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FILE NO. 140792 MOTION NO.

[Follow-Up Board Response - 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury Report “Rising Sea Levels At
Our Doorstep”]

Motion responding to the Civil Grand Jury request to provide a status update on the
Board of Supervisors’ responses to Recommendation Nos. 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, 11d, and 12b
contained in the 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury Report, entitled “Rising Sea Levels...At
Our Doorstep;” and urging the Mayor to cause irrrplementation of aocepted findings
and recommendations through hisrher department heads and through the development

of the a_nnual budget.

WHEREAS, The 2013—2014 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury published a report, entrtled
“Rising Sea Levels...Af Our Doorstep” (Report) in June 2014; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors’ Government Audit and Oversight Committee -
(GAO) conducted a public hearing to hear and reépond to the Report on September 11, 2014,
and the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 345-14 reflecting the GAO responses fo
the Report.on September 16, 2014; and ‘

WHEREAS, Recommendatiorl No.1a states: "The City should prepare and adopt a rjsk

assessment in preparation for developing its comprehensive plan regarding the rising sea

- level issue” and the Board of Supervisors on September 16, 2014, responded in Resolution

No. 345-14 that Recommendation No. 1a “has not been implemented but will be implemented
in September 2014, as follows: The draft conﬁprehensive plan referenced in Finding No. 1 was
presented to the Capital Planning Committee in May 2014 and‘ will be adopted in Septemb'er.
2014. The draft plan provides a framework that can be used in assessing risk associated with
development along San Francisco’s shoreline and in addressing that risk;” and

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 1b states: “The City should adopt a citywide
comprehensive plan for adaptation to rising sea levels, especially along its shores and its

Government Audit and Oversight Committee . »
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS B , . Page 1

1382




N -

.

floodplains. S'aid plan should include the provision that construction projects approval should
take into accoﬁnt the anticipated lifespan of each project and the risks faced as outlined in
said plan. Special consideratién Sﬁould be given to those anticipated to survive for more than
30 years. Said plan should include a provision that the plan be reviewed and reassessed
every 5 years” and the Board of Supervisors on September 16, 2014, responded in Resolution ‘

No. 345-14 that Recommendation No. 1b “has not been implemented but will be implemented

“in September 2014, as follows: CEQA provides the Plahning Department with the authority to

require that projects be designed to minimize and mitigate potential hazards related to sea

level rise and takes into account the asset life cycle in its evaluation;” and

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 2a states: “The Planning Code should be amended
to include maps showing the areas in the Qity that are most at risk from the impacts of sea
level rise. The Planning Code should be amended to prohibit development in said at—risAk
areas unless there is com‘pliance,with the provisions of the City’s Building Code and the Port’s
Bui|dinQ Code (if applicable to the project) outlined in Recommendations 3a and 3b. The
Planning que, should include a provision that the amended sectiéns of the Code regarding
the impact of rising sea levels be reviewed and reassessed every 5 years” and the Board of
Supervisors on September 16, 2014, responded in Resolution No. 345-14 that -
Recommendation No. 2a “requires further analysis, for reasons as follows: While this
recommendation does not directly fall under the jurisdiction of the Board of Sup'ervisors, the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and Port have published maps depicting
areas along San Francisco’s bay and ocean shgrel.ines that are potentially vulnerable to future
flooding due to sea level rise through 2100, and the Planning Department considers these
maps in evaluating the potential flood hazards for projects located in areas vulnerable to sea

level rise under CEQA,; as such, the recom.mended Planning Code amendments require

Government Audit and Oversight Committee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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further analysis, and the Board of Supervisors will report back to the Grand Jury no later than
six months from the date of the issuance of the report or by December 25, 2014;” and
WHEREAS,' Recommendation No. 3 states: “The City's Bui'lding Code and the Port’s
Building' Code should be amended to include: (1) pfovisions addressing the impacts
associated with sea level rise, especiélly when combined with storm surges and king tides; (2)
construction methods that would ensure a project’s resi'stance to and protection from the |

impacts of rising sea levels, especially when combined with sudden storm surges and king

tides; (3) amendments written to protect the most vulnerable systems, including but not

| necessarily limited to, electrical, telecommunications, and fire protection systems; (4)

provisions relaﬁng to rising sea levels be reviewed and reassessed every five years” and the
Board of Supervisors on September 16, 2014, responded in Resolution No. 345-14 that
Recommendation No. 3 “requires further analysis, for reasons as f;)llows: Future
implementation of new Building Code provisions will retquire specific, prescriptive chénges that
account for flexibility. Further analysis and coordination between the scientific comrﬁunity and
affected agenbies must be performed to ‘deVelop consistent, effective and practicél policies,
including Building or Planning Code changes, to address sea level rise. As such, the
recommendation requires further'anal_ysis', and the 'Board of Supervisors will report back to the
Grand Jury no later than six ménths from the date of the issuance of the report or by
December 25, 2014;” and |

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 11d states: “The City should request an insuranée
premium estimate from [Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)] and then compare
that estimate with the funding it could acquire from FEMA for mitigation and adaptation '
against future flooding””and the Board of Supervisors'on September.16, 2014, responded in
Resolution No. 345-14 that Recommendaﬂon No. 11d “requires further analysis, for reasons
as follows: While this recommeﬁdation does not fall directly under the juriédicﬁon of the Board

Government Audit and Oversight Committee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . Page 3
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of Supervisors, City staff are currently pursuing all available opportunities to work with the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) on sea level rise mitigation measures; as
such, the recommendation reqﬁires further analysis, and the Board of S,upervisorshwill report
back to the Grand Jury no later than six months from the date of tﬁe issuance of the report or
by December 25, 2014;” and '

WHEREAS Recommendation No. 12b states: “The City should create a local working
group of communlty citizens and stakeholders to feed into the regional group” and the Board
of Supervisors on September 16, 2014, responded in Resolution No. 345-14 ;chat .
Recommendation No. 12b “requires further analysis, for reasons as follows; The Board of

Supervisors agrees that community and stakeholder involvement in the process of adapting to

|| sea level rise is essential. The exact nature of the outreach and involvement has not yet been

determined; as such, the recommendation requires further analysis, and the Board of
Supervisors will report back to the Grand Jury no later than six months from ’che date of the.
issuance of the report or by December 25, 2014;" and _

WHEREAS, The 2013-2014 City and County of San Francisco Civil Grand Jury
requested that the Board of Supervisors provide a status update on the responses o
Recommendation Nos. 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, 11d, and 12b; and

WHEREAS, GAO conducted an additional hearing on December 11, 2014, to receive
an update from City departments on Recommendatiqn Nos. 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, 11d, and 12b; now,
therefore, be it | 4 ‘

MOVED, That Recommendation No. 1a has been implemented as reported by Mayoral
staff at the Government Audit and Oversight Committee meeting on December 11, 2014, as
follows: On September 22, 2014, the Capital Planning Committee adopted the “Guidance for

Incorporating Sea Level Rise Into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability,

Iiisk to Support Adaptation;” and, be it

Government Audit and Oversight Commitiee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Page 4
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FURTHER MOVED, That Recommendation No. 1b has been implemented as reported
by Mayoral staff at the Government Au.dit and Oversight Committee meeting on Décémber 11,
2014, as follows: On September 22, 2014, the Capital Planning Commitiee adopted the
“Guidance for Incorpoerating Sea Leve! Rise Into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing
Vulnerability, Risk to Support Adaptation;” and, be it |

FURTHER MOVED, That the xBoard(of Supervisors feporté that Recommendation No.
2a will not be implemented, for reasons as follows: The San Francisco Public Utilities
'Commission (SFPUC) and Port haye published maps depicting areas along San Francisco’s ‘
bay and ocean shorelines that are potenﬁally vulnerable to future flooding due to sea level rise

through 2100. Furthermore, CEQA provideé the Planning Department with sufficient authority

'to require projects to be designed to mininize and mitigate potential hazards related to

impacts from sea level rise and thgs amendments to the Planning Code are not warranted,;
and, be it ‘

FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation No.
3 will require further analysis, for reasons as follows: City departments are actively working
with one another and with regional and state agencies to evaluate and develop consistent
guidance and policies t6 address sea level rise; and, be it

FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Récomfnendation No.
11d will not be.implemented, for reasons as follows: FEMA'’s National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) does not offer flood coverage to municipalities; only to private property
owners in jurisdictions thét participate in the program,; aﬁd, be it

FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation No.

12b will be implemented in the future, as follows: The proposed work program for developing

"a comprehensive citywide sea level rise adaptation plan would provide for robust outreach to

and collaboration with local and regional. community members and stakeholders; and, be it

Government Audit and Oversight Commiitee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 5
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FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors urges the Mayor to cause the
implementation of accepted recommendations through his/her department heads and th

the development of the annual budget.

Government Audit and Oversight Commitiee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1387

roth

Page 6




R w0 w2 Hodao
Sueaimen Vih eMAlL 12 (4 F2oi

EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
" SAN FRANCISCO

December 8, 2014

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Attn: Government Audit and Oversight Committee
1 Dr, Carlton B, Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102 .

Dear Ms. Calvillo
Attached please find a summary of the status of recommendanon updates for the followmg C1V11

Grand Jury recommendations:

s 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury Report, Rising Sea Levels...At Our Doorstep,
Recommendations 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, 114, and 12b.

This status of recommendations report should be included in the officidl legislative file for |
consideration at the Government Audit and Oversight Committee.

“Sincerely,

 Kate Howard .
" Mayor’s Budget Director

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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Major, Erica

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Sent: : Thursday, September 11, 2014 1:21 PM
To: BOS-Supetvisors; Major, Erica

Subject: Files 140791,0140792,0140793: GAO Meeting Sept. 11th - ltems 1,3,5

From: Aaron Goodman ]mailto:amg_'bdman@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 10:53 PM

To: BreedStaff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Chiu, Dav1d (BOS)
Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS) -
Subject: GAO Meeting Sept. 11th - Items 1,3,5

SF BOS GAO Committee

I write to you as I will be unable to attend the GAO meeting on Sept.lhlth but wanted to ensure
Iy CONcerns are relayed on the three civil grand jury reports before you on Thursday.

On the Item 1: I want to strongly recommend that you follow the concerns of the Civil Grand

. Jury by having public representative members on the Port Commission and not just 100%
developer and private interests. We have seen on the 8 Washington project and other proposals
the need to have public input representative of the communities and public's best interests
invoked on such projects and recommend that you ensure that the appointee process is not
cornered by private interests.

~ On item 3: I want to suggest and recommend that you read the appeal on Treasure Island by
Saul Bloom and Aaron Peskin on the concerns raised on the EIR, and lacking follow up on the
importance of addressing global warming and changes on our coastal areas. Most of the
Cattellus development BVHP, TI and many other projects and proposals are risking more rather

‘than invoking better.solutions for the long-term. Quick profits are eliminating sound judgement
and it is important to provide the public with adequate analysis and better public involvement
on decisions that are impacted by global warming which we cannot control all of..

" Onitem 5: I would suggest and recommend that Supervisor Chiu recuse himself from any
decision making on this issue based on the Ethics issues he was involved with on Parkmerced.
Many Supervisors involved in decision making, and concerns on ethics, and the consistent
"play" of ammendments and added legislation promote a reduced ethical position in regards to
development. Public input and involvement in the Ethics commission, its proper funding, and
adequate trained and knowledgeable staffing is key to ensuring that government ofﬁcals abide
by the laws and ensure the public's best interests are conveyed. ,

Please do your iitmost to follow the input of the Civil Grand Jury on all three issues, they -
represent the people, the publics concerns, and the importance of an informed elected body.

Sincerely

1391



Aaron Goodman
c:415.786.6929
D11
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City and County of San Francisco , Z

Member, Board of Supervisor
District §

LONDON N. BREED
September 2, 2014

TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

RE: . Governient Audit and Oversight Committes -
" COMMITTEE REPORT

Clerk of the Board Caivilio

' |
Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Government Audit and Over5|ght Commrttee r | ;'::
have deemed the following matters to be of an.urgent.nature and request they be consxdered by
the full Board on September 16, 2014, a5 Committee Reports

140939 Board Response - Civil Grand Jury - The Port of San Francisco: Caught
Between Public Trust and Private Dollars .

'Resolution responding to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and

recommendations contained in the 2013-20414 Civil Grand Jury Report, enfitled “The Port of San

Francisco; Caught Between Public Trust and Private Dollars;” and urging the Mayor to causa the

implementation of accepted findings and recommendations through his/her department heads

and through the development of the annual budget.

140940 Bodrd Response - Civil Grand Jury Rising Sea Levels...At Our

Doorstep :

Resolution responding to the Premdmg Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and
recommendations contained in the 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury Report, entiled *Rising Sea
Levels... At Our Doorstep;” and urging the Mayor to cause the implementation of accepted

findings and recommendations through his/her department heads and through the development
of the annual budget. .

140941 Board Response - Civil Grand Jury - Ethics in the City:
Promise, Practice or Pretense
Resolution responding to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and
recommendations contained in the 2013-2014 Givil Grand Jury Report, entitied “Ethics in the City:
- Promise, Practice or Pretense;” and urging the Mayor fo cause the implementation of accepted

findings and recommendations through histher department heads and through the development
of the annual budget.

These matters will be heard in the Govemnment Audit and Oversight Committee on September
11, 2014, at 11 a.m.

London Breed
Supervisor District 5, City and County of San Francnsco

City Hall ¢ 1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place » San Francisce, California 94102-4689 « (415) 554-7630
" Fax (415) 554 - 7634 « TOD/TTY (415) 554-5227 « E-mail: London Breed@sfgov.org
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Response to Civil Grand Jury Report | 2
- Rising Sea Levels... At OQur Doorstep
October 2. 2014

-
Members, Board of Supervisors
Elena Schmid, Foreperson, 2013-2014 San Francisco C1v1.l Grand Jury
Antonio Guerra, Mayor’s Office
Roger Kim, Mayor’s Office
Naomi Kelly, City Administrator
Ben Rosenfield, Controller
Asja Steeves, Controller’s Office
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
Rick Caldeira, Legislative Deputy
" Severin Campbell, Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office
Matt Jaime, Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Depariment
Tom Hui, Director, Department of Building Inspection
Carolyn Jayin, Department of Building Inspection
Anne Kronenberg, Bxecutive Director, Department of Emergency Mana,_,ement
Deborah Raphael, Director, Department of Environment
Guillermo Rodriguez, Department of Environment
Mohammad Nuru, Director, Department of Public Works
Fuad Sweiss, Department of Public Works
Frank Lee, Depariment of Public Works
Monique Moyer, Executive Director, Port of San Francijsco
Elaine Forbes, Chief Financial Officer, Port of San Franclsco
Aaron Starr, Planning Department-
Harlan Kelly Jr, Public Utilities Commission
Juliet Ellis, Public Utilities Commission
Cathy Widener, San Francisco International Airport
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
09/11/2014

FILE NO. 140940 ' RESOLUTION NO. 345-14

[Board Response - Civil Grand Jury Report - Rising Sea Levels...At Our Doorstep]

Resolution responding to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings
and recommendations contained in the 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury Report, entitled
“Rising Sea Levels;.;At Our Doorstep;” and urging the Mayor to cause the
implementation of accepted findings and recommendations through his/her

department heads and through the development of the annual budget.

