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FILE NO. 140289 

AMENDED IN COMMITIE' 
04/07/14 

RESOLUTION NO. 

1 [California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project] 

2 

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

4 . the adoption of a mitigation . monitoring and reporting program and a statement of 

5 overriding considerations related to the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, and 

6 directing the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Controller of this action. 

7 

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

9 and approved a project description for the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

. 1 O (Project), Project No. CUW30102, which is a water infrastructure project included as part of 

11 the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP); and 

12 WHEREAS, The Project is located in the City and County of San Francisco and its 

13 completion would help the SFPUC achieve the WSIP Level of Service goal for Water Supply 

14 adopted by the SFPUC in Resolution No. 08-200; and 

15 WHEREAS, The objectives of the Project are to create a new potable groundwater 

16 supply of up to 4 million gallons per day (mgd), which will expand and diversify the SFPUC's 

17 water supply portfolio and increase system reliability by increasing the use of local water 

18 supply sources ·and reducing dependence on imported surface water, and. to also provide 

19 drinking water for emergency supply in the event of an earthquake or other major catastrophe; 

20 and 

21 WHEREAS, An environmental impact report (EIR) as required by the California 

22 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was prepared for the Project in Planning Department. File 

23 No. 2008.1122E; and 

24 WHEREAS, The Project is a capital improvement project approved by the SFPUC as 

25 part of the WSIP; and 

SupeNisor Mar 
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1 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on.December 19, 2013 certified 

2 the Final EIR (FEIR) for the Project by Motion No. 19050, adopted CEQA Findings including a 

3 statement of overriding considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program by 

4 Motion No. 19051, found the Project consistent with the General Plan by Motion No. 19052, 

5 and approved a local coastal zone permit for the Project by Motion No. 19053; and 

6 WHEREAS, The Project FEIR is tiered from the WSIP Program Environmental Impact 

7 Report (PEIR) certified by the Planning Commission on October 30, ·2008 by Motion No. 

8 17734;and 

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

1 O Mitigation Monitori.ng and Reporting Program (PEIR MMRP) as required by CEQA on October 

11 30, 2008 by Resolution No. 08-200; and 

12 WHEREAS, On January 14, 2014, the SFPUC, by Resolution No. 14-Q010, a copy of 

· 3 which is included in Board of Supervisors File No.140289 and which is incorporated herein by 

14 this reference: (1) approved the Project; and (2) adopted findings (CEQA Findings), including 

15 a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

16 (MMRP) as required by CEQA; and 

17 WHEREAS, The Project files, including the FEIR, PEIR and SFPUC Resolution No. 

18 14-0010 have been made available for review by the Board and the public, and those files are 

19 considered part of the record before this Board; and 

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

21 and findings contained in the FEIR, PEIR and SFPUC Resolution No. 14-0010, and all written 

· 22 and oral information provided by the Planning Department, the public, relevant public 

23 agencies, SFPUC and other experts and the administrative files for the Project; and 

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

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

Supervisor Mar 
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1 appropriation reserves by the Controller subject to the prior occurrence of: (1) the SFPUC's 

2 and the Board's discretionary adoption of CEQA Findings for each project, following review 

3 and consideration of completed project-related environmental analy~is, pursuant to CEQA, the 

4 State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, where 

5 required, and (2) the Controller's certification of funds availability, including proceeds of 

6 indebtedness. The ordinance also placed any project with construction costs in excess of 

7 $100 million on Budget and Finance Committee reserve pending review ahd reserve release 

8 by that Committee; however, Project costs are below that threshold; now, therefore, be it 

9 RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Project 

10 FEIR and record as a whole, finds that the FEIR is adequate for its use as the decision-

11 making body for the action taken herein including, but not limited to, approval of the Project 

12 and adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the CEQA Findings, 

13 including the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the MMRP contained in SFPUC: 

14 Resolution No. 14-0010; and be it 

15 FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the Planning Commission's General 

16 Plan consistency findings for the project in Planning Commission Motion No. 19052; and be it 

17 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that the Project mitigation measures set 

18 forth in the Project FEIR and the MMRP, and adopted by the SFPUC and herein by this Board 

19 will be implemented as reflected in and in accordance with the MMRP; and be it 

20 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that since the FEIR was finalized, there 

21 have been no substantial project changes and no substantial changes in Project 

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

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

· 24 significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would 

25 change the conclusions set forth in the FEIR; and be it 
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1 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board directs the Clerk of the Board to forward this 

2 Resolution to the Controller. 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 08-0200 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approved and 
adopted a Long-Tenn Strategic Plan for Capital Improvements, a Long-Range Financial 
Plan, and a Capital Improve~ent Program on May 28, 2002 under Resolution No. 02-
0101; and 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission determined the need 
for the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) to address water system deficiencies 
including aging infrastructure, exposure to seismic and other hazards, maintaining water 
quality, improving asset management and delivery reliability, and meeting customer 
demands;. and 

WHEREAS, Propositions A and E passed in November 2002 by San Francisco 
voters and Assembly Bill No. 1823 was also approved in 2002 requiring the City and 
County of San Francisco to adopt a capital improvement program designed to restore and 
improve the regional water system; and 

WHEREAS, the San .Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff developed a 
variant to the WSIP referred to as the Phased WS'iP; and 

WHEREAS, the two fundamental principles of the program are 1) maintaining a 
clean, unfiltered water source from the Hetch Hetchy system, and 2) maintaining a 
gravity-driven system; and 

WHEREAS, the overall goals of the Phased WSIP for the regional water system 
include I) Maintaining high-quality water and a gravity-driven system, 2) Reducing 
vulner11bility to earthquakes, 3) Increasing delivery reliability, 4) Meeting customer water 
supply needs, 5) Enhancing sustainability, and 6) Achieving a cost-effective, fully 
operation?l system; and 

WHEREAS, on October 30, 2008, the Planning Commission reviewed and 
considered the Final Program Enviro~ental Impact Report (PEIR) in Planning 
Department File No .. 2005.0159E, consisting of the Draft PEIR and the Comments and 
Responses document, and found that the contents of said report and the procedures 
through which the Final PEIR was prepared, pqblicized and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of the Caiifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the S~ Francisco Administrative Code· ("Chapter 31") and found 
further that the Final PEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City and 
County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Comments and 
Responses document contains no significant revisions to the Draft PEIR, and certified the 
completion of said Final PEIR in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and 
Chapter 31 in its Motion No. 17734; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission has reviewed and considered the information 
contained ill the Final PEIR, all written and oral information provided by the Planning 
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Department, the public, relevant public agencies, SFPUC and other experts· and the 
administrative files for the WSIP and the PEIR; and 

\VHEREAS, the WSIP and Final PEIR files have been made available for review 
by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and the public, and those files are part 
of the record before this Commission; and 

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff prepared proposed 
fmdings, as required by CEQA, (CEQA Findings) and a proposed Mitigation, Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (l'vll"v1RP), which material was made available to the public and 
the Commission for the Commission's review, consideration and action; and 

WHEREAS, the Phased WSIP includes· the following program elements: 1) full 
implementation of all WSIP facility improvement projects; 2) water supply delivery to 
regional water system customers through 2018; 3) water supply sources (265 million 
gallons per day (mgd) average annual from SFPUC watersheds, I 0 mgd conservation, 
recycled water·, groundwater in San Ffancisco, and lO ingd cons·ervation; recycled ·water, 
groundwater in the wholesale service area); 4) dry-year water transfers coupled with the 
Westside Groundwater Basin Conjunctive Use projeet to ensure drought reliability; 5) re­
evaluation of 2030 demand projections, regional water system purchase requests, and 
water supply options by 2018 and a separate SFPUC decision by 2018 regarding water 
deliveries after 2018; and, 6) provision of fmancia] incentives to limit water sales to an 
average annual 265 mgd from the SFPUC watersheds through 2018; and 

WHEREAS, the SFPUC staff has.recommended that this Commission make a 
water supply decision only through 2018, limiting water sales from the SFPUC 
watersheds to an average annual of 265 mgd; and 

WHEREAS, before 2018, the SFPUC would engage in a new planning process to 
re-evaluate ~ater system demands and water supply options. As part of the process, the 
City would conduct additional environmental studies and CEQA review as appropriate to 
address the SFPUC'srecommendation regarding water supply and proposed water system 
deliveries after 2018; and 

WHEREAS, by 2018, this Commission will consider and evaluate a long-term 
water supply decision that contemplates deliveries beyond 2018 through a public process; 
and 

WHEREAS, the SFPUC must consider current needs as well as possible future 
changes, and design a system that achieves a balance among the numerous objectives, 
functions and risks a water supplier must face, including possible increased demand in 
the future; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, this Commission hereby adopts the CEQA Findings, including the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, attached to this Resolution as Attachment A and 
incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto, and adopts the 
Mitigat.ion Monitoring and Reporting Program attached to this Resolution as Attachment 
B and incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, this Commission hereby approves a water system 
improvement program that would limit sales to an average annual of265 rngd from the 
watersheds through,2018, and the SFPUC and the wholesale customers would 
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collectively develop 20 mgd in conservation, recycled water, and groundwater to meet 
demand in 2018, which includes 10 mgd of conservation, recycled water, and 
&rroundwater to be developed by the SFPUC in San Francisco, and I 0 mgd to be 
developed· by the wholesale customers in the wholesale service area; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission shall set 
aggressive water conservation and recycling goals, shall bring short and long-term 
conservation, recycling, and groundwater programs on line at the earliest possible time, 
and shall undertake every effort to reduce demand and any further diversion from the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission watersheds; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, San Francisco Public utilities Commission staff shall 
provide ongoing updates to this Commission about the progress and development of 
conservation, recycling, and groundwater programs, and shall provide annual figures and 
projections for water system demands and sales, and provide water supply options; and, 
be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, As part of the Phased WSIP, this Commission hereby 
approves implementation of delivery and drought reliability elements of the WSIP, 
including dry-year water transfers coupled with the Westside Groundwater Basin 
Conjunctive Use project, which meets the drought-year goal of limiting rationing to no 
more than 20 percent on a system-wide basis; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, This Commission hereby approves the Phased Water 
System Improvement Program, which includes seismic and delivery reliability goals that 
apply to the design of system components to improve seismic and water delivery 
reliability, meet current and future water quality regulations, provide for additional 
system conveyance for maintenance and meet water supply reliability goals for year 2018 
~nd possibly beyond; and, be it 

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

Phased WSIP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Program Goal 

Water Quality-maintain 
high water quality 

System Performance Objective 

• Design improvements to meet current and foreseeable future federal 
and state water quality requirements. 

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

• Continue to implement watershed protection measures. 
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Program Goal 

Seismic Reliability -
reduce vulnerability to 
earthquakes 

Delivery Reliability­
increase delivery 
reliability and improve 
ability to maintain the 
system 

Water Supply - meet 
customer water needs in 
non-drought and drought 
periods 

Sustainability - enhance 
sustainability in all 

·system activities 

Cost-effectiveness -
achieve a cost-effective, . 
folly operational system 

And, be it 

System Perfom1ance Objective 

• Design improvements to meet current seismic standards. 

• Deliver basic service to the three regions in the service area (East/ 
South Bay, Peninsula, and San Francisco) within 24 hours after a 
major earthquake. Basic service is defined as average winter-month 
usage, and the performance objective for design of the regional 
system is 229 mgd. The performance objective is to provide delivery 
to at least 70 percent of the turnouts in each region, with 104, 44, 
and 81 mgd delivered to the East/South Bay, Peninsula, and San 
Francisco, respeptively. 

• Restore facilities to meet average-day demand of up to 300 mgd 
within 30 days after a major earthquake. 

• Provide operational flexibility to allow plam1ed maintenance 
shutdown of individual facilities without interrupting customer 
service. 

• Provide operational flexibility to minimize the risk of service 
interrnption due to unplanned facility upsets or outages. 

• Provide operational flexibility and system capacity to replenish local 
reservoirs as needed. 

• Meet the estimated average annual demand of up to 300 mgd under 
the conditions of one planned shutdown of a major facility for 
maintenance concurrent with one unplanned facility outage due to a 
natural disaster, emer.gency, or facility failure/upset. 

• Meet average annual water demand of265 mgd from the SFPUC 
watersheds for retail and wholesale customers during non -drought 
years for system demands through 2018. 

• Meet dry-year detiv~ry needs through 2018 while limiting rationing 
to a maximum 20 percent system-wide reduction 'in water service 
during extended droughts. 

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

• Irµprove use of new water sources and drought management, 
including groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. 

• Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect watershed 
ecosystems. 

• Meet, at a minimum, all current and anticipated legal requirements 
for protection of fish and wildlife habitat. 

• Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect public 
health and safety 

• Ensure cost-effective use of funds. 

• Maintain gravity-driven system. 

• Implement regular inspection and maintenance program for all 
facilities. 

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

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities 
Commission at its meeting of Oct=o'""'b'"""e"""r-=3~0""--=2=-00=-8"-----·-----'--------

Secretary1 Public Utilities Commission 

851 



PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 14-0010 

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) staff developed a 
project description under the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) for meeting water 
supply de1nands, otherwise known as Project No. CUW30102, San Francisco Groundwater 
Supply, inthe City and County of San Francisco, California; and 

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

. WHEREAS, the objective~ of the Project are to construct six groundwater production 
welI facilities and associated pipelines and that would produce up to 4 million gallons per day of 
groundwater to diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio and increase the use of local water 
supply sources; and 

WHEREAS, the design of each of the Phase 1 well facilities sited on park lands includes 
components that are ancillary to, or that directly support, recreational purposes, including 
construction of storage areas for Recreation and Parks Department equipment and materials at 
the South Sunset and West Sunset Playgrounds, and connections to make groundwater available 
as a standby source of irrigation water supply for Golden Gate Park; and 

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

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

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

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

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2013, the San Francisco Planning Commission reviewed 
and considered the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project in Planning 
Department File No. 2008. I 122E, consisting of the Draft Environmental Iffipact Report (EIR) 
and the Responses to Comments document, and found that the contents of said report and the 
procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of the CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code, and found further that the FEIR "reflects the independent judgment and 
analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that 
the ~espouses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and 



certified the completion of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines in its 
Motion No. 19050; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, also on December 19, 2013, adopted CEQA 
Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations and an MMRP by Motion No. 
19051, and found the Project consistent with the General Plan by Motion No. 19052, and 
approved a local coastal zone permit for the Project by Motion No. 19053; and · 

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

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

. . . . 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department, Timothy Johnston, is the custodian of records, 
located in File No. 2008. l 122E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California; 
and 

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

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

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission authorizes the General Manager, or his 
designee. to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the San Francisco 
Recreation and Parks Department, in substantially the form of the draft exchanged between the 
departments and attached to this Resolution as Attachment C, regarding construction and 
operation of Phase One of ~e San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the General Manager or his designee is authorized to seek 
Board of Supervisors approval for the allocation of bond monies for the Project and for 
constmction of well facilities in Golden Gate Park, the latter in accordance with Charter Section 
4.113; and be it 

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

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission hereby approves Project No. CUW30102, 
San Francisco GroundwClter Supply, and authorizes staff to proceed with actions necessary to 
implement the Project. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities 
Commission at its meeting of January 14, 2014. 

Secretary, Public Uti/Wes Commission 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19050 
1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA94103-2479 

HEARING DATE: December 19, 2013 

DEIR and RTC can be found at http:llwww.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829 

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

Staff Contact: 

December 19, 2013 
2008.1122£ 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 
Various Locations in San Francisco County 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Timothy Johnston- (415) 575-9035 
Timothy.I ohnston@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE PROPOSED SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby 
CERTIFIES the Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2008.1122£, San 
Francisco Groundwater Supply Project (hereinafter, "Project"), located San Francisco, based 
upon the following findings: 

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

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report ( "EIR") was 
required for the Project and provided public notice of that determination by publication 
in a newspaper of general circulation, and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082, prepared and circulated a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") to local, State, and 
federal agencies and to other inte:r;ested parties on December 30, 2009. In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, the Department conducted a scoping meeting on 
January 20, 2010, in the Project vicinity. The purpose of the meeting was to present the 
proposed Project to the public and receive public input regarding the proposed scope of 
the EIR analysis. The Department accepted public comments between December 30, 
2009, through January 29, 2010. Subsequently, the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission ("SFPUC") made certain changes to the propos~d Project, and the 

www.sf~SRning.org 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Motion No. 19050 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

Case No. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

Department published a revised NOP for the revised Project in a newspaper of general 
circulation on March 2, 2011. The Department circulated the revised NOP to local, 
State, and federal agencies and to other interested parties on March 2, 2011, initiating a 
public comment period that extended through April 1, 2011. A scoping report was 
prepared to summarize the public scoping process and the comments received in 
response to the NOP, and the report is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. 

