stations, and skt'orage tanks
(SFPUC, 2008; SFPUC Resolution No, 08-0200). The WSIP improvements span seven
counties—Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and
San Francisco (see SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200).

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

2. San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report

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

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

EP then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the Project and the environmental setting,
identified potential impacts, presented mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant or
potentially significant, and evaluated Project alternatives. The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts
associated with each of the key components of the Project, and identified mitigation measures
applicable to reduce impacts found to be significant or potentially significant for each key
component. It also included an analysis of three alternatives to the Project. In assessing

D BN N RN R A AN

RS




construction and operational impacts of the Project, the EIR considered the impacts of the Project
as well ag the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project in combination with other
past, present, and future actions that could affect the same resources. ’

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

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

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

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

The Commission finds that the Project is within the scope of the Project analyzed in the Final EIR
and the Final EIR fully analyzed the Project proposed for approval. No new impacts have been
identified that were not analyzed in the Final EIR.
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D. Approval Actions
1. San Francisco Planning Commission Actions
On August 13, 2015, the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR.

The Planning Commission also adopts CEQA Findings, makes General Plan consistency
findings, and issues a Coastal Development Permit.

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Actions

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

. Adopts these CEQA findings and the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program. -
. Approves the Project, as described in these findings, and authorizes the General Manager

or his designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements and approvals as set forth in the
Commission's Resolution No. 15-0J87 approving the Project to which this Attachment A is
attached. Approvals include entering into an agreement with the San Francisco Recreation and
Parks Commission ("SFRPD") for construction il and use of SFRPD-managed land for recycled
water facilities and pipelines.

3. San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission

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

4. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions

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

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

5. Other — Federal, State, and Local Agencies

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

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

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

. - California Department of Transportation (encroachment permit)

. California Coastal Commission (coastal permit)

* Presidio Trust (water supply agreement)

. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Regional Water Quahty Control Board

(NPDES permit)

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

E. Contents and Location of Records

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

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

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

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

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

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

administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e).




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

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

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

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

‘In making these findings, the SFPUC has considered the opinions of SFPUC staff and experts,
other agencies, and members of the public. The SFPUC finds that (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 agsessing
the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal

- matter, the SFPUC is not bound by the significance determinations in the EIR (see Public
Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e)), the SFPUC finds them persuasive and hereby
adopts them as its own.

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

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

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

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

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant
(Public Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3),
15091). Based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the SFPUC finds that the
implementation of the Project cither does not apply or will result in no impacts in the following
areas: (1) Population and Housing: displace existing housing units or people or require new
housing; (2) Transportation and Circulation: change air traffic patterns; (3) Noise: expose people
to airplane noise or be substantially affected by existing noise levels; (4) Air Quality: create
objectionable odors; (5) Recreation: create a need for new facilities; (6) Utilities and Service
Systems: conflict with solid waste regulations; (7) Public Services: create a need for new or
altered facilities; (8) Biological Resources: conflict with local policies protecting biological
resources, such as trees, or a habitat conservation plan or other similar plan; (9) Geology and
Soils: change existing topography or unique geologic features of the site; (10) Hydrology and
Water Quality: exposé housing to flooding hazard, impede or redirect flood flows, or expose
people or structures to harm from flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudflow; (11) Hazardous
Materials: create a safety hazard from aircraft or fires; (12) Mineral and Energy Resources: result
in loss of mineral resource or availability of a resource recovery site; and (13) Agricultural
Resources: all issues. These subjects are not further discussed in these findings.
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The SFPUC further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant
impacts in the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation:

Land Use
* Impact LU-1: The Project would not physically divide an established community.

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

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

Aesthetics

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

) Impact AE-2: The Project would not result in a substantial source of light or glare.
. 'lmpact C-AE: The Project would not have a cumulative impact on aesthetics,

Population and Housing

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

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

Cultural Resources

. Impact CP-1: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5,
including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code. : ’

Transportation and Circulation

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

. Impact TR-2: Closure of travel lanes during Project construction would temporarily
reduce roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing
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temporary and intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be
of short duration and limited in magnitude.

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

circulation system.

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

. access to adjacent roadways and land uses.

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

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

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

Noise and Vibration

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

. Impact NO-2: Project operations would not result in the exposure of persons to, or
generation of, noise levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity.

. Impact NO-3: Construction of the Project would not result in a substantial
temporary tncrease in ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and
would not expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards
established in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).

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

Air Quality

[ ]

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

11




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

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

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

Wind and Shadow

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

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

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

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

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

Utilities and Servyice Systems

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

. Impact UT-2: The Project would have sufficient water supply available, and would
not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements.
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Impact UT-3: The Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs.

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

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

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

Biological Resources

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

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

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

Geology and Soils

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

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

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

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

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Project construction would not violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or otherwise degrade water quality.

13




] Impact HY-2: Project operation would not contribute runoff water that would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide substantial an
additional sources of polluted runoff, or, with the exception of potentially violating
water quality standards, otherwise substantially degrade water quality,

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

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

. Impact C-HY-1: The Project would not have a significant cumulative hydrology and
water quality impact. T

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

. Impact HZ~1: Project construction would not result in a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials.

. Impact HZ-2: The Project would be constructed on a site identified on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
but excavation activities would not expose workers and the public to adverse effects
from release of hazardous matetials.

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

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

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

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

Mineral and Energy Resources

. Impact ME-1: The Project would not encourage activities that result in the use of
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these resources in a wasteful
manner. ,
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. Impact C-ME: The Project would not have significant cumulative mineral and
energy impacts.

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

Project Impacts

Cultural Resources

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

Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results,
there is generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering
archaeological resources during Project construction. However, it is possible that previously

‘unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during

Project construction, Excavation, grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and
equipment could expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources, which would be
a significanr impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through

© mitigation measure M-CP-2, which requires avoidance measures or appropriate treatment. of

cudtural resources if accidentally discovered.

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

Impact CP-3: The Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource ot site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
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Ground-disturbing activities associated with the construction of the recycled water treatment plant
would extend about 23 feet into the Colma Formation, a geologic unit with a high paleontological
sensitivity, Vertebrate fossils, including parts of mammoths and bison, have been found in the
Cotma Formation in San Francisco. Given the sensitivity of the Colma Formation and the depth of
excavation, the Project could adversely impact paleontological resources at the water treatment
plant site, a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through
mitigation measure M-CP-3, which requires the contractor to stop all ground disturbance within 50
feet if a paleontological resource is encountered and to implement actions to investigate the
discovery and recover fossil remains by a qualified professional before ground-disturbing activities
can resume.

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

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

Mitigation)

Based on the background research, geological assessment, and survey results, there is a low
potential for Project construction to uncover human remains, except for the Project area adjacent
to the Golden Gate Cemetery (see Impact CP-5). Although no known human burials have been
identified within the Project site, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely
discounted. Earthmoving activities associated with Project comstruction could result in direct
impacts on previously undiscovered human remains. Therefore, the disturbance to human remains
could be a significont impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through
mitigation measure M-CP-4, which requires avoidance measures or the appropriate treatment of
human remains if accidentally discovered.