WHEREAS, Under California Penal Code, Section 933 et seq., the Board of
Supervisors must respond, within 90 days of receipt, to the Presiding Judge of the Superior
Court on the findings and recommendations contained in Civil Grand Jury Reports; and

WHEREAS, In accordance with California Penal Code, Section 933.05(c), if a ﬁnding‘or
r’ecommendation of the Civil Grand Jury addresses budgetary or personnel matters of a
county.ag.ency ora debartment headed by an elected officer, the agency or department head
and the Board of Supervisors shall respond if requested by the Civil Grand Jury, but the

response of the Board of Supervisors shall address only budgetary or personnel matters over

which it has some decision making authority; and

- WHEREAS, The 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury Report entitled “Rising Sea Levels...At .
Our Doorstep” is on file ywth the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 140940, which is
hereby declared to be a part of this resolution as if set forth fully herein; and |

WHEREAS, The Civil Grand Jury has requested that thé Board of Supervisors respond
to Finding Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 11, and 12, as well as Recommendation No~s. 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, 2a, 2b,
3, 5, 11a, 11b, 11c, 11d, 12a, and 12b contained in the subject Civil Grand Jury report; and

WHEREAS, Finding No. 1 states: “The City does not have acitywide cémprehensive

plan that addresses the rising sea level issue;” and

Government Audit and Oversight Committee . i
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' Page 1
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WHEREAS, Finding No. 2 states: “The City’s Planning Codehas no provisions
addressing the impacts associated with rising sea levels. Without appropriate provisions
within the City’s Planning Code, there are 1o effective méans to insure sustainable
development on land vulnerable to rising sea levels;” and

WHEREAS, Finding No. 3 states: “The City’s Building Code and the Port’s Building

| Code have no provisions addressing the impacts associated with rising sea levels. Without

appropriate provisions within the city's Building Code and the Port's Bﬁilding Code, there are
no effective means td control construction methods that would insure a project"sb resistance to
the impacts of rising sea levels;” and | |

WHEREAS, Finding No. 5 states: “A comprehensive risk assessment of Ocean Beach,
with mitigatioh recommendations made to the City regarding rising sea levels, was completed
by SISUR, with City, State of California and U.S Corps of Engineers involvement, resulting in
the Ocean Beach Mastér Plan, dated May, 2012;" and

WHEREAS, Finding No. 11 states: “Thé City has not set aside funds for the cost of
adaptation to sea level rise;"” and .

WHEREAS, Finding No. 12 states: “Rising sea levels is a regional problem. What one
community does to protect its shorelines may have a .'ne'gative impact on a neighboring

community. This has been successfully accqmplished by four counties on the east coast of

"Florida, as an examplé;” and

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 1a s{ates: “The City should prepare and adopt a

risk assessment in pfeparaﬁon for developing its comprehensive plan regarding the rising sea

level issue;” and

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 1b states: “The City should adopt a citywide
comprehensive plan for adaptation to rising sea levels, especially along its shores and its

floodplains. Said plan should include the provision that construction projects’ approval éhould

Government Audit and Oversight Committee
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take intc; account the anticipated lifespan of each project and the risks faced as outlined in
said plan. Special consideration should be given to those énticipated to survive for more than
30 years. Said plan should include a provision that the plan be reviewed and reassessed
every 5 years;” and

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 1c states: “The Clty should build mfrastructure
systems that are resilient and adaptable to rising sea levels. That the City, through its
p’Ianning. and building departments, require that any construction project vulnerable to future
shoreline or floodplain flooding be designed to be resilient to sea level rise at the 2050
projection, e.g., 16 inches if the construction is not expected to last Iongér than 2050. For
construption intended to last longer than 2050, that the City require that the project be .
designed to address sea Ieyel rise projections for the longer term;” and

| WHEREAS, Recdmmendatiqn No. 1d étates: “That City departments that would

necessarily be involved in adaptation to rising sea levels, such as Department of Public
Works, Public Utilities Commission, M»unicipal Transportation Agency, t!]e Port, coordinate
their projects With each other and with utility companies, such as PG&E, Comcast, and AT&T,
to minimize inconvenience to the public, and to businesses, and to further avoid repetition of
efforts and inefficient use of funds, labor, and time;” and |

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 2a states “The Planning Code should be amended

to include maps showing the areas in the City that are most at risk from the impacts of sea

level rise. The Planning Code should be amended to prohibit developmeht in said at-risk

areas unless there is compliance with the provisions of the City’s Building Code and the Port's
Building Code (if applicable fo the project) outlined in Recommendations 3a and 3b. The
Planning Code should include a provision that the amended sections of the Code regarding

the impact of rising sea levels be reviewed and reassessed every 5 years;” and

Government Audit and Oversight Committee )
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3
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WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 2b states: “The Planning Code should be amended .
to discourage permanent develobment in at risk areas where public safety cannotbe
protected ;" and | . |

WHEREAS, Recomhendatioﬁ No. 3 states: “The City’s Building Code and the Port's
Building Code should be amended to iriclugie: (1) provisions addressing the impacts
associated with sea level rise, especially when combined with storm surges and king tides; (2)
construction methods that would ensure a project’s resistande to and protection from the
impacts of rising sea levels, especially when combined with sudden storm‘surges and king

tides; (3) amendments written to protect the most vulnerable systems, including but not

necessarily limited to, electrical, telecommunications, and fire protection systems; (4)

provisions relating to risinQ sea levels be reviewed and reassessed every five years;" 'and
WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 5 states: “The City should consider implementation
of recommendations that are most pertinent to the City, as set forth in the Ocean Beach |
Master Plan of May 2012;” and .
WHEREAS, Recommen_daﬁon No. 11a states: “The City should start a reserve fund for
adaptation for rising sea levels, a portion of which could be obtained from a surcharge on
development planned for areas vulnerable to said eventuality,” and | ‘
WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 11 b states: “The City should assess costs of both
implementation of adgptétion strategies and potential Ibsses from failing to do so;” and |
‘ WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 11c states: “The City should explore applying for
grants offered by Congress’ Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program. Réceipt of grants is baséd upon
risk asseésments that indicate that potential savings exceed the cost of Aimplenﬁentaﬁon. The
City should explore available matching funds from the Army, Corps of Engineers and other

federal sources;” and

Government Audit and Oversight Committee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 4
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WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 11d statés: “The City should request an insurance
premium estimate from FEMA and then compare that estimate with the funding it could
acquire from FEMA for mitigation and adaptation against future flooding;” and

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 12a states: “The City, through its Mayor and Board
of Supervisors, should coordinate its effortg with other cities and organizations in the bay area
by establishing a regional working group to address the impact of rising sea levels;” and _

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. 12b states: “The City should create a local working
Qroup of community citizens and stakeholders to feed into the regional group;” and

WHEREAS, In accordance with Califomie_l Penal Code, Section 933.05(c), thé Board of
Supervisors must respond, within 90 days of receipt, to the Presiding Judge of the Sup_erior
Court on Findihg Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 11, and 12, as well as Recommendation Nos. 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d,
2a, 2b,-3, 5, 11a, 11b, 11¢, 11d, 123, :;lnd 12b contained in the subject Civil Grand Jury report;
now, therefore, be it .

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports to the Presiding Judge of fhe
Superior Court that the Board of Supervisors parﬁally disagrees with Finding No. 1, for

reasons as follows: The City formed in 2013 a Sea Level Risé Committee which addressed

‘sea level rise. A draft plan was presented to the City Administrator, department heads and the

Capital Planning Committee in May 2014 and is currently going through review by City
agencies; and, be it o

FURTHER RESOLVED, That‘the Board of Supervisors reports that the Board of
Supervisors parﬁélly disagrees with Finding No. 2, fof reasons as follows: While the Planning
Code does not include provisions addressing impacts associated with sea levelvrise, the
Planning Department evaluates whether proposed projects would expose people or structures

to a significant risk of loss, injury or death due to flooding as a result of future sea level rise as

Government Audit and Oversight Committee - :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 5
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part of the environmental review process required under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA); and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that the Board of
Supervisors partially disagrees with Finding No. 3, for reasons as follows: While the Board of
Supervisors does not have jurisdiction, the Board agrees that the City’é Building dee and the
Port's Building Code do not in_clude ﬁrovisions éddressing impacts associated witﬁ sea level
rise, the Flanning Depa'rtment}ioes evaluate whether proposed projects would expose people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or deé’gh due to flooding as a result of future |
sea level rise as part of the environmental review process required under CEQA, and, be it

'~ FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that the Board of

Supervisdrs agrees with Finding No. 5; and, be it |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that the Board of
Supervisors agrées with Finding No. 11, for the reason as follows: While the Board of
Supervisors have not specifically set aside funds for addressing adapfation {o sea level rise, it
is .beinQ' addressed through the draft comprehensive plan that will be addressed when working
with the Capitol Planning Committee on future budget allocatioﬁs oh an annual basis; and, be
it | ' |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Boa(d of Supervisors reports that the Board of
Supervisors agrees with Finding No. 12; and, be it | |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supetrvisors reports that Recommendation
No. 1a has not been irﬁplemented but will be implemented in September 2014,as follows: The
draft compre_hehsive plan referenced in Finding No. 1 was presented to the Capital Planning
Committee in May 2014 and will be adopted in September 2014. The draft plan prdvides a
framework that can be used in assessing risk associated with development along San

Francisco’s shoreline and in addressing that risk; and, be it

Government Audit and Oversight Committee o
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 6 .
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation
No. 1b has not been implemented but will be implemented in September 2014, as follows:
CEQA provides the Plénning Department with the authority to require that projects be
designed o m'mirrﬁze and mitigate potential hazards related fo sea level rise and takes into
account the asset life cycle in its evaluatiqn; and, be it .

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports. that Recommendation
No. 1c will not be implemented, for reaéons as follows: While the Board of Supervisors agrees
that the City should build infrastructure thét are resilient and adaptable to rising sea levels,
requiring that construction projects should be designed to be resilient to the existing 2050
projection does not take into account other factors that should influence projects, incluqing _
exposure to storm surge or wave action, asset lifespan and loéatiqn, and consequence of
failure for a project; further, the draft compre‘hensive' plan r,eferenced in Finding No. 1 will
address this Issue; and, be it

| FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation

No. 1d has been implemented, as follows: While this recommendation does not directly fall
under the juris'diétion of the Board of Supervisors, City departments curfently Coordinéte

projects with each other and various utility companies according to procedures established

'l many years ago; and, be it

FURTHER RESO,LVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation

1 No. 2a requires further analysis, for reasons as follows: While this recommendation does not

directly fall under the jurisdictiqn of the Board of Supervisors, the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and Port have published maps depicting areas along San
Francisco’s bay and ocean shorelines that are potentially vulnerable to future flooding due to
sea level rise through 2100, and the Planning Department considers these maps in ev.aluating
the potential flood hazards for projects located in areas vulnerable to sea level rise under

-

Government Audit and Oversight Committee A .
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CEQA; as such, the recommended Planning Code amendments require further analysis, and
the Board of Supervisors will report back to the Grand Jury no later than six months from the
date of the issuance of the report or by December 25, 2014; and, be it _

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports thaf Recommendation

No.-2b will not be implemented, for reasons as follows: CEQA provides the Planning

' Department with the authority to require projects to be designed to minimize and mitigate

potential hazards related to sea level rise; and, be it o
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors repbrts that Recommendation

No. 3 requires further analysis, for reasons as follows: Future implementation of new Building
Code provisions will require specific, prescriptive changes that account for flexibility. Further
analysis and coordination between the scientific community-and affected agencies muét be
performed to develop consjstent, effective and practical policies, including Building or
Planning Code changes, to address sea level rise. As such, the recohmendation requires
further analysis, and the Board of Supervisors will report back to the Grand Jury no later than
six months from the date of the issuance of the report or by Decefnber 25, 2014; and, be it

‘ FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Boérd of Supervisors reports that Recommendation
No. 5 has been implemented, as follows: SFPUC, MTA, Department of Pubﬁc Works (DPW)
and the Planning Department are acti\}ely working with SPUR, the California Coastal
Commission, and other state and federal agencies and commuhity stakeholders o implement
the Ocean Beach Maéter Plan recommendétions concerning coastal erosion, énd this work is
ongoing; and, be it '

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation

| No. 11a will not be implemented, for reasons as follows: A reserve fund for sea level rise

adaptation is unnecessary since the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors allocate capital

Government Audit and Oversight Committee . .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 8
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fqnds on an annual basis, and the City’s 10-year Capital Plan can incorporate efforts to '
address sea level rise through its annual budgeting process; and, be it

FUR‘THER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation
No. 11b has been implemented, as follows: The City identified both natural and man hazards -
facing the City as part of the 2014 San Francisco Hazard Mitigation Plan; future versions of
the Hazard Mitigation Plan will incorporate the more recent wdrk of the Sea Level Rise
Committee by updating the sea level rise hazard profile and by including a vulnerability
analysis for sea level rise; and, be it 4

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation
No. 11c has been implemented, as follows: While this recommeﬁdation does not féll directly
under the jurisdiction of the Board of Supervisors, the City and its various agencies ha;/e
taken theAnecessary steps fo qualify for and receive federal funding. Although some efforts
have yet to find success, City departments will continue to actively pursue these and other
funding options; and, be it | '

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation
No.' 11d requires further analyéis, for reasons as follows: While this recommendation does not
fall directly under the jurisdiction of the Board of Supervisors, City staff are‘currently pursuing
all available opportunities to work with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
on sea level rise mitigation measures; as such, the recommendation requires further énélysis,
and the Board of Supervisors will report back to the Grand Jury no later than six months from
the date of the issuance of the report or by DecemberA25, 2014; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation
No. 12a has been implemented, for reasons as follows: The City's Sea Level Rise Committee
reached out to a number of other jurisdictions to assess sea level rise strategies being

pursued in other locations; and a working grdup including the Airport, San Mateo County, Bay

Government Audit and Oversight Committee : 4
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Conservation and Development Commission, California Coastal Conservancy, and other
stakeholders began meeting in August 2014 to address impacts of sea levels 6n the peninsula
and will continue to do so; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors réports that Recommendation
No. 12b r;a;quires further analysis, for as fo_llows: The Board of Supervisors agrees that
community and stakeholder invblvement in .the process of adapting to sea level rise is
essential. The exact nature of the outreach and involvement has not yet been determined; as
such, the recommendation requires furthér analysis, and the Board of Supervisors will report
bapk to the Grand Jury no later than six months from the date of the issuance of the report or
by Decefnber 25, 2014; and, be it S

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board bf Superviéors urges the Mayor to cauée the
implementation of the accepted findings and recommendations through his/her department

heads and through the development of the annual budget.

Government Audit and Oversight Committee
BOARD OF SUPERVISCRS . Page 10
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1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

- City and County of San Francisco City Hall
o Tails ‘ San Francisco, CA. 94102-4689

Resolution

File Number: 140940 . - - DatePassed: September 16, 2014

Resolutlon responding to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and
recommendations contained in the 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury Report, entitled “Rising Sea Levels...
At Our Doorstep;” and urging the Mayor fo cause the implementation of éccepted findings and
recommendations through hisfher department heads and through the development of the annual

budget.

September 11, 2014 Government Audit and Oversight Commiitee - AMENDED, AN
AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE BEAR(NG SAME TITLE -

September 11, 2014 Government Audit and Oversight Committee - RECOMMENDED AS
. AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

September 16, 2014 Board of Supefvisors - - ADOPTED

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed Campos Chiu, Cohen, Farrell Kim, Mar, Tang, Wiener
and Yee .

- File No.-140940 1 hereby certify that the foregoing
- ’ Resolution was ADOPTED on 9/16/2014 by

the Board of Supervisors of the City and
- County of San Francisco.

.

Ay g -cade. Thy
7 Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

Unsigned - 9/26/14
Mayor ' Date Approved

l hereby certify that the foregolng resolution, not being signed by the Mayor within the time limit as set
forth in Section 3.103 of the Charter, or time waived pursuant to Board Rule 2.14.2, became effective
without his approval.in accordance with the provusnon of said Sectlon 3.103 of the Charter or Board

Rule 2.14.2. - ‘I\(
. Angela Calvillo :
Clerk of the Board
City and County of San Francisco Page 8 : Printed al 9:55 am on 9/17/14 }
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

4 EDWIN M. LEE
SAN FRANCISCO:

MAYOR.

. Angust 22, 2014

The Hotiotible- Cynthia Minig-triel Leg

Presiding Judge: ‘

Supérior Coutt of California, Cmmty of Satt. Branciséo
400 McAllister Street

San Prancisco, CA. 94102

- Deat Judge Lee: .