B. On March 13, 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
("DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the 
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment for a 45-day period, and of the 
date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was 
mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notice and other interested 
parties. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were 
posted near the Project site by Department staf{ on March 13, 2013. The Notice of 
Availability was also made available at public libraries in San Francisco. 

D. On March 13, 2013, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of 
persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent 
property owners, and to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the 
State Clearinghouse. The DEIR was posted on the Department's website. 

E. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on March 13, 2013. 

2. The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the DEIR to accept 
written or oral comments on April 18, 2013. The public hearing transcript is in the Project 
record. The period for acceptance of written comments ended on April 29, 2013. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the 
public hearing and in writing during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR, 
prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on 
additional information that became available during the public review period. The 
Department provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by 
commenters, as well as SFPUC and the Planning Department, to address Project updates 
since publication of the DEIR. This· material was presented in a Responses to Comments 
document ("RTC"), published on October 30, 2013, distributed to the Commission and all 
parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the 
Department and on the Department's website. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No. 19050 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

Case No. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

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

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

7. The Commission further finds, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, that the Project 
described in the FEIR is a component of the SFPUC's adopted Water Supply Improvement 
Program ("WSIP") for which the Planning Commission certified a Program Environmental 
Impact Report on October 30, 2008 (Case No. 2005.0159E) and the SFPUC approved by 
Resolution No. 08-0200; as part of the WSIP, the Commission finds that the Project will 
contribute to a significant and unavoidable_ impact related to indirect growth-inducement 
impacts in the SFPUC service area. 

8. On November 14, 2013, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby 
does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA 
Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

9. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental Impact Report 
concerning File No. 2008.1122E, San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
accurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no 
significant revisions to the DEIR or information that would necessitate recirculation of the 
FEIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and hereby does CERTIFY THE 
COMPLETION of said Final Environmental Impact Report in compliance with CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its 
regular meeting of December 19, 2013. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 857 

, .. 

Jonas Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS 

1650 Mission st 
Sulte400 

HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 19, 2013 

San Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Date: 
Case No.: 

December 12, 2013 
2008.1122E 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Project Name: 
Zoning: 

San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 
P (Public) Zoning District 
OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 
7283/004 and 1700/001 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

c/o Jeff Gilman 
525 Golden Gate A venue, 1Qth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Michael Smith- (415) 558-6322 
michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, 

INCLUDING FINDINGS REJECTING ALTERNATIVES AS INFEASIBLE, ADOPTING A 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND ADOPTING A MITIGATION, 

MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM, RELATING TO THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 

UTILITY'S PROPOSED PROJECT TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE ON THE WEST SIDE OF SAN 
FRANCISCO A GROUNDWATER PROJECT TO SUPPLY UP TO 4MILLION GALLONS PER DAY 
OF GROUNDWATER FROM THE WESTSIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN FOR SAN FRANCISCO'S 

MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM 

PREAMBLE 

On August 3, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC"} submitted an 

·Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department ("Department"), Case No. 

2008.1122E, in connection with a project to provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day ("mgd") 
of groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin to augment San Francisco's municipal water 

supply. The project, consisting of six groundwater wells, a pipeline distribution system, and a pH 

adjustment facility and chlorine analyzer, is located on the west side of the City on land owned. by the 

City ("Project"). 

On December 30, 2009, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 

Report ("NOP") for the Project, and, in response to comments received, revised the location of certain 

project elements and published a revised NOP on March 2, 2011. 
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On March 13, 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" or "Draft 

EIR") for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability 

of the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for public comment until April 27, 

2013. 

The San Francisco Planning Commission ("Planning Commission" or "Commission") held a public 

hearing on the DEIR on April 18, 2013, at a regularly scheduled meeting to solicit public comment 

regarding the DEIR. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 

and in writing during the public review period for the DEIR, and prepared revisions to the text of the 

DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that became available during 

the public review period. This material was presented in a Draft Comments and Responses ("C & R") 

document, published on October 30, 2013, and distributed to the Planning Commission and all parties 

who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the Department. 

A Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") or "Final EIR") was prepared by the Department, 

consisting of the Draft EIR and the C & R document. 

Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for review by this Commission and 

the public. These files are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, and are 

part of the record before this Commission. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that the 

contents of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and 

reviewed complied with the Califorhia Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code 

section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of Regulations section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 

Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). 

The Planning Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the 

independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Planning Commission, and that the 

summary of comments and resporuies contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and approved 

the Final EIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

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

materials, located in the File for Case No. 2008.1122E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, 

California. 

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

and these materials were made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 

consideration and action. 

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 

scheduled meeting on Case No. 2008.1122E to consider the approval of the Project. The Commission has 

heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further considered 
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written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the SFPUC, the Planning Department staff, 

and other interested parties. 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under the California Environmental 

Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations, and adopts the MMRP attached as Exhibit A based on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the Preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 

arguments~ this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

In determining to approve the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project ("SFGW Project" or "Project") 
described in Section I, Project Description, below, the Planning Commission makes and adopts the 

following findings of fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the 

statement. of overriding considerations, based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding and under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq., particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of 

CEQA ("CEQA Guidelines"), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., particularly 

Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

This document is organized as follows: 

· Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review process 

for the Project (San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project Environmental Impact Report, Planning 
Department Case No., 2008.1122E, State Clearinghouse No. 2009122075 (the "Final EIR" or "EIR"), the 
approval actions to be taken and the location of records; . 

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

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than­

significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels 

and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

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

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

Section VI presents a statement of overriding. considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of 

the Commission's actions and rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have 

been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit A. The MMRP is required· by 
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CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit A provides a table setting forth each 

mitigation measure listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project ("Final EIR") that is 

required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit A also specifies the agency responsible 

for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The 

full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Exhibit A. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. The 

references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact 

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

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

these findings. 

a. Project Description 

The Project for which the Commission is approving and adopting these CEQA Findings includes the 

following: 

• Construction of six groundwater production well facilities, including the construction of three new 

groundwater well facilities south of Golden Gate Park and one new facility in Golden Gate Park as part of 

Phase 1 of the Project, and, as part of Phase 2 of the Project, the conversion of two existing irrigation well 

facilities in Golden Gate Park to potable groundwater well facilities, if the SFPUC's Westside Recycled 
Water Project is also approved and constructed. Each of these facilities would include a groundwater 

well and a pump station. Disinfection equipment would be included at two of the groundwater well 

facilities, and pH adjustment equipment would be installed at one well facility. 

• Construction of a distribution system (including pipeline and connection points) to connect fiv~ of 

the groundwater well facilities to the SFPUC's existing Sunset Reservoir. The sixth well would connect to 
the SFPUC's Lake Merced Pump Station (which pumps water to both Sutro and Sunset Reservoirs) and 

would require a short length of new distribution piping. 

• Construction of a pH adjustment facility at Sunset Reservoir within an addition to the existing 

reservoir building and a chlorine analyzer/sample station at the reservoir. 

The Project is proposed to be implemented in two phases: (1) construction and operation of the four new 

well facilities to supply an annual average of approximately 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater; and (2) 

conversion of the tWo existing irrigation well fadlities and operation of the converted irrigation wells to 

provide an additional annual average of approximately 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. Phase 1 includes 

conversion of previously installed test wells to groundwater supply wells. These test wells are located at 

the proposed well sites south of Golden Gate Park and in Golden Gate Park at the proposed Central 

Pump Station well site. The SFPUC also would construct pipelines necessary to deliver groundwater 

from the Phase 1 well facilities to the existing municipal water supply system at Sunset Reservoir or the 

'Lake Merced Pump Station. 

Phase 2 of the Project would be implemented only if the SFPUC approves and constructs the San 

Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, which is currently undergoing separate environmental 
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review. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project proposes to provide recycled water to 

Golden Gate Park and nearby golf courses. If this Project is approved and constructed, SFPUC would 

convert two existing groundwater well facilities in Golden Gate Park that now supply groundwater for 

park irrigation and lake fill to municipal water supply. Phase 2 includes extension of groundwater supply 

pipelines to the well·facilities in Golden Gate Park. The existing irrigation piping system would be 

retained to serve as a backup irrigation supply for Golden Gate Park. 

b. Project Objectives 
The three main objectives of the SFGW Project are: 

• Expand and diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio to increase system reliability 
• Increase the use of local water supply sources 
• Reduce dependence on imported surface water 

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

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

The Project would help meet WSIP goals by increasing water delivery reliability and helping to meet 
customer water supply needs. In addition, the Project would provide ·potable groundwater for 
emergency supply in the event that an earthquake or other major catastrophe interrupts the delivery of 
imported surface water supplies from Hetch Hetchy Reservoir and the local watersheds. 

c. Environmental Review 

On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water System Improvement Program (also known as the 

"Phased WSIP") with the objective of repairing, replacing, and seismically upgrading the system's aging 

pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump stations, and storage tanks (SFPUC, 2008; SFPUC Resolution No. 08-

0200). The WSIP improvements span seven counties-Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa 
Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco (see SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200). 
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To address the potential environmental effects of the WSIP, the Planning Department prepared a 

Program EIR ("PEIR"), which was certified by the Planning Commission on October 30, 2008 (Motion No. 

17734). At a project-level of detail, the PEIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's water 

supply strategy and, at a program level of detail, it evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's 

facility improvement projects. The PEIR contemplated that additional project-level environmental review 

would be conducted for the facility improvement projects, including the San Francisco Groundwater 

Supply Project. 

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Planning Department 

prepared a NOP and conducted a scoping meeting for the SFGW Project EIR. The San Francisco Planning 

Department released the NOP on December 30, 2009, and held a public scoping meeting on January 20, 
2010, at Golden Gate Senior Center in San Francisco. 

The NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, and notices of the availability of the NOP were 

mailed to approximately 3,700 contacts for local, State, and federal agencies, as well as regional and local 

interest groups, and property owners and tenants within 300 feet of the proposed Project. The scoping 

meeting was noticed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle. Approximately 30 
people attended the meeting. 

The Planning Department received six verbal comments on the scope of the EIR at the scoping meeting 
and 13 organizations and individual submitted written comments. The comment inventory is included in 

the Scoping Report in Appendix A-1 of the EIR. Subsequent to publishing the NOP, the SFPUCrevised 

the Project to move certain pipeline alignments, eliminate some alternative well facility locations, and 

clarify certain project elements. The Planning Department published a revised NOP on March 2, 2011, 

which it distributed to the recipients of the initial NOP and· additional recipients in the vicinity of a 

revised pipeline alignment, posted the revised NOP on the Planning Department website, and noticed it 
in the San Francisco Chronicle. Seven organizations and individuals submitted written comments in 

response to the revised NOP during the scoping period, which ended on April 1, 2011. (Appendix A-2 of 
the EIR.) 

The Planning Department then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the. Project and the 
environmental setting, identified potential impacts, presented mitigation measures for impacts found to 

be significant or potentially significant, and evaluated Project alternatives. The Draft EIR analyzed the 

impacts associated with each of the key components of the Project, and identified mitigation measures 

applicable to reduce impacts found to be significant or potentially significant for each key component. It 

also included an analysis of four alternatives to the Project. In assessing construction and operational 

impacts of the Project, the EIR considered the impacts of the Project as well as the cumulative impacts 

associated with the proposed Project in combination with other past, present, and future actions that 
could affect the same resources. 
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Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR was analyzed with respect to significance criteria 

that are based on Planning Department guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered 

significant. This guidance is, in tum, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications. 

A Notice of Completion of the DEIR was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 

Clearinghouse on March 13, 2013. 

Notices of Availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near the 

Project site by the Department on March 13, 2013. The Notice of Availability was also made available at 

public libraries on San Francisco. 

The Draft EIR was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and 

individuals for review and comment on March 13, 2013 for a 45-day public review period, which closed 

at 5:00 p.m. on April 27, 2013. A public hearing on the Draft EIR to accept written or oral comments was 
held at the San Francisco Planning Commission meeting at San Francisco City Hall on April 18, 2013. 

During the public review period, the Department received written comments sent through the mail, fax, 

or ~mail. A court reporter was present at the public hearing, transcribed the public hearing verbatim, and 

prepared a written transcript. 

The Department then prepared the C&R document, which provided written responses to each comment 

received on the Draft EIR. The C&R document was published on October 30, 2013 and included copies of 
all of the comments received on the Draft EIR and individual responses to those comments. The C&R 

provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well as 

SFPUC and Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to address project updates. The Final EIR, 
which includes the Draft EIR and the C&R document, and all of the supporting information, provided 

augmented and updated information on many issues presented in the Draft EIR, including (but not 
limited to) the following topics: project description, land use, aesthetics, cultural and paleontological 

-resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation, utilities and service systems, 
biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and Project alternatives. This augmentation and 

update of information in the Draft EIR did not constitute new information or significance that altered any 

of the conclusions of the EIR. 

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR, certified said 

Final EIR as complete, and found that the contents of said Final EIR and the procedures through which 
the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and review3ed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA 

Guidelines, and Chapter 31. 

The Planning Commission determined that none of the factors are present that would necessitate 

recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The Final EIR contains no 

information revealing (1) any new significant environmental impact that would result from the Project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity 

of a previously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure 

considerably different from others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental 

impacts of the Project, but that was rejected by the Project's proponents, or (4) that the Draft EIR was so 
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fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and 

comment were precluded. 

The Commission finds that the Project proposed for approval is within the scope of the project fully 

analyzed in the Final EIR. No new impacts have been identified that were not analyzed in the Final EIR. 

d. Approval Actions 

• Certifies the Final EIR. 
• Determines consistency with the General Plan . 
• Issues a Coastal Development Permit. 

• Approves the project and au,thorizes the General Manager or his designee to obtain necessary 
permits, consents, agreements and approvals, including entering into an agreement with the San 
Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission ("SFRPD") for construction in and use of SFRPD­
managed land for groundwater well facilities and pipelines. 

• Approves an agreement with SFPUC for construction, operation and maintenance of well facility 
structures and pipelines on park lands. 

• Considers any appeal of the Planning Corri.mission's certification of the Final EIR. 
• Approves an allocation of bond monies to pay for implementation of the project, and approves 

the well facility structures in Golden Gate Park. 

• Approves the exterior design of structures on City property. 

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

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

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
• California Department of Public Health, Drinking Water Field Operations Branch 
• California Coastal Commission 
• California Department of Toxic Substances Control, if contaminated soil is encountered 

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

. mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure. 

e. Contents and Location of Records 

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based ("Record of 

Proceedings") includes the following: 
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• The Draft EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. (The references in these 

findings to the EIR or Final EIR include both the Draft EIRand the C & R document.) 

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

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the Planning 

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

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

was incorporated into reports presented to the Commission and the SFPUC. 

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

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• All other documents available to the Commission, the SFPUC and the public, comprising the 

administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 2H67.6(e). 

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

even if not every document was formally presented to the Commission. Without exception, these 
documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or legislative decisions 

that the Commission was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents influenced the expert 
advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants. For these reasons, such documents form 

part of the underlying factual basis for the Commission's decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the public 

review period, the administrative record, background documentation for the Final EIR, and materials 

related to the Planning Commission's adoption of these findings and its approval of the Project are 
available at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, 

Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for these Planning Department documents and 

materials. The SFPUC is the custodian of Project documents and materials contained in SFPUC files, 
SFPUC Project No. CUW30102 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate A venue, San Francisco, California 94102. The Custodian of 
Records is Yin Lan Zhang. All files have been available to the Commission and the public for review in 

considering these findings and whether to approve the Project. 

f. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II, III, and IV set forth the Commission's findings about the Final EIR's 

determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to 

address them. These findings·provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding 

the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR 

and adopted by the Commission as part of the Project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and 

because the Commission agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the Final EIR, these findings 
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will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final EIR but instead incorporate them by reference 

and rely upon them as substanti;;tl evidence supporting these findings. 

In making these findings, the Commission has considered the opinions of City staff and experts, other 

ageneies, and members of the public. The Commission finds that (i) the determination of significance 

thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City; (ii) the significance thresholds used in 

the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR 

preparers and City staff; and (iii) the significance thresholds used in the EIR provide reasonable and 

appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, 

although, as a legal matter, the Commission is not bound by the significance determinations in the EIR 

(see Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e)), the Commission finds them persuasive and 

hereby adopts them as its own. 