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

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

The Project borders the boundary of Lincoln Park, the location of the historic-period Golden Gate
Cemetery where 19th century inhabitants of San Francisco were buried. Past projects in the area
have uncovered human remains, which have provided a wealth of information about the overall
health of these former inhabitants, While there {s a slight potential for the Project to uncover human
remains, the disturbance of remains would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to
a less-than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation measure M-CP-5, which
requires the development of a monitoring program to monitor for the presence of human remains
in the historic-period during construction and to take specific steps to comply with legal
requirements and to take mitigation actions to recover historically important data.
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*  Mitigarion Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program

Air Quality

Impact AQ-2: The Project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and
criteria air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, (Less than Significant
with Mitigation) :

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

o Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Emissions Minimization

Biological Resources

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

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

Existing trees at the Oceanside WPCP facility and the California Army National Guard property,
and in the vicinity of the Central Pump Station, could support native nesting birds. Removal and/or
relocation of trees with active nests and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during
bird nesting season could result in nest abandonment, destruction, injury or mortality of nestlings
and disruption of reproductive behavior during the breeding season, including mortality of
individual birds, such as red-shouldered hawk, red-tailed hawk, Cooper’s hawk, or American
kestrel, a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-1a would reduce potential
impacts on special-status birds to a less-than-significant fevel by requiring surveys of the Project
site to identify nests and protection of nesting birds.

Vegetation clearing (including tree removal) at the Oceanside WPCP and the Central Pump. .

Station could result in direct mortality of special-status bats. Direct mortality of special-status
bats would be a significant impact. Mitigation measure BI-1b would require surveys of the
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Project site within two weeks of tree removal. With implementation of M-BI-1b, the impact on
roosting bats would be reduced to less than significant.

Due to the proximity of aquatic habitats to the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Central Pump
Station well facility sites. western pond turtle and California red-legged frog could utilize upland
habitat where the Project construction activities will occur. If California red-legged frog or
western pond turtle are present, they could be injured or killed, a significant impact. Mitigation
measure M-BI-1¢ would mitigate the effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days
of the construction activity. With implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-1c, the impact
would be less than significant.

»  Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a, Nesting Bird Protectiont Measures

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

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

Cumulative Impacts
Cultural Resources

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

Cumulative projects in the Project vicinity could adversely affect the same cultural resources
affected by the Project and the Project could make a considerable contribution to a cumulative
cultural resource impact, a significant impact. The Project’s impacts, however, are site specific and
implementation of site-specific mitigation measures M-CP-2, M-CP-3, M-CP-4 and M-CP-5 would
reduce Project impacts such that the Project’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be less
than significant. ‘

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

s Mirigarion Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program

Biological Resources

Impact C-BI-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulative

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

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

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

o Mikigation Mensure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status

Bats '
o Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Californin
Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle

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

WSIP Impact

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

of the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth in the MMRP, attached hereto
as Aftachment B.

The SFPUC further finds, however, that the Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore,
will contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact caused by the WSIP water supply
decision. For the WSIP impact listed below, the effect remains significant and unavoidable. The
SFPUC determines that the following significant impact on the environment, as reflected in the
Final PEIR, is unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) (3) and (b), and
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(a) (3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the SFPUC determines
that the impact is acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in Section VI below.
This finding is supported by substantial evidence in the récord of this proceeding.

The WSIP PEIR and this Commission’s Resolution No. 08-0200 related to the WSIP water
supply decision identified three significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: Impact 5.4.1-2-
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Stream Flow: Effects on flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Division Dam;
Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources in Crystal Springs reservoir (Upper and
Lower); and Impact 7--Indirect growth inducing impacts in the SFPUC service areq.
Mitigation measures that were proposed in the PEIR were adopted by this Commission for these
impacts; however, the mitigation measures could not reduce all the impacts to a less than
significant level, and these impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable. This
Commission has already adopted the mitigation measures proposed in the PEIR to reduce these
impacts when it approved the WSIP in its Resolution No. 08-0200. This Commission also
- adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as part of that approval. The findings
regarding the three impacts and mitigation measures for these impacts set forth in Resolution No.
08-0200 are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these
CEQA Findings.

Subsequent to the certification of the PEIR, the Planning Department. has conducted more
detailed, site-specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts
identified in the PEIR. In the case of fmpact 5.5.5.-1, the Project-level fisheries analysis in the
Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement Project Final EIR modifies the PEIR impact
determination based on more detailed site-specific data and analysis and determined that impacts
on fishery resources due to inundation effects would be less than significant. Project-level
conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA
Findings with respect to the approval of the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement Project in
Resolution No. 10-0175, The CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 10-0175 related to the impacts
on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these findings by this
reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings.

In the case of Impact 5.4.1-2, the project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement
project Final EIR modifies the PEIR determination and concludes that the impact related to
stream flow along Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras
Creck (PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2) will be less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific
modeling and data. Project-level conclusions Supersede any cohtrary impact conclusions in the
PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam
Improvement Project in Resolution No. 11-0015. The CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015
related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these
findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings

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

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operation
Impact

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

This section describes the Project as well as alternatives and the reasons for approving the Project
and for rejecting the alternatives as infeasible. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable
range of altematives 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 aund their ability to meet Project objectives, This comparative analysis is
used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing environmental
consequences of the Project.

A. Reasons for Approval of the Project

The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are to:
. Maintain high-quality water and a gravity-driven system.

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

. Increase delivery reliability — allow planned maintenance shutdown without customer
* service interruption and minimize risk of service interruption from unplanned outages.

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

. Enhance sustainability.

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

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

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

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

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

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

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the
Commisgsion 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 A: No Project

Under the No Project Alternative, the SERW Project would not be constructed or operated. The
proposed recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed
and 1.6 mgd of recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable
demand, Existing irrigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well
as lake refill would continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater. The two
existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park that are part of the second phase of the SFPUC’s
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Groundwater Supply Project would not be converted to potable groundwater well facilities unless
and until another source of water for irrigation and lake fill can be found.

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to diversify
the SFPUC's water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San
Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water and
groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled
water. Also, it would fail to meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely directly on the
contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. If the Project is not
constructed, the SFPUC’s water supply portfolio would not include up to 2 mgd of recycled
water. It would also prevent the SFPUC from implementing the second phase of SFPUC’s
Groundwater Supply Project, which would produce 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. This phase of
the project cannot be implemented until another source of water besides groundwater is provided
to Golden Gate Park for irrigation and lake refill. The SFPUC would be limited in its ability to
meet its adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in the San
Francisco region, because of reduced water supply in San Francisco.

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

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

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative, would locate the recycled water treatment plant at the
San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot, a 2.3 acre site north of the Oceanside WPCP and east of
the Great Highway. Under the Project as proposed, the site would be used for construction
staging. Storage and pumping facilities that under the Project would be located at the Central
Reservoir site in Golden Gate Park would instead be located with the recycled water treatment
plant at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot. Under this Altemative, distribution pipelines
would avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard and instead,
distribution pipelines would run from the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot north to
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Wawona Street, then east to 34th Street, and north up 34th Street into Golden Gate Park.
Construction activities would be sequenced and staggered, reducing the amount of concurrent
construction and extending the overall Project construction duration, Staging would not occur at
Harding Road and Herbst Road. Other aspects of the Project would remain unchanged and the
Project would be able to produce the same 5 mgd peak flow amount, or 2 mgd annual average
amount of recycled water. ‘

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Alternative C; Reduced Project Alternative