Putsuant to Penal €6de sectionis 933 and 933 05, the following is the official City-and County of Gant
Franiciséo-tesporise to. the 2013-2014 Civil Gftand Juty 3 report, Rmng Sea Lévels .. At Our Dnor:tep

Tncluded is the cotisolidated réply of the: Office of the: Mayor aﬂd the followirig departments Clty Plarinity,
Building Inspection; Emetgency Managemerit, Envifontmerit, Office of the City Admiinistratot, Office of the,
Conttoller, Bott of San Francisco, Public Works; San Fraticisco. Intemattonal Aitpott; and San Ftancisco:
Public Utilifies: Cofrimission; :

'I'he Clty and Coyinity of Safi Francisco’s response to: the C1v11 Grand ]uty’s findis
A mendations are 48 follows:

Agree, The: C1ty has:a. draft comprehensive plan for addtessing sealevel tise for City assets. At the dixection
of the Mayor in-‘the summer of 2013, 2 Sea Level Rise (SLR) Committee made up of representatives from
seven City depattmients and two gonsulting, fitms, (Moffatt & Nicholwnd AECOM,) produced deaft
“Guidance:for Incorpotating Sea Tevel Rise. Into. Capital Planning'in San Francisco: Assessing Vilnersbility,
Risk, and Adaptation 3 This draft Guidaticg was Presented to the City, Administrator, Department: heads,
and the Capital Planning Commiftee on'May 12 and is cutrently undetpoing teview by City: agencl . The
draft Guidance includes ﬁndnngs on the:state of the seience; expected and possible sea level tise thxough
2100, and assessment of sform surge and wave:acton effecﬁng water Jevels: It Airther provides a
comprehensxve approach:for dcparunents to follow to ensure City assefy and eapital improvemeént programs
are resilient to the: anuapatcd effects of sea level sise.

,Recommendatlon 1a:

Recommcndatzon has not been 1mp]ementcd but is underway The draft Guidance refetenced in the
response fo Finding 4. provides fot & mprehensive assessment of the vu]ncrabxhty of City-asséts to sea level
rdse. In addmon, it providesa framework that:can he: used in assessing risk associated with, development

along Sant Francisco’s shoreling andin adds smg that nsk, thereby pfbﬂdmg 2 road map fof preparadonof =
a fisk assessment. i

v

1.DR.. CARLTON B. GOODLE‘IT PLACE, Room 200,
SAK FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA 941 02—4681
TELEPHONE  (415) 654-6141 -
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Consolidated City and Couaty of Sert Francisco Response fo the Civil Grand Jury
August, 22, 2014 :

' &a@m_r_n;egda_he_n_&

Recommmdatz'on has not been implemented but:is underway: The draft Guaidance ciitfently under.
Clty “wide teview povides a framework: fot: devdopment of:z eomprehetisive plan to address adaptation for
City assets torthe potential effects 6f sea level fise and states thit the. Guidance, the stience behind SLK
Projections; arid the. app,toach ‘outlified will fiéed to be révisited pcnodlcally 4s riew fnformatiofi becomeés:
available, The Guidance tequire§. considerauon of assetlife; cycle i mplementanom Jndddition; €EQA:
provides the Planing Departtient withi avith6fity. to tequire that prajects be desigtied t6.ininiize dnd
tnitigdte potenﬁzl hazatds telated to sea leyel dse-and takes info accouifit the asset life eyclé inits evalvation.

Recommendation will not be implemented because itis fiotwartatted ot téasoniable. The City
'agrecs w1ﬂ1 the statéfrent: thnt i should bmld mﬁ:astructure systems that are: tcsﬂlent and adaptable to fising

Gmdance pxePated by the Mayor sSea Level Rise. Comnnttee descnbcd under Fmdjﬁgs 1 above lel addrcss
‘this; issiie: w

adapt té v;ride:mﬁglng, hlg}iiy unccﬂmn SLR pxo)eéﬁbns ﬁn,‘['h::r out iy uma' Consldémﬁoﬁ of adapnvc '
management apptoaches, the:adaptive capacity of assets, and revisiting 6f SLR-science ds the decadés tinfold
afe cleat: components of the, draft Guldance thatwll Ptovlde the basis of City pohcy gomg forward,

Motéoves; the: P]annmg Depattritént: alx:eady evaluates whether piopesed pi:o]ects “would expose: people of

| stiactures fo.a sipnificant fsk of loss, fnjury of dedth due to ﬂoodmg a5 4 tesult of futute sea level rise 4s
patt of the virontiental kevew pibcess teqbired vinder the-California Bnvirontriéatal Quality Act (CEQA).
CEQA providés the City with an effective thednis to-enshfe, that developient ifl ateds: ulnerable to seadevel
s is designed to addtess relited flood hazatds.

Recommendaﬂon 1¢
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Consolidated ‘City and County bf;San Francisto, Response to the:Civil, Gmnd]ury
August 22; 2014

Departivent of. Pubhc Wotks, Public T
Py t; should eod;dinete.thelr i eets

Recommendation has been: mpfemented Cuttenﬂy, City departmients coordinate projeets with éach:
othier and with vaticusitility coffipanies dccorditig-to procedmnes established pidtry yedrs ago, T fact, under.
the lead of DPW watious €ity-depattiments and uﬁhty ‘cotnpanies have recently invested in itmplementing 4t
otiline iidpping systein that allow all inembets & view:¢dch othet-profects ard ficilitate toorditation 6f4ll
projects within the/Right:0f Way. -

D_isagrce -in patt. “The City: agtées -with the statetnent that the Plannmg Code does nof mclude Piovisxons
addressing impacts associate with sea level rise. However, the Planinifip Departmenf: eviluatés whethér,
. ptoposed projects would expose people: of sttucturesto a sigrificanit disk ofloss; , Ifijuty of death die to;

ﬂoodmg asa result of ﬁ1ture Sea Ievel fise:ds. part of the environmental teview process requmedundet the

that development in areas vuhierablc 10 sed Ievel 1isé is demgned to address selated fosd; haZaxds As such,
we disagtee with thé coriclusion that without: provisiois ih the Plannitig Code addressiiig sea Jevel Hse-théte:
até:fio effective miens to insiite sustainable developmeﬂt ot Jand yulnetable to Hsifig sea. Jevels:

&emmmm

The recominendation tequiftes ﬁm‘.ber atialysts. The: SFPUC and Port have piiblished mapé depietinig
afedsialofig San Fiancisco’s. ‘bay ind oecan shofelines that ate potentially vulnerible to futie Hooding dueto
projectéd sed level dise throvgh 2100, "The Plansilng Depattment:considets these maps i evaluating potential
flopd hazaids fof: pro]ecm located iti-areas valnerable to sea level tise, undet EEQA. I1i additioti; the Federal
Emexgency Mariagetént Seivice is cuireritly: prepaﬁng 2, Pilot study: analy’z"iﬁg fiature coastal flood fisks that ..
accoimt for sealevel dse as piit of the Cilifotnta Coastal Analysis-and Mapping Pro;cct Oper Pacific Coast
Study;: The PlantingDepirtinént will considet this sttdy in evaluating séa Jevel rise hazatds for, piojects:
located ini affected dtess undes CEQA: CEQA provides the: Planiiiiy” Department with sufficient authontyj
0 feigiiite piojects'to, be desiphed to and mitigite; potentlal hazards related o §ed level fse, a#id
becarisé; thaps of aress, that dre vilnefable to irhpacts:froxii sea leve] dse hiave.alréady bee developed,
amendinents torthe Platinirig Code to include siach tnaps 61 to enfotee flood resiliedit building standards fot
_ "development:in: thié affécted 4teas may ot be Warranted. Howevet, the City is cuttently evaluating whether

~ to:develop siew: policies addfessitig sea level #isé. Such policies: may include amendméiits to the Pla.nnmg
Eode: As such, the recommended planning code amendments tequire fiarthet analysis
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Consolidated Cityand Coririty 6f San Francisco Resyonsc to the Cwil Giand Jury
Angnst 22, 2014 .

Recommendatmn Zb-

.gezmanent development in at-rigk ateg

op new pohctes

Assuch, the

ddfeésmg séé level ﬁsc Such poha 1 y mclude amendmems to thc Planmng Code‘
recommended p]anmng code:amengdments reqmrc further, analysis,

Disagree itt part; The.City agiees with the stateément that the City’s Building Code and the Port’ s. Bqudmg
Code,do not include provisions addressing impacts associated with sea level Hise. Howevet, the Plarining: *
Depatitnent evaliuates whether proposed projects would expose people ot structutes to a significant £isk of -
Ioss, injuty ot death due fo: flooding asa result of futute sca level dse as pait of the envitonmenital review:
process tequired undet the: California Envitonimeritil Quality Act (CEQA); CEQA provides the City-with an
‘effective ineatis to ensute that developsnerit it areas vulnerable to sea level tise is-designed to address telated
flood hazatds. As such, we disagtee wifh the:conclusion that without: ‘provisions in the City’s and Poxt’s
Building Codeswaddtéssing sea level fise thete.ate fio effective meafis to insute sustainable developmeiit on
land vultietable.to tising sea levels.

ptotectlon ggtems (4] d movxsxon that the secnons of the- Codes regate inir the iripa
leviels should'be teviéw ed :mdteassessedev ; :'ﬁve years. - -

The recommeéndation tequires firther :mafysm Although CEQA piovides the City with sufficient
authonty to tequite projécts 10 be desigiied to fiinifiiize dfid mitigate:poteéitial hazatds telated to séalevel
tise, City deparnncnts ate Wotking:with one aother 46d with J:egional and sate ageiicies to. evahiate arid,
develop consisteit guidanice: 4nd policies to dddress sea Jével tise. This iricludes reseatching adaptation and
resiliency seasures implefaciited by othet mumapahues ificluding building and planmng code chaniges; and
consideting i mcorporaﬂng sitnilar changes to the City’s. codes: The sea level tise: ptojections will contiaue to
€volve as siew scieiice and, Predn:non imethods becotne ayailable, Thetefote, atiy futite implementation of

* new building code provisions will requite specific, prescriptive changes. that account for flexibility. Further .
afialysisand coordination between the scientific comfnunity and affected agendies:must be petfotined to:
develop consmtent, effective, arid ptacttcal policies, including possibly ‘building ot planning code’ changes, to
addtess sea level sise.
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Consolidated!City anid Cotiaty of Sah Franclsco Responst to the Ciyil Grand Jury:
Angist 22,2014

Disagree i part; BCDC does not have the final $dy; ot any petiiite withid its jiisdiction. BCDC has.
jutisdiction:ovet the land ates lyifig betweeit the Meant High Watet Line:of the Bay shotelinle and 4 libe:
dratn prarallel to. and T00:feet from the Bay-shoreling, BEDC permits the following activities within ifs
jutisdiction: 1y Placemient of. golid matenal, building or tepitting docks, pile-supported. o cantileveted
strnétuies, disposing of taterial of fhooting of 4 vessel ford longpeﬁoim Safi Frasicisco By orin cértain
ﬁ:lbutanes that flow into the Bay; 2) Dredging or extiucfitig miaterial fiom the Bay bottom; 3) Substznua]ly
pinip the use 6f afiy stivicture of dtea; 4) Coisttuictifig, remdédeling of repainnga stictire;
ot 5) Subdividing propetty of prading; land.

Rec ommendatmn 4

The recomidicndation fias been ,Implemcntcd ‘The City hag considéted iniplémentation of. the fnost;
pcrﬁnentxecommaadauons set forth in thie Ovean Beach Mastet Plap, SFPUC, MTA; DPW; ard the

Plidifing Depatttncnt afe et ely woﬂﬂng ‘with SPUR, the Cahfotnia Coasfal Comtmssion othcr state and
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Consoliddted C:t;( and County of Sax: Francxsco Response to: the Civil Grand, ]ury
August2Z; 2034 -

Recommeudatton his nat beerr mp]emeuted but is.uoderway: The SEPUC: levels of séfvice: -
incotpiofate, climate change as 4.fequitement for'all projects implemented through the: $6.9B Seiver Systexii
Inprovemesit Progtam (SSIP). A.compiehensive Climaté Change Adaptation Plan is cirrently befog
developed as part of thie SSIP. Within fhils plasining effott the SFPUC has. condiicted resesirchi-of industey
bast seiedice, has developed Seachel Rlse mundaﬁon maps for Sdn Franclsco, z.nd is rescarchmg what,

Bays1de and Westslde mdudmg the nnpact of ng Tldes Winlnfonn the P fing
ctitical sewer assets:

featmeént systems
processes;
Agreé.

Recommendatxon T .

Recommendition bias been partiallyimplemented and is ongoing. Thé peojects associated with the: ™

SFPUC!s SSTPinchide the installation of Hew backflow prevention deyices on Combined Sewage Discharge:

outfalls ofi the Baysxde that ate nnpacted by high ‘tides; sudden surgcs and nsmg seﬂ level. SFPUC is '
ce to ckﬂ

cxpecied £ bc a0 1551‘12 i the futur 2 Regm:dmg pump sﬁmons thc SE‘PUC will;: momtor actual sea, lcvel fige
atid identify adaptation strategies as-reeded.

Recommendation Izas not beerr. imp!ementcd ‘but is underway Ovet the gext 20 years, through
proposed projects associated with the SSIP, the:SFPUC plans fo mplemmt over $2.5 billion related to;
mprovements to the Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant. ‘These projects. are-allinformed by predlcted
sea level rise elevations including king tides and surges. ‘
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Cangolidated. Cny 4nd Cotinty of Sair Francisco R&sponsc to thig Clvil Grasid Jury,
Avguist 22, 2014

Aptee iit part and drsagree in p:m SFO agiees that it is minimally vulnerable to flooding; from Fiture

heavy raififall and kifig tides. Curtefifly, thie Aitport has 4 system of seawalls which protects.Altpoit propeity
s ftom daily tidal fluctuatiofis; includifig the highest tides, of the yeat called ng'I‘ides, and seawalls also
protect the propetty against fegulat stotin eveits. Thete ate some knowh mitiof defidencies in the seawall.
* system that we:ateaddressing which could pose soie. tisk dutifig extreme stotin events. In addition to the
seawalls, the.A1rpotthas an Irifetnal dranmge and puimp stition systein to evacuate any fain ot'ground water-
which accumulates-ofi the, Aitfleld. The etitite aitfield opetatlonalsystesniof. runways, taxiways lighting
systems and navigational aids is cofistiucted with the undeistatiding of opefations:occutiing outdoots duting
inclement-and wet weathet. Thetefote, SFO is not uaduly vuliierable to today’s heavy rainfalls and king:
fides., SFO is cuiteiitly taking measutes fo teview and-dévelop a plan to-iitigate atiy outstanding' deﬁcicncms
in the scawall system telated to long-term sea Jevel ﬁse.

The recommendation: Fas not been. tnplemented bt will, be within 4 set tiinefeatne as provided. A
shioreline protection feasibilify study is beirg conducted by Moffatt atid Nichol that will provide.
recominendations to SFO.on inmediate jmiprovements péeded to: ;protect. SFQ fom comnbiried impacts ofa
100 yeat flood and sei level e, Iiimediate ifiiplémetitatiofi iricluding eitvitotinerital teview and.- Penmttmg,
design and constraction will take place:in. flie riekt 6-8 yédts 1o Addiess a 100 year flood.eveiit: SFO js alior
plannm y 6 lorig ter ftnprovements to the entiré. sedwall systéi t6 address sea level tise, Long terin.
stiategics, with lmplcmentauon 10.fo 15 yéats iti dirdtion, include upprading of draitae pump skitions to

~handlé Jasget stotin éverits And. bulldlng seawalls withi robiust forindations that will allow fufute exténisions to, -
agconitaodats addifichal séd levél dse. .

smallpockets of standifig Witer on on m—ﬁcld or tutf afeds, but it oaly takes a s?hort nmé for the pump
stations to catch.up-with thie rainfall and drain these, 10ca110ns Over, the last tetn yeats, SFO has spent$26 4
soillion o piimp station; and stopy drainage i xmprovements in¢loding $18.8 million, spent ot Gur Gn-goirig,
Riiniway Safety Area progra. As pa.tt of out ofi:going: capxml itdproyemerit plan; SFO s planding:of
investing $22 million in storin, draindge a6d puidp station ifhptovetients ovet the.next 5 yeats. SEO believes
the combinationi of upgrading our storm dain putmp stations 4dd fortifying the periteter seawalls is:the
bestwiy to protect the rufivays ot sea Tevel Hse;
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Consoliddted Cily and County of Szn Francisco, Response to the Clvil Grand. Jury
August 22, 2014

The rccommmdaﬁan Is beirxgzmp]emented. SFO engmeets are apalyzing-the best Wways to protect't the

" notth field ares, including the wastewater treatment plantiand other m&asttucmre as pait.of thefeasibility
-stu&y mentoned above,

The recommetzdatzon i bcmg fmplemented, The Poxtis cuttently scoping thié level of effort fof:
earthignake tetrofit and flood ptotection ifnptovémneiits to the San Francisco seawall, Ttis anticipated
between 2014:4nd 2017 4n carthquakevulnetability asseéssimerit ds-well as fetrofit désign coricepts will be.
developed and futidiog sécured, Between 2017 4nd 2030, individual sectiotis of the tetrofit will he deslgped
and consttucted

Recommendanon 10b' ‘

The recommendation will ot be fmplemented because'it 1s riot waitdnted. Thé Portis cuttesitly

seeking altetnate fiunding sontees frot federal and state grant prograns.as well as including consideration of.
sea level fise in projects identified it the:capital plagining process. The'US, Bipdy Corps of Enginieétsis
evaliiating thig San Francisco, Seawall 1o determine if there is a federal interest ini retrofitting the seawall,
which could leid t6 federal matching funds thirough the federal Watet Resoutices Development Act. By
tesolution 0125-13; the Board of Supesvisors adopted “Guidelines for the Establishment and Tse of an
Tnfiastiucture Findncing District with Project Areas ot Landundet the Tutisdiction of the:San Franciseo.
Pott Commission™ which:. state: :

: “Any poxﬁon of the City’s:share of tax inctement that the C1ty allocated to the watcrfront distiiet from the -
project:area but that is not required {6 fund eligible projeet-specific:public ficilities will be.re-allocated to the
City’s Genetal Fund or to improvements to the Clty’s seawalland othermeasiites to protect the City against
sea level rise or other foteseeable tisks to the Cify’s waterfront.™ -

- Jfrdstructure Fmancmg District {TFD) law genetally suthotizes ceriait dlasses of public facilities to be
financed through TFDs. The Legislature has broadened: the types of authorized public facilities for: -
watetfront districts torinclude. (1) stractutal repairs 4nd improvements to-plers; seawalls, and ~whatves, and
installation of piles; (2) shoreline restoration, and, (3) improvements, which may be puiblicly owned; to
protect againist potentisl sealevel tise, The Port is in thie process of plinning and itplémenting IFDS oo
Pott property at Seawall Lot 337 in Mission Bay and at Pier 70, and will likely pursae lepislative
authonzauon to fort IFDs in othies ateas of the waterffort,
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Consohdated C1tyand Couiityof Sun Francisco Response ti-the Civil Gmnd]my
- Angust 22, 2014 .