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the 
Final EIR. Instead, a fu11 explai;iation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the 

Final EIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR 

supporting the determination regarding the project impact and mitigation measures designed to address 

those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these 

findings the determinations and conclusions of the. Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and 

mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 

expressly modified by these findings. 

As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures set forth in the 

Final EIR and the attached :MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant and 

significant impacts of the Project. The Commission intends to adopt each of the mitigation measures 

proposed in the Final EIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR 

has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the. MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby 
adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language 

describing a mitigation i:neasure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the 

mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical error, the language of the policies and 

implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation 

measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the Final EIR. 

In Sections II, ill and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 

mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and every 

significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because 

in no instance is the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the Final EIR or the mitigation measures 

recommended in the Final EIR for the Project. 

II. LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT DO NOT REQUIRE MITIGATION 

Under. CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Public 

Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3), 15091). Based on 

the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding; the Commission finds that the implementation of the 
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Project will . result in no impacts in the following areas: wind and shadow; public services; and 

agricultural resources. These subjects are not further discussed in these findings. The. Commission 

further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts in the following 

areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation: 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-1: Project operation would not result in substantial long-term or permanent 
impacts on the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact C-LU: Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on the existing character of the 
vicinity. 

Aesthetics 

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

• Impact AE-2: Temporary construction would not result in substantial sources of light or glare 
and would not adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

• Impact AE-3: The proposed Project would not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

• Impact AE-5: The proposed Project would not create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

Cultural Resources 

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

• Impact CP-3: The proposed Project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature. 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR-1: Closure of travel lanes during project construction would temporarily reduce 
roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing temporary and 
intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be of short duration and 
limited in magnitude. 

• Impact TR-2: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes on area 
roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the circulation 
system. 

• Impact TR-3: Project construction would not substantially limit access to adjacent roadways and 
land uses due to construction within roadways. 
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• hnpact TR-4: Project construction would not substantially impair access to alternative 
transportation facilities (public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities), although it could 
temporarily decrease the performance of such facilities. 

• Impact TR-5: Project operatiof). and maintenance activities would cause some increases in traffic 
volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter transportation conditions and 
would not cause conflicts with alternative travel modes, including vehicles, emergency vehicles, 
transit, pedestrians'° and bicycle traffic. 

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

Noise and Vibration 

• Impact N0-2: Construction activities would not result in substantial groundbome vibration 
or groundbome noise levels. 

• Impact N0-3: Project operation would not result in the exposure of persons to, or generation 
of, noise levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity. 

• Impact C-NO: Construction and operation of the proposed Project, in combination with other 
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, w.ould not result 
in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant noise and vibration impacts. 

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-1: Project construction activities would not generate em1ss10ns of criteria 
pollutants and precursors such that a violation of air quality standards and substantial 
contribution to an existing air quality violation would occur. 

• Impact AQ-2: Project construction would not result in substantial exposure of sensitive 
receptors to pollutant concentrations. 

• Impact AQ-3: Project construction activities would not result in the creation of objectionable 
odors that affect a substantial number of people. 

• Impact AQ-4: Project operation would generate em1ss10ns of criteria pollutants and 
precursors, but would not violate air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 
existing air quality violation. 

• Impact AQ-5: Project operation would expose sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations, 
but concentrations would not be considered substantial. 

• Impact AQ-6: Project operation could create objectionable odors, but the odors would not 
affect a substantial number of people. 
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• Impact C-AQ: Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in cumulative 
air quality impacts associated with criteria pollutant and precursor emissions and health 
risks, but the project's contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

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

Recreation 

• Impact RE-1: The proposed Project's construction would not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated or otherwise result in substantial 
degradation of existing recreational resources. 

• Impact RE-2: The proposed Project's operation would not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-1: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse eff~ct related to 
landfill capacity. 

• Impact UT-2: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect related to 
compliance with federal; State, and local statutes and regulations pertaining to solid waste. 

• Impact UT-5: Project operation would not result in the construction or expansion of 
wastewater treatment facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, or result in a 
determination by the wastewater treatment provider that there is insufficient capacity to 
serve the project. 

• Impact UT-6: Project operation would not require more water supply than would be 
available through existing entitlements and resources, nor would it require new or expanded 
water supply resources or entitlements. 

Biological Resources 

• Impact BI-2: Construction of the proposed Project would not adversely affect federally 
protected wetlands. 

• Impact BI-4: The proposed project's facility siting and maintenance would not result in 
substantial biological resources impacts. 

• Impact BI-5: Operation of the proposed Project would not adversely affect species identified 
as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
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regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife ("CDFW") or the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS"). 

Geology and Soils 

• Impact GE-1: The proposed Project is not located on a geologic unit that could become 
unstable as a result of project construction. 

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

• Impact GE-3: The proposed Project would not expose people or structures to substantial 
adverse effects related to the risk of property loss, injury, or death due to seismically induced 
groundshaking. 

• Impact GE-4: The proposed Project would not expose people or structures to substantial 
adverse effects related to the risk of property loss, injury, or death due to seismically induced 
ground failure, including liquefaction, lateral spreading, and settlement. 

• Impact GE-5: The proposed Project would not create substantial risks to life or property due 
to expansive or corrosive soils. 

• Impact C-GE: Project implementation would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts 
related to geology, soils, and seismicity. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-2: Project operation would not violate any water quality . standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise degrade water quality. 

• Impact HY-3: The proposed Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off the site. 

• Impact HY-4: Project operation would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide an additional 
source of polluted runoff. 

• Impact HY-5: The proposed Project would not result in adverse effects related to the placement 
of structures within a 100-year flood hazard area. 

• Impact HY-6: Project operation would not decrease the production rate of existing nearby wells 
as a result of localized groundwater drawdown.within the Westside Groundwater Basin such 
that existing or planned land use(s) would not be supported. 

• Impact HY-7: Project operation would not result in substantial land subsidence due to 
decreased groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater Basin. 
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• Impact HY-10: The Project operation would not have a substantial adverse effect on water 
quality in Pine Lake. 

• Impact HY-12: Project operation would not have a substantial adverse effect on groundwater 
depletion in the Westside Groundwater Basin. 

• Impact C-HY-1: Facility construction, siting, operation, and maintenance, in combination with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity; ·would not 
adversely affect hydrology and water quality. 

• Impact C-HY-2: Operation of the proposed Project, in combination with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not have a substantial adverse effect related to 

well interference. 

• Impact C-HY-3: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to subsidence. 

• Impact C-HY-6: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to water quality standards. 

• Impact. C-HY-7: Operation of the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to groundwater depletion. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impact HZ-1: Project construction would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or result 
in reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
construction materials to the environment. 

• Impact HZ-3: Project construction would not cause hazardous emissions or handle acutely 
hazardous materials within 1,4 mile of a school. 

• Impact HZ-4: Project construction would not impair implementation of or. physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

• Impact HZ-5: Project operation would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

• Impact HZ-6: Project operation would not cause hazardous emissions or handle acutely 
hazardous materials within 1,4 mile of a school. 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

• Impact ME-1: Project construction would not.result in substantial adverse effects related to 
the use of large amounts of fuel or energy, or the use of these resources in a wasteful manner. 
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• Impact ME-2: Project operation would not result in substantial adverse effects related to the 
long-term use of large amounts of fuel or energy, or the use of these resources in a wasteful 
manner. 

• Impact C-_ME: Project implementation would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts 
related to mineral and energy resources. 

III. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT OR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT.CAN BE AVOIDED OR 

REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND THE 

DISPOSITION OF THE MffiGATION MEASURES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 

identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless 

mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this 

Section ill and in Section N concern mitigation measures set forth in the EIR. These findings discuss 

mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for adoption by the SFPUC, which can be 

implemented by the SFPUC. The mitigation measures proposed for adoption in this section and 

referenced following each Project impact discussed in this Section ill, are the same as the mitigation 

measures identified in the Final EIR for the project. The full text of each mitigation measure listed in this 

section is contained in the Final EIR and in Attachment B, the MMRP. The Commission finds that for the 

reasons set forth in the Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts identified in this section would 

be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures identified 
in this section. 

Project Impacts 

Impact AE-4: The project would have a substantial adverse effect on scenic resources or the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

As a result of project operations, Lake Merced lake levels are generally expected to be approximately 
10 feet lower than water levels expected without the project. Reduced water levels could detract from the 

scenic quality of the lake as viewed from the pedestrian path around the perimeter of the lake, adjacent 

roadways, trails, picnic areas, docks, and golf courses. The lowest estimated lake level, predicted at the 

end of the design drought, is approximately -10 feet City Datum, which would be below the bottom of 

Impound Lake at -6 feet City Datum and near the bottom of East Lake at -11 feet City Datum. Under the 

proposed Project, at the end of the design drought, East Lake would likely nearly dry-up and Impound 

Lake would likely dry up altogether, which would reduce the visual quality of that lake as seen from the 

paved path around the lake perimeter and the picnic areas on John Muir Drive and Lake Merced 

Boulevard. While Lake Merced conditions would be reduced naturally (under modeled existing 

conditions during the design drought), the proposed project's pumping would exacerbate such 

conditions at Lake Merced, a scenic resource, and the visual character and quality of Lake Merced area 

would therefore be degrnded. substantially. Thus, operation of the proposed Project could result in a 
significant aesthetic impact. 

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

874 



Motion No. 19051 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

CASE NO. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

Impact CP-2a: The proposed project would potentially cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results, there is 

generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering archaeological 

resources during project construction. However, it is possible that previously unrecorded and buried (or 

otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during project construction. Excavation, 

grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and cause impacts 

on unknown archaeological resources, which would be a significant impact. 

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

Impact CP-2b: Construction of the proposed Lake Merced well facility would potentially cause a 
substantial adverse Change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Ground-disturbing activities associated with ·the Lake Merced well facility include excavation with . 
recompaction to a depth of 5 to 8 feet throughout most of the site. Some areas could require 

vibrocompaction/stone columns (up to a depth of 24 feet) to stabilize potentially liquefiable soil. In 

consultation with San Francisco Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer, it has been 
determined that based on the geologic profile of the Lake Merced well facility and archaeological site 

distribution in the Lake Merced vicinity, ground-disturbing and -modifying activities associated with the 

proposed Project may adversely impact legally-significant prehistoric deposits, a significant impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Archeoloi;.cal Testing Program 

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

Based on the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results, there is a low 
potential for project construction to uncover human remains. Although no known human burials have 

been identified within the project site, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely 
discounted. Earthmoving activities associated with project construction could result in direct impacts on 

previously undiscovered human remains. Therefore, the disturbance to human remains could be a potentially 
significant impact. 

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

Impact CP-5: The proposed project would potentially cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 
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Under existing conditions projected to occur with Project groundwater pumping, the estimated mean 

monthly Lake Merced lake level would be reduced and more of the lakebed would be exposed. One 

archaeological resource has been identified along the shore of Lake Merced. The site consists of an 

undetermined area of shell midden with one isolated milling stone tool. Reduced lake levels resulting 

from Project pumping would not impact the known archaeological resource (the unnumbered Lake Merced 

site). However, reduced lake levels from Project pumping could result in the exposure of and damage to 

currently undiscovered archaeological resources, which would be a significant impact. 

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

Impact N0-1: The proposed project would result in the exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance and therefore 
result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Construction-related noise associated with the South Sunset,.West Sunset, and North Lake well facilities, the 
Sunset Reservoir facilities, and pipeline segments south of Golden Gate Park would result in a noticeable but 
temporary increase in ambient noise levels (a significant impact). Noise from some construction equipment 
could exceed limits established in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, a significant impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-N0-1, Administrative and Source Controls 

Impact RE-3: The proposed project would physically degrade existing recreational resources. (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation) 

Even during high precipitation periods when overall lake levels and lake acreages are predicted to be 

much less under Project conditions than under modeled existing conditions, the available surface areas of 
North and South Lakes are not predicted to decrease substantially with operation of the Project and 

floating and stationary docks would not be disconnected from the lake water surface at the predicted 

surface acreages. However, groundwater pumping during a high precipitation period is predicted to 

result in a substantial reduction in the overall size of Impound Lake, a recreation resource, and the 

shallow southern end of this lake would be entirely dewatered as a result. If such conditions occurred, the 

proposed Project would result in a substantial degradation of this recreational resource, as compared to 

modeled existing conditions, a significant impact. 

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

Impact UT-3: Project construction would potentially result in a substantial adverse effect related to 
disruption of utility operations or accidental damage to existing utilities. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

Construction activities for the proposed Project could result in damage to or interference with existing 

water, sewer, storm drain, natural gas, electricity, and/or telecommunication lines. A majority of the 
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project facilities are· located along transportation rights-of-way, which frequently serve as utility 

corridors. Although the exact location of underground utilities is not known at this time, utility lines of 

varying sizes are located along and across several of the groundwater pipeline routes and at the proposed 

well facility sites. Accidental rupture of or damage to these utility lines during project construction could 

temporarily disrupt utility services and, in the case of high-priority utilities, could result in significant 

safety hazards for construction workers and the public. For the above reasons, impacts on existing 

utilities and utility services during Project construction could be potentially significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3a, ?reconstruction Utility Identification and Coordination; 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3b, Protection of Other Utilities during Construction 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3c, Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground 
Utilities 

• . Mitigation Measure M-UT-3d, Notify San Francisco Fire Department 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3e, Emergency Response Plan and Notificatzon 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3f Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3g, Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities 

Impact UT-4: Project construction would potentially result in a substantial adverse effect related to the 
relocation of local utilities. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The proposed alignments for the SFGW Project pipelines would cross beneath existing utilities at several 
locations, including but not limited to the MUNI light rail crossings. The SFGW Project does not propose 

to. relocate utilities, but it is possible that relocation would be necessary once the locations and 
characteristics of any potentially conflicting utilities are confirmed. Consequently, installation of the 

project pipelines could require the temporary relocation of utility lines that are owned and operated by 

other .utility companies. For the above reasons, impacts related to utility relocation could be potentially 
significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3a, ?reconstruction Utility Identification and Coordination 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3g, Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities 

Impact BI-1: Construction of the proposed project would potentially adversely affect species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The overall potential of the Project area to support special-status plant species is considered extremely 
low, based . on the lack ·of native plants and native plant communities, and on the high degree of 

disturbance associated with ongoing and past uses of the Project construction areas. All of the proposed 
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facility sites are located in areas that experience recurrent disturbance associated with human use of the 

areas and surrounding vicinity. Several special-status animals might use habitat in certain parts of the 

project area or vicinity for roosting, foraging, or breeding purposes, including California red-legged frog, 

western pond turtle, Yuma myotis, western red bat, and monarch butterfly. In addition, there are a 

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

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

nesting and foraging. 

Due to the proximity of aquatic habitats to the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Central Pump Station well 

facility sites, western pond turtle and California red-legged frog could utilize these Project well facility 

sites for dispersal or migratory movement to other aquatic features in the immediate area. Because Project 

construction at the these sites could adversely affect these species, should they be present, by direct 

mortality or temporary or permanent upland habitat removal, which would be a significant impact on 
_these biological resources. 

Vegetation clearing (including tree removal), irrigation well facility demolition, and exterior construction 

activities at the Sunset Reservoir Chlorine Station could result in direct mortality of special-status bats at 

the well facilities and Sunset Reservoir. Direct mortality of special-status bats would be a significant 

impact. 

N on-ri.ative trees in Golden Gate Park, such as eucalyptus and Monterey cypress, . could be used for 

migrating monarch butterflies between October and March. While none of the recorded overwintering 

monarch locations in Golden Gate Park would be affected by the proposed project, there is the potential for 

this species to utilize trees within the Golden Gate Park project sites. Vegetation clearing, including tree 

removal, could destroy or impact overwintering sites in these areas. The loss of an active overwintering site 

would be a significant impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI- la, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged Frog and 
Western Pond Turtle 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lb, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI- lc, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Monarch Butterfly 

Impact BI-3: Construction of the proposed project would conflict with applicable local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

As designed, the SFGW Project would require the removal of trees that are under the jurisdiction of the 

SFRPD. Of the 150 trees and shrubs surveyed in the project area, 6 trees would be removed, while the 

remainder of the trees surveyed would be retained. All of the trees to be removed are not native to the 

San Francisco area .. SFRPD must give permission for any trimming or removal of trees in the project area. 