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

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. First, as a result of
eliminating recycled water supply to Lincoln Park, significant potential impacts on human
remains that may be associated with the former Golden Gate Cemetery site {e.g. Lincoln Park)
would be avoided. Second, construction of a smaller recycled water supply treatment plant,
eliminating new storage and pumping facilities at the Central Reservoir site, and eliminating
disttibution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir reduces the area of excavation, reducing
potential exposure to unknown archeological resources and unknown human remains. Third,
constructing a smaller recycled water treatment plant reduces potential impacts to paleontological

resources that may be found in the Colma Formation as less excavation in that area would be
* required. Finally, by reducing cultural resource impacts, the contribution to cumulative impacts
on cultural resources also would be reduced. '

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

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

Alternative C also would reduce energy usage as compared to the Project because it would

eliminate the need to pump recycled water to Lincoln Park and the Presidio from the Central
Reservoir site, Alternative C would also reduce the contribution to the WSIP’s indirect growth
inducing impact by reducing the amount of water that could be supplied to a growing population,

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative would meet the Project objectives, which are to
diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply
in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water
and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with
recycled water. However, by reducing the capacity of the recycled water treatment plant,
Alternative C would not provide the full amount of recycled water supply provided under the
Project so the degree to which it would meet the last of these objectives would be reduced
somewhat, Alternative C would enable implementation of the SFPUC's Groundwater Supply
Project, approved by the SFPUC in December, 2013, because it would provide recycled water to
Golden Gate Park, facilitating the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC’s
Groundwater Supply Project, which calls for conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden
Gate Park to potable use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater.

However, Alternative C would only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely
directly on the contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives, The
WSIP aims to provide a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water,
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount,
the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be
derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. The Project would provide up to 2 mgd of
recycled water on an annual average basis, and 5 mgd peak day flow, but under Alternative C this
would be reduced to 1.7 mgd annual average and 3.8 mgd peak day flow, Under the project,
currently identified customers have a demand of 1.6 mgd annual average and 4 mgd peak-day,
but customer served would be reduced to those with a demand of 1.38 mgd annual average and
2.81 mgd peak day. Customers at Lincoln Park and the Presidio that could use recycled water
would continue to use potable water sources for irrigation,

To the extent that Alternative C fails to fully satisfy WSIP identified water supply goals and
objectives as approved under SFPUC Resolution 08-0200, it would limit the SFPUC’s ability to
provide water to customers during both drought and non-drought periods and may prevent the
SFPUC from limiting rationing during drought periods to a maximum 20 percent systemwide,
Customers in San Francisco would be most affected as water supply in the city would be reduced

“during peak demand periods by up to 1.2 mgd. As a result, the SFPUC may need to revise the

WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects.

Environmentally Superior Alternative. The Reduced Project Alternative would be the
Environmentally Superiov Alternative, other than the No Project Alternative. The Reduced
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Project Alternative would not increase any impacts and it would reduce impacts on cultural
resources and biological resources. Also, it would reduce energy use and reduce the total amount
of air pollution produced by the Project. ' :

The Reduced Project Alternative would still contribute to the WSTP’s significant and unavoidable
indirect impact related to growth, but to a lesser degree than for the Project, as it would provide
0.3 mgd less of water supply on an annval average basis that could contribute to growth.

The Commission rejects the Reduced Project Alternative as infeasible because it will not allow
the SFPUC to fully meet WSIP goals and objectives. Additionally, although this alternative
would generally meet the SFPUC’s objectives for the Project, it would not satisfy the Project’s
third objective to the same degree as the Project, namely to reduce the use of potable water and
groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled
water. Likewise, it would only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives, which rely directly
on the up to 2 mgd of local recycled water supply on the west side of San Francisco that the
Project would provide to fulfill systemwide level of service objéctives. The total average yield
under normal operations for the Reduced Project Alternative would be 1.7 mgd, causing the
SFPUC to fall short of the 2 mgd annual water supply designed for the Project and the WSIP
identified supply need of 4 mgd from local recycled water supply by 2018. Although the SFPUC
originally envisioned that the 4 mgd of recycled water would supply customers on the west side:
of San Francisco and now the SFPUC expects the west side recycled water demand to be
~ somewhat reduced, the SFPUC has not revised its originally WSIP goal of obtaining 4 mgd from
recycled water and is exploring recycled water supply options on the east side of the City. Thus,
if the Project were sized below the Project size of 2 mgd annual average, and designed not to
serve Lincoln Park and the Presidio, some viable recycled water supply customers on the west
side of San Francisco would not be able to make use of recycled water and instead would need to
continue to use groundwater or imported surface water for irrigation and other nonpotable uses.
Such a situation would be contrary to the WSIP goal of diversifying water supply options and

improving use of new water resources, such as recycled water, For these reasons, the SFPUC

rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible,

V1. Statement of Overriding Considerations

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby
finds, after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific
overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth
below, independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is
an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for
approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to
conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will stand
by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting
the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference
into this section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Section
L
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On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this
‘proceeding, the Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in
spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding
Considerations. The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project
approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been
eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final
EIR for the Project are adopted as part of this approval action. Furthermore, the Commission bas
determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are
acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, techaical, legal, social, and other
considerations.

The Project will have the following benefits:

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

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

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

s The Project, by providing recycled water for irrigation and lake refill in Golden Gate Park
will enable the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC’s San Francisco
Groundwater Supply Project, which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd of potable groundwater
supply. :

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

« Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes
many features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water
system as a means of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake
scenario or even a disaster scenario not rising to the level of catastrophe, Effecting the
improvemients to assure the water system’s continued reliability, and developing it as part of a
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larger, integrated water security strategy, is critical to the Bay Area’s economic security,
competitiveness and quality of life. This Project provides a critical source of water — local
recycled water — that will be available even if it is not possible for a period of time to obtain
imported surface water from the SFPUC’s regional water system. :

The WSIP would meet SFPUC customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of
retail and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset
the remaining 20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail
and wholesale service areas. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the
WSIP, through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco,
and 10 mgd would be met through local conservation, recycled water and groundwater
in the wholesale service area. Of the 10 mgd that would come from projects in San
Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from local recycled water. This Project would provide
up to 2 mgd of this critical 4 mgd of local recycled water. In addition, by providing recycled
water to Golden Gate Park, this Project will enable implementation of the second phase of
the SFPUC’s San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd
of potable groundwater for San Francisco residents, water that is currently used for irrigation
and lake refill in Golden Gate Park.

The WSIP will substantially improve use of new water sources and drought management,
including use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. A critical part of
the WSIP is to provide water from new sources other than from imported surface water from
the Hetch Hetchy Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project
is important to meeting the WSIP goal of providing local recycled water in San Francisco.

The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality
requirements, This Project, which will produce recycled water by treating sanitary sewage
with microtiltration/ultrafiltration, reverse osmosis, and ultraviolet light disinfection, will
provide recycled water that meets or exceeds the California Department of Public Health
requirements for disinfected tertiary recycled water.

The WSIP will diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought periods. The
Project supports this WSIP objective by providing up to 2 mgd of local recycled water during
both drought and non-drought periods.