Agree, Whils the City hias niof: speclﬁca]ly sef aside funds for the cost of. adap‘lmlon 16 sea 1evel Hise, that -
does ot xestﬂct the ab1hty of the Cxty to spend funds m the ﬁ:tture, On an annqal basxs, Ehe Mayor and the

and Pﬁoﬁuie fundng f&r fﬁe ﬁaost cr] _:al proj c-cés ’I‘he Mayor and the Boarcl 3 Supe.tvmors allocate
ﬁmdmg fot the: Cify’s capital plan on an gnovml basis,

Bg&mmggﬂmgﬂg

Recommendztzon wiil-not be implemented because it 150t wareanted, A reserye’ fund for sea. level
rise adaptation is hnticcessaty since thie Mayor and the Boatd of; Supetvisors allocate capital funds on an’
atnual basis. If; pohcymzkcts did want fo set aside: funds; a.resetve fund is not the only way of teserving: Clty
fesources. Depending on the pohcy ob]ective .2 project; baseling; or Charter fequitement cotld be more
apptoptiate, Howevet, any creation of a new tesetve would need to be balanced Against the loss of

allocation flexibility for both the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors: Based on the Mnguage of the

tecommendation,:itis assumed that the Jury iy askmg for:a sutcharge on all devclopmcnt, public or private.
It should be n, -

: that the Sez chal Rise Comrmttee is mthc pxocess of creating guidelines for public:

Recommendation has been partzaﬂ_‘yzmp]emcn ted. As part of the 2014 San Francisco Hazard
‘Mitigafion Plan, the City identified both natutal and ‘human-made hazards facing the City.'The document
formylated a plan to redice Josses from those hazards and establisheda process: for nnplemcnung the: plan.

“Howevet; itie 2014 HMP is got a comprehensive sea:level rise-plan, nor was it intended: fo be. It should be
noted that e 2014 HMP includes the cost of seversl mmgauon stafegies ieithet directly or closely telated to
sea level rise. The. followmg are all high pnonty mlbgauon actions: that the City intends to fmplement: during
the five-year lifespan of the:2014 HMP, ussuiming: fxmdmgava.i]abﬂlty

‘@ Tripléiésit Phise.] of thie SFPUCS Sewer Systeri Improyemierit Progtanm (SSIP); incliding
stortnwates managernient; flood control, and greeiiinfrastnichite projects. Funding soutce: bond
finaneing: $75,000,000 apptoved overithe et five years.

» Continiiié the Great: Highway Long- Term Stabilization ptograii.to réspond to tontifting besch
érbsion jinpacts along the Great Highway at Ocean Bedch sotithi of Sloat Boulevatd. Estithated
project timeframes 4-5 yeats. Potential funding source: SEMTA. and Federal Highway Adinisttatdion:

(FHWA). Estitated cost: $3 00,000 - §5,000,000.
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Consolidated City atid Covatyof San Frandsw Response to the Civil Gratid j‘m:y
August 22,2014

» Upgrade segmeits of the Saiy Fianicisco Tnteriational Aitpost (SFOY shorelmaprotecﬂon system.
Addtess gaps i, thé. gysterd, tht could alloW the erntty of floodwatert; sad addfess. opemngs for
stoftmwatet diainage that do not have clostire detices, Whick'could allow the entiy of floodsvaters.
Upgrade seawdlls to address séa level tise. Estimated project: fimeframe: 5 yeats: Poteritial funding

: sources Capital Planmng/ Fedetdl Govetnment. Bsfifnated cost: $60,000,000.

» Upgtade stotm dfdinage outfull putnp statioiis 14, 1B, and 1C to protect the SFO airfield from. 100-
yeat floods dnd séd level Fige, Hitimated pioject tmleﬁ:ame. 1-2 years. Potential fuiiding soutces
TBD. Estitnited cost: $3,500,000:

The 2014 HMP does ‘include a brief hazard pxoﬁle for sea Icvel dse as patt of the HMP’s climate change

~ section, but does.not contain an analysis of the city’s vulnerabﬂlty fo sea level fisei This is because the:2014
HMP was completed before the Sea Level Rise Committee chose sex level sise maps for the C1ty and agteed
on: the level of sea level fise they believe will impact the City. Future versions of the HMP willincorpotate
the more tecent wotk of the Sea Level Rise: Commiittee by updating the sea level rise hazard profile and: by
incloding a vu]netablhty analysxs fot sea feveél.dse..

_Kg_c_nmm@g@lﬁ:
The Cltv Should e)ml()te a,“ IR

the costof g_gplgmcntauon The Cltv shounid expl

Coips of E; eets and other fedetal sources:

Recommendativi implemented. The City has taken the neccssary steps to.qualify fot-and receive federal
furiding: Havinga FEMA approved HMP makes San Francisco eligible:for fedetal hazard and' flood
mitigation grant fanding befote and aftera chsldenﬂa]ly—delﬂared disaster. Additionally, the Port has
exploted vatious oppottunities with the US Atmy Cozps.of Engineets (USACE). In December, 2012, the
Poithas.asked the USACE te conduct a.study under the River and Hatbor Act to determine feasibility of
‘fedemlly—assxsted ifnptovements to- the San Francisco seawall as 2 stosmiand flood: protccuon sttuctute; In
Mzy 2014, the Cotps kicked of a Federal Interest Determination for a projectunder the Continuing
Authorities Progratn (CAP) Section 103 ShorelineProtection., This. fanding source is for smaller pxo]ects

» that fesult in implementation, not study* The fedcral spendmg litwit is: §3. million and the cost shate is 65%
Fedetal and 35% local.

In 2010; the Pott asked USACE. fot seawall assistance through the Water Resources and Development Act
(WRDA) for fnaintenance and repair, hquefacuon hazatd mitigation; and floed protection. While.the
request has yet:to find: any success, the Poit-contifiues to actively pursue this fmldmg option

Recammcndatmn will be implemented i the: futuie. Staff is cutrently pursuitig all available
oppottanities to; wotk with FEMA of: sea lévél tse mitigatiori measutes: A FEMA sea level ris€ workshop
spemﬁca]ly fox: the Clty ahd County. of Saii. Fraticisco will be conducted this September.

10
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Conisclidated City wnd Cousity of §4 Frandsco R.esponsc to the Civil Gxand]ury
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Rcsponse

Agtee.

Recommendaﬁon 12a'

sea levels‘ ThlS has been successfullv acconmhshgd b}[ four counﬁes on the east coast of Flond& as

an example;

The recotnmeirdatioir has been pam;:llylmplemented, ‘The: City’s Sea. Level Rise. Comm1ttee reached
out to a nuinber-of other jutisdictions, inclading those in the. Bay Atea, to-assess SLR strategies belng
putsued i other Iocations. Commitfee members arepresenting the Cxty s draft Guidance in a number of
‘regional forums and areexploting regional. cooperauon and ccllaboration-opportunities, SFO in particular.
has focused on. dcvdogmg regional:collaborafion and SFO has reached ouf fo:stakeholders and neighboting.
communities to begm a dlalog on adaptauon strategies. SFQ jointly: applied with San Mateo County fora
clitnate ready grant from the State Coastal Consetvancy and successfully won the grant to extend its guttent
feasibility study to inchide San Brano and Colutz Creeks which. emipty into the’ bay immmediately notth.of
SFO. A working group including stakeholdes from SFO, San Mateo: Gounty, BEDE, California State
Coastal Consetvancy, South San Prancisco, San Bruno, Calttans and SamiTrans will begin meeting in August
2014 to-address impacts of sea level rise.on-the peninsula..

Rccommt:nda’uon IZb :

The recommendation requites further aaa]ysxs. We agree that. commumty and stakeliolder involvement
in the process of adapungto sed level rise is ‘essentfial, City agencies to date have spent the bulk of theirt time.
focused on technical issies sugh as whit we know-ahout sea levelrise 'sclence, the stafe of the artin
planmng infrastructore resilience, and other techrical subjects, As we gefup ¢ W

attention to. grcatex: involvement fron comniunities; the private sectof; and stakeholders as ddaptatiot:
p]anmng sifoving forwitd, The exactnatute the outteach and iivolvenient has not yet been determinied.

. Thank:you again fof the opportinity to cotment on this Civil Grand Juty repott,

Sincerely;

SE]
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Naoriif Kelly
City Administrator;

!

Totm C: Huni
Directot:
Building Inspection

Anne Ktonenbcrg

Emagency Management

) Director éf Cxtymde Plannmg
. City Platinitig -

| Debotili Riphael
Ditectot.
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¢ Biecutive Director
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John L. Martin
Altport Ditectot.
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;
“Rising Sea Levels... At Our Doorstep”
Angust 25, 2014

Page2

’

These departmental responses are being provided for your information, as received, and may not
conform to the parameters stated in California Penal Code, Section 933.05 et seq. The
Government Audit and Oversight Committee will consider the subject report, along with the
responses, at an upcoming hearing and will prepare the Board’s official response by Resolution

for the full Board’s conmderanon.

.Honorable Cynthia Ming-mei Lee, Presiding Judge
Elena Schmid, Foreperson, 2013-2014 San Francisco
Civil Grand Jury '

Antonio Guerra, Mayor’s Office
Roger Kim, Mayor’s Office

" Naomi Kelly, City Administrator
Ben Rosenfield, Controlier

-Asja Steeves, Controller
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
Rick Caldeira, Legislative Deputy
Severin Campbell, Budget and Legisiative Analyst
Matt Jaime, Budget and Legislative Analyst
John Rahaim, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department

Tom Hui, Department of Building Inspection
Carolyn Jayin, Department of Building Inspection
Anne Kronenberg, Department of Emergency Management
Deborah Raphael, Department of Environment
Gnillermo Rodriguez, Department of Environment
Mohammad Nuru, Department of Public Works
Fuad Sweiss, Department of Public Works

Frank Lee, Department of Public Works

Monique Moyer, Port of San Francisco

Elaine Forbes, Port of San Francisco

Aaron Sterr, Planning Department

Harlan, Kelly, Jr, Public Utilities Commxssmn
Juliet Ellis, Public Utilities Commission

Cathy Widener, San Francisco International Airpoit
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EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYQR
SAN FRANCISCO

. August 22, 2014

‘The Honorable Cynthia Ming-mei Lee

Presiding Judge

Supetiot Coutt of California, County of San Francisco
-400 McAllister Street

San Prancisco, CA 94102

Dear Judge Lee:

Pussuant to Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05, the following is the official City and County of San
Francisco responsc to the 2013-2014 Civil Grand Juty tepott, Rmng Sea Levels.. At Our Doarmt@

Included is the consolidated reply of the Office of the Mayor and the following departmcnts City Planning,
Building Inspection, Emetgency Management, Environment, Office of the City Administratot, Office of the
Controller, Pott of San Francisco, Public Works San Ptancisco, IntcmationalAltport, and San Frandsco *
Public Utilities Commission.

The City and County of San Francisco’s tesponse to the Civil Grand Juty’s findings and
recommendations are as follows: :

' Finé'gg 1:
- The City does not have a citywide comprehensive plan that addresses the rising sea level issue,

Agree. The City has a draft comptehensive plan for addressing sea level sise for City assets. At the direction
of the Mayor in the summer of 2013, a Sea Level Rise (SLR) Committee made up of representatives from
seven City departments and two consulting firms, (Moffatt & Nichol and AECOM,) produced draft
“Guidance for Incoiporating Sea Level Rise Into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability,
Risk, and Adaptation.” This draft Guidance was presented to the City Administtator, Department heads, -
and the Capital Planning Committee on May 12 and is cuttently undergoing teview by City agencles ‘The
dtaft Guidance includes findings on the state of the science, expected and possible sea level tise through
2100, and assessment of storm surge and wave action effecting water levels. It further provides a

comptehensive approach for depattments to follow to ensute C1ty assets and capital improvement programs
are resilient to the anticipated effects of sea level rise.

Recommendation 1a:

The City should prepare and adopt a risk assessment in preparation for developing a
comptehenswe plan regarding the tising sea level issue.

Recommendation has not been implemented but is underway. The draft Guidance referenced in the
sesponse to Finding 1 provides for comprehensive assessment of the vulnerability of City assets to sea level
tise. In addition, it provides a framework that can be used in assessing risk associated with development

along San Francisco’s shoteline and in addtcssmg that tisk, thereby providing a road map for prepatation of
a risk assessment.

" 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 84102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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Recommendauqq 1b: : .
The City should adopt a citywide comprehensive plan for adaptation to tising sea levels, especi
along its shores and its floodplaing, which should include a provxsmn that the plan be reviewed and
treassessed eveg: five yeats. The plan should include the provision that constraction’ pro;ects
approval should take into account the anticipated lifespan of each project and the risks faced as
outlined in said plan. Specxal considetation should be given to those antncnpated to survive fot mote

than thitty years.

Recommendation has not been implemented But is underway. The draft Guidance cutrently under
City-wide teview provides a framewotk for development of a comptehensive plan to address adaptation for
City assets to the potential effects of sea level tise and states that the Guidance, the science behind SLR
projections, and the approach outlinied will need to be revisited petiodically as new information becomes
available, The Guidance tequires consideration of asset life cycle in implementation. In addition, CEQA
pi:ov:ldes the Planning Depattinent with authonty to reclmre that projects be designed to minimize and
mitigate potential hazatds telated to sea level tise and takes into account the asset life cycle in its evaluation.

-Lgagmgghgmdg
The Clgz should bulld mftastructure systems that are tesilient and adaptable to riging sea levels.

pro]ect vulnerable to future shoteline of floodplain ﬂoo@g be designed to be resilient to sea level
tise at the 2050 projection, e.g., 16 inches, if the construction is not expected to last longer than
2050 For construcnon intended to last longer than 2050. it 1s tecommended that the City requite

Recommendation will not be implemented because it is not wattanted or reasonable. The City
agrees with the statement that it should build infrastructure systems that are resilient and adaptable to tising
sea levels, It disagtees, howevet, with the some of the specifics in the recommendations that follow. B
Requiting any construction pto]cct be designed to be tesilient to the extsung 16 inch rise 2050 projection
does not take into account other factots that should influence scenatio selection, including exposute to
stotm sutge ot wave action, asset lifespan and location, and consequence of fatlute of a project. The Draft
Guidance ptepated by the Mayor’s Sea Level Rise Committee desctibed under Findings 1 above will address
this issue. : .