In addition, the Golden Gate Park Master Plan states that individual large trees should be replaced in kind 

with similar species. Consequently, the removal of trees within SFRPD-managed lands without 
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replacement in-kind, would conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological 

resources, such.as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, resulting in a significant impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-3, Plant Replacement Trees 

Impact BI-6: Operation of the proposed project would potentially adversely affect sensitive habitat 
types associated with Lake Merced. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The proposed Project is predicted to result in water levels that are approximately 7 to 10 feet lower than 

levels expected under the modeled existing conditions for most of the modeled time period. During 

drought periods, water levels expected as a result of operating the project are predicted to fall as low as -
10.4 feet City Datum, or 9.6 feet lower than the predicted minimum under the modeled existing 

conditions. Decreasing water levels could substantially reduce aquatic habitat and degrade water quality, 

thereby negatively affecting fish populations through impacts on fish habitat-related beneficial uses, 
which could be a significant impact. 

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

Impact Bl-7: Operation of the proposed project would adversely affect wetland habitats and other 
waters of the United States associated with Lake Merced. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Simulated Lake Merced lake levels under the project and cumulative scenarios were compared to the 

results of the modeled existing conditions scenario to assess whether wetland impacts would occur. The 
predicted vegetation response to declining water levels would differ depending on the water level without 

the project for a given period, which changes annually due to natural hydrological variation that would 

remain independent of project operation. Modeling results show that the proposed Project would alter lake 
levels in a manner that would result in net loss of wetlands, a potentially significant impact. . 

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

Impact HY-1: Project construction would possibly violate water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The Lake Merced well facility would be constructed within approximately 100 feet of Lake Merced in an 

area served by the separate storm sewer system at the lake. While the provisions of Article 4.1 of the San 
Francisco Public Works Code would apply if groilndwater produced during construction of this well 

facility were discharged to the sewer system, groundwater could also be discharged into Lake Merced. If 

the water were discharged to Lake Merced, these discharges could degrade water quality, resulting in a 
potentially significant water quality impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-1, Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake Merced Well Facility 

Impact HY-8: Project operations would possibly result in seawater intrusion due lo decreased 
groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater Basin. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANl\llNG DEPPoRTMEl\ll" 879 21 



Motion No. 19051 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

CASE NO. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

Because operation of the SFGW Project would ipcrease gr~undwater withdrawals from the groundwater 

basin and the project wells are located relatively close to the Pacific Coast, there is the potential for 

seawater intrusion in the Shallow Aquifer. If seawater intrusion into the Shallow Aquifer were to occur, 

intrusion into the Primary Production Aquifer could also occur where these two aquifers are in hydraulic 

communication. Increased pumping in the North Westside Groundwater Basin under both Phases 1 and 2 

of the Project could result in the landward migration of the seawater/freshwater interface to a greater degree 

than would occur under existing conditions and may not be detected with the existing coastal groundwater 

monitoring system. If the landward migration of the interface were to adversely affect the identified 

beneficial uses of the North Westside Groundwater Basin, impacts related to seawater intrusion would be 

significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-Sa, Expand Coastal Monitoring Network 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-Bb, Continuous Groundwater Monitoring_ in the Primary Production Aquifer 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-Sc, Adaptive Management Program for Seawater Intrusion 

~ 

Impact HY-9: The proposed project would possibly have a substantial, adverse effect on water quality 
that could affect the beneficial uses of Lake Merced. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The Project has the potential to affect Lake Merced due to groundwater/surface water interactions. Lake 
Merced water levels are predicted to be lowered to below 1 foot City Datum for 73 to 76 percent of the 

simulation period in the model used in the analysis due to project-related pumping, compared to. 
4 percent predicted under the modeled existing conditions. If water levels were reduced to this extent, 
more of the lake bed would be exposed, making it susceptible to erosion and associated sedimentation of 

the lake, and the four individual lakes would separate hydraulically. Further, Impound Lake could be 
entirely dewatered if lake levels were to drop below -6 feet City Datum. This scenario could occur briefly 
at the end of the hypothetical design drought, and lake levels are also predicted to approach or exceed 

this level during the dry years 4 through 16 in the simulated period. Groundwater inflows to the lake are 
·also predicted to be reduced relative to the modeled existing conditions. Reduced water levels and 

groundwater flows into the lake could increase eutrophication because nutrients discharged to the lake 
would be. concentrated in a smaller lake volume. Also, with a smaller volume, the lake would likely mix 

more frequently, and, as a result (based on the patterns described above), would likely experience an 
increase in time-averaged dissolved oxygen levels in the hypolimnion. Because the project is predicted to 
cause Lake Merced water levels to fall below 0 feet City Datum substantially more frequently than is 

predicted to occur under modeled existing conditions, the resulting water quality changes under the 
Project coulct cause exceedences of water quality objectives in the San Francisco Bay Basin Plan related to 
warm and cold freshwater habitat (e.g., dissolved oxygen), which in turn could affect associated 
beneficial uses. Changes in dissolved oxygen levels and pH could also exacerbate the conditions 

responsible for Lake Merced's listing as an impaired water body. These changes affecting water quality 

would be a potentially significant impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9, Lake-Level Management for Lake Merced 
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Impact HY-11: Project operation would possibly cause a violation of water quality standards. (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation) 

Potentially contaminating activities were identified within the groundwater protection zones for each of 

the production wells proposed under the SFGW Project. The types of potentially contaminating activities 

identified include the sewer system as well as illegal dumping and a number of land uses such as 

housing, parks, dry cleaners, historical gas stations, transportation corridors, golf courses, existing gas 

stations, fire stations, fertilizer/pesticide/herbicide application, and contractor or government storage 

yards. In addition, a leaking underground storage tank site with documented groundwater 

contamination was identified within the groundwater protection zone for the South Windmill 

Replacement well facility. However, the groundwater contamination plume is limited to the uppermost 
part of the aquifer and is stable. Further, a sensitive receptor survey for the site determined that the South 

Windmill Replacement well facility is located cross gradient from the site and that groundwater quality at 

this well is not likely to be affected as a result of the underground storage tank leak at this site. Because 
the Drinking Water Source Assessment and Protection Program reports identified potentially contaminating 

activities for each proposed well facility, each well is considered vulnerable to contamination that could 

cause a violation of water quality standards. Therefore, impacts related to violation of water quality 

standards would be potentially significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-11, Prepare a Source Water Protection Program and Update Drinking Water 
Source Assessment 

Impact HZ-2: Project construction would possibly result in a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials present in soil and groundwater. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The potential to encounter hazardous materials in soil and groundwater at the project sites resulting from 
migration of offsite contamination is considered low, based on a review of environmental databases 

conducted during preparation of the EIR, existing groundwater levels in the Project area, soil sampling 
results, and the maximum depth of excavation during project constrliction. The project sites are not listed 
as hazardous materials sites. 

Site-specific soil sampling was conducted to determine whether hazardous materials are present at the six 
proposed well facility locations. Lead concentrations in shallow soil at North Lake and Central Pump Station 
well. facility sites are above screening levels. The potential hazard to construction workers and/or the 
environment from exposure to known elevated lead levels in soil at the North Lake and Central Pump 
Station well facility sites would be a potentially significant impact. 

In addition, although the potential to encounter hazardous materials in soil or groundwater arising from 
offsite sources is low, site conditions could change prior to construction if new contaminated sites are 

identified in the project vicinity or if there are substantial changes in the extent of contamination at known 

release sites. This potential for exposure to hazardous materials at other proposed well facility sites within 
the Project area also could be a significant impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2a, ?reconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment 
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• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b, Health and Safety Plan 

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

Impact HZ-7: Project operations would possibly impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

Project operations would involve routine maintenance of groundwater facilities. Project operations· 

associated with groundwater pumping would result in the lowering of the estimated mean monthly Lake 

Merced lake level. Because the project would result in lowering of Lake Merced waterlevels, there is the 

potential for the project to result in a smaller volume of water in the lake. The SFPUC maintains Lake 

Merced as a nonpotable emergency water supply for the city to be used for firefighting or sanitation 

purposes if no other sources of water are available. In the event of a major disaster (i.e., catastrophic 

earthquake), Lake Merced water could be pumped into the city's drinking water distribution system to 

maintain firefighting, basic sanitary (i.e., toilet flushing), and other critical needs, as part of the emergency 

response. Decreased lake levels could result in less available water for firefighting and sanitation 

purposes, which would be considered a significant impact. 

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

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact C-AE: The proposed project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 
significant cumulative aesthetic impact. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The geographic scope for cumulative aesthetics impacts includes all projects that would be located within 

the publicly accessible viewshed of the proposed project. With operation of the identified cumulative 

projects, including the Daly City Vista Grande Basin Improvement Project and the Regional Groundwater 
Storage and Recovery Project, the estimated Lake Merced water levels are expected to .be mostly higher 

than under existing conditions projected to occur without operation of the cumulative projects. However, 

during some years, Lake Merced water levels would likely be less than levels that would be expected to 

occur without operation of the cumulative projects. Under cumulative conditions, Impound Lake would 

likely be substantially reduced during the design drought, reducing the visual quality of that lake as seen 
from the paved pedestrian path around the lake perimeter and the picnic areas on John Muir Drive and 

Lake Merced Boulevard. Lake Merced water level conditions would be naturally reduced under modeled 

existing conditions. But, groundwater pumping associated with the proposed Project and the Regional 

Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project would worsen the hydrol.ogic conditions and the scenic 

qualities of Lake Merced, which would likely be substantially degraded under cumulative conditions at 

the end of the design drought. Therefore, cumulative impacts on Lake Merced, as a scenic resource, and 

on the visual character and quality of the Lake Merced area would be significant. However, the Project's 

contribution to this cumulative aesthetic impact would be reduced to a less-than-cumulatively 

considerable level with implementation of Project- level mitigation measures (less than significant). 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9, Adaptive Management Program for Lake Merced 
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Impact C-CP: The proposed project would possibly result in cumulatively considerable impacts 
related to historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources or human remains. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

The SFGW Project could encounter previously unre_corded archaeological resources and/or human 

remains during project excavation. Cumulative projects in the proposed project vicinity that would also 

involve excavation include the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project, the Murphy 

Windmill/Millwright's Cottage Restoration Project, and the San Francisco Botanical Gardens Center for 

Sustainable Gardening Prnject. These Projects could al~o encounter previously unrecorded 

archaeological resources or human remains, which would be a potentially significant cumulative impact. 

However, with project-level mitigation, the Project's contribution to impacts on archeological resources due 
to Project construction would be not cumulatively considerable. 

With operation of the identified cumulative projects, including the SFPUC's proposed Regional 

Groundwater Storage and Recovery project and Daly City's proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin 
Improvement project, estimated Lake Merced water levels are expected to be mostly higher than under 

existing conditions projected to occur without operation of the cumulative projects. However, during 

some years, Lake Merced water levels are predicted to be less than levels that are predicted to occur 

without operation of the cumulative projects as a result of groundwater pumping under the proposed 

project and the Regional Groun~water Storage and Recovery Project. Reduced lake levels resulting from 
cumulative project operations could result in exposure and damage of currently known and unknown 
archaeological resources, which would be a significant cumulative impact. However, the Project's -

contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less-than-cumulatively considerable level with 
implementation of project-level mitigation measures (less than significant). 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Archeological Testing Program 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Disi;:overy of Human Remains 

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

Impact C-RE: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on recreational resources and uses 
would be cumulatively considerable. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Specific additional proposed and existing projects that would affect lake levels include the SFPUC' s 

Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project and Daly City's proposed Vista Grande Drainage 
Basin Improvement Project. With operation of the identified cumulative projects, the estimated Lake 
Merced water levels are expected to be higher than under the modeled existing conditions. However, with 

operation of the identified cumulative projects, estimated lake levels would only be below the modeled 
existing conditioris for years 2 through 8 of the simulation period and after year 32 during the modeled 
drought conditions. Under cumulative conditions, the available surface area of North and South Lakes 

would ·not decrease substantially as compared to modeled existing conditions and the water depth under 

cumulative conditions would likely be sufficient to support existing boating uses in all years. Further, based 
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on the GIS analysis of shoreline changes, floating and stationary docks would not be disconnected from the 

lake water surface. However, under cumulative conditions, Impound Lake water levels are predicted to be 

substantially reduced during an extended drought, as compared to modeled existing conditions. The depth 

and size of Impound Lake are predicted to be reduced naturally under modeled existing conditions during 

an extended drought. But, the combination of the groundwater pumping associated with the proposed 

project and the RegionaJ Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project, along with other ongoing groundwater 

pumping activities, is predicted to exacerbate the effects described above during the years of an extended 
drought. Therefore, cumulative impacts on Lake Merced, as a recreational resource, would be significant. 

However, the Project's contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less-than-cumulatively 

considerable level with the implementation of a project-level mitigation measure (less than significant). 

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

Impact C-UT: Project implementation would result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to 
disruption or relocation of utilities, landfill capacity, or compliance with solid waste statutes and 
regulations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Construction of the SFGW Project could damage existing utilities, disrupt utility services where utility lines 

would be crossed during construction, and require the temporary relocation of some utilities. Seven 

cumulative projects would be located adjacent to or near the proposed well facilities and/or pipeline routes, 

including: the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, the San Francisco State University Campus 
Master Plan, Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project, Significant Natural Areas Management 

Plan, Lake Merced Pump Station Essential Upgrade, and the 3711 19th Avenue ("Parkmerced") Project. 

However, most of these projects would either not overlap geographically with the SFGW Project or would 

not occur within the same timeframe as the proposed Project; therefore the likelihood for potential 
disruption of the same utility lines would be minor. But, two of the projects listed above could also damage 

existing utilities, disrupt utility services, or cause relocation of utilities. Therefore, potential cumulative 

impacts related to disruption of utility operations or accidental damage to existing utilities and relocation 

of regional or local utilities could be significant. The Project's contribution to this potential cumulative 

impact could be cumulatively considerable. However, the proposed Project's contribution would be 

reduced to less than cumulatively considerable with implementation of project-level mitigation measures 

(less than significant). 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3a, Preconstruction Utility Identification and Coordination 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3b, Protection of Other Utilities during Construction 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3c, Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground 
Utilities 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3d, Notify San Francisco Fire Department 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3e, Emergency Response Plan and Notification 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3f Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities 
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• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3g Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities 

Impact C-BI: The proposed project would result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts 
related to special-status species, wetlands, waters of the United States, riparian habitat, wildlife 
nursery sites, or conflicts with local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

Construction of the Project has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, if present, including 
·California red-leggeP. frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and monarch butterfly. It is assumed 

that the cumulative projec_ts including the Murphy Windmill/Millwright's Cottage Restoration, the Beach 
Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project, the Parkrnerced Project, and the San Francisco Botanical 

Garden Center for Sustainable Gardening Project; and construction of new pipelines and facilities 

associated with the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, and the Lake Merced Pump Station 
Essential Upgrade Project, could affect at least some of the same special-status species. If so, these 

projects, along with the SFGW Project, could result in a potentially significant cumulative impact on 

biological resources. However, with the implementation of project-level mitigation measures to reduce 

impacts to these species, the Project's incremental contribution to this potential cumulative impact on 
biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant). 

The proposed Project could conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources 
because project construction would require the removal of trees that are under the jurisdiction of the 

SFRPD. It is also assumed that several of the cumulative projects are likely to require the removal of trees 

within Golden Gate Park. In particular, the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project would 
require the removal of a number of Monterey pine and Monterey cypress trees. Therefore, the potential 

exists for · tree removal resulting from these multiple projects to rise to the level of cumulative 
significance. However, with the implementation of project-level mitigation measures to replace trees, the 

Project's contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant). 

Water levels decreasing below 0 feet City Datum could substantially reduce aquatic habitat and degrade 

water quality, thereby negatively affecting fish populations and fish-related beneficial uses of Lake 
Merced as well as potentially indirectly impacting special-status birds b_y reducing their food source. 