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section 1 above, the
Commission finds that the benefits of the Project and the Project’s furtherance of the WSIP goals
and objectives outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse
environmental effects are therefore acceptable.
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Impact Summary

SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING FROGRAM

_.Moniloring and Reporting Program
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Smpact Summary

Menitoring and Reporting Program

Adopled Mitigation Measures

Responsible Party

Reviewing and
Approval Party

Monitoring and Reporting Actions

implementation Schedute

Cupies of the Drait FARK shall be sent to the ERO far review and approval Once
approved by e ERCY, copies of the FARK shal) be distributed 5 (ollows: Catifamia
Archeological Site Survey NWIC shali receive one (1) copy and the ERQ shull receive
2 copy of Ihe transinittal of tw: FARK 1o the NWIC "The Bivirosmental Plunning,
division of the Plunning Departinant shall receive une bound wopy, ane unbaund
capy and une untoched, svarchable copy oncompact disk {CD) three coples uf the
FARR along with copicy of sy formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series)
andfor dovimentation for norsination to the Nationu) Register of Wistoric
$lacs/Csliforniu Registor of 1 fistorival Resouroes, by instances of igh public inwrest
or interpretive value, the FRO inay require o different final repart cotent, format,
und distribution then Uut presented above,

Tha project could directly or
Indireetly destray i unique
paleontological resource or
site or unigue geologic
tenture.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Accidental Discovery of Paloontological Resausces.

Th following measures shall be implamented should constnaction at the recyclad water
Weatment plant site result in the accidentul discovery of paleontologlead resources:

T reduce the potentiol for the propased pruject to resull in 2 signsticant impact on
paleontaluglcat resonrces, e SFPUC shall amange for a paleoniotogical tratning by
a quallfied paleantolugist regarding W potential for such resources 1o exiss in the
project site and how to identify such resources. The training could consistafa
recorded prentation ul'the Initial training that could v nrused tor new persannel.
“The Esaining sholl alsn inciuds 2 review of penalties for loating and disturbanve of
these resources. An alert sheet shall be prepared by the quallfied pateotueluglst ond
shullinchude the following:

1. A discussion of the potentiil h gieat resource,

L h\stmulons {or reporting observed lqu\K ofa pn.lnm\lnlugi\u\ Tesouroy; and
that 1f 3 pak heal deposit is d vithin 2 profect anea,
21} soil-disturbing activities in il vivinty of the deposit shall crave i the
Environmuental Review Cificer (HRO) shall be nutified imanediately,

. Whota vontact in the event of an unanticipated discovery.

1f potennal fossils e di by erews, all eanthwaork or ather types
of grousmt dkslurbauw M!.hul 5() feet af the find shatl stop lmnmdul:\y unsil-the
qualtiied professi logist can assess the nature { the
find. Bused on th ific value or f the find, Iht d ist may
record the find and allow work 1o continue, o m‘ommmdsalva;o und recov ety of
the fossil. The paleontologist may olso propase moii 0th

ruding based on the natute of tht: find, site geology, and the actvibies scenrring an
the slfe. f frealusent and solvage ks sequind, recommendations shall be consistent
with SV1 1995 girdehines and cusrently accepted saenlifie prastive, and shall be
subject 1 review st approval by tha ERO o desighee. I required, treatuent far
fussil renains may hiclude preparation and recavery of fussil matrials so that they
can be bowsed In an appropriate museum ot univensity collection, and may alse
include p iom of 3 repun fos publicution describing the finds. The SFPUC shall
be respamible fur ensuthy, thai treatmeot 1s impleniented and reported 10 the San
Francisco Planning Department. I no report Is requied, the SFPUC shall
nonetheless ensue that information on the nature, lacation, uad depth of ajl finds Is
readfly avalable to the scientdic community through walversity suration of ather

™

appropnate mewss.

3

»

SFRLC ENIB
SFPUC CMB/BEM
(Faleontologist)
SFEUC CMB/BEM

n

SEPUC BEM

2) S#PUC BEM and BRO

3

SEPUC BEM and ERO

&

4]

finsure shat contract documents include the listed

messures rekated o puleontologival sesources,

Obuin and xev:ew résumé or other dommmhnun on
fons. Ensure

staff pariieipate in the envirenmental iraining prior lo
beginning work and sign the traising sign-in sleet.
Maintain file of sigovin sheets.

In the event uf a discovery, cunfim suspension of
wak, ¢xamine fossil, and advise the EOR W the
significance of the discovery. Easthwork and ground
dns\uﬂm\tem the vi ,- of find shall stop until
qualificd g pish can assess

at find and make a momndauon regauhn; further
action.

Manltor to ensore thal (he contrier Implemants
measutes b contract dovuments incluifing insudng
that all potential discoveries ure reporied as requived
and that confrucfor suspends work in the vicnity,
Report noncampliance and ensure corrective avtion.

&

Design
Prvconsimction and
Canstruction

3 Concunstion

BEM = (SFPUC) Buranis of Enviranmerat Managksnont
e

COFW = Cabifomia Dopartmenl of Fish and

©MB = (SFPUC) Construclion Monsgesmant Butsny
EMB = (SEPUC) Enginesting Managerent Buaan