Loolking beyond 2050, while it is the case that assets with life cycles extending into the late 21 century must
considet longer term SLR projections, it may be unwise — and expensive — to require immediafe tmeasures to
adapt to wide-ranging, highly uncertain SLR projections further out in time. Considetation of adaptive
snanagement approaches, the adaptive capacity of assets, and tevisiting of SLR science as the decades unfold
are clear componcnm of the draft Guidance that will provide the basis of City pohcy going forward.

Moreover; the Planmng Department already evaluates whether proposed pro]ects would expose people or

structutes to a significant tisk of loss, injuty ot death due to flooding as a result of future sea level rise as

patt of the envitonmental review process requited under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

CEQA provides the City with an effective means to ensure that development in ateas vulnerable to sea level
. tise is designed to addtess related flood hazards.

‘Recommendation 1d:
The City departments that would necessarily be involved in adaptation to rising sea levels, such as
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Port, should coordinate their p‘ro;é.éts with each other and with utility éompénies, such as PG&E,
Comcast, and AT&T, to minimize inconvenience to the public, and to busmesses, and furthet to
avoid repetition of effotts an mcfﬁment use of funds, labor, and time. -

Recommendation has been implemented. Cutrenﬁy, City departments coordinate projects with each
other and with varicus utility companies accotding to procedutes established many years ago. In fact, undet
the lead of DPW various city departments and utility companies have recently invested in implementing an -
online mapping system that allow all members to view each other projects and facilitate tootdination of all
ptojects within the Right-of-Way. "

Finding 2:

The City’s Plannmg Code has no ptovtslons addtessmg the impacts associated w1th tising sea levels

DJSagree in patt The City agtrees with the statement that the PhnMg Code does not include provisions
addressing impacts associate with sea level rise. However, the Planning Depattment evaluates whether
ptoposed projects would expose peoplc ot structures to a significant risk of loss, injuty or death due to
flooding as a tesult of future sea level sise as patt of the envitonmental review process tequired under the
California Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA provides the City with an effective means to ensure
that development in ateas vulperable to sea level dse is deslgncd to address related flood hazards. As such,
we disagree with the conclusion that without provisions in the Planning Code addressing sea level rise t_hete
ate 1o effective means to insute sustainable development on land vulnetable to rising sea levels.

meml__m_.tmila;

The City should amend its Planning Code to mcludc maps showing the areas in the Clgz that are

- mostat risk ftom the xmnacts of sea level rise. The Plannmg Code should be amended to ptohlblt
unl

Building Code and the Pott's Bmldlgg Code (1f apphcable to the pto)ect) outlined in
Recommendation 3 below. The amendment should include a ptowsmn that the amended sections
of the Code tcgatd_.l_ng the xmpact of nsmg sea levels be reviewed and reassessed every five yeats.

The recommendation requites ﬁzrtber analysis. The SFPUC and Pott have published maps depicting
ateas zlong San Frandisco’s bay and ocean shotelines that ate potentially vdnetable to future flooding due to
projected sea level rise through 2100. The Planning Depattment considets these miaps in evaluating potential
flood hazatds for ptojects located in areas vulnerable to sea level rise under CEQA. In addition, the Federal
Emergency Management Setvice is curtently prepating a pilot study analyzing futute coastal flood risks that .
account for sea-level tise as patt of the California Coastal Analysis and Mapping Project Open Pacific Coast
Study. The Planning: Depattmént will consider this study in evaluating sea level rise hazards for projects
located in affected ateas under CEQA. CEQA provides the Planning Department with sufficient authonty
to tequire projects to be designed to minimize and mitigate potcnual hazards telated to sea level rise, and
because maps of ateas that ate vulnetable to impacts from sea level rise have already been developed,
amendments to the Planning Code to include such maps ot to enforce flood resilient building standards for
_ “development in the affected ateas may not be watranted. However, the City is curtently evaluating whether
to develop new policies addtessing sea level rise. Such policies may include amendments to the Planmng
Code. As such, the tecommended planning code amendments require further analysxs
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Recommendation 2b:

The Plamg Code should be amended to dlscoutage pcrmanent develogment in at-risk areas

The tecommandatton requires further analyszs. CEQA ptowdes the Planning Department with
sufficient authority to require projects to be desxgned to minimize and mitigate potential hazards related to
sea level rise. Howevet, as stated above, the City is cutrently evaluating whether to develop new policies
addressing sea level tise. Such policies may include amendments to the Planning Code. As such, the
tecommended plaoning code amendments requu:e further analysis.

Port’s Bulldu_xg Code, theté are no effective means to control construction methods that would insute a

project’s resistance to the unpacts of rising sea levels

Disagree in part. The C1ty agtees with the statement that the City’s Building Code and the Port’s Bmldmg
Code do not include provisions addressing impacts associated with sea level rise. However, the Planning
Depattxnent evaluates whethet proposed projects would expose people ot structutes to a significant risk of
loss, injuty or death due to flooding as a result of future sea level rise as part of the envitonmental review
process tequited under the California Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA provides the City with an
-effective means to ensure that development in areas vulnerable to sea level dse is designed to address related
flood hazards. As such, we disagtee with the conclusion that without provisions in the City's and Pott’s
Building Codes addtesslng sea level fise thete are no effective means to insute sustainable development on
land vulnerable to tising sea levels.

’ Recommen@tlon 3

rovisions addressing the impacts associated w1th sea level tise, especi when combmed Wlth
sudden storm surges and king tides, (2)_construction methods that would ensute a project’s

tesistance to and protection from the impacts of tising sea levels, especially when combined with
sudden storm surges and king tides; (3) amendments written to protect the most vulnerable
systems, including but not neccssamy lm:uted to, electrical, telecommumcauons, and fire

levels should be teviewed. and reassessed eve;y five years, o

The recommendation tequires further analysis Although CEQA provides the City with sufficient
 authotity to require projects to be designed to minimize and mitigate potential hazards related to sea level
tise, City departments are working with one another and with regional and state agencies to evaluate and
develop consistent guidance and policies to address sea level rise. This includes teseatching adaptation and
resiliency measures implemented by other municipalities, including building and planning code changes; and
considering incorporating similar changes to the City’s codes. The sea level tise projections will continue to
evolve as new science and prediction methods become available. Therefore, any future implementation of
¥ new building code ptovisions will tequire specific, prescriptive changes that account for flexibility. Further
analysis and coordination between the scientific community and affected agencies must be petformed to

develop consistent, effective, and practical pohmes including posslbly bmldmg or planning code changes, to
addtess sea level tise,
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inding 4; )
BCDC has the final say on any petmit within jts jutisdiction.

Disagree in part. BCDC does not have the final say on any petmit withm its jutisdiction. BCDC has
jutisdiction ovet the land area lying between the Mean High Water Line of the Bay shoteline and 2 line
dtawn parallel to and 100 feet from the Bay shoteline. BCDC petmits the following activities within its
jutisdiction: 1) Placement of solid mateial, building ot repairing docks, pile-suppotted oz cantileveted
structures, disposing of matetial ot mooting of a vessel for a long petiod in San Francisco Bay or in cettain
tributaries that flow into the Bay; 2) Dredging or extracting matetial from the Bay bottom; 3) Substantially
changing the use of any structure or area; 4) Constructing, remodelmg ot repamng a structure;

ot 5) Subdividing property ot gradmg lancL

Recommendauon 4:
The Cltv should consult with BCDC at the onset of development plans Wlﬂlln BCDC’s jurisdiction
to ensute egmtable and efficient results without necessxtatl_ng g_rglus expenditares and time.

The tecommendation fias been zmplemented The City consults with BCDC thtoughout the planning
and etmronmantal teview processes on projects located within BCDC'’s regulatoty jutisdiction.  °

Finding 5: _ ! :

A comprehensive risk assessment of Ocean Beach, with mitigation recommendations made to the City
regarding rising sea levels, was completed by SPUR, with City, State of California and U.S Corps of
Engineers involvement, resulting in the Ocean Beach Master Plan, dated May, 2012.

Agree.

Recommendation 5:

The City should considet implementation of tecommendations that ate most pcmnent to the City
set forth in the Ocean Beach Master Plan, May 2012, :

The recommendation has been implemented. The City has consideted implementation of the most
pertinent recommendations set forth in the Ocean Beach Master Plan. SFPUC, MTA, DPW, and the
Planning Departm:nt ate actively working with SPUR, the Califotnia Coastal Commission othet state and
federal agenmes and commumty stakeholders to implement the Ocean Beach Master Plan recommendations
concemmg coastal erosion hazards at Ocean Beach between Sloat and Skyline Boulevards,

Eg&mmggg&gi
The City should build, through the Public Utilities Commission, la.tget sewer pumps, sewet pipes,

and sewer transport storage boxes surrounding the city in the neat futute to accommodate king
tides, sudden surges, and sea level rise.
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Recommcnda tion has not been mp]ementcd but is underway. 'The SFPUC levels of setvice :

- incotporate climate change as a requirement for all projects implemented through the $6.9B Sewer System
Imptovetment Program (SSIP). A comptehensive Clitnate Change Adaptation Plan is curtently being
developed as patt of the SSIP. Within this planning effort the SFPUC has conducted research of industry
best science, has déveloped Sea Level Rise inundation maps for San Francisco, and is reseaxcbmg what
climate science is telling us about future storm intensity. These factors, with conditions unique to the
Bayside and Westside, including the i nnpact of King Tides, will infotm the planning and design decisions for
ctitical sewer assets. :

tteatment egmpment As a result of sea 1evel nse. bav and ocean saltwater backﬂow mto the wastewater

treatment systems will dramatic increase, causing serious problems for the wastewater treatment
processes. "

. Agree.

Recommendatlon T

raise the flow to sewer discharge st:tuctutes with higher elevations.

Recommendation has been partially implemented and is ongoing. ‘The projects associated with the °
SFPUC’s SSIP include the installation of new backflow ptevention devices on Combined Sewage Discharge
outfalls on the Bayside that are impacted by high tides, sudden sutges and tising sea level. SFPUC is
presently piloting an installed device to setve as backflow preventer at one location and continuing design
analysis to address all locations. Saltwatet backflows do not occut at the.Oceanside Plant and ate not
expected to be an issue in the futute. Regarding pump stations, the SFPUC will monitor actual sea level ﬁse
and identify adaptation strategies as-needed. : :

Finding 8:

The Scutheast Wastewates Treatment Plant (Bayside), built in 1952, is aging and needs restoration.

Recommendation 8:

The City should retrofit the Southeast Wastewatet Treatinent Plant to accommodate futute king
udes, sudden surges, and sea level rise,

Recommendztion bas not been implemented but is waderway. Over the next 20 yeats, through
proposed projects associated with the SSIP, the SFPUC plans to implement over $2.5 billion related to
nnprovcmcnts to the Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant. These projects ate all informed by Ptedlcted
sea level ise elevations including kmg tides and surges.

Finding 9: ; ‘
The San Francisco Airpott (SEO) is located slightly above sea level and therefote vulnerable to flooding from
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Agtee in part and dtsagree in part SFO agtees that it is minimally vulnerable to flooding from future

heavy rainfall and king tides, Curtently, the Aitport has a system of seawalls which protects Airport property
“from daily tidal fluctuations, including the highest tides of the year called ng Tides; and seawalls also
_protect the property against regular stotm events. There ate some known minor deficiencies in the seawall
* system that we ate addressing which could pose some tisk during extreme storm events. In addition to the
seawalls, the Aitport has an intetnal drainage and pump station system to evacuate any rain ot ground water
which accumulates on the Aitfield. The entire airfield operational system of runways, tamWays, lighting
systems and navigational aids is constructed with the undetstanding of opetations occurring outdoors during
inclement and wet weather. Thetefore, SFO is-not unduly vulnerable to today’s heavy rainfalls and king
tides. SFO is curtently taking measures to teview and develop a plan to mitigate any outstanding deficiencies
" in the seawall system related to long-term sea level tise.

'Recommendatmn 9a:

SFO should increase the height of its existing seavwalls along its runways to accommodate tising
sea levels. h

" The tecommendation has not been implemented but will be within a set timeftame as provided. A
shoreline protection feasibility study is being conducted by Moffatt and Nichol that will provide
recommendations to SFO on immediate improvements needed to protect SFO from combined impacts of a
100 year flood and sea level rise. Immediate itmplementation including envitonmental teview and pemnttmg,
design and construction will take place in the next 6-8 yeats to address a 100 yeat flood event, SFO is also
plamung on long term imptovements to the entire seawall system to addtess sea level rise. Long tetm
strategies, with implementation 10 to 15 yeats in dutation, include upgtading of drainage pump stations to

‘handle Jarger storm events and bulld1ng seawalls with robust foundations that will allow futute extensions to
accommodate additional sea level rise.

Recommendation 9b: .
SFO should continue to improve measures to. elnnmate standms_r water on its runwavs to ensure

they temain sufficiently above sea level.

The recommendation will not be mp]emented because it is not wartanted. SFO does not have an
ongoing problem with standing water on our taxiways or runways. Occaslonally, we have had temporaty
small pockets of standing water on our in-field or turf areas, but it only takes a short time for the pump
stations to catch up with the rainfall and drain these locations. Over the last ten years, SFO has spent.$26.4
million on pump station and storm drainage improvements, including $18.8 million spent on out on-going
Runway Safety Area program. As patt of out on-going capital imptovement plan, SFO is planning on
investing $22 million in storm drainage and pump station ithprovements over the next 5 yeats. SFO believes
the combination of upgtading out storm drain pump stations and fortifying the perimeter seawalls is the
best way to protect the runways from sea level rise. '

Recommendation 9¢;

The notthern section of SFO should be analyzed by SFO engineers to determine how bestto -
totect its wastewater treatment plant and other infrastructure in that secuon from sea level nse

(e.g. construction of sea walls) .
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The recommendation is being implemented, SFO engineets ate analyzing the best ways to protect the
notth field atea, including the wastewater treattment plant and other mfrastructure, as patt of the feasibility
. study mentioned above. .

Finding 10: . :
The Port of San Francisco is built on landfill, and its seawall lies beneath many buildings a]ong the bay,

Many piérs ace in poot condition. A number of measures can be taken now by the Pott to minimize the

impact of sea level nse, especially when combmed with future king tides and sudden surges,

Recommendation 10a:
The Pott should begi

the low spots along the et_lgés of the piers to pte&ént waterfront ﬂoggng' associated with sea level
Hse. . . :

The recommendation is bcmg implemented. The Pott is currently scoping the level of effort for
earthquake tetrofit and flood protection mprovements to the San Francisco seawall. Itis anticipated -
between 2014 and 2017 4n earthquake vulnerability assessment as well as retrofit design concepts will be
developed and funding secuted. Between 2017 and 2030, md1v1dual sections of the tetrofit will he dcs1gned
and constructcd. -

Recommcndauon 10b:

To assist with the cost of protective measutes to address sea level rise, the Port Commission should
establish a tesetve fund as patt of its leasing policy wheteby a sutcharge js assessed as paxt of the
rent of 28 4 §epatate line item in each lease.

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted. The Pott is curtently
seeking alternate funding soutces from federal and state grant programs as well as including consideration of
sea level rise in projects identified in the capital planaing process. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineets is
evaluating the San Francisco Seawall to determine if thete is a federal interest in retrofitting the seawall,
which could lead to federal matching funds through the federal Water Resoutces Development Act. By
resolution 0125-13, the Board of Supetvisors adopted “Guidelines for the Establishment and Use of an
Infrastructure Financing District with Project Areas on Land undet the Jurisdiction of the San Franclsco
Port Commission™ which state:

“Any pottion of the City’s sharte of tax increment that the C1ty allocated to the waterfront distrdct from the ¢
ptoject atea but that is not required to fund eligible project-specific public facilities will be re-allocated to the
City’s General Fund ot to itnprovements to the City’s seawall and othet measutes to protect the City against
sea level fise or othet foreseeable tisks to the City’s waterfront.” .

- Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) law generally authorizes cettain classes of public faclhues to be
financed throngh IFDs. The Legislature has broadened the types of authorized public facilities for
watetfront districts to include (1) structural repaits and improvements to piets, seawalls, and whatves, and
installation of piles, (2) shoreline restoration, and (3) imptovements, which may be publicly owned, to
protect against potential sea level tise. The Pott is in the process of planning and implementing IFDs on
Pott property at Seawall Lot 337 in Mission Bay and at Pier 70, and will likely pursue legislative
authotization to form IFDs in other ateas of the waterfront.
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The City has not set aside funds for the cost of adaptation to sea level rise.

Agtee. While the City has not specifically set aside fands fot the cost of adaptation to sea 1eve1 tise, that -
does not restrict the ability of the City to spend funds in the future. On an annual basts, the Mayor and the
Boatd of Supetvisots have the ability to allocate funds towards sea level rise if they wish to do so. It should
be noted that the City has been very strategic in plinning and funding capital improvement ptojects. The
Capital Planning Progtam regulatly develops a ten-year capital expenditure plan for city-owned facilities and
infrastructute and the draft Guidance referred to above will address SLR in the development of this Capital
Plan, The Capital Plan allows the City to take a long-range view of all needed infrastructure improvements
and ptiotitize funding for the most ctitical ptojects, The Mayor and the Board of Supetvisots allocate
funding for the City’s capital plan on an annual basis.

Recbmmendation 11a: :
The Citv:should start a reserye fund for adaptation for rising sea levels, a omon of Wlnch could e
gbtamed from a surcharge on degelopment planned fot areas m;erable to said eventuality,

Recommendatzon will not be implemented because it is not warranted. A reserve fund for sea level
tise adaptation is unnecessaty since the Mayor and the Boatd of Supetvisots allocate capital funds on an”
annual basis. If policymakess did want to set aside funds, a reserve fund is not the only way of reserving City
resoutces. Depending on the pohcy ob]ccuve a ptoject, baseline, or Charter teqmrement could be mote
apptoptiate. Howevet, any cteation of a new tesetve would need to be balanced against the loss of
allocation flexibility for both the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors, Based on the language of the
tecommendation, it is assumed that the Juty is asking for a surcharge on all development, public ot private,
It should be noted that the Sea Level Rise Committee is in the process of creating guidelines for public
development. A sutcharge on ptivate developtent has not been analyzed.

Recommendation 11b:
The City should assess costs of both mplcmcntatton of adaptatlon sttategies and potential losses

from failing to do so.

Recommendation has been partially implemented. As part of the 2014 San Francisco Hazard
Mitigation Plan, the City identified both patural and human-made hazards facing the City. The document
formulated a plan to reduce losses from those hazards and established a process fot implementing the plan. -

‘Howevet, tHe 2014 HMP is not a comptehensive sea level sdse plan, nor was it intended to be. It should be

noted that the 2014 HMP includes the cost of several mitigatiori strategies either ditectly ot closely related to
sea level tise. The following are all high—pnoﬁty mitigation actions that the City intends to implement during
the five-year lifespan of the 2014 HMP, assuming funding avnﬂabﬂig
@ TDmplement Phase I of the SFPUC’s Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP), including
stormwater management, flood control, and green infrastructure projects. Funding soutce: bond
financing: $75,000,000 approved ovet the next five yeats.

o Continue the Great Highway Long-Tetm Stabilization ptogtam to respond to continuing beach
erosion impacts along the Great Highway at Ocean Beach south of Sloat Boulevard. Estimated
project timeframe: 4-5 yeats. Potential funding source: SFMTA and Federal Highway Administration,
(FHWA). Estimated cost: $3,000,000 - $5,000,000.
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» Upgrade segments of the San Prancisco International Aitpott (SFO) shoreline pxotecnon system.
Addtess gaps in the system that could allow the entty of floodwatet; and address openings for
stortwatet dralnage that do not have closure devices, which could allow the entry of floodwaters.

. Upgrade seawalls to address sea level sise. Estimated project timeftame: 5 years. Potential funding
soutce: Capital Planning/Federal Government. Estimated cost: $60,000,000.

¢ Upgtade stotm drainage outfall pump stations 1A, 1B, and 1C to protect the SFO airfield from 100~
year floods and sea level rise. Estimated project timeframe: 1-2 yeats. Potential funding soutce:
TBD. Estimated cost: $3,500,000.

The 2014 HMP does include a brief hazatd profile for sea level tise as patt of the HMP’s climate change

- section, but does not contain an analysis of the city’s vulnerability to sea level tise. This is because the 2014
HMP was completed before the Sea Level Rise Committee chose sea level tise maps for the City and agreed
on the level of sea level rise they believe will impact the City. Future versions of the HMP will incotporate
the mote recent wotk of the Sea Level Rise Committee by updating the sea level rise hazard proﬁle and by
including a vulnetability analysls fot sea level ise.

Recommendation 1ic: : . -

The City should explote applyi fot ants offered by Congress’ Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program.
Receipt of grants is based upon risk assessments indicating that potential savings would exceed
the cost of nnplementatxon The City should explore available matching funds from the Army
Corps of Engineers and other fedetal sources. ' o '

Recommendation implemented. The City has taken the necessaty steps to qualify for and receive federal
funding, Having 2 FEMA apptoved HMP makes San Francisco eligible for federal hazard and flood
mitigation grant funding befote and after a Presidentially-declared disaster. Additionally, the Port has
exploted vatious oppottunities with the US Asny Cotps of Engineers (USACE). In December, 2012, the
Pott has asked the USACE to conduct a study under the River and Harbor Act to determine feasibility of
fedetally-assisted improvements to the San Francisco seawall as a storm and flood protection sttucture. In.
May 2014, the Cotps kicked of a Federal Intetest Determination for a project under the Continuing
Authorities Proptam (CAP) Section 103 Shoreline Protection. This funding source is for smaller pro;ects

. that result in implementation, not study The federal spendmg htmt is $3 million and the cost shate is 65%
Fedetal and 35% local, 5

In 2010, the Port asked USACE for seawall assistance through the Water Resoutces and Development Act
(WRDA) for maintenance and tepair, liquefaction hazard mitigation; and flood protection. While the
tequest has yet to find anly success, the Pozrt continues to actively pursue this funding option.
Recommcndatmn 11d: . . i

estimate with the fundm_g it could acquire from FEMA for mitigation and adaptation agamst future

flooding.

Recommendation will be Implemented in the future. Staff is cuttently putsuing all available
oppottunities to work with FEMA on sea level rise mitigation measures. A FEMA sea level rise workshop .
specifically for the Cxty and County of San Francxsco will be conducted this Scptembet
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Finding 12: .
Rising sea levels is a regional ptoblem. What one community does to protect its shorelines may
have a negative impact on a neighboting community.

et

Response

.Agf ce. ’ ' 2

Recommendation 12a; i
The City shoulg, thtoggh its Mayor and Board of Supemsors, coordinate its efforts with other cities
7 by esta ddres

is s the impact of ris
sea levels. This has been successfully accomnhshed bv four counties on the east coast of Florida, as

' an example.

Y

!

The recommendation has been partially implemented. The City’s Sea Level Rise Committee reached
out to a number of other jutisdictions, including those in the Bay Atea, to assess SLR strategies being
putsued in other Iocations. Committee membets ate presenting the City’s draft Guidance in a numbet of

. regional forums and ate exploting regional cooperation and collaboration opportunities. SFO in particular
has focused on developing tegional collaboration and SFO has reached out to stakeholders and neighboting
communities to begin a dialog on adaptation strategies. SFO jointly applied with San Mateo County for 2
climate ready grant from the State Coastal Consetvancy and successfully won the grant to extend its cutrent
féasibility study to include San Bruno and Colma Creeks which empty into the bay immediately north of
SFO. A wotking group including stakeholders from SFO, San Mateo County, BCDC, California State
Coastal Consetvancy, South San Francisco, San Buno, Caltrans and SamTrans will begin meeting in August
2014 to address impacts of sea level rise on the peninsula, ) .

Recommendation 12b:
That the City create a local working group of community cxuzens and stakeholdets to feed into the
regional group.

The recommendation requites further analysis. We agtee that community and stakeholdet involvement
in the process of adapting to sea level ise is essential. City agencies to date have spent the bulk of their titne
focused on technical issues such as what we know about sea level tise science, the state of the artin
planning infrastructure resilience, and other technical subjects. As we getup to speed, we will tum out
attention to greatet involvement from compmunities, the ptivate sector, and stakeholders as adaptation
planning moving forward. The exact nature the outreach and involvement has not yet been determined.

Thank you again fot the opportunity to cotnment on this Civil Grand Jury report.

Sincetely,
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS;

" Dater Juniég 24, 2044

Tor, 5 Honorable Members Board oft Supervxsors?"

'25 2@14 entltled Rlsmg Sea Levels A‘t Our Doorstep (attached)
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THE CIVIL GRAND JURY

The Civil Grand Jury is a govemment oversight panel of volunteers who serve for one year.
It makes findings and recommendations resulting from its investigations.

Reports of the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals by name.
Disclosure of informatjon about individuals interviewed by the jury is prohibited.
California Penal Code, Section 929

STATE LAW REQUIREMENT
California Penal Code, section 933.05

Each published report includes a list of those public entities that are required to respond to the
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court within 60- to 90 days, as specified.

A copy must be sent to the Board of Supervisofs. All responses are made available to the public.

For each finding the response must:
1) agree with the finding, or
2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why.

As to each recommendation the responding party must report that:

1) the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary explanation; or ‘

2) the recommendation has not been implemented but will be within a set timeframe as
provided; or

3) the recommendation requires further analysis. The officer or agency head must define
what additional study is needed. The Grand Jury expects a progress report within six

" months; or v ‘

4) the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or reasonable,

with an explanation. -

iii
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ISSUE

Rising seas levels: How and where will rising sea levels most likely affect the City of San
Francisco and what is the City doing to address the issue.

SUMMARY

With each passing year the ocean and bay along the shores of San Francisco are continuing to
rise. San Francisco, like other coastal cities around the world, faces a maJ or flooding risk as a
result of sea level rise. Because of global climate change, sea level rise is happening at an
accelerated rate. The estimate for the San Francisco Bay area adopted by the State of California
Coastal Commission, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
(BCDC), and others is a gradual rise to 16 inches by 2050 and 55 inches by 2100.

Unlike an earthquake, which happens suddenly and unexpectedly, sea level rise occurs gradually
over time. However, the flood damage that can result can be just as damaging, especially when
combined with storm surges, rainfall, hlgh winds, high tides, and increased earthquake—mduced
liquefaction in areas of shorelme erosion. :

Is San Francisco aware of our future in this regard? Yes. Every department the Jury interviewed
indicated they were keenly aware of the rising sea level threat.

Are prolects in vulnerable areas, such as the Port or the Mission Bay flood zone, considering
rising seas in their building or restoration plans? Treasure Island, yes. Pier 70 project, yes, the
Exploratorium at the Port, no.

Is Ocean Beach proceeding with mitigation suggestions by an'in-depth study? Not yet.

Can anyone buying property today in a potential flood zone expect to see property values
reduced by the end of a 30-year mortgage?

We are currently at the cusp of the future in terms of sustainability. It took the Loma Prieta
earthquake to awaken San Francisco to the necessity of intensified seismic retrofitting. Let’s not
wait for a major ﬂoodmg disaster, like Hurricane Sandy on the east coast, to start addressmg the’
serious threat of rising sea levels. The threat is real; the time to act is now.

Fora start, San Francisco should, among other things, adopt a citywide comprehensive plan for
adaptation to rising sea levels and amend the City’s Planning and Building Codes to include
provisions addressing the impacts of sea level rise.

Awareness is the beginning. Consistent plans, integrated into City policy, are vital. The

following is the Jary’s look into San Francisco’s present and future regarding the inevitable rise
of our seas.
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BACKGROUND

The Gold Rush left San Francisco Bay one-third its original size. The remaining-two-thirds of
the bay was filled to increase its height to just above sea level. This fill now supports our port
buildings, piers, and residences (see Appendix B).

Underground streams flow through a large area of the City, evidenced by their flooding above
ground during heavy rainstorms. Mission Bay, a recognized flood plain, is currenﬂy a heavily
developed area, with several future projects under consideration.

Sea level rise has become a serious concern around the world, especially in coastal cities like San
Francisco, New York, Boston, Sydney, London, Venice, Seattle, and Los Angeles, and it appears
to be happening at an accelerated rate. Climate scientists attribute the acceleration to a number
of factors, including thermal expansion and the meltdown of glaciers and the Greenland and
West Antarctica ice sheets, all apparently caused by global warming. Higher sea levels can
result in higher, stronger storm surges that can have a severe impact on coastal areas, mcludmg
erosion, flooding, contamination of water sources, and damage to wastewater treatment plants

Accordingly, the Jury decided to investigate how and in what areas the City of San Francisco
will most likely be affected by rising sea levels and what the City is doing to address the issue.
In particular, our investigation focused on three inquiries: (1) whether the City is addressing the
issue; (2) if so, what the City is doing now to address the issue; and (3) what the City should be
doing now and in the near future to address the issue.

The Jury’s concern for the future of San Francisco bas prompted us to engage in this
investigation. Much has been discovered to be commended and much to recommend.

DISCUSSION

Rising sea levels will be a dramatic and significant consequence of climate change in California.
A tidal gauge by the Golden Gate Bridge has been measuring sea levels over the past century and
indicates a rise of nearly 8 inches over that time. It will continue to rise as a result of thermal
expansion of the oceans and an increase in ocean volume as land ice melts and runs off into the
ocean. If development continues.in areas at risk, all estimates of personal and property loss will
rise. There are numerous reports on rising sea levels produced by scientists, governmental
entities, and organizations on an international, national, state, and local level. These reports
reiterate the science and the recommendations for individual communities. The following
represent a composite of that information.

The Third National Climate Assessment feport was released in May 2014. The report states,

1See Melillo, Jerry M., Terese (T.C.) Richmond, and Gary W. Yohe, Eds., 2014: Climate Change Impacts in the
United States: the Third National Climate Asseessment U.S. Global Change Research Program, 841
pp.doi:10.7930/JOZ31WJ2, Key Message 10: Sea Level rise, page 44; also see discussion in National Geographic,
Rising Seas issue in its entirety, 9/13 and National Geographic article on sea level rise at
http://ocean.nationalgeographic.com/ocean/critical-issues-sea-level-rise/ and Union of Concerned Scientists article
on sea level rise at http://www.ucsusa.org/global_ warmmg/sclence and_jmpacts/impacts/causes-of-sea-level-
rise.html .

1440



“Nearly 5 million people in the U.S. live within 4 feet of the local high-tide level (also known a
mean higher high water). In the next several decades, storm surges and high tides could combine -
- with sea level rise and land subsidence to further increase flooding in many of these regions.”

According to John Englander, oceanographer, consultant, author of High Tide on Main Street,
and founder of Sea Level Institute, “[a]s sea level rises, the shoreline will move far inland, since
the average global shoreline movement is estimated at more than 300 feet for each foot of -
vertical change in sea level.”*3

According to the C1ty s Department of Emergency Management report, San Francisco Hazard
Mitigation Plan, December, 2008'the following scenario will ensue: The rise of sea levels will
affect the shoreline areas of the City, including Ocean Beach, the Marina, The Embarcadero, and
the entire bayside edge, as well as parts of Treasure Island and flood plains; flooding from sea
level rise will likely damage buildings and roads in these areas; salt water intrusion will likely

- cause damage to infrastructure, such as pipes and foundations; coastal flooding also presents a
risk to major transportation infrastructure, especially at the Port of San Francisco and San
Francisco International Airport (SFO).

* A study done by the Pacific Institute concludes that no matter what policies are implemented in
the future, sea level rise will inevitably change the character of San Francisco Bay. This study
recommends that future development and protection be governed by sustainabﬂity
Sustainability means “meeting the needs of the present without comprom1smg the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs.”

The California Coastal Commission released its Draft Sea-Level Rise Policy Gufdance in
October 2013, which reports:

-The State is using National Research Council numbers of potential rise, which are; 1.5
to 127 by 2030, 4.5” to 24” by 2050, and 16.5” to 66 by 2100. , '

-The State will require the use of those measurements in plarming. ‘

-Coastal Development Permits (CDP) will be necessary for future development. Ifno
time frame is provided in the application for a CDP, it will be cons1dered to have a 75 to 100
year minimum project life. -

~The CDP will include a site-specific analys1s of how rising sea levels may constrain the
project site.