Cumulative project operations including SFPUC's Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

and Daly City's proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project are predicted to result in 
lake levels above 0 feet City Datum for about 90 percent of the model period and during that time would 

have no adverse impacts on fisheries or fish habitat. However, during pumping associated with the 

SFPUC' s proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project, combined with pumping 
associated with the SFGW Project during the simulated design drought, lake levels are predicted to fall as 

low as -4.9 City Datum, or 4.1 feet lower than the corresponding predicted lake surface elevation for 

modeled existing conditions. Relative to the modeled existing conditions, this would likely result in a 

further potential for a decrease in the water quality of Lake Merced,. as compared to modeled existing 

conditions. This suggests that the proposed Project could have a cumulatively considerable incremental 

contribution to the significant cumulative impact on the water quality of Lake Merced. However, with the 

implementation of project-level mitigation measures to address lake level management, the Project's 

cumulatively considerable contribution to water quality and related significant cumulative impact on 
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fisheries and fish habitat, and potential indirect impacts on special-status birds, would not be 

cumulatively considerable (less than significant). 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-la, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged Frog and 
Western Pond Turtle 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lb, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lc, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Monarch Butterfly 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-3, Plant Replacement Trees 

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

Impact C-HY-4: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects, would possibly have a substantial adverse effect related to seawater intrusion. (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation) 

The potential for seawater intrusion under cumulative conditions with the operation of the Groundwater 

Storage and Recovery Project and the Daly City Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project would 

likely be similar to or less than what is predicted with operation of just the proposed project, except in the 

area south of the West Sunset well facility where the potential for seawater intrusion would likely be greater 

in the Deep Aquifer due to pumping under the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. 
Therefore, cumulative impacts related to seawater intrusion could be significant. The Project's contribution 

to this impact could be cumulatively considerable because the Project would be almost entirely responsible 

for causing any seawater intrusion that would occur. However, with implementation of project-level 

mitigation measures, the Project's contribution to the significant cumulative impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable (less than significant). 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-Ba, Expand Coastal Monitoring Network 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-Bb, Continuous Groundwater Monitoring in the Primary Production Aquifer 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-Bc, Adaptive Management Program for Seawater Intrusion 

Impact C-HY-5: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects, would possibly have a substantial adverse effect on water quality that could affect the 
beneficial uses of Lake Merced or water quality in Pine Lake. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The conservatively estimated lake levels under cumulative conditions including the operation of the 

Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project and the Daly City Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement 

Project are predicted to be below 1 foot City Datum for 13 percent of the simulation period compared to 4 

percent under the modeled existing conditions. In addition, as noted above, the lake levels are predicted 

to be .below the levels predicted under the modeled existing conditions for years 2 through 8 of the 

simulation period and after year 32. Therefore, cumulative impacts on Lake Merced water levels could be 
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significant because water level declines below 0 foot City Datum could occur. These water level declines 

could potentially cause increased eutrophication of the lake, and could also affect the pH and dissolved 

oxygen levels (the parameters responsible for the listing of Lake Merced as an impaired water body) as 

well as other water quality parameters, potentially resulting in significant cumulative water quality 

impacts. 

The Project's contribution to this potentially significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively 

considerable because the lake level declines would primarily be due to declines in groundwater levels 

resulting from project-related pumping during years 2 through 8 and due to all groundwater pumping 

after year 32. However, the Project's contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less-than­
cumulatively considerable level with implementation of a project-level mitigation measure to address 

lake level management (less than significant). 

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

Impact C-HZ: Implementation of the proposed project would possibly result in cumulatively 
· considerable impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. (Less than Significant with 

Mitigation) 

With the operation of the cumulative projects, the SFPUC' s proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and 

Recovery Project and Daly City's proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project, the 
estimated Lake Merced water levels are expected mostly to be higher than under modeled existing 
conditions (i.e., those that are.projected to occur without operation of the cumulative projects). However, 

during some dry years, Lake Merced water levels are predicted to be less than those that would occur 

without operation of the cumulative projects. In the event of a major disaster (i.e., catastrophic 

earthquake), Lake Merced water could be pumped into the city's drinking water distribution system to 
maintain firefighting, basic sanitary (i.e., toilet flushing), and other critical needs. Decreased lake levels 

could result in less available water for firefighting and sanitation purposes, thereby resulting in a 
significant cumulative impact. However, the Project's contribution to this impact would be reduced to a 

less-than-cumulatively considerable level with the implementation of a project-specific mitigation 
measure to address lake level management. 

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

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

WSIP Impact 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Commission finds that, 

where feasible, changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the SFGW Project to 

reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR for the Project. All project-
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specific impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of the mitigation 

measures proposed in the Final EIR. and set forth in the MMRP, attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

The Commission further finds, however, that the Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore, will 

contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact caused by the WSIP water supply decision. For the 

WSIP impact listed below, the effect remains significant and unavoidable. The Commission determines 

that the following significant impact on the environment, as reflected in the Final PEIR., is unavoidable, 

but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) (3) and (b); and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(a) 

(3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the Commission determines that the impact is acceptable due to the 

overriding considerations described in Section VI below. 1his finding is supported by substantial 

evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

The WSIP PEIR. and the SFPUC's Resolution No. 08-0200 approving the WSIP water supply decision 

·identified three significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: Impact 5.4.1-2- Stream Flow: Effects on 

flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Division Dam; Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery 

resources in Crystal Springs reservoir (Upper and Lower); and Impact 7-1-Indirect growth inducing impacts in 

the SFPUC service area. Mitigation measures that were proposed in the PEIR. were adopted by the -SFPUC 

for these impacts; however, the mitigation measures could not reduce all the impacts to a less than 

significant level, and these impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable. The SFPUC 

adopted the mitigation measures proposed in the PEIR to reduce these impacts when it approved the 

WSIP in its Resolution No. 08-0200. The SFPUC also adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program as part of that approval. The findings regarding the three impacts and mitigation measures for 
these impacts set forth in Resolution No. 08-0200 are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as 

though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 

Subsequent to the certification of the PEIR, the Planning Department conducted more detailed, site­

specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts identified in the PEIR.. In 

the case of Impact 5.5.5.-1, the project-level fisheries analysis in the Lower Crystal Springs Dam 
Improvement project Final EIR. modifies the PEIR impact determination based on more detailed site­

specific data and analysis and determined that impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects 

would be less than significant; Project-level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the 

PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with respect to the approval of the Lower Crystal Springs 

Dam Improvement project in Resolution No. 10-0175. The CEQA Fmdings in Resolution No. 10-0175 
related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these findings 

by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 

In the case of Impact 5.4.1-2, the project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement project Final 

EIR modifies the PEIR. determination and concludes that the impact related to stream flow along 

Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras Creek (PEIR Impact 5.4.1-

2) will be less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific modeling and data. · Project-level 

conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings 

with respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam Improvement project in Resolution No. 11-0015. The 

CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015 related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation 
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effects are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA 

Findings. 

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

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operation Impact 

• Growth: Indirect growth-inducement impacts in the SFPUC service area. 

V. EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This section describes the Project as well as alternatives and the reasons for approving the Project and for 

rejecting the alternatives. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the 

Project or the project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts of the Project. 
CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a "No Project" alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of 

comparison to the Project in terms of their significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives. 

This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Project. 

a. Reasons for Approval of the Project 

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

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

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

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

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

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP goals by increasing water delivery reliability and helping to meet 

customer water supply needs. In addition, the project would provide up to 6 nigd of potable 
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groundwater for up to 30 days as an emergency water supply in the event of an earthquake or other 

major catastrophe. Specific objectives of the Project are to: 

• Expand and diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio to increase system reliability. 

• Increase the use of local water supply sources. 

• Reduce dependence on imported surface water. 

The Project would provide 3 to 4 mgd of groundwater to San Francisco's municipal water supply, thereby 

increasing the water supply over existing conditions using local groundwater. This increase in water 

supply would improve the SFPUC' s ability to deliver water to its customers in San Francisco during both 

drought and nondrought periods. The Project will help the SFPUC to diversify its water supply portfolio 

by adding up to 4 rngd from local groundwater to the SFPUC water supply, which largely consists of 
imported surface water. The proposed Project is a fundamental component of the SFPUC's WSIP and is 

needed to fully meet WSIP goals and objectives; in particular those for seismic reliability, delivery 
reliability, and water supply reliability. 

b. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the 

Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legalr social, 

technological, and other considerations described in this section, in addition to those described in Section 

VI below, under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3) that make such Alternatives infeasible. In making these 
infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable 

of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 

economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors." The Commission is also aware that 

under CEQA case law the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular 

alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an 
alternative is udesirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 

balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the SFGW Project would not be constructed or operated. Proposed 

well facilities and associated disinfection facilities, distribution pipelines and pH-adjustment facilities 

would not be constructed, and the two existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park would not be 

converted to potable groundwater well facilities. The existing test wells would not be utilized as 

production wells and would be decommissioned in accordance with the well destruction requirement of 

the California Water Well Standards promulgated by the California Department of Water Resources and 

implemented by the Citfs Department of Public Health. Existing groundwater pumping in the Westside 

Groundwater Basin would continue at approximately 9.74 mgd - with 8.232 mgd outside of San 

Francisco, and 1.508 mgd in San Francisco (1.14 mgd of irrigation pumping in Golden Gate Park, 0.009 

mgd of pumping for irrigation at the Edgewood Development Center, 0.32 mgd of pumping at the San 

Francisco ZooJ 0.004 mgd of pumping to maintain Pine Lake water levels, and 0.035 mgd of irrigation 
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pumping at the San Francisco Golf Club).· The modeled existing groundwater basin conditions as 

described in the EIR would be predicted to continue under the No Project Alternative. 

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to expand and 

diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio to increase system reliability; incr~ase the use of local water 

supply sources; and reduce dependence on imported surface water. Also, it would fail to meet the WSIP 

goals and objectives that rely directly on the contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of 

service objectives. If the Project is not constructed, the SFPUC' s water supply portfolio would not include 

3 to 4 mgd of a local groundwater resource. The SFPUC would be limited in its ability to meet its 

adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in the San Francisco 
region, because of reduced water supply in San Francisco. The No Project Alternative would leave San 

Francisco without a high-quality emergency water supply during emergencies. If the regional water 

delivery system is damaged during an earthquake or other disaster, up to 6 mgd of local groundwater 
· from the Project would not be available for up to 30 days following the event. Lake Merced, which is 

identified as an emergency water source for San Francisco for firefighting, sanitation and other 

nonpotable uses, would not be available for potable uses without boiling the water, in contrast·to the 

Project, which would provide potable groundwater. 

Under the No Project Alternative, groundwater pumping would continue at existing rates. 

Consequently, there is a low probability of long-term effects related to seawater intrusion, no impact to 

municipal supply wells from contaminating activities that could affect groundwater quality, and no need 
for additional energy use. The No Project Alternative would lessen the potential to lower Lake Merced 

water levels and lessen the resulting related effects on water quality, recreational resources, aesthetics and 
freshwater marsh wetlands. Lake levels would continue to respond to hydrologic conditions and 

fluctuate but are predicted to be higher by approximately 10 feet than under the Project. Consequently, 
effects on water quality, recreational resources, scenic resources, aquatic habitat and special status 

species, freshwater wetlands, archeological resources, and availabilify of Lake Merced water for fire and 

sanitation purposes would still occur but at a much lower frequency than with the Project. The No 
Project Alternative would not require use of hazardous materials, and all construction-related effects to 

archeological resources, noise levels, utility lines, biological resources, tree removals, hydrology or 

hazards would be avoided. 

While the No Project Alternative would avoid or reduce impacts that would occur compared to those of 

the Project, the Project impacts would be fully mitigated through the adoption of identified mitigation 
measures. The only unmitigated impact that would occur with the Project is the Project's contribution as 

part of the WSIP to indirect impacts related to growth. To the extent that the 3 to 4 mgd of water supply 

from the Project contributes to growth, the Project's contribution to the indirect impacts associated with 
growth would not occur with the No Project Alternative. 

The Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet any of the 

Project objectives, and because it would jeopardize the SFPUC's ability to meet the adopted WSIP goals 

and objectives as set forth in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200. 
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Under the Reduced Yield Alternative, the same facilities vyould be constructed as for the Project,· except 

only four well facilities would be constructed instead of six. The Lake Merced site and the South Sunset 

site would not have well facilities and the existing test wells at these sites would not be converted to 

municipal supply wells. Pumping would be shifted away from Lake Merced and would occur northward 

and in Golden Gate Park. As a consequence, the Phase 1 production rate under this alternative would be 

approximately 1.75 mgd, compared to 2.5 to 3 mgd under Phase 1 of the Project. The Phase 2 production 

rate under the Reduced Yield Alternative would be 2.9 mgd, compared to 4 mgd under Phase 2 of the 

Project. 

The four wells that would be part of the Reduced Yield Alternative would be capable of producing up to 

4 mgd during a catastrophic emergency for up to 30 days, with the use of portable generators to provide 

backup power. The Project, by comparison, could produce up to 6 mgd .of water for up to 30 days during 

a catastrophic emergency. The distribution system under Alternative 2 would be the same as for the 

Project, except a pipeline connecting the South Sunset well facility to the West Sunset well facility would 

not be constructed. 

The Reduced Yield Alternative at full implementation results in the same yield as Phase 1 of the Project, 

but unlike Phase 1 of the Project, full implementation of the Reduced Yield Alternative relies on the 

provision of recycled water to Golden Gate Park, a project that has not been approved by SFPUC. 

The Reduced Yield Alternative would meet all of the Project objectives but would only partially meet the 
WSIP goals and objectives. The total average yield for the Reduced Yield Alternative under normal 

operations would be 2.9 mgd compared to 4 mgd under the proposed Project, and it would provide less 

water following an earthquake or other catastrophic event. The SFPUC would be unable to fully meet 

WSIP goals and objectives related to customer water supply needs. SFPUC would have 1.1 mgd less of 

water supply available than identified as needed to meet WSIP goals and objectives, including projected 
water demand. In addition, SFPUC could be restricted from conducting planned maintenance without 

interrupting customer service. In an emergency, the Reduced Yield Alternative would provide 2 mgd 

less of potable groundwater in the first critical 30-day period than under the Project. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. The Reduced Yield Alternative would be the Environmentally 

Superior Alternative, other than the No Project Alternative. 

The Reduced Yield Alternative would lessen the potential to lower Lake Merced water levels and result 

in related effects· on water quality, recreational resources, aesthetics and freshwater marsh wetlands 

because Alternative 2 would eliminate pumping in the vicinity of Lake Merced and at the South Sunset 

Playground site. As a result, as compared to the Project, the Reduced Yield Alternative would have the 

sarrie adverse effects but to a lesser degree, on Lake Merced water levels and associated impacts on water 

quality, biological resources, aesthetics, recreational resources, archeological resources and the 

availability of Lake Merced water for firefighting and sanitation purposes and the potential for seawater 

intrusion effects. Construction impacts would generally be less as well because a 4,460-foot distribution 

pipeline would be eliminated and 2 test wells would not be converted to production wells. All of the 

significant impacts of the proposed Project would remain significant under the Reduced Yield 
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Alternative, but the magnitude of significance would generally be less. Like the Project, all Project 

impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the same mitigation 

measures specified in the EIR. 

The Reduced Yield Alternative would still contribute to the WSIP' s significant and unavoidable indirect 

impact related to growth, but to a lesser degree than for the Project, as it would provide 1.1 mgd less of 

water supply that could contribute to growth. 

The Commission rejects this alternative as infeasible because it will not allow the SFPUC to fully meet 

WSIP goals and objectives. Although this alternative would meet the SFPUC' s objectives for the Project, 

it would only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives, which rely directly on the 4 mgd of local 
groundwater supply that the Project would contribute to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. 

The total average yield under normal operations for the Reduced Yield Alternative would be 2.9 mgd, 

causing the SFPUC to fall short of its WSIP identified supply need of 4 mgd from local groundwater by 
2018. In a catastrophic emergency, the SFPUC would also be limited in its ability to meet WSIP seismic, 

delivery, and water supply reliability goals, particularly in San Francisco, because the total amount of 

potable groundwater available during an emergency would be 4 mgd instead of 6 mgd. For these reasons, 

the Commission rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible. 

The Local Desalination Plant Alternative would construct a small seawater desalination plant in San 
Francisco at or near the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant ("Plant"), to provide a sustained 

capacity of 4 mgd and an emergency capacity of 6 mgd of desalinated water, consistent with the amount 

of groundwater pumping provided under the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would provide year-round 

supplies during all hydrologic year types to blend into the regional system. It would require construction 
of a small desalination plant; an associated seawater intake structure 40-50 feet in depth off-shore; an 
intake pipeline located one to two miles off-shore; treatment facilities; and raw and treated water pump 

stations. It would also require construction of approximately 2.4 miles (12,700 feet) of distribution 
pipelines between the Oceanside Plant and the Sunset Reservoir. 