£RO 2 $F Plaaning Dopanmont Envimnmental Revisw Othcar

SFPUC = San Frantiss Public Utiflies Commission

USFWS = Unhied Status Flsh and Wikddo Servico

S Franessco Wostaude Recytiod Walw Fiogeet
MIRP

Envronmental Planuag Case o, ;zul:&nua.a
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k SAN FRANCISCQ WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) ~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {(Centinued)
i
i Monitoring and Reporting Program
1 Impact Reviewing and i
ﬂ' No, Tropact Summary Adopted Mitigation Measares Responsible Paxty Appraval Party Monitering and Reporting Actions | Implementation Schedule
! i . . :
E cra ey mposeupm,m could | Miitigation Measure M.CF 4 Accidenial Discovery af Unknavs Husan Remsing 1 SEPUC EMB 1) SEPUC BEM 1 Bratte that contruet documents inudé measutes T 1) Desige
i oy distarb b following rosasves Shall be inplemented shiovld canstrutnan achedtios, all of wluck | 2) SFPUCCM/BEM 1 2) SEPUCBEM y Do disonery oftumat ek, ) Castracon
¢ ?II:?IIE.'SE :"::)‘;‘k‘i‘":‘t:‘x‘\‘g“ are autsids a dodicatid cemetery, resutt in the ascidental dissavery of previously {Archealogist) SEPUC BEM and BR0) | 2 Z‘n {ﬁmﬁig“;l::l:m“:gm]’f‘lﬂ;l v :ml:::;:\“ 3 Constmcton
1§ nknewn human remains and assachalid cultural mulerials: 3} SEPUC CMBBEM " 8
outside of formal cemetaries, N N R ealstence of Wumin remudns. 5 human remaing are
: “The reatinent of Ruman remains and of associsted vr Bnassodialed funerery objects canfimied, perform tequired coordination and
& discovered during ny soid-disturbing s tvities shal comply with applicable state ) natRcations.
H taws. This shall Include irmanediat nothfication of the coruner of the county within . . « conteactor Implersents
: which the peojectis locatee for £§) a determination that no investigation of the cause 3 Monitar e ensuse that the conieuctor implesments
H af duath s vequived; wd (1) in the evert of e ironers detexamination thit the measures in tonimct documents including isuring
1 human rematis are Notive American, notification of the Califormia Native American that all potential hutman temains are sporied 35
1 Hetitage Commrizsion, which shall apjoing a Most Likely Descendam (MLD) (PRC recquited i that contrictos suspends work i the
i Sectivn 5097.98). The archacolagical consultant, SFIMUC, and MLD shall inake alf vianlty. Repart noncompliance and ensure corrective
i reusonable efforts 1o develop an agrecsrunt for the reatment, with appropriate action.
L dignly., of huiuan resnins and associaked or unassosiated fonerary shipvts (CEQA
H Guntilines Sxnon 15064.5(d]). The shauld take into consi e
‘ removal, analysks, hlp, curation, and
final disposition of the human remainy and Seaiaied o anassncstad funcrary
. abjuxcts. The FRC allows 24 houts 10 reach agreenent on hese mativrs, If the M1.D
: and the other parties do not agree on the reburial method, the SEPUC shall follow
Section S097.95(b) of e PRC, whlch states that “the Yanduwner or his or her
authorized mpresentative shall seinter the uman temains and iteins aysocisted with
Native American burials with appropdate dignity on the propery in 2 lucation not
subfet o further subsurface disturbance.”
crs  {C of the proposed | Mit Measure M-CP-5: Aschealogical Monitoring Frogram, 1) SEPUCCMBMEM | 1) SKPUCBEMandERO | 1) Propare and imp) an Archeolaglcal fory
project along Clement SIteet | .04 on the potential that kuman runing assodated with the historic-periud Galden Gater {archeologlsty 2) SFPLC BEM and ERO Program in consultation with BRO. Submit AME 10 the Construction
from 36 Aveaue 10998 Ly mag s prsunt {buried) swithin the projet ans, the follawing mesasuns shaltbe | 2) - SFPUC HEM 4 SEPUC BEMand ERO EKO far review and approval. I huian temaims are. |+ oy
Avenue on the south side of |y turyakon (o ayeid any potentially significant advirss effect from the proposed project on tascheolagist) ) y N encountered, pecform sequired ion and
Lingoln Pazk cauld distarh | gy o' tonvain iFexposed dusing eonstruclion. The project sporisor shal reve the 3 spucomspey | STUCBEMudEO activities in Yogs. ¢ )
fuman nemains associate v.'nn::s of 3 qusfified stcheobogical consaliant, based on sandads developsd by the s 2} M required by the BRO, prepare Arctuological Data | ) ¢
with the histunc perivd Pl he W wndertake an 4) SEPUCBEM Recovery Plan and submiit for review and approval o | 5 "
Galden Gate Cemetery. ."thwlopml ‘monitorlng prvgram (AMP) as specified hescin. In addition, the consultant (Archeolugist) 1RO, ) Pasteonsuuction
shallbe avaitable 1o canduct s archealugical date oeavery program (ADRIY I recived . - S
pursuant to this measure, The acchectogical consudtant’s work shallbe (L\I\dum:i{nu K :‘ml';::;llen:-\’:«::i“::\::‘:xl::“:‘lﬂét:lpr::::l‘;m;\: port
accnrdance with Ghis measure at the dirsctlon of the Environmental Revinw Oifoes {(ERO). PP P
Al s wnd reparts prepared by the cansultant a5 specified harein shalt b submived first " )
andd directly s the ERO for review und comumern, and shall be considere! draft reports 4 Prepure Final Axcheofugical Reseurces Report \FARR)
subject to ravision untit firud approvat by the RRO, Archeological manitoring and/or data ta document Wslorical significance of uny discavered
revovery programs feuised by this measure coutd suspead vonstudion of the project for archeatngical resaurce ond submit tv EXO..
uptas Inamiy of four wewks. Atthe dinection of the ERQ, ihe suspensiun of
o e b A beyand four weeks only ifsuch a s the only
feeasible means 1 reduce to a lesy than significant level potatial wifects om o significant
sehealogwol sesurcr as defined tn CRQA Gieidelines Sect, 15005 (ts).
Archeolugical Program. The consuftant shall prepore and
subit ta the BRO torreview and appraval un AMP for the ground distusbing activities
wsodated with cunstasction of dlstibution pipelines abung Clement Street from
Lﬁhxh Avenue to 39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Pack anil a connection point to

BEM = (SFPUE) Bulend of Environmenta Management
GDFW = Caltornia Dapartoni of Fish and Widiife

CMB © (SFPUG) Gonstructlon Managemiet Buredy
EMB = (SFPUC) Enguisacireg Managemant Bureay

ERO = 5F Planning Depasunent Envionmental Review Cificer
San Franlsca Pubke Uublies Commissin

SFPUC =

USFWS = Uned States Fish noa Wikdife Service

Sun Frenciaco Winitsice Recyrisd Walet Projeat
g

Em:onmontad Punaing Casa No, 203800916
Rugus: 2015
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environimental Planning Case Na. 2008.00912E) -~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REFORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Adapted Mitigation Measures

Mon.iluring and Reparting Program

Reviewing and
Approval Farty

Responsible Party Maonitoring and Reporting Activns Implementation Schedule

the Lincoln ark Pump Slation. The AMP shall be coaducted in wrordance with the
approved AME. The AMP shall minimally include the folowing provisions:
The archwolegical cansuliang, projuct sponsor, and FRO shall meet and consalt on the
scupe of the AMY ntasonubly prior 1o any praject-rlated ,ulLr. disturliing sctivities

ing. The ERO in ltation with the shall

determine what project acﬁviliu shnll be archeslogically mnnnored aml the
(mqum\ry In most cases, any soily thing srtivithes, such as ds

dation removal, o, grading, utilisies instafati work,
driving of piles {foundalion, shuring, ete), site remedlation, ute, shall najuins
archeolagica] monttoring because of the dsk these activities pose to potensal human
remains and 1o their depositional contexy;

The archeologieal consullang shidl advise all project contractss to be un the alert for
evideney of the presence of the avpected resource(s), of how ts identify the evidence
of the expecid resousin(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent
diseovery of human remains;

v The archeotogical monitor(s) shall be present on the profect site according o a
schedule agm»d upon by the .:r..hmlugical mnmuam and the EHO uphil the ERO has,
in with pryf that project
construction activities eould have no effects on human rentding; ©

The andwﬂnglml monitur shall record and be suthorized to callect sofl samples and
materlal ax 1 for avslysis;

¢ human remains ane encuunlmd all solls-disturbng actey lhns In the vi -unlly of the

find shall cease. The manilo! shall be emp,

rediredt desnaliion: Hon; truction .n‘ll\l“l's and \

watll the fird is evilated. The ar«,lm)l-)glc i vonsultont shall imwdiastely notify the

ERC of the enconnteved human resains.

¥ human remains are d, thige shall be no further r disturb: of
the site or any nearby arva reasanably suspecied 1o overlie adjacent human remains wnbl:
the SFRUL itmediately wotifles the San Frangiseo Counly corener for (1) a deferminalion
that no nvestigation of the cause of death is required; and (i) & determination whether
the hurman remaing are Nulive Amenuan. I the hunan remains are nat Native Anerican,
nnd if th coromer determines the l\.!n.nns are nol subject o his ar her authority, the ERO
n with the archeol \ Hont shall determune if additional measires
are warranted, Addionat measures that inay' be undertaken include additionat
archeological testing imdfor an ADRLY. if the BRO determines Wit fhe human remains
could be adversely affecled by the propused praject, at the dlsceetion of the project
spansor cithr:

A) The praposed project sholl be redesigned 3o a8 W avoid any adverse effect on the
huntan temuins; or

1) A datamcovery program shau be lmplemenled unless lhe ERQ dulzmums that the
finu f5 of greater imlen than research si use of
the find is feasible.