-The Local Coastal Program (LCP) should require new development in potentially
hazardous locations to include a waiver of the property owners’ right to shorelme protection or
State assistance in the future.

~The report recommends maximizing protection of public access, recreation, and
* sensitive coastal resources (Coastal Act Chapter 3, Section 30235)

2 Melillo, Jerry M., Terese (T.C.) Richmond. and Gary W. Yohe, Eds., 2014; Climate Change Impacts in the United
States: the Third National Climate Assessment, U. S. Global Change Research Program 841 pp. doi:
10.7930/30Z31WJ2, Key Message 10: Sea chel Rlse page 44

3 John Englander’s blog, Sea Level Rise is Just Four Points, 10/31/13
4 An assessment of risks posed by natural and human-caused hazards and strategies for mitigation of those risks

5 See Heberger, Matthew, Heater Cooley, Eli Moore, Pablo Herrera {Pacific Institute) 2012, The Impacts of Sea .
Level Rise on the San Francisco Bay, California Energy Commission Publication No. CEC=500-2012-014
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-The LCP shou]d include an updated inventory and maps of all land uses, clearly showmg
areas vulnerable to sea level rise.

The Ocean Beach Master Plan of May, 2012 is the combined effort of SPUR (San Francisco
Planning and Urban Research Association) and its consultants, and involves the City of San
Francisco, the State of California, the Army Corps of Engineers, and the National Park Service.
It states: “Ocean Beach is 3.5 miles of beach and rugged coast from Cliff House to Fort Funston.
For over 100 years, the ocean has been pushed seaward 200 feet from its natural equilibrium by
roadways and development. There currently exists 10,000 feet of coastal armory (seawalls and
boulders). Yet the storms of 2009-2010 caused its bluffs to recede 40 feet.” The plan provides
that rather than staying in a reactionary mode, the time has come for the City to begin to put into
place recommendations set forth in this plan, including, in part: (I) roadway reconfiguration near
the zoo and at the south end of Ocean Beach; (2) reinforcement of the 1.ake Merced tonnel to
control wastewater; (3) creation of a natural tidelands at the south end of Ocean Beach. Some
work based on the plan's recornmendations has already been put in place by PUC, DPW, and the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA.) The Ocean Beach Master Plan does not have
the force of law or policy. Nevertheless it provides a compelling case for enacting a long-term
policy framework for Ocean Beach. '

Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), formed to oversee bay development,
dredging, and fill, under the State Public Trust Doctrine, has jurisdiction over the open water and
marshes of greater San Francisco Bay, portions of most creeks, rivers, and other tributaries that
flow into the bay, and100 feet landward of the mean high tide line. BCDC’s jurisdiction,
however, is not stationary or fixed geographically, and it will change with an encroaching
shoreline due to sea level rise. Since the law confers to BCDC jurisdiction over all areas that are
subject to tidal action to mean high tide and areas within 100 feet landward of the mean high tide
line, BCDC’s jurisdiction will necessarily extend landward as sea level rises. Currently, BCDC
permits are presented for approval one at a time, which does not allow for the addressing of
cumulative.impact.

Tn October 2011, BCDC issued a report entitled, Living with a Rising Bay: Vulnerability and
Adaptation in San Francisco Bay and on its Shoreline. ‘This report addresses the potential
viability of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) as a regional source of planning.
ABAG includes not only BCDC, but the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the Joint
Policy Committee, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. According to this BCDC
report, indirect effects of sea level rise are its salinity intrusion into groundwater and raising the
water table along the shoreline and underground streams. An increased water table increases the
risk of flooding by limiting the amount of precipitation that can infiltrate the ground. Also, a
higher water table increases the risk of soil liquefaction during an earthquake (Holzer 2006)°.

Further, the report adv1ses governments to select appropriate responses for a specific site,
prioritize them, and implement them over time. Conmdermg limited resources, planning can be
mainstreamed into existing planning efforts (Luers, 2007)". Plans can be incorporated into .
routine repairs and maintenance projects without incurring additional costs. One suggestion
involves clustered development, which would allow development in one area of a parcel. Under

6 Holzer T.,et al 2006, “Predicted Liquefaction of East Bay Fills, etc., see Bibliography
7 Luers, AL, etal. “Our changing Climate”, etc., see Bibliography |
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this strategy, development could be allowed in flood zones, but strategically located back from
the shoreline or flood zone to provide space for that shoreline to move. The report also includes
the reminder that the cost of modifying stractures in their design stages is considerably less than
" the costs of reconstruction and flood damage.

BCDC has a Rising Sea Levels working group of eight BCDC commissioners who met in July

2013 with Chevron, Union Pacific, Kaiser, PG&E, and SFO. In August 2013, they met with
BART, Capitol Corridor Rail Service, East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), and the
Port of Oakland. In October 2013, the group met with Bay Area Council, Bay Planning
Coalition, Silicon Valley Leadership Group, East Bay Economic Development Alliance, and San
Francisco Chamber of Commerce. They will be meeting next with the insurance industry. These
meetings concern regional strategy for resilient shorelines.

The Jury reviewed numerous public documents that address rising sea levels, issued by
numerous City departments, including the Port, the Public Utilities Commission, the San
Francisco Airport, and the Department of Environment, also known as SF Environment. The
Jury talked to these agencies regarding rising sea levels and how they believed it would impact
the City and what they were doing to'adapt. All of these agencies agreed that rising sea levels is
a real and serious threat that the City needs to address. In fact, an informal committee called,
“SF Adapt”, was recently formed with a subcommittee dedicated to addressing the rising sea
~levels'issue. The full committee includes a representative from each of the following City
agencies: the Port, the Public Utilities Commission, the San Francisco Airport, the Department
. of Environment, the Planning Department, the Recreation and Park Department, the Office of the
City Administrator, Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), and the Department of Public
Works (DPW). '

The Jury observed, however, that although there is no question this issue exists, the City has not
yet produced a comprehensive plan for adaptation to rising sea levels.

BCDC estimates that the sea level of San Francisco Bay will rise 16 inches by 2050 and 55
inches by 2100 (see Appendix A for a list of various sea level rise predictions). Flood damage
resulting from rising sea levels can be especially severe when combined with storm surges and
high tides. Neither the City’s Planning Code nor the City’s Building Inspection Code contains
any provisions addressing BCDC’s sea level rise projections. Neither code insists that any
construction pI‘O_]CCt vulnerable to future shoreline flooding be designed to be resilient to at least
the 2050 sea level rise projection. Nor do they provide a plan to address long-term rising sea
level issues for construction projects intended to last beyond 2050. For example, rising sea
levels was not taken into consideration. for the Port’s renovation of the Pier 1 building or the
Ferry Building or the recently completed Exploratorium construction. However, some proposed
projects in the City do take rising sea levels into consideration in their design plans (see for
example, the Treasure Island development and the Pier 70 construction project d1scussed below
under Discussion of Specific Areas).

A further example is the design process for the Port of Redwood City. Since their risk
assessment revealed that sea level rise would be 1.53 feet by 2060 and there would be a 100-year
flood level of +11.2 feet MLLW® by 2060, it was decided to design adaptation measures for 12.7

'8 MLLW stands for mean low, low water:, which is the average of the lower of 2 low tides over a certain period of
time. There are 2 low tides and 2 high tides daily.

5
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feet MLLW by 2060.

DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIC AREAS

City Wastewater Plants

San Francisco has a combined sewer system that collects and treats both stormwater and
wastewater effluent in the same system of sewer pipes. The system consists of large below-
ground transport structures throughout the city that pump the sewage to wastewater treatment
plants for treatment and eventual discharge into the bay and ocean. The City has three

wastewater treatment plants: the Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant in the Bayview district,
which was built in 1952 and treats 80% of the City’s wastewater flow; the Oceanside Treatment
Plant on the Great Highway near the San Francisco Zoo, which was built in 1993 and treats 20%
. of the City’s wastewater; and the North Point Weather Facility on Bay Street and The
Embarcadero, which was built in 1951 and is only operated during wet weather to handle up to
150 million gallons per day of stormwater.

These plants are particularly vulnerable to the effects of rising sea levels, as bay and ocean salt
water will eventually flow into the wastewater collection systems, especially at high tide, thereby
increasing the volume of wastewater requiring treatment and possibly causing flooding. Also,
salt water intrusion kills the organisms that clean the wastewater and deteriorates the
infrastructure of the plants. Salt water backflows have already infiltrated the City’s wastewater
treatment plants, both bayside and oceanside, and sea level rise will increase the intensity of that
intrusion. PUC has indicated in its Sewer System Master Plan and in other documents that
backflow prevention devices and local pump stations should be installed to prevent backflow
intrusion into the system. To the Jury’s knowledge, this has not yet been done.

Port of San Franciéoo ‘Waterfront Area

Sea level rise presents a major threat to the 7.5 miles of the Port’s waterfront that stretches along
the bay from the Hyde Street pier to the north to India Basin to the south. Seasonal king tides’
already overflow the City’s seawall, an occurrence that might happen mare regularly as a result
of rising sea levels. The Port currently has an unwritten, unofficial policy requiring all new
construction projects to address rising sea levels in their design plans. One example is the
proposed Pier 70 project, which involves, among other things, restoration and development of
the historical buildings there and development of a commercial and residential area. The project
has plans to elevate a building pad to 14.5 feet to withstand a projected extreme tide of 14.4 feet
at the end of this century.

9 High tides that occur when the gravitational pull of the sun and the moon are in alignment
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The Port’s shoreline presents unique challenges to rising sea levels. There is a section just south
of the Ferry Building that frequently floods during winter storms. A winter, 2014 king tide
estimated at 9 feet would have reached the surface level of many piers. Fortunately, that tide did
not reach its potential and stopped at 7 feet. Many piers are old and decaying. The seawall runs
under buildings, creating an accessibility problem. A Port consultant, URS Corporation,
developed a map indicating the extent of inundation associated with a rise of 15 inches by 2050.
(see Appendix B) The line of inundation closely resembles the shoreline of the bay prior to the
Gold Rush '

San Francisco Airport (SFO)

The average king tide from 1970 to 2012 was 9 feet. SFO is using as an adaptation guide the
BCDC sea level rise projection of 16 inches by 2050 and 55 inches by 2100. SFO’s wastewater
treatment plant, which is about 100 feet from the bay, has had some saltwater intrusion from
storms. SFO has some seawall protection, but it was designed to protect only against high waves
and does not protect against rising sea levels. .

San Francisco Airport (SFO) has a constant challenge in keeping its runways dry and safe for
landings. During a rainstorm in February 2014, SFQ was limited to one runway, postponing and
canceling flights for several hours. Its wastewater plant and a City College of San Francisco
school for mechanics sit ori unprotected airport property north of the runways. Two creeks run
landside of the airport to Highway 101. While natural tidelands would be an option for ‘
mitigation against rising seas, the consequential influx of birds would be a danger to air traffic.

According to BCDC’s report of 10/6/11, Living with a Rising Bay, SFO would be 72% under
' 7
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water with an increase of 16 inches and 93% under water with an increase of 55 inches (see
Appendices C and D),

It is interesting to note that permits for any potential work on airport property, including
mitigation for rising sea levels, must be obtained from U.S. Fish and Wildlife, State Fish and
Wildlife, Army Corps of Engineers, BCDC, State Coastal Conservancy, FAA, and the federal
Environment Protection Agency. ThlS is in contrast to the fewer number of permits required for
other city propertles

Treasure Island

Treasure Island is undergoing a huge development project with a proposed production of up to
8,000 homes, extensive open spaces, hotels, restaurants, and retail. Appendix E shows Treasure
Island project drawings of planned adaptive management strategies for protection against sea
level rise.

Treasure Island has a geology of bay clay, mud, and fill, not a promising foundation for its
planned development. Its development plans, however, are an example of what can be done to
mitigate encroaching sea water (see Appendix E). Mud will be dynamically compacted to solid
fill to prevent liquefaction. Compaction will lower the level of the island by 30 inches. The
ground level will then be raised with further compacted fill to 4 feet above current sea levels.
Development will sit back from the shoreline 100 feet, which given current predictions of sea
level rise, may or may not be sufficient. Plans are based on projections of a 16~inch rise by
2050 and 55 1/2-inch rise by 2100. There W1II bea commercial facility district for funding of
sea walls

Crissy Field

This area’s newly restored wetlands may serve a dual purpose, both as a natural habitat and as
flood containment. Wetlands soil and vegetation will serve to slow encroaching waters.

i

Federal Concerns

The City is currently uninsured for flood damage under FEMA’s National Flood Insurance
Program. The City does, however, maintain its imbrella membership in the program which
allows private property owners to purchase FEMA insurance. For those properties insured under
this program, funds are available to mitigate against future flooding. It would be interesting for
the City to request a premium estimate from FEMA and then compare that estimate with the
funding it could acquire from FEMA for such mitigation and adaptation

Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, Shaun Donovan, states, “If we build smart, if
- we build resilience into communities, then we can live along the coast. We can do it in a way
‘that saves lives and protects taxpayers.” °

----- “San Francisco is more than a real estate opportunity. It’s a precious, special, fragile place.”
Herb Caen

10 At joint press conference with NYC Mayor Bloomberg in Brooklyn, NY, CBS/AP; 8/112/13
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Comprehensive Plan

Finding 1:

The City does not ha\}e a citywide comprehensive plan that addresses the rising sea level issue.
Recommendation la:

The City should prepare and adopt a risk assessment in prepara’uon for developmg a
comprehenSWe plan regardmg the rising sea level issue.

Recommendatlon lb

The City should adopt a citywide comprehenswe plan for adaptation to nsmg sea levels
especially along its shores and its floodplains, which should include a provision that the plan be
reviewed and reassessed every five years.

The plan should include the provision that construction projeéts approval should take into
account the anticipated lifespan of each project and, the risks faced as outlined in said plan.
Special consideration should be given to those anticipated to survive for more than thirty years.

Recommendation 1c:
The City should build infrastructure systems that are resilient and adaptable to rising sea levels. |

The City, through its planning and building departments, should require that any construction
project vulnerable to future shoreline or floodplain flooding be designed to be resilient to sea
Jevel rise at the 2050 projection, e.g., 16 inches, if the construction is not expected to last longer
than 2050. For construction intended to last longer than 2050, it is recommended that the City
require that the project be designed to address sea level rise projections for the longer term.

Recommendation 1d:

The City departments that would necessarily be involved in adaptation to rising sea levels, such
as Department of Public Works. Public Utilities Commission, Municipal Transportation Agency,
the Port, should coordinate their projects with each other and with utility companies, such as
PG&E, Comcast, and AT&T, to minimize inconvenience to the public, and to businesses, and
further to avoid repetition of efforts and inefficient use of funds, labor, and time.
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Planning Code and Building Code

Finding 2:

The City’s Planning Code has no provisions addressing the impacts associated with rising sea
levels. Without appropriate provisions within the City’s Planning Code, there are no effective
means to insure sustainable development on land vulnerable to rising sea levels.

Recommendation 2a:

The City should amend its Planning Code to include maps showing the areas in the City that are
most at risk from the impacts of sea level rise.

The Planning Code should be amended to prohibit development in said at-risk areas unless there
is compliance with the provisions of the City’s Building Code and the Port’s Building Code (if
applicable to the project) outlined in Recommendation 3 below.

The amendment should include a provision that the amended sections of the Code regarding the
impact of rising sea levels be reviewed and reassessed every five years.

Recommendation. 2b:

The Planning Code should be amended to discourage permanent development in at-risk areas
where public safety cannot be protected regarding the impact of rising sea levels.

Finding 3:

The City’s Building Code and the Port’s Building Code have no provisions addressing the
impacts associated with rising sea levels. Without appropriate provisions within the City’s
Building Code and the Port’s Building Code, there are no effective means to control construction
methods that would insure a project’s resistance to the impacts of rising sea levels.
Recommendation 3:

The City’s Building Code and the Port’s Building Code should be amended to include:

() provisions addressing the impacts associated with sea level rise, especially when combined
with sudden storm surges and king tides,

(2) construction methods that would ensure a project’s resistance to and protection from the
impacts of rising sea levels, especially when combined with sudden storm surges and king tides;

(3) amendments written to protect the most vulnerable systems, including but not necessarily
limited to, electrical, telecommunications, and fire protection systems;

(4) a provision that the sections of the Codes regarding the impact of rising sea levels should be
reviewed and reassessed every five years.