It would be constructed within undeveloped portions of the existing Plant or on undeveloped land 
nearby, which may require improvements sueh as earthwork and concrete demolition to make the site 

geotechnically able to support the desalination facilities. The construction of improvements and 

operation and maintenance of the desalination plant at any of the potential undeveloped locations at or 

near the Plant could interfere with Plant operations. Other issues associated with undeveloped land at or 
near the Plant include the possibility of disturbing hazardous materials, the possible need to relocate 

overflow Zoo parking, or to demolish structures, some of which may be historic resources. 

Alternative 3 would include a pretreatment process to remove pathogens and suspended solids, a dual­

stage reverse-osmosis system to remove salts, and post-treatment to stabilize and disinfect the water. 

Brine from the treatment process would be discharged to the Plant and after treatment from the Plant to 

the ocean. Permits and approvals would be required from the California Department of Public Health, 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service, Regional Water Quality Control Board 

and California Coastal Commission. Alternative 3 would cost considerably more than the Project. It 
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would take considerably additional time to complete a design, prepare possibly additional environmental 

review, and obtain necessary permits and approvals. 

The proposed well facilities and associated disinfection facilities, distribution pipelines, and pH­

adjustment facility that are part of the Project would not be constructed, and the two existing irrigation 

wells in Golden Gate Park would not be converted to potable groundwater wells. Existing groundwater 

pumping in the Westside Groundwater Basin would continue at approximately 9.74 mgd as described for 
the No Project Alternative. 

Alternative 3 would meet all Project objectives and all WSIP goals and objectives that rely on the 

contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. 

Under Alternative 3, long-term impacts associated with the Project would decrease. Groundwater 

pumping would continue at existing rates; consequently, there is a low probability of seawater intrusion, 

and no impact to municipal supply wells from contaminating activities that could affect groundwater 
f 

quality. Alternative 3 would lessen the potential to lower Lake Merced water levels and result in related 

effects on water quality, recreational resources, aesthetics and freshwater marsh wetlands. Lake levels 

would continue to respond to hydrologic conditions and fluctuate but are predicted to be higher by 

approximately 10 feet than under the Project. Consequently, effects on water quality, recreational 
resources, scenic resources, aquatic habitat and spedal status species, freshwater wetlands, archeological 

resources, and availability of nonpotable Lake Merced water for firefighting and sanitation purposes 

would still occur but at a much lower frequency than with the Project. 

Alternative 3 would introduce several additional short-term and long-term impacts that would be 
different than impacts associated with the Project. Depending on location, it could impact scenic 

resources viewed from the Great Highway, affect historic resources and disturb hazardous materials in 

buildings or soil. It could require removal of mature trees and habitat for the western pond turtle, 

California-red legged frog and special status bats at different locations than would occur with the Project. 

It could subject animals a:t the Zoo to construction-related noise, dust and vibration. Operation of the 

desalination plant could entrain or impinge on marine organisms in the intake pipeline, potentially 

adversely affecting special-status species, although the facility would be sited and designed to minimize 

sediment intrusion and impingement of marine organisms as well as to maximize water quality. The 

intake structure and pipeline could be subject to fault rupture given its location in or near the San 
Andreas Fault and would be in an area q.long the coast subject to instability and erosion. High-salinity 

discharges from the treatment facility into the Pacific Ocean could _degrade water quality. Plant operation 

would increase the use, storage, transport and disposal of chemicals for pH adjustment, disinfection, 

particulate removal, control of mineral deposition, prevention of biological fouling, cleaning and reverse­

osmosis to remove salts, thereby increasing risks associated with hazardous materials. Plant operation 

would substantially increase energy consumption for desalination and pumping. It could disturb 
hazardous building materials or hazardous materials in soil. 

Construction impacts could be less or more intense than those of the Project. The total length of pipeline 

construction would be less than half that of the Project and would affect fewer residents, businesses and 

utilities, but could cause. noise, dust and vibration impacts to Zoo animals. On the other hand, the 
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location of the Alternative 3 could affect more cultural resources in the vicinity of the desalination plant 

and distribution pipeline, and Alternative 3 would require construction in the ocean environment. 

In sum, while the Local Desalination Plant Alternative would avoid long-term groundwater-related 

impacts of the Project, it would require a significant increase in hazardous materials use and long-term 

energy use compared to the project. It could be subject to hazards such as fault rupture and unstable 

slopes. Marine organisms could become entrained or impinged in the intake pipeline, and water quality 

effects could result from discharges of saline water from the desalination plant. Noise from construction­

related impacts would affect fewer residents but could expose Zoo animals to construction-related noise 

and dust. Some construction-related effects from the Project would be avoided, but Alternative 3 would 

result in other construction-related impacts. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 3 as infeasible because it would not result in fewer environmental 

impacts than for the Project and it creates implementation challenges because of regulatory and 

permitting requirements that it would have to meet. While the Project would mitigate all of its significant 
project-level environmental effects, as part of the WSIP, it would contribute to a significant and 

unavoidable indirect impact related to growth. Alternative 3 would likewise make the sarrie contribution 

to· a significant and unavoidable indirect impact related to growth as the Project. While some impacts 

associated with the Project would be avoided - mitigable impacts to Lake Merced and construction­

related noise and utility impacts in residential areas - Alternative 3 would result in many new impacts not 
associated with the Project. These include a substantial increase in energy use to operate the desalination 

facility, and increased use of hazardous materials and associated possible effects of handling, storing, 
transporting and disposing of such materials. Alternative 3 would impact marine organisms and water 

quality because of the need to construct facilities, operate an intake pipe and discharge brine in the Pacific 
Ocean. Construction of the facility would occur in or near the San Andreas Fault and along a shoreline 

area susceptible to instability and erosion, resulting in geological impacts. Construction-related noise 

and dust impacts could adversely affect Zoo animals, and the facility could possibly have significant 
impacts to historic and scenic resources. 

Alternative 3 would also need to meet regulatory and permitting conditions for brine disposal and for 

minimizing impacts on aquatic resources that pose challenges, making implementation of this alternative 
uncertain. For all of the above reasons, the Commission rejects Alternative 3 as infeasible. 

Alternative 4, Pipeline Location Alternative, would construct 8,800 feet of pipeline on Sunset Boulevard 

instead of along 4lst Avenue between Martin Luther King Jr. Drive in Golden Gate Park and V.icente 
Street and along 40th A venue between Vicente Street and W awona Street. In other respects, Alternative 4 

would be the same as the Project. 

Alternative 4 would meet all of the Project objectives and help meet the WSIP goals and objectives to the 

same degree as the Project. 

Alternative 4 would result in similar impacts compared to the Project, with these exceptions. It would 

result in three increased impacts: it could temporarily disrupt recreational resources along the Sunset 
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Boulevard footpath, it would result in greater construction-related traffic impacts because Sunset 

Boulevard is a major thoroughfare and has more traffic than 41st Avenue and has bus stops that would 

need to be temporarily relocated, and it would increase the potential for inadvertent rupture of 

un~erground utilities because more utilities are located in Sunset Boulevard than 41st A venue. It would 

result in one decreased impact: it would lessen construction-related noise impacts on residential 

receptors by moving pipeline-related construction further away from residences. 

The Commission rejects this Alternative as infeasible because this Alternative would not result in fewer 

environmental impacts than for the Project. While reducing the temporary noise impacts to residents 

along portions of 41st and 40th A venues, it would increase temporary impacts on recreational resources, 

utilities, and traffic along Sunset Boulevard. 

VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby finds, 

after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding 

economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below, independently 

and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration 

warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify 
approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to· conclude that not every reason is supported by 

substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its determination that each individual reason is 

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

findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the Record 

of Proceedings, as defined in Section I. 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the 

Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in spite of the unavoidable 

significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Commission 

further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all. significant effects on the 

environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated or substantially lessened where 

feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR for the Project are adopted as part of this 

approval action. Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant effects on 

the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overriding 

economic, technical, legal, social, and other considerations. 

The Project will have the following benefits: 

• The Project will expand and diversify the SFPUC' s water supply portfolio to increase system 
reliability, particularly for retail customers in San Francisco. The Project provides an additional 4 
mgd of water supply from other than imported surface water, the main water supply source in the 
SFPUC water system. 
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• The Project will increase the use of local water supply sources. The Project provides 4 mgd of potable 
groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin, located in San Francisco and the San Francisco 

Peninsula area. 
• The Project will reduce dependence on imported surface water. The Project provides 4 mgd from · 

groundwater. 

• The Project will provide potable groundwater for emergency supply in the event of an earthquake or 
other major catastrophe. The Project will provide up to 6 mgd from local groundwater wells for up 
to 30 days in the event a catastrophe causes a loss of available water from the SFPUC's regional water 
system. 

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

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

• The WSIP would meet SFPUC ·customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of retail 
and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset the remaining 
20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail and wholesale serviee 
areas. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the WSIP, through conservation, 
recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, and 10 mgd would be met through 
local conservation, recycled water and groundwater in the wholesale service area. Of the 10 
mgd that would come from projects in San Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from local 
groundwater sources. This Project would provide this critical 4 mgd of local groundwater. 

• The WSIP will substantially improve use of new water sources and drought management, 
including use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. A critical p~t of the 
WSIP is to provide water from new sources other than from imported surfac~ water from the Hetch 
Hetchy Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project is important to 
meeting the WSIP goal of providing water from a $an Francisco groundwater resource. 

• The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality requirements. This 
Project, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-11, Prepare a Source Water Protection . 
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Program and Update Drinking Water Source Assessment, will make certain that any potentially 
contaminating activities in the area of the groundwater wells, would not result in contamination of 
the groundwater extracted for drinking water purposes. 

• The WSIP will diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought periods. The Project 
supports this WSIP objective by providing up to 4 mgd of local groundwater during both drought 
and non-drought periods. 

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

finds that the benefits of the Project and the Project's furtherance of the WSIP goals and objectives 

outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are 

therefore acceptable. 

DECISION 

That based upon the Record, the submissions of the SFPUC, the Department and SFPUC staff, and other 

interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 

written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby ADOPTS findings under the 

California Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible, adopting a Statement 

of Overriding Considerations, and ADOPTS a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, attached 

as Exhibit A 

I herby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on December 19, 2013. 

Jonas P. Ionin 

Commission Secretary · 

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

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: December19,2013 
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Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE DECEMBER 19, 2013 

December 12, 2013 

2008.1122EPR 

San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 
P (Public) Zoning District 

OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 
7283/004 and 1700/001 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

c/o Jeffrey Gilman 
525 Golden Gate Ave. lQth Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
Kate McGee - ( 415) 558-6367 
kate.mcgee@sfgov.org 

Reception: 
415.558,6378 

Fax: 
415.558,6409 

Planning 
Information; 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF CONSI~TENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND WITH THE 
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 FOR THE PROPOSED 
GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and 2A.53 of Administrative Code require General Plan 
referrals to the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") for certain matters, including 
determination as to whether the lease or sale of public property, the vacation, sale or change in the use of 

any public way, transportation route, ground, open space, building, or structure owned by the City and 
County, would be in-conformity with the General Plan prior to consideration by the Board of 

Supervisors. 

On August 3, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("Project Sponsor") submitted an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department ("Department"), Case No. 2008.1122E, 
in connection with a project to provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day ("mgd") of 

groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin to augment San Francisco's municipal water supply. 

The project, consisting of six groundwater wells, a pipeline distribution system, and a pH adjustment 
facility and chlorine analyzer, is located on the west side of the City on land owned by the City 

("Project"). 

On December 30, 2009, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 

Report (NOP) for the Project. 
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On March 13f 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" or "Draft 
EIR") for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability of 
the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for public comment until April 27, 

2013. 

The San Francisco Planning Commission held a public hearing on the DEIR on April 18, 2013 at a 
regularly scheduled meeting to solicit public comment regarding the DEIR. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 
and in writing during the public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in 
response to comments received or based on additional information that became available during the 
public review period. This material was presented irt a D~aft Comments and Responses ("C & R") 
document, published on October 30, 2013, distributed to the Planning Commission and all parties who 
com~nented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the Department. 

le 

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

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

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that 
the contents of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and 
reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code 
section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of Regulations sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). 

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

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No. 
2008.1122E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project Sponsor, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC"), is proposing the San 
Francisco Groundwater Supply Project (Groundwater Supply Project). The proposed project would 
provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day (MGD) of groundwater to augment San Francisco's 
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municipal water supply. All of the proposed groundwater well facilities would supply groundwater to 
existing reservoirs, where it would be blended with San Francisco's existing municipal water supply 
before distribution within the City. All project components would be located on the west side of San 
Francisco on land owned by the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). The Groundwater Supply 
Project includes the following components: 

Construction of six groundwater production well facilities, including: 1. The construction of four new 
groundwater well facilities; and 2. The conversion of two existing irrigationwell facilities in Golden Gate 
Park to potable groundwater well facilities, if the SFPUC's Westside Recycled Water Project is ·also 
approved and constructed. Each of these facilities would include a groundwater well and a pump station. 
Disinfection equipment would be included at two of the groundwater well facilities, and pH-adjustment 
equipment would be installed at one well facility. 

• Construction of a distribution system (including pipeline and connection points) to connect five of 
the groundwater well facilities to the SFPUC's existing Sunset Reservoir. The sixth well would 
connect to the SFPUC' s Lake Merced Pump Station (which pumps water to both Sutro and Sunset 
Reservoirs) and would require a short length of new distribution piping. 

• Construction of a pH adjustment facility at Sunset Reservoir within an addition to the existing 
reservoir building and a chlorine analyzer/sample station at the reservoir. 

The Project is proposed to be implemented in two phases: (1) construction and operation of the four new 
well facilities to supply an annual average of approximately 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater; and (2) 
conversion of the two existing irrigation well facilities and operation of the converted irrigation wells to 
provide an additional annual average of approximately 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. Phase 1 includes 
conversion of previously installed test wells to groundwater supply wells. These test wells are focated at 
the proposed well sites south of Golden Gate Park and in Golden Gate Park at the proposed Central 
Pump Station well site. The SFPUC also would construct pipelines necessary to deliver groundwater 
from the Phase 1.well facilities to the existing municipal water supply system at Sunset Reservoir or the 
Lake Merced Pump Station. 

Phase 2 of the Project would be implemented only if the SFPUC approves and constructs. the San 
Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, which is currently undergoing separate environmental 
review. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project proposes to provide recycled water to 
Golden Gate Park and nearby golf courses. If this Project is approved and constructed, SFPUC would 
convert two existing groundwater well facilities in Golden Gate Park that now supply groundwater for 
park irrigation and lake fill to municipal water supply. Phase 2 includes extension of groundwater supply 
pipelines to the well facilities in Golden Gate Park. The existing irrigation piping system would be 
retained to serve as a backup irrigation supply for Golden Gate Park. 

The three main objectives of the SFGW Project are: 

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

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

The Project would help meet WSIP goals by increasing water delivery reliability and helping to meet 
customer water supply needs. In addition, the Project would provide potable groundwater for 
emergency supply in the event that an earthquake or other major catastrophe interrupts the delivery of 
imported surface water supplies from Hetch Hetchy Reservoir and the local watersheds. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a public hearing 
on the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. The Commission reviewed and 
considered the EIR and found the contents of said report and the procedures through which the EIR was 
prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the California Quality Environmental Quality Act 
(Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 
15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. 19052. Additionally, the 
Commission adopted approval findings, including findings rejecting alternatives, amending a mitigation 
measure, and making a statement of overriding considerations, and adopted a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program ("MMRP") pursuant to CEQA by Motion No. 19052, which findings and MMRP are 
incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth herein. 

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

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 5 
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ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE PRESENT 

AND FUTURE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO. 

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

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

POLICY5.l 
Maintain an adequate water distribution system within San Francisco. 

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

The San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project is consistent with Planning Code Section 101.l(b) 
Priority Policies as follows: 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 
The Project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood . serving retail uses or opportunities for 
employment in or ownership of such businesses. The proposed project would diversify and increase the 
reliability of San Francisco's. water supply. A reliable water supply is essential for the preservation and 
enhancement of the neighborhood-serving uses. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. 
The Project would have no adverse effect on the City's housing stock or on neighborhood character. The 
Lake Merced, Central Pump Station, South Windmill Replacement, and North Lake well facilities are not 
located in any residential or commercial neighborhoods, but are rather located at Lake Merced and within 
Golden Gate Park and would not affect housing or neighborhood character. As for the proposed well 
facilities at South Sunset and West Sunset playgrounds, the proposed designs would _be compatible with 
the surrounding playground facility buildings in both scale and design, and would not aff~ct _the overall 
neighborhood character. The proposed project facilities at these sites have received approval from the 
Civic Design Review Committee of the San Francisco Arts Commission. 
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3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 
The Project would preserve the City's supply of affordable housing by diversifying and increasing the 

reliability of the City's water supply. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking. 
The Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening the 

streets or altering current neighborhood parking. The proposed project would construct up to six well 

stations in the ibestern half of San Francisco. Each well station would require one daily visit by an 

SFPUC staff person for maintenance purposes. As such, commuter traffic would not increase notably 

that would impede MUNI services or the streets. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. The proposed project would protect 

the diversity of retail and service uses already existing in the City by diversifying and increasing the 

reliability of the water supply. 

6. That the City aChieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 
The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of San Francisco's water supply, which 

would .improve the City's preparedness for an earthquake. The proposed project well stations would also 

serve as an emergency potable water supply after an earthquake. Moreover, the proposed project well 

stations would be designed and constructed to comply with applicable San Francisco Municipal Code 

standards to ensure public safety in the event of an earthquake. 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
The proposed project would not affect designated landmarks or buildings. Golden Gate Park is a 

registered Historic District; however, the proposed project would not affect any landmarks or historic 

buildings within Golden Gate Park, or affect any contributors to the historic district. The project would 

construct a total of three well stations inside Golden Gate Park. One of the wells would be located next to 

the Central Pump Station, which is not a historic landmark or building, and the adjacent yard area is 

currently used as a wood waste.storage and composting facility. The other two well facilities in Golden 

Gate Park would replace two existing well stations, neither of which are historic buildings as they were 

constructed in early 2000s. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 
The proposed project has been designed in coordination with the SFRPD. New well stations would be 

constructed at South Sunset and West Sunset playgrounds. Three wells stations would be constructed in 

Golden Gate Park, one new well located next to the Central Pump Station, and two wells that would 

renovate the existing . wells at South Windmill Replacement and North Lake irrigation wells. The 
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proposed well facilities would not be located on active play fields at South Sunset or West Sunset 
playgrounds, or in high visitor use areas in Golden Gate Park. The proposed project facility at the South 
Sunset Playground would include a room devoted exclusively to SFRPD storage for use in connection 
with the existing recreatzon uses. As the West Sunset Playground site, an area devoted to soils storage 
for use on the adjacent fields is proposed for. use by the SFRPD. 

Siting a well facility in the undeveloped forested area at the Central Pump Station well facility site would 
not substantially reduce Golden Gate Park recreation use areas, as this site is not- highly used for 
recreation, and is adjacent to an existing, active irrigation pumping station and wood waste storage area. 
The site would include an approximately 798 square foot building with a resin-paved driveway and 
parking for worker site visits and maintenance. Therefore, the various recreational opportunities within 
the park would remain available during project construction activities and operations and would not be 
affected by completion of the proposed project, 

The proposed Golden Gate Park wells would provide a backup irrigation supply and ornamental lake 
supply for Golden Gate Park, which would contribute to the upkeep of existing recreation areas in the 
park. For the reason.s stated above, the proposed project would not affect public parks and open spaces 
operated and maintained by the SFRPD. 

The proposed project would not affect the parks' access to vistas and sunlight. The Urban Design 
Element of the General Plan does not identify any scenic vistas near any of the proposed well facilities to 
be located within Golden Gate Park or on the Sunset District playgrounds. 

The well facilities at West Sunset and South Sunset playgrounds would be located in out of the way spots 
and would not affect the vistas either from within or outside the playgrounds. The well buildings would 
be approximately 15 feet tall at those locations and would not block access to sunlight. 

Within Golden Gate Park, the proposed project would not affect any significant vistas. The new well next 
to the Central Pump Station would be located in a wooded area. The well facility at North Lake would be 
immediately south of Fu!ton Street, and in another wooded area. The proposed project would demolish 
the current well building at North Lake and replace it with another similar utilitarian structure. The 
South Windmill Replacement well facility would also be a renovation of an existing well facility. The. 
South Windmill Replacement site is in the western end of the ·Park and is in an area that is currently 
used to i;itore logs, and contains stockpiles of soil, concrete blocks and other debris, and therefore does not 
represent a scenic vista. Because two of the wells in Golden Gate Park would be replacement wells, no 
new shade would be created. The well station at Central Pump Station would be in an existing wooded, 
shady area, and therefore, would also not create° additional shade. 

The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider 

the proposed findings of General Plan conformity on December 19, 2013. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 

meeting to consider the General Plan Referral application, Case No. 2008.1122EPR. The Commission 
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heard and considered public testimony presented at the hearing and has further considered written and 

oral testimony provided by Department staff and other interested parties. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby adopts the CEQA Findings set forth 
in Motion No. 19052X) and finds the proposed groundwater supply project, as described above, to be 
consistent with the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, including, but not limited to the 
Environmental Protection Element, and is consistent with the eight Priority Policies in City Planning 
Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this motion. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on December 19, 2013. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, Antonini, Moo're, and Wu 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: December 19, 2013 

I:\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referrals \2008 \2008.1122R Motion WSIP ground water projectL.doc 
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San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 
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OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 

7283/004 and 1700/001 · 
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415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT 
APPLICATION .PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 330 TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION 
OF THREE GROUNDWATER WELL FACILIDES AND ASSOCIATED PIPELINES IN THE CITY'S 
COASTAL ZONE. THE LAKE MERCED WELL FACILITY WOULD BE LOCATED NORTHWEST OF 
THE INTERSECTION BETWEEN. LAKE MERCED BOULEVARD AND BllOTHERHOOD WAY, 
ADJACENT TO THE EXISTING LAKE MERCED PUMP STATION, OWNED AND OPERATED BY 
THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBUC UTILITES COMMISION. TWO WELL FACILIDES WOULD BE 
LOCATED IN WESTERN GOLDEN GATE PARK. THE SOUTH WINDMILL REPLACEMENT WELL 
FACILITY WOULD BE LOCATED NORTH OF MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. DRIVE AND EAST OF 
THE MURPHY WINDMILL AND MILLWRIGHT'S COTTAGE. THE NORTH LAKE WELL FACILITY 
WOULD BE LOCATED SOUTH OF FULTON STREET AND ADJACENT TO CHAIN OF LAKES 
DRIVE. BOTH OF TIJE PROPOSED WELLS IN GOLDEN GATE PARK WOULD BE REPLACEMENT 
OF EXISTING IRRIGATION WELLS OPERATED BY THE SAN FRANOSCO RECREATION AND 
PARKS DEPARTMENT WITH MUNICIPAL WATER WELLS. THE PROJECT AREA IS WITHIN THE 
P (PUBLIC) ZONING DISTRICT AND THE OPEN SPACE HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
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PREAMBLE 

CASE NO. 2008.1122P 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

On August 22, 2013, Jeffrey Gilman of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (hereinafter "Project 
Sponsor" or uSFPUC") filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for 
a Coastal Zone Permit under Planning Code Section 330 to allow construction of the San Francisco 
Groundwater Supply Project ("Project''). The San Francisco Groundwater Project consists of a total of six 
groundwater well facilities and approximately five miles of pipelines in the western portion of San . 
Francisco that would produce a total of four millions gallon per day of groundwater to augment the 
City's water supply. Three of the six groundwater well facilities and associated pipelines are located in 
the <:::ity' s Coastal Zone, one at Lake Merced, adjacent to the existing SFPUC Lake Merced Pump Station, 
and two in.western Golden Gate Park, at South Windmill and North Lake. 

On November 19, 2013, the Department mailed a letter to the California Coastal Commission (CCC) to 
inform the CCC that an application for a Local Coastal Zone Permit had been filed. The letter disclosed 

to the CCC that the Project is appealable to the CCC. 

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a public hearing 

on the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. The EIR tiers from the SFPUC's Water 
Supply Improvement Program Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, certified in 2008. The 

Commission reviewed and considered the EIR and found the contents of said report and the procedures 
through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the California Quality 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines 

(14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. 19053:. Additionally, the 

Commission adopted project approval findings under CEQA, including findings rejecting alternatives, 
adopting a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and making a statement of overriding 
considerations (due to the project's contribution to growth-inducing impacts as part of the SFPUC's 

Water Supply Improvement Program). These findings, including the MMRP, are incorporated by this 
reference as though fully set forth herein. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 

meeting to consider the Coastal Zone Permit, Case No. 2008.1122P. The Commission heard and 

considered public testimony presented at the hearing and has further considered written and oral 
testimony provided by Department staff and other interested parties. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission approved the Coastal Zone Permit requested in the application 

under Case No. 2008.1122P based to the findings below. 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 

arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 
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2. Site Description and Present Use. The project sites are located at Lake Merced anQ. the west end of 
Golden Gate Park, Assessor's Block/Lot 7283/004 and 1700/001, both parcels are within the P (Public) 
Zoning District and the Open Space Height and Bulk District. The Lake Merced well facility is located 
northwest of the intersection between Lake Merced Boulevard and Brotherhood Way, adjacent to the 
existing Lake Merced Pump Station. The South Windmill Replacement well facility is a replacement of 
an existing well pump station that is located in the western part of Golden Gate Park, north of Martin 
Luther King Jr. Drive and east of the Murphy Windmill and Millwi:ight's Cottage. The North Lake 
well facility is also a replacement of an existing well pump station located in the western part of 
Golden Gate Park, south of Fulton Street and adjacent to Chain of Lakes Drive East. The Lake Merced 
well facility site is currently an undeveloped area adjacent to the access road and entrance to SFPUC's 
Lake Merced Pump Station. The South Windmill Replacement well site is in the western end of 
Golden Gate Park and is currently occupied by an existing irrigation well pump station, while the 
surrounding area is used by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD) to store 
logs and contains stockpiles of soil, concrete blocks and other debris. The North Lake well site, also in 
western Golden Gate Park, is currently occupied by an existing irrigation well pump station. The site 
is surrounded by trees and bounded by Fulton Street to the north and Chain of Lakes Drive to the 

south. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The closest neighborhood to the Lake Merced well site 
is Lake Shore. High-density residential uses at the Parkmerced housing development are located east 
of the site and the Tournament Players Cup (TCP) Harding Park is to the north. The San Francisco 

· Golf Club and Impound Lake are. to the south. For the South Windmill site, the closest neighborhood 
is the Outer Sunset to the south, across Lincoln Way. The Beach Chalet Soccer Fields are north of the 
site, and the Great Highway and Ocean Beach are to the west. The neighborhood closest to the North 
Lake well site is the Outer Richmond to the north, across Fulton Street. The site is bounded by park 
lands on the other three sides, including North Lake to the south. 

4. Project Description. The SFPUC is proposing the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. The 
proposed project would proviqe an average of up to 4 million gallons per day (mgd) of groundwater 
to augment San Francisco's municipal water supply. All of the proposed groundwater well facilities 
would supply groundwater to existing reservoirs, where it would be blended with San Francisco's 
existing municipal water supply before distribution within the city. All project components would be 
located on the west side of San Francisco on land owned by the City and County of San Francisco 
(CCSF). The Groundwater Supply Project includes the following components: 

• Construction of six groundwater production well facilities, including: (1) the construction of four 
new groundwate! well facilities; and (2) the conversion of two existing irrigation well facilities in 
Golden Gate Park to potable groundwater well facilities, if the SFPUC's Westside Recycled Water 
Project is also approved and constructed. Each of these facilities would include a groundwater 
well and a pump station. 

• Construction of a distribution system (including pipelines and connection points) to connect five 
of the groundwater well facilities to Sunset Reservoir. The sixth well would connect to the Lake 
Merced Pump Station (which pumps water to both Sutro and Sunset Reservoirs) and would 
require a short length of new distribution piping. 
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PLANN~G PePARTMENT 909 3 



Motion No. 1 9053 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

CASE NO. 2008.1122P 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

• Construction of a pH-adjustment facility at Sunset Reservoir within an existing reservoir building 
and a chlorine analyzer a·t the reservoir. 

Tirree of the six well facilities and their associated pipelines would be located in the City's Coastal Zone: 

the Lake Merced well facility, the South Windmill Replacement well facility, and the North Lake well 

facility. The Lake Merced well facility would be sited northwest of the intersection between Lake 

Merced Boulevard and Brotherhood Way, adjacent to the existing SFPUC Lake Merced Pump Station. 

The South Windmill Replacement well facility would be a replacement of an existing well pump 

station that is located in the western part of Golden Gate Park, north of Martin Luther King Jr. Drive 

and east of the Murphy Windmill and Millwright's Cottage. The North Lake well facility is also a 

replacement of an existing well pump station located in the western part of Golden Gate Park, south 

of Fulton Street and adjacent to Chain of Lakes Drive East. 

5. Coastal Zone. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330, review of a Coastal Zone Permit Application 
is required as the project site is within the Local Coastal Zone Boundary per City Zoning Map Sheet 
CZOS and CZ13. The Local Coastal Zone boundary within Golden Gate Park starts at Fulton Street 
and 4Qth Avenue, curves eastwardly from the Chain of Lakes Drive and ends at Lincoln Way and 4151 

Avenue. The Local Coastal Zone boundary at Lake Merced south of TCP Harding Park extends east 
of Lake Merced Boulevard and down to the border with Daly City. The project is appealable to the 
Coastal Commission because it is considered a major public works project. 

· 6. Public Comment. The Department has received no comments to date regarding the Coastal Zone 
Permit application. 

7. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the-relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

A. Land Use. Structures and uses of governmental agencies not subject to regulation by the 
Planning Code and public structures and uses of the City and County of San Francisco, and of 
other governmental agencies that are subject to regulation by this Code are principally permitted 
within the P (Public) District. 

The installation of the proposed groundwater well facilities and associated pipelines .that are operated by the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission are public facilities that are principally permitted within the P 
District. 

B. Coastal Zone Permit Findings. Planning Code Section 330.5.2 states that the Planning 
Commission in reviewing a Coastal Zone Permit application shall adopt factual findings that the 
project is consistent or not consistent with the Local Coastal Program- and that a Coastal Zone 

Permit shall be approved only upon findings of fact establishing that the Project conforms to the 
requirements and objectives of the San Francisco Local Coastal Program. 
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The requirements and objectives of the San Francisco Local Coastal Program are established in the Western 
Shoreline Plan of the General Plan with specific objectives and policies related to Golden Gate Park and 
Lake Merced. 

8. Coastal Plan Compliance. The Project is consistent with the following Objectives and Policies in the 
Western Shoreline Area Plan: 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN- GOLDEN GATE PARK 
Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 3: 
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND 
THE BEACH FRONTAGE 

Policy 3.1: 
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the 
naturalistic landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible 
eliminate the Richmond-Sunset sewer treatment facilities. 

Policy 3.2: . 

Continue to implement a long-term reforestation program at the western portion of the park. 

The proposed well facilities within Golden Gate Park would replace SFRPD's existing irrigation wells at 
South Windmill and North Lake and as such they do not represent a new use of Golden Gate Park. Because 
the proposed replacement wells would occupy roughly the same footprint as the existing irrigation wells, 
the naturalistic landscape qualities around the project sites would remain intact. The SFPUC proposes to 
remove two Monterey cypress trees at the North Lake well facility site. Tree removal would be conducted 
outside of the nesting season to the extent feasible. If trees need to be removed during the nesting season, a 
preconstruction survey would be conducted. If active nests were discovered then tree removal would be 
delayed until juveniles have fledged. The two trees that would be removed would also be replaced at a ratio 
of one-to-one or greater. The proposed tree replacement is consistent with emphasizing the natural 
landscape qualities of the Park and also the need for continued reforestation of the Park's aging tree 
population. 

The South Windmill Replacement well facility site is within the site of the former Richmond-Sunset sewer 
treatment plant, which was largely removed in 1996. Few remnants of the treatment plant facilities are still 
on site; however, because the proposed well would occupy approximately the same footprint as the existing 
irrigation well, it would not preclude the further· cleanup and removal of the Richmond-Sunset sewer 
treatment facilities. Because the proposed development would preserve the naturalistic qualities of the 
western end of the park and would contribute to the reforestation program at the western portion of the 
park, the proposed project is therefore consistent with policies 3.1 and 3.2 of the Western Shoreline Area 
Plan. 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN - LAKE MERCED 

SAN FRANCISCO: 
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Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 5: 
PRESERVE THE RECREATIONAL AND NATURAL HABITAT OF LAKE MERCED. 

Policy 5.1 
Preserve in a safe, attractive, and usable condition the recreation facilities, passive activities, 
playgrounds and vistas of Lake Merced area for the enjoyment of Citizens and visitors to the city. 

Policy 5.3 
Allow only those activities in Lake Merced area which will not threaten the quality of the water 
as a standby reservoir for emerge:r;icy use. 

The proposed Lake Merced well facility would not adversely affect the vistas of Lake Merced because the 

facility would have minimal visibility from the public road, Lake Merced Boulevard or the sidewalk. The 
project includes the installation of a bench below the sidewalk that would provide an overlook onto the lake. 

At the site ofthe proposed overlook, the well facility would be visible; however the viewer's view shed at 

that location would be directed to the larger vista of the lake. Also, because the facility would include a 

green roof, it would provide visual continuity with the trees surrounding the lake. However, the proposed 

project as a whole could have a significant impact on the visual resources of Lake Merced due to the 

combined pumping from all six groundwater wells. Modeling conducted for the project predicts that East 

Lake would be 'nearly dried up and Impound Lake would be completely dry at the end of a prolonged 

drought, which would reduce the visual quality of the lake as seen from the paved path around the lake · 

perimeter and the picnic areas on John Muir Drive and Lake Merced Boulevard. While the water level in 

Lake Merced would be reduced naturally during a drought, the proposed project's pumping would 

exacerbate such conditions, and the visual character and quality of Lake Merced area would therefore be 

degraded substa~tially. As such, Mitigation Measure M-HY-9, Lake Level Management for Lake 
Merced in the EIR requires the SFPUC to implement lake level management procedures to maintain Lake 

Merced at water levels similar to conditions t~at would occur without the project. These corrective actions 

include the additions of supplemental water and/ or alteration of pumping patterns, as necessary. Therefore, 

with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-9, Lake Merced would be maintained at conditions 

similar to those that are predicted to occur without project-related pumping. As a result, aesthetic resources 

at Lake Merced would be preserved. 

The proposed Lake Merced well facility would also not adversely affect Lake Merced's recreational resources 

because it would be located in an area that does not provide any recreational use (adjacent to the access road 

to Lake Merced Pump Station) and it would not affect access to any public _trails or docks. However, 

combined groundwater pumping from all six project wells could lower water levels at Lake Merced in a 

manner that would result in signification impacts to recreational resources. Groundwater modeling for the 

project shows that the lowest modeled lake level with operation of the project, predicted to occur near the 

end of the design drought, is approximately -10-feet City Datum, which would be below the bottom of 

Impound Lake and near the bottom of ·East Lake. The lake is a recreational resource used for 

boating/paddling and fishing, including fishing from floating and stationary docks. Reduced water levels 

_would reduce the lake acreage available for boating and fishing. Should water levels be reduced 
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substantially, stationary docks would not provide access to the lowered water suiface, and Impound Lake 
and East Lake, which are smaller/shallower lakes than North Lake and South Lake, could dry up altogether. 
Under such conditions, the proposed project would result in a substantial degradation of this recreational 
resource, as compared to modeled existing conditions. To prevent such impacts, Mitigation Measure M­
HY-9, Lake Level Management for Lake Merced requires the SFPUC to implement lake level 
management procedures to maintain Lake Merced at water levels similar to conditions that are predicted to 
occur without the project. These corrective actions include the additions of supplemental water and/or 
alteration of pumping patterns, as necessary. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M­
HY-9, Lake Merced, as a recreational resource, would be maintained. 

Because the proposed project would preserve the recreational facilities and scenic vistas of Lake Merced, it 
would be consistent with Policy 5.1 of the Western Shoreline Area Plan. 

With respect to Lake Merced water quality, the proposed project would implement appropriate water 
quality best management practices as required by the City's Green Building Ordinance as well as 
Mitigation Measure M-HY-1, Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake Merced Well Facility 
during construction to prevent erosion and sedimentation that would degrade the water quality of the lake. 
Accordingly, the SFPUC will implement an Erosion Control Plan as required by the San Francisco Green 
Building Ordinance which would include BMPs to address housekeeping (storage of construction materials, 
waste management, vehicle storage and .maintenance, landscape materials, and pollutant control); non­
stormwater management; erosion control; sediment control; and run-on and runoff control from the project 
site. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-HY-1, Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake 
Merced Well Facility, specifies that if groundwater produced during construction of the Lake Merced 
facility is not discharged to the sewer system, the SFPUC shall develop and implement standard BMPs for 
the treatment of sediment-laden water produced during groundwater dewatiring. BMPs could include 
discharging water through filtration media, such as filter bags or.a similar filtration device, or allowing the 
filtered water to infiltrate into the soil. The discharge of groundwater shall also be conducted at a rate that 
does not allow ponding and no chemicals shall be added to the discharged groundwater. Alternatively, 
rather than discharging groundwater, filtered groundwater could be used to spray disturbed areas and the 
soil stockpile to reduce fugitive dust emissions, if there is sufficient water and it is determined feasible by 
the construction contractor. With the implementation of the Erosion Control Plan and Mitigation Measure 
M-HY-1, construction of the Lake Merced well facility would not threaten the water quality of the lake. 

As discussed above, the combined groundwater pumping from the overall project could lower water levels 
in Lake Merced; which could result in significant impacts to the lake's water quality. Modeling shows that 
Lake Merced water levels are predicted to be lowered to below 1 foot City Datum for 73 to 76 percent of the 
simulation period due to project-related pumping, compared to 4 percent predicted under the modeled 
existing conditions. If water levels were reduced to this extent, more of the lake bed would be exposed; 
making it susceptible to erosion and associated sedimentation of the lake, and the four individual lakes 
would separate hydraulically. Further, Impound Lake could be entirely dewatered if lake levels were to drop 
below -6 feet City Datum. This scenario could occur briefly at the end of the hypothetical design drought, 
and lake levels are also predicted to approach or exceed this level during the dry years 4 through 16 in the 
simulated period. Groundwater inflows to the lake are also predicted to be reduced relative to the modeled 
existing conditions. Reduced wate.r levels and groundwater flows into the lake could increase · 
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eutrophication because nutrients discharged to the lake would be concentrated in a smaller lake volume. 

Also, with a sma(ler volume, the lake would likely mix more frequently, and, as a result (based on the 
patterns described above), would likely experience an increase in time-averaged dissolved oxygen levels in 

the hypolimnion. Because the project is predicted to cause Lake Merced water levels to fall below 0 feet City 

Datum substantially more frequently than is predicted to occur under modeled existing conditions, the 
resulting water quality changes under the project could cause exceedences of water quality objectives in the 
San Francisco Bay Basin Plan related to warm and cold freshwater habitat (e.g., dissolved oxygen), which 

in turn could affect associated beneficial uses. Changes in dissolved oxygen levels and pH could also 
exacerbate the conditions responsible for Lake Merced's listing as an impaired water body. These changes 
affecting water quality would be a potentially significant impact. 

To address these potential effects on water quality, the SFPUC will implement Mitigation Measure M-HY-
9, Lake Level Management for Lake Merced, which requires the SFPUC to implement lake level 
management procedures to maintain Lake Merced at water levels similar to conditions that are predicted to 

occur without the project. Specifically, the measure requires the Sf PUC to implement the proposed project 
in a stepwise manner, starting at 1 mgd, to monitor for adverse effects before pumping at the full 
operational rate and to use lllk:e-level management procedures to maintain Lake Merced at a specified water 
level. By starting groundwater production at the reduced rate, any adverse effects on Lake Merced water 
levels would be minimized while sufficient monitoring data are collected to assess the potential effects of 
project-related pumping on lake levels. Mitigation Measure M-HY-9 also incorporates trigger levels to 
avoid impacts on wetlands as well as water quality as a result of a project-related decline in lake levels. The 
trigger levels specified in the mitigation measure depend on what the naturally occurring lake level would 
be without the effects from project-related pumping and the corresponding allowable range in lake levels 
necessary to avoid impacts on both water quality and wetlands. At most naturally occurring lake levels 
above 0 feet City Datum, there would be some allowable decline in lake levels as a result of project-related 
pumping, but no allowable decline at a naturally occurring lake level of 0 feet City Datum or less. 

In accordance with Mitigaf;"ion Measure M-HY-9, corrective action is required if project-related lake levels 
decline below trigger levels. The corrective actions to be implemented in accordance with the mitigation 
measure would include adding supplemental water (either SFPUC system water, treated stormwater, or 
recycled water), if available, and/or altering or redistributing pumping patterns. Implementation of this 
measure would ensure that any lake-level decline resulting from the project would be temporary, lasting 
only until corrective actions could be implemented. With the addition of supplemental water and/or the 
alteration or redistribution of pumping patterns as needed, the project would not result in long-term 
degradation of water quality at Lake Merced. 

The SF PUC has estimated that it could require up to approximately 190 acre-feet per year (afy) of water to 

maintain Lake Merced water levels under the project in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-HY-9 and 
evaluated the feasibility of providing potential supplemental water sources to supplement lake levfls. The 
SFPUC could proceed with lake augmentation and management with stormwater diversions or could 
provide up to 1,000 afy of recycled water during the low-irrigation season (roughly November to April). 
Surface water from SFPUC's regional water system may also be available when the demand on the system 
is less than 265 mgd, although the amount of water available would depend on the demand by wholesale 

and retail customers, and the total deliveries by the SFPUC would not exceed an annual average of 265 
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mgd. If these supplemental water sources were not available or sufficient to maintain Lake Merced water 

levels, the SFPUC would alter pumping patterns in place of providing a supplemental water source to 

maintain lake levels. This is achievable because the design capacity for each of the project wells ranges from 

0.18 to 0.79 mgd over the planned pumping rate under the project which provides the flexibility to shift 

some of the pumping from one well to another and still maintain the total desired production rate under the 

project, provided that other adverse effects do not occur as a result of redistributing the pumping. 

With implementation of these mitigation measures, the proposed project would not threaten Lake Merced 

water quality, and as such, the proposed project would consistent with Policy 5.3 of the Western Shoreline 

Area Plan. 

9. The San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project is consistent with Planning Code Section 101.l(b) 

Priority Policies as follows: 

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for -
employment in or ownership of such businesses. The proposed project would diversify and increase the 
reliability of San Frq.ncisco's water supply. A reliable water supply is essential for the preservation and 
enhancement of the neighborhood-serving uses. 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on the City's housing stock or on neighborhood charactet. The 
Lake Merced, Central Pump Station, South Windmill Replacement, and North Lake well facilities are not 
located in any residential or commercial neighborhoods, but are rather located at Lake Merced and within 
Golden Gate Park and would not affect housing or neighborhood character. As for the proposed well 
facilities at South Sunset and West Sunset playgrounds, the proposed designs would be compatible with 
the surrounding playground facilit!J buildings in both scale and design, and would not affect the overall 
neighborhood character. The proposed project facilities at these sites have received approval from the 
Civic Design Review Committee of the San Francisco Arts Commission. 

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

The Project would preserve the City's supply of affordable housing by diversifying and increasing the 
reliability of the City's water supply. 

D. That commuter traffic not impede_ MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 

_neighborhood parking. 

The Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening the 
streets or altering current neighborhood parking. The proposed project would construct up to six well 
stations in the western half of San Francisco. Each well station would require one daily visit by an 
SFPUC staff person for maintenance purposes. As such, commuter traffic would not increase notably 
that would impede MUNI services or the streets. 
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E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displac;:ement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
The Project.would not affect the existing economic base in this area. The proposed project would protect 

the diversity of retail and service uses already existing in the City by diversifying and increasing the 

reliability of the water supply. 

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 
The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of San Francisco's water supply, which 

would improve the City's preparedness for an earthquake. The proposed project well stations would also 

serve as an emergency potable water supply after an earthquake. Moreover, the proposed project well 

stations would be designed and constructed to comply with applicable San Francisco Municipal Code 

standards to ensure public safety in the event of an earthquake. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
The proposed project would not affect designated landmarks or buildings. Golden Gate Park is a 

registered Historic District; however, the proposed project would not affect any landmarks or historic 

buildings within Golden Gate Park, or affect any contributors to the historic district. The project would 

construct a total of three well stations inside Golden Gate Park. One of the wells would be located next to 

the Central Pump Station, which is not a historic landmark or building, and the adjacent yard area is 

currently used as a wood waste storage and composting facility. The other two well facilities in Golden 

Gate Park would replace two existing well stations, neither of which are historic buildings as they were 

constructed in early 2000s. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 
The proposed project has been designed in coordination with the SFRPD. New well stations would be 

constructed at South Sunset and West Sunset playgrounds. Three wells stations would be constructed in 

Golden Gate Park, one new well located next to the Central Pump Station, and two wells that would 

renovate the existing wells at South Windmill Replacement and North Lake irrigation wells. The 

proposed well facilities would not be located on act.ive play fields at South Sunset or West Sunset 

playgrounds, or in high visitor use areas in Golden Gate Park. The proposed project facility at the South 

Sunset Playground would include a room devoted exclusively to SFRPD storage for use in connection 

with the existing recreation uses. As the West Sunset Playground site, an area devoted to soils storage 

for use on the adjacent fields is proposed for use by the SFRPD. 

Siting a well facility in the undeveloped forested area at the Central Pump Station well facility site would 

not substantially reduce Golden Gate Park recreation use areas, as this site is not highly used for 

recreation, and is adjacent to an existing, active irrigation pumping station and wood waste storage area. 

The site would include an approximately 798 square foot building with a resin-paved driveway and 

parking for worker site visits and maintenance. Therefore, the various recreational opportunities within 

the park would remain available during project construction activities and operations and would not be 

affected by completion of the proposed project. 
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The proposed Golden Gate Park wells would provide a backup irrigation supply and ornamental lake 
supply for Golden Gate Park, which would contribute to the upkeep of existing recreation areas in the 
park. For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not affect public parks and open spaces 
operated and maintained by the SFRPD. 

The proposed project would not affect the parks' access to vistas and sunlight. The Urban Design 
Element of the General Plan does not identify any scenic vistas near any of the proposed well facilities to 
be located within Golden Gate Park or on the Sunset District playgrounds. 

'[he well facilities at West Sunset and South Sunset playgrounds would be located in out of the way spots 
and would not affect the vistas either from within or outside the playgrounds. The well buildings would 
be approximately 15 feet tall at those locations and would not block access to sunlight. 

Within Golden Gate Park, the proposed project would not affect any significant vistas. The new well next 
to the Central Pump Station would be located in a wooded area. The well facility at North Lake would be 
immediately south of Fulton Street, and in another wooded area. The proposed project would demolish 
the current well building at North Lake and replace it with another similar utilitarian structure. The 
South Windmill Replacement well facility would also be a renovation of an existing well facility. The 
South Windmill Replacement site is in the western end of the Park and is in an area that is currently 
used to store logs, and contains stockpiles of soil, concrete blocks and other debris, and therefore does not 
represent a scenic vista. Because two of the wells in Golden Gate Park would be replacement wells, no 
new shade would be created. The well station at Central Pump Station would be in an existing wooded, 
shady area, and therefore, would also not create additional shade. 

10. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Coastal Permit would promote the health, safety 
and welfare of the City. 
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San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit 
Application No. 2008.1122P in general conformance with plans on file and stamped "EXHIBIT B'~, which 
is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

APPEAL: Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 308.2 and 330.9, any aggrieved person may appeal this 
Coastal Zone Permit to the Board of Appeals within ten (10) days after the date of this motion. For 
further information,_ please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor 
(Room 304) or call 575-6880. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTEJ? the foregoing Motio:r:i on December 19, 2013. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

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

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: December 19, 2013 
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EXHIDIJ;.A 
SAN FRANCISCO GROl~NDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.112.2E) .:_MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

-·. ··--,-·---T- Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact 
. No. Impact Summ;ny ! Mitig;ition Measure I Re•ponsible Party 

Revie'wing and 
Approval Party 

~ji[i(AbilEsITTffic'.E'W:i' ____ )\_:{,,g: _ ' :',(/, : it'! \j· ~'~~- 11:· ;.;-[f--'.--,l __ . ___ _ 
CP-2n I The pro~~)sed project would 1 M-CP-2.a: Accidental Discovery of Archcological ResouTc~. The following measures shnU be implemented l. SFPUC EMB . 

co 
~. 

co 

. put~ntia~ly cause a should construction r>ctivities result in the accidental di~cov:cry of n cultural