Archeologicul Date Recovery Program. I tequired by the IRO, the archealogioal dats

tecovery progeam shall be conducted im accord with an ADRE. The archeslogical

consultant, projest spansor, and &0 shall meet sl consult 0n the scope of the ADRP

BEM = {SFPUC) Buleau of Eaviranmania) Mansgeme CMB = (BFFUC) Comatruction Manogemont Burmeu
COFW = Caflamia Depadmant of Fish ad Wikdiihe EMB = (SEPUC) Englnetring Management Bureau

ERO = §F Plaaning Dopariment Environmonts Reviaw Officer USFWS = United States Fish and WiKHIb Servics
SFPUC = San Frandsca Public Uilidles Commission

Ban Fiancrace Weattde Recyded Waldr Promel
MIRP
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i SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Flanning Case No. 2008.009328) ~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REFORTING PROGRAM (Continued)
E —_— S
‘ . Monitoring and Reporiing Program ’
1 Impact Reviewing and H
o, Impact Summary Adaopted Mitigation Measures Responsible Party | Approval Party Manitering and Reporting Actions Implemeniation Schedule

H cps prior 1 preparation of 3 draft ADKP. The arvheatugical consuttant shall subiniy o drart
; {cont) ADRP o the BRCS, The ADRP shall denify how ths praposed data tecavery prograr
{ will preserve the i Son tv: ical resource is expected to

i

contaln That bs, the ATRE will identify what selentificfhistorical sesedsds yuestions ate
applicabli: ta the uxpected resoutre, whal data clavses the resource is expeched ta possess, .
and how the expected dota classes would address the applisable xesearch questions, Data

nevovery, in general, shuald be Himited (o the portions of the historical property that
eould be adverly affecied by the proposed projust. Destruttive date recovery methads
shali hot be applied 10 puttions of the archenlagical resouroes if nondestructive mathads
0 wre prachcal, .

- e seope of the ADRP shall include e folinwing dlemans:
i “ Ficht Methoits md Precntares. Descripiiuns of proposed field straticgies, procedures,
and uperalions,
o Cataloguing and Labaratory Analysis. Description of selectad catalogui and

artifuut analysts providuses.

Discsard and Dewesesrion Policy. Description of and rationale for ficld and post-fietd
discard and deaccesston policies.

Progras, Considetation of ite/oft-site public

¥ Protive program
during the course uf the ADRL

Serurity Mrasurés. Reconmnended security meassres v pratect the wrchaplugrics!
resonree fram dalisny, looting, and i i damaging actlvities

Final Repurt. Vescrption of proposed report fortt and distribution of results,
Curation. Descnption o) the procedures and necommendstions for the curation of any
recovervs dat having potential rescarch vatue, identification of appropate curtion
factlities, and & summary of the aceession policies of the curation fcilises.

Final Archeologieal Resonrees Report. The urcheological consullaut shall submit a Draft
Final Archiwological Resousces Report (FARR) to the BRO that evaluates (he historiesl
signilicance of any disovered archeological resunree and describes the srcheslogleal and.
Tusturival research metheads employed i the wrcheotogical kstinginonitoring/data
secovery programs) undertuken, Information fhat tay put af risk any archealogical
cesuuror shall be provided In a seporate removable insert wathin the (it reparl,

Onve approved by thet KR, copies of the FARR shall be distnbuted s follows: Calltamia
Archaeologlcal Site Survey NWIC shall revaive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a
capy of U transmittal of the FARR 1o the NWIC. The Environmmntal Planivng division
of tive asning Pepariment shatl receive onc bound, one unbownd and one urdocked,
eearchable PUF copy on CD of ihe FARN along with copice of any fonnal sife recordation,
forms (Califomia Depaniment of Parks and Recrestion 523 series) andior docunusmstion
§ur nonymilon fu the Nabanal Register of Hhstoric PlucesfCatifornia Register of
Historicat Resources. i inslances of high public interest in oc the high interprative value
0f the sesaurce, the BRO may require & diffennt final neport contend tonmat, and
distribution than fhat presented above,

BEM = (SFPUC) Bureal of Envitonmantal unagemanl

CMB = ISFAUE) Construction Menapement Busoay
CLRW = Calitoiniy Departimenl of Fish and Wikilite

ERO = BF Planning Depsriment Environmentsl Raview Officor USFWS = Unied Stutes Fish and Wikiiits Seviea
4B = (SFPUC) Enpinsering Manayernont Buresy SFPUC = $an Francisco Pubhe Uiities Comnission

San Frurcisod Wastiide Rucycted Vilar Projoct
MMAP |

Emionmental Flaning Cesu No, 2008.0301€
Augast 207
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5AN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SR Environmental Planning Cagse Ne. 2608,00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Tmpact Summary

Tt proposid project coubd
result b i

Implement Mm,,nnm\ Mrastires M-CP-2 (Amdum} D\sm\rr\, of Ardu.u\ngm\l
M-CP-3 {Acxidi Pt

Adopted Mitigation Measures

- dorab, N

I Drscavery of P,

impacts related

ur paleontolugical resunrces
@ human fnans.
-

identid Discovury of Linknown Human Remalas), and M-CP5 (Ardmlug(cnl

to historical, archacological, | Munioring Program).

“The propased i
construction activitivs would |
generate fugitive dust and
ceijeria air poliutants, and
wauld violute an wir quality
standard oF contribubs
substantlally to an existing
or projected aiz quality
violation

Mitigation Meayure M-AQ-2: Conttriction Emissions Minimization,

Monitering and Reporting Program

Responsthie Party

[
;

Reviewing and

Approval Party

See respective miligotion measures

Addmnna\ Exhiaust Control Measures. In additivn to complying with the Clean

on Ordinancs { f blodiesel fuel grada B20 ar highes, eud
mlher n\L\.l; orexceeds Tier 2 engines or operate with the most effective VDsz [nv off-
s0u son related NC s feom al) wverlapp
ject compunents shalh not exosed 54 pounds per day., The construetion conlract
syenﬁmnmm shull reuire e contractor to submit & comprehensive inventory of sl
ofi-toad greater than 25k and operating for more
than 20 toll hours over the entine duration of rm\»rmdlm\ activities. ‘The inventory
shall include cach vihicle's hoense pl ating, eogine provucti
yéar, and projected howrs of use ot fuel thraughymt for each plect of cquipment The
wnventory shall demonstrate, throuph the use of Tier 3 engines (or engines retxofithed
with CAI Leve) 3 Vierdicd Dlesed imisslons Control Sirattgy ) that the combined
averge swnwsiuns from all averlapping praject camponents shidl nog exceet! 54 pounds
per day. The contractor shatl update the faventory and subtutit monihly to the SFUC
throughont the duration of the projoct.

4
UG 3T/ T

Y]
2

SFPUC M8
SEIUC CMB/EM  {2)

1) SEPUC BEM
SFI'UC BEM/

B

R

contract decuiments

Momitor to ensure that contractor implements measures
m contract docunents tocluding the update and
mnnihly submittal nf comprehensive tnventuries 1o the
SEPUC thisughout the daratiois af the projct.

Maniloring and Reporting Actlons

i(lmplememah'nn Schedule

Ensure ol appropdnl: language incorporated info n

Posign

2 Construction

The project would
potentially have a subsiantial
advense effect, cither direcy
ur thrangh habitat
modiications, on spucies
identified as candidale,
sensitive, v special-status
species in local or negiond
plans, policies, or
regulitions, ot by the CDFW
or USBWS,

>

Mitigation Measure M-Bf-1a; Nesting Hird Prolection Messuzes,
N»m\s birds und theienests shall be protecied during construation by nse ef the following:

Conduching vegewunion and tee emoval and construcuen activitics oulside the bird
nesting stavon (February 1 10 August 30), to the extent frwsible.
it consiruction ocours during thw bird nesting svason, a qualified wildlife biologist
would conduct preconstriction surveys within seven days of the strt of construction
ar afler any construction breaks al 14 dags ot mose 1o idenhfy aclive nests. A awst is
defined 1o be active for caplors | there is a pate of yapiors displaying reproductive
behavior (L. courting) at the next and/far if the nest tontalns cgys or chlcks, Surveys
shall be perfurmed for the project site and suitable hablia within 230 feet of the
project sie in order 1o Jounle any active passering nests and withis 500 feet of the
praject sl o the extent access {s granted by uther.property owners to locate any
active rspor (bisds of prey) nests pr double-crested connarant or hevon rovkeries.
3 aetive nests are Iocated during the precanstraciion bisd nesting sutvey, the wildlife
biulogist shall evaluate if the schedute of anlmmcrn avivilies could affect the active
nest and the {oliowing measares ahiall be imp d based on their d
1. Il construction is pot Ilkely to wifect the active nest, i iy proceed without
restriction; however, o biolugist shall negularly monitur the nast su <onfirm theve
s 0o adverse effect ot may fevise Wheir detepmination ot any i dudnu the
nesting suasan. In (his case, the following measitee would apply.

&

SFPUC EMS

SEPUCCMB/BEM  2)
(Quallicd Walagist) |5
SFPUCCMB

SFPUC BIEM
SFPUC BEM
SFPUC BEM

moniaring activities in ugs

Manilor t6 ensure that contractor(s) implements
meawures in cantrack documents. Report
noncompliaes, und enire corrective acon,

Essure $hat requirements refatind to nesting Licd b
protection are included in cuntract docutnents, 2)
Qbigin and review resume ot sihue documudation of
consutting biologist's qualificailons. Conduct surveys as 3
required, If active Dests are focated during survey, :
establish buffer zones, conaulting with USPWS/CDFW
s necessary, and monitor regulurly. Docurnent

Design
Preconstruction and
Construction
Constroction

BEMN = (BFPUC) Buroau of Envionaxntal Mansgoment
COFW = Culilomin Depanmmon of Fisl and Wikdiife

M = (BFPLIC) Consiruction Manageaient Suroau
EM8 = (SFPLC) Engineeting Manlagament Bureay

ERC = SF Planslng Dapartment Envivimental Roview Officer
BFPUC = Sop Francisco Public Utlities Commission

UBFWS = Unked Statas Fish ans Widiis Seivice

Sus Frunclsco Wastaide Rocycen Watar Priged
Wb

Expronmenial Flanisng Gass o, 20080991

Augusl 2075
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) ~ MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Cantinued)

Impaci
No. Inpact Summary

"Adopted Mitigation Measures

Monitoring and Reporting Frogram

Responsible Party |

Reviewing and
Approval Party

Monltoring and Reponting Actions

| tmptementation Schedule

IH

Into account the

Ysted sensitwve y)

e

2. Hcanstruction may affect the aclive nest, the biokayg
disturbanc buffer. The bioJogist shall determine the appropriats bulfer taking

Hemaving or telocating active nests shall be
with the UNEWS Bt vr COFW, as appropulate, given the nests that are found on the

t shall establish a no

species involved, the presence of any obstruction, such as &

building, is withtn Yine-of-sight beiween the nest and constaction, and the Level
of projuct ond ambient activity {i e. uhpcent to a road or activa wail), No

disturbunce bufives for passennes typically vary fram 25 feet and greater and foy
raptoe: jrom A0 et and greater. For bird species thal ane federally andfor stane-

pecies (Le, threutened, eadangered, fully protected, species ol

special cuncem), an SEPUC representative, suppurled by the wildlife biologist,
shall consult with the USEWS andjor CDFW regarding nest buffors.

Removing inaclive passering nests may occur at any fime. Inactive raptor nests shall

notbe removend unloss spproved by the USFWS andfos COFW.

by the SEPUC

Any birds that begin nesting within the priject ares and survey butfers amid
constructon activities are assumed (o be hobiluated fo construction-related o similar
noisé and distathance kevels und no wark exclusion zones shall be established around
active piests in thesr cases.,

Mitigation Meastre M-B1-1b: Avoidance i‘l\d Minimizotion Measuted for Special- 1) SPPUC EME 1 SPPUC BEM 1) Ensure that contract ducuments inchide applicable 1} Design
Status Bats. 2} SEPUC UMB/BEM 2) SEFUCBEM avoidunce and mitumizaton meusures, 2} Preconstruction and
In eoordination with the SPUC, a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct (Quolified Bialugut 3) SFPUCBEM 2)  Obtain and review mesupe or ther d iun of T
preconsimiclion special-status bat surveys hefors trees and structares that are suitable for 3) SFPUC CMBEM consukting hleloglst's quatifications. Comduct pre- 3 Construction
bat roasting (Le. excluding tempurary trajlers, retalning walls, etc) are remaved. If construction survey. i sonsts ane found, implemeut :
active duy or night roosts are found, the widlife biologist shall take actions to make such appropriate meusures. Document actlvities in mortiloring.
roosts unsuitable habitat befure trees and stiuchures ane removed. A no-disturbance lags.
1.31(.1., a{ 104 feer sh:‘!l e cnmlc(‘l anuind avtive bat roosfs being, .uwd formalernity or 3) Monitar (6 ensure thol comtracturls) imphemend measites
hibernation purposes Kax roosts that begm during construchion are presumed to be i eonteact documents. Report noncsmphance, and
unatficted, and no butfer would be necessary, ensure sorective acon,
Mitigation Measure M-8E-1c: Avoldance and Minimization Measuzes for California 1) SFPUCEMB 1) SEPUCKE 1) Emure that contract documents include applicable 1} Design .
Ted-Legged Frug and YWeslern Pond Turiie. 2 SFPUCCMB/BEM |2) SFPUCBEM aveidance and minimization measares for Califormia 2 Preconstuction and
During construction on Route 38/Skyline Boulevard, at the Central Pump Station site, on {Blologist) 3) SPPUCBEM red-tegged frog, westemn pond tariles, including Construgtlon
the pipeline route within Golden Fark near wquatic habitat, and during use of the 3 SEPUCCMB/BEM S pequreiment for exclusion fencings. B » on and
3 i . ¥ Preconstruction o
Handing Rood st Herbst Road staging areas, the SPPUC shall ensire ablologieal Miclogist 4 SEPUC HEM 2} Develop worker training program and ensuze tha il Comsirtion
monitat Is present during installation of exclusiun fering andd iniual vegetation cleacing y consinutivn pessonnnt participate in the vaviconmental . 3
andjor grading, and shall implensent the iollowing measures: 4} SFPUCCMBAEM training prior to beginning wark at the job sitegs), ) Lonstructivn
* Within one woek before work at these sites bogins (including densolition and Kequire workers (o sign the training program sign-in
vegetation removit), o qualified blologfst shall supervise the mstabation of exclusion sheet. Maingain file of training sign-n sheets.
fencing alang the baundaries af the work area, as deemed necassary by the biologist, 3 Obtaln and reviaw résumé or other dacumentation.of
to prevent Califarnia red-legged frogs and western pond turties trom entering the cansaling biologist's qualifications, Conduct
work area. The conzlruction contracior shall instalt sultable fencing with & minimum preconstruction surveyy, spedes relocation {If it is not
height of 3 fect abuve ground sutface with an additional 4-6 iiches of fence materal pausible for the species b mave out of the project sre
bucied for unpaved suriacks and sonid-bagged a1 the Jower edge whete needed for out af 1> orwi valition, and, in the case of an identified
puved sutiaces st that spectes connat criod) under the fence. reegzed frogfs), approved by the USFWS and/or
BEM = {§FPUC) Bureau of Environmental Munagemeant CMB = (SFPUC) Censiruction Munagement Buregie ERQ = SF Planning Depariment Enviroarnantal Review Officer USFWS a Unied States Fish and Wiidhle Service
CDFW = Calilomia Depariosont al Fish and Wikdite EMB = {SFPUC) Enginesnng Menngaimont Bureay SEPUC = San Francisco Pubse Utiities Comrussion
san Fiencisco Wastodkt Rocylod Wator Projust 7
waap

Ervitonments! Plusang Crse Ku. 200600017
gt 1015




SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {Conlinued)

Impact Summary

Adopled Mitigation Measures

Moniloring and Reporting Program

Responsible Party
e

Reviewing and

Approval Party
e

l Manitoring and Reporting Actions
e

s T

A qualified biotugist shill canduct enviratinental uwareness lrdining in person ag via
videa for all construction workers pror to construciion workers beginning thele work
efforts un the projact, The raining shall include information on species identificatian,
mmldbm’e measurs 1o be implemanted b\ the project, and the veynlatory

ond penatifes far kg necesyary, the content shall vary
.murdln,, taspecific construction aceas (e.g., workers on city streets will recerve
training on pesting birds but not un Culifurnia red-legged frag ideatification),

A qualified biolisgist shall survey the project ares withln 48 hours befon: the onset of
indtial ground-disturblng activities and shiall be presend diring lnitial vegetation
clearing and ground-disturbing activites. The biolugical monftor shal monitor the
exclusion fending weekly (o cantirm proper mainlenunce and inspact for frags and
turtles, If Callfornis ned-legged frogy or weviern pond turtles anc lound, the SFPUC
shall halr constnaction ju the vicinity that peses a threat o e bydividual os
dutermined by the qualltied biotagist. If posible, the individual shall be allawed 13
move aut of e project area of s own validon (i.e, i 1 35 near e exclusion fens
that con be tempararily removed to let it pass). Fot westem pond turtles, a qualified
biotogist shiall relicate turites to the neatest suituble habital For California red-legged
Jrog, # SPPUC representalive shallcontact the USFIS andfor COFW fo¢ instractions
an how to proond, Construciion shali resume afier the individualis out of harm's
way.

Puring project sctivitles, excavations deeper than 6 inches shall by vovared evermight
ur un escape ramp of carth or 2 wasden plank at a1 rise shull b wstalled; openings
such as pipes where Califonnia red lgged Frogs or western pond turtles might seek
refuge shatt be coverad when notin e, ind ail trash that may ultract predators or
hide California red-legged frags or westem pond turtles shall ™ properly contained
un u daily basis, ninovedd from Ihe worksite, and disposed of regutarly. Following
construition, the constraction contractor shall remove all trash and construction
debrls from work areas.

—[ Iinplementalion Schedule

COFW) and monitoring, including weekly fence

4 r Lo ensure that i
nasnres in contract documents, Reparl
noncompliance, amd ensure corrective aclion.

inspeciion. Document ackiviliey in mommnng logs.

[a:15

“The praject, in annbinatiun
with past, present, and

hnplums.nl Mmb.mnu Mlmmn.: M-Ei-ta (\lu«m;, Hird Protection Measures), M-H1- b
)

1us far Specinl-Stats Has), and M-BE1e (Avonkuce

future prv.:juc(s In the
vicinlty, could result in
significant cumulative
impucts on binlogics!
resuures.

and b

easu
Maesures for Califomia Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turle).

See res pective mitigation measurey

BEM = (SFPUC) Buloau of Environsaantal Managomont
CDFW = Califomiy Dopariment of Fisk nnd Wikdfi

€M8 = (SFPUC) Cansiruction Managemnt Buragy
EMB = (SFPUC) Enginensiog Munugamant Sureau

ERO = SF Planning Dopaiiment Envimnmsntal Review Officar

SFPUC = San Frandisco Pubfic LHlifies Commission

UBEWS = Uniled Biales Fish and Widife Soivice

Sun Fiianos Venstade Rucycvd Watsr Piogct
AR
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
City and County of San Francisco |

RESOLUTION NO. 16-0049

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

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

WHEREAS, The Project objectives are to construct a new recycled water treatment
facility, pump station, underground reservoir, and associated pipelines and that will produce and
delivery up to two million gallons per day of recycled water for irrigation, lake fill, and other
non-potable uses, to diversify the SFPUC’s water supply portfolio, and increase the use of local
water supply sources; and

WHEREAS, The State of California owns that certain property located at 100 Armory
Drive in San Francisco (Property) as an estate for years. The City owns a remainder interest in
the Property that will become effective upon the expiration of the State of California’s estate in
2052. The San Francisco County Assessor’s Office designates the Property as Block 7281, Lot
004; and . ’

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

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

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

WHEREAS, A City-hired independent appraiser issued an appraisal of the Property on
July 30, 2015, and SFPUC staff and the City Real Estate Division reviewed and agreed with the
appraisal in-August 2015; and




WHEREAS, An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as required by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was prepared for the Project and the Final EIR (FEIR) was
reviewed and certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on September 3, 2015
(Planning Department File No. 2008.0091E) in its Motion No. M-19442, The FEIR prepared for
the Project is tiered from the Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) adopted by the this Commission in Resolution No. 08-200 dated October 30, 2008, as
authorized and in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. On September 8, 2015, this
Commission, by Resolution 15-0187, (1) approved the Project; and (2) adopted CEQA Findings,
including a statement of overriding considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) required by CEQA; and (3) authorized the General Manager of the SFPUC to
implement the Project, in compliance with the Charter and applicable law, and subject to
subsequent Commission action and Board of Supervisors approval, where required; and

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

WHEREAS, City and the State of California have negotiated and prepared a proposed
Agreement for Purchase and Sale of Real Estate (Purchase Agreement), a copy of which is on

file with this Commission’s Secretary, which provides for the purchase of the Easements by City

from State; now, therefmc be it

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

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission approves the terms and conditions of the
Purchase Agreement for the Easements and authorizes the General Manager and/or the Director
of Property or their respective designees, subject to Board of Supervisors’ approval of the
proposed Easement purchase transaction, to execute the Purchase Agreement; and be it

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

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

M@V W W%@ o

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission




San Francisco
Water |

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

November 3, 2017

Acquisition of easements for the
SFPUC Westside Recycled Water Project

Honorable Board of Supervisors
City & County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Board Members:

Enclosed for your consideration is a Resolution authorizing an agreement for
conveyance and acceptance of interests in real property from the State of
California Department of General Services acting on behalf of the State of
California Military Department consisting of easements for subsurface tiebacks,
access, and maintenance over real property as part of the SFPUC Water
System Improvement Program. |

The Westside Recycled Water Project will provide up to 4 million gallons per
day of groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin to augment San
Francisco's municipal water supply. The project will diversify the SFPUC's
water supply by developing recycled water, developing a new water supply in
San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of
potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other non-potable uses by
supplying those demands with recycled water.

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

Real Property between the State of California and the City and County of San
Francisco.

If you have any questions or need additional information, Please call Brian
Morelli of the SFPUC at 415-554-1545.

v

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 10th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

llke Kwon
President

Vince Courtney
Vice President

Ann Mboller Caen
Commissioner

Francesca Vietor
Commissioner

Anson Moran
Commissioner

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr.
General Manager




Respectfully,

Harlan L. Kelly Jr.%

SFPUC General Manager

cc:  Naomi Kelly, City Administrator

w/ Resolution;
Rosanna Russell SFPUC