10
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Finding 4:
BCDC has the final say on any permit within its jurisdiction.
Recommendation 4:

The City should consult with BCDC at the onset of development plans within BCDC’s
jurisdiction to ensure equitable and efﬁc1ent results without necessitating surplus expenditures
and time.

Ocean Beach Master Plan
Finding 5:

A comprehensive risk assessment of Ocean Beach, with mltlgatxon recommendations made to
‘the City regarding rising sea levels, was completed by SPUR, with City, State of California and
U.S Corps of Engineers involvement, resultmg in the Ocean Beach Master Plan, dated May,
2012.

Recommendation 5:

The City should consider implementation of recommendations that are most pertinent to the City
set forth in the Ocean Beach Master Plan, May 2012.

' Public Utilities Commission

Finding 6:
A number of measures can be taken now by the Public Utilities Commission to minimize the
impact of sea level rise, especially when combined with future king tides and sudden surges.

Recommendation 6:

" The City should build, through the Public Utilities Commission, larger sewer pumps, sewer
pipes, and sewer transport storage boxes surrounding the city in the near future to accommodate
king tides, sudden surges and sea level rise.

Finding 7:

Salt water backflows have already infiltrated the City’s wastewater treatment plants, both in the
Bayside and Oceanside plants. Salt water kills organisms in the system that clean wastewater
and damages wastewater treatment equipment. As a result of sea level rise, bay and ocean
saltwater backflow into the wastewater treatment systems will dramatically i increase, causing
serious problems for the wastewater treatment processes.

Recommendation 7:

The City should, as an interim ineasure, retrofit outfalls in the wastewater treatment system with
backflow prevention devices to prevent salt water intrusion into the collection systems resulting
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from high tides, sudden surges, and rising sea level. Local pump stations should also be
installed to raise the flow to sewer discharge structures with higher elevatiors.
Finding 8:

The Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant (Bayside), built in 1952, is aging and needs
restoration. : '

Recommendation 8:

The City should retrofit the Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant to accommodate future king
tides, sudden surges, and sea level rise. .

San Francisco Airport

Finding 9:

The San Francisco Aifport (SFO) is located slightly above sea level and therefore vulnerable to
flooding from heavy rainfall, king tides, and rising sea levels. A number of measures can be
taken now by SFO to minimize the impact of sea level rise, especially when combined with
future king tides and sudden surges. ’

Recommendation 9a:

SFO should increase the height of its existing seawalls along its runways to accommodate rising
sea levels. :

Recommendation 9b:

SFO should continue to improve measures to eliminate standing water on its runways to ensure
they remain sufficiently above sea level.

Recommendation 9¢:
The northern section of SFO should be analyzed by airport engineers to determine how best to

protect its wastewater treatment plant and other infrastructure in that section from sea level rise
(e.g. construction of sea walls).

The Port of San Francisco

Finding 10:

The Port of San Francisco is built on landfill, and its seawall lies beneath many buildings along
the bay. Many piers are in poor condition. A number of measures can be taken now by the Port
to minimize the impact of sea level rise, especially when combined with future king tides and
sudden surges. .

12
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Recommendation 10a:

The Port should begin planning and create a timeline for construction of flood control barriers in
the low spots along the edges of the piers to prevent waterfront flooding associated with sea level
rise.

- Recommendation 10b:
To assist with the cost of protective measures to address sea level rise, the Port Commission
should establish a reserve fund as part of its leasing policy Whereby a surcharge is assessed as

part of therent or as a separatc line item in each lease.

City Adantatlon Funds

Finding 11:
. The City has not set aside funds for the cost of adaptation to sea level rise.
Recommendation 11a:

- The City should start a reserve fund for adaptation for rising sea levels, a pbrtion of which could
be obtained from a surcharge on development planned for areas vulnerable to said eventuality.

Recommendation 11b:

The City should assess costs of both implementation of adaptation strategies and potential losses
from failing to do so.

Recommendation 11c:
The City should explore applymg for grants offered by Congress’ Pre-Disaster Mitigation
Program. Receipt of grants is based upon risk assessments 1nd1catmg that potentlal savings

would exceed the cost of implementation.

The City should explore available matching funds from the Army Corps of Engineers and other '
federal sources.

Recommendation 11d:
The City should request an insurance premium estimate from FEMA and then compate that

estimate with the funding it could acquire from FEMA for mitigation and adaptation agamst
future flooding.

13
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Regional Issues
Finding 12:

Rising sea levels is a regional problem. What one qommunify does to protect its shorelines may
have a negative impact on a neighboring community.

Recommendation 12a:

The City should, fhrough its Mayor and Board of Sui)ervisors coordinate its efforts with other
cities and organizations in the bay area by establishing a working group to address the impact of
rising sea levels. This has been successfully accomplished by four counties on the east coast of
Florida, as an example.

Recommendation 12b:

That the City create a local working group of community citizens and stakeholders to feed into
the regional group.
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RESPONSE MATRIX

FINDINGS

RECOMMENDATIONS

RESPONSE REQUIRED

Comprehensive Plan
Finding 1

The City does not have a
citywide comprehensive
plan that addresses the
rising sea level issue.

Recommendation 1a

The City should prepare and adopt a risk

"assessment in preparation for developing its

comprehensive plan regarding the rising sea
level issue

Recommendation 1b

The City should adopt a citywide
comprehensive plan for adaptation to rising sea
levels, especially along its shores and its
floodplains.

Said plan should include the provision that’

construction projects’ approval should take into
account the anticipated lifespan of each project
and the risks faced as outlined in said plan.
Special consideration should be given to those
anticipated to survive for more than 30 years.

Said plan should include a provision that the
plan be reviewed and reassessed every 5 years.

Recommendation lc:

The City should build infrastructure systems
that are resilient and adaptable to rising sea
levels.

That the City, through its planning and building
departments, require that any construction
project vulnerable to future shoreline or
floodplain flooding be designed to be resilient to
sea level rise at the 2050 projection, e.g., 16

| inches if the construction is not expected to last

longer than 2050. For construction intended to
last longer than 2050, that the City require that
the project be designed to address sea level rise
projections for the longer term.

Mayor or Mayor’s
Designated Agency
Board of Supervisors
Dpw

Dept. of Environment
Dept. of Emergency
Management
Planning

| Port

PUC
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FINDINGS RECOMMENDATIONS RESPONSE REQUIRED
Recommendation 1d:
That City departments that would necessarily be
involved in adaptation to rising sea levels, such
as Department of Public Works, Public Utilities
Commission, Municipal Transportation Agency,
the Port, coordinate their projects with each
other and with utility companies, such as
PG&E, Comcast, and AT&T, to minimize
inconvenience to the public, and to businesses,
and to further avoid repetition of efforts and
inefficient use of funds, labor, and time.
Planning Code and
Building Code
Finding 2: | Recommendation 2a: . .
. Board of Supervisors
The City’s Planning Code | The Planning Code should be amended to Planning
has no provisions include maps showing the areas in the City that
addressing the impacts are most at risk from the impacts of sea level
associated with rising sea | rise.
levels. Without ‘ ~
appropriate provisions The Planning Code should be amended to 7
within the City’s Planning | prohibit development in said at-risk areas unless
Code, there are no effective | there is compliance with the provisions of the
means to insure sustainable | City’s Building Code and the Port’s Building
development on land - Code (if applicable to the project) outhned in
vulnerable to rising sea Recommendations 3a and 3b.
levels. ' The Planning Code should include a provision
that the amended sections of the Code regarding
the impact of rising sea levels be reviewed and
reassessed every 5 years.
Recommendation 2b:
The Planning Code should be amended to
discourage permanent development in at risk
areas where public safety cannot be protected.
Finding 3: Recommendation 3: Board of Supervisors
o DBI
The City’s Building Code | The City’s Building Code and the Port’s Planning
and the Port’s Building Building Code should be amended to include: Port
Code have no provisions
16
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RECOMMENDATIONS
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FINDINGS RESPONSE REQUIRED
addressing the impacts (1) provisions addressing the impacts associated
associated with fising sea | with sea level rise, especially when combined
levels. ‘Without with storm surges and king tides;
appropriate provisions ‘
within the city’s Building | (2) construction methods that would ensure a
Code and the Port’s project’s resistance to and protection from the
Building Code, there are no | impacts of rising sea levels, especially when '
effective means to control | combined with sudden storm surges and king
construction methods that | tides; ‘ :
would insure a project’s
resistance to the impacts of | (3) amendments written to protect the most
rising sea levels. vulnerable systems, including but not
necessarily limited to, electrical,
telecommunications, and fire protection
systems; ’
(4) provisions relating to rising sea levels be
reviewed and reassessed every five years.
Finding 4: Recommendation 4:
BCDC has the final say on | The City should consult with BCDC at the onset Mayor
any permit within its of development plans within BCDC’s | Plenning
jurisdiction. jurisdiction to ensure equitable and efficient Port
results without necessitating surplus
expenditures and time.
‘Ocean Beach Master Plan
Finding 5: Recommendation 5: Mayor or Mayor’s
' . Designated Agency
A comprehensive risk The City should consider implementation of Board of Supervisors
assessment of Ocean’ recommendations that are most pertinent to the
Beach, with mitigation City, as set forth in the Ocean Beach Master
recommendations made to - | Plan of May 2012. '
the City regarding rising ‘
sea levels, was completed
by SPUR, with City, State
of California and U.S
"Corps of Engineers
involvement, resulting in
the Ocean Beach Master
Plan, dated May, 2012.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

RESPONSE REQUIRED
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FINDINGS

Public Utilities

Commission

Finding 6: Recommendation 6: PUC
A number of measures can | The Public Utilities Commission should build

be taken now by the Public | larger sewer pumps, sewer pipes, and sewer

Utilities Commission to transport storage boxes surrounding the city in
minimize the impact of sea | the near future to accommodate king tides,

level rise, especially when | sudden surges, and sea level rise.

combined with future king

tides and sudden surges.

Finding 7:

Salt water backflows have | Recommendation 7: rucC
already infiltrated the

City’s wastewater As an interim measure, the City should retrofit
treatment plants, both in outfalls in the wastewater treatment system with
-the Bayside and Oceanside | backflow prevention devices to prevent salt

plants. Salt water kills water intrusion into the collection systems

organisms in the system resulting from high tides, sudden surges, and

that clean wastewater. Salt | rising sea level. Local pump stations should

water also damages also be installed to raise the flow to sewer

wastewater treatment discharge structures with higher elevations.
equipment. As aresult of

sea level rise, bay and

ocean saltwater backflow

into the wastewater

treatment systems will

dramatically increase,

causing serious problerns

for the wastewater

treatment processes.

Finding 8:

The Southeast Wastewater | Recommendation 8: PUC
Treatment Plant, built in

1952, is aging and needs The Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant
restoration. should be retrofitted to accommodate future

king tides, sudden surges, and sea level rise.
18
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FINDINGS RESPONSE REQUIRED
San Francisco Airport
Finding 9: | Recommendation 9a: SFO
The San Francisco airport | SFO should increase the height of its existing
(SFO) is located slightly seawalls along its runways to accommodate
above sea level and rising sea levels.
therefore vulnerable to
flooding from heavy Recommendation 9b:
rainfall, king tides, and ‘ » ,
rising sea levels. A SFO should continue to improve measures to
number of measures can be | eliminate standing water on ifs runways to
taken now by SFO to ensure they remain sufficiently above sea level.
minimize the impact of sea ' :
level rise, especially when | Recommendation 9c:
combined with future king
tides and sudden surges. The northern section of SFO should be analyzed

by airport engineers to determine how best to

protect its wastewater treatment plant and other

infrastructure in that section from sea level rise.
The Port of San Francisco

’ Recommendation 10a:
Finding 10:
4 - | The Port should begin planning and creaﬁng a Port

The Port of San Francisco | timeline for construction of flood control
is built on landfill, and its | barriers in the low spots along the edges of the
seawall lies beneath many | piers to prevent waterfront flooding associated
buildings along the bay. with sea level rise.
Many piers are in poor ‘
condition. A number of Recommendation 10b:
measures can be taken now
by the Port to minimize the | To assist with the cost of protective measures to
impact of sea level rise, address sea level rise, the Port Commission
especially when combined | should establish a reserve fund as part of its
with future king tides and - | leasing policy whereby a surcharge is assessed
sudden surges. as part of the rent or as a separate ling item in

each lease.
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FINDINGS

RECOMMENDATIONS

RESPONSE REQUIRED

City Adaptation Funds
Finding 11:

The City has not set aside
funds for the cost of

adaptation to sea level tise.

Reoommendation 11a:

The City should start a reserve fund for
adaptation for rising sea levels, a portion of
which could be obtained from a surcharge on
development planned for areas vulnerable to
said eventuality. ‘

Recommendation 11b:

The City should assess costs of both
implementation of adaptation strategies and
potential losses from failing to do so.

Recommendatioﬂ 11c:

The City should explore applying for grants
offered by Congress’ Pre-Disaster Mitigation
Program. Receipt of grants is based upon risk
assessments that indicate that potential savings
exceed the cost of implementation,

The City should explore available matching
funds from the Army Corps of Engineers and
other federal sources.

Recommendation 11d:

The City should request an insurance premium
estimate from FEMA and then compare that
estimate with the funding it could acquire from
FEMA for mitigation and adaptation against
future flooding.

Mayor

Board of Supervisors
City Administrator
Controller
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FINDINGS RECOMMENDATIONS RESPONSE REQUIRED
Regional Problem
Recommendation 12a:
Finding 12: Mayor .
' The City, through its Mayor and Board of 1]310 ard of Supervisors
Rising sea levelsis a Supervisors, should coordinate its efforts with i
regional problem. What other cities and organizations in the bay area by
one community does to establishing a regional working group to address
protect its shorelines may | the impact of rising sea levels.
have a negative impact on
a neighboring community. | Recommendation 12b:
This has been successfully ' '
accomplished by four The City should create a local working group of
counties on the east coast | community citizens and stakeholders to feed
of Florida, as an example. | into the regional group.
21
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METHODOLOGY

The Jury conducted over a dozen interviews of personnel of City agencies and non-City agencies
and reviewed numerous documents issued by these agencies to determine what the City is doing
to address rising sea levels. Numerous scientific reports and studies regarding global climate
change and sea level rise were reviewed, including those listed in this report’s bibliography. The
Jury also attended a number of panel discussions on the issue and took personal tours of SFO, the
Oceanside Wastewater Treatment Plant, Ocean Beach, Treasure Island, the Port piers, and
adjacent areas along the Port waterfront.
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1 . . i

Introduction Form

By a2 Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

. ' ] *| Time stamp
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): o or meeting dato

[l 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

" 4. Request for letter beginnirig "Supervisor

O oo b

" 5. City Attorney request.
6. Call File No. $E8k

X

from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion)..

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

OO 0O o

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

O

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[ Small Business Commission [0 Youth Commission ] Ethics Commission

_ [0 Planning Commission [ Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):
Bread

‘Subject:

Hearing - Civil Grand Jury Report - Rising Sea Levels... At Our Doorstep

The text is listed below or aftached:

Hearing on the recently published 2013-2014 Civil Grand Juty report, entitlgd}Rising Sea Levels... At Our
Doorstep." ‘ : : .

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor:
For Clerk's Use Only:
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Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

. Time stamp
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): : or meeting date

| 1. For reference to Committee: 4

An ordinance, resolution, motion, or charter amendment.

O

2. Request-for next printed agenda without reference to Committee.

. 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee:|Government Audit and Oversight Committee

X

- 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires"

5. City Attorney request.
6. Call File No. l ' I from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Request for Closed Session (attach written motion). .

10. Board to Sit s A Committee of the Whole.

gooooooo

11. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[0 Small Business Commission - (3 Youth Commission 1 Ethics Commission

[ Planning Commijssion ‘[0 Building inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a différent form.
Sponsor(s): . '
Clerk of the Board
Subject: .

Hearing - Civil Grand Jury Report - Rising Sea Levels... At Our Doorstep

The text is listed below or attached:

Hearing on the recently publishéd 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury report, entitled "Rising Sea Levels... At Our -
Doorstep."

Ny

Signature of Spongoring Supetvisor:

For Clerk's Use Only:
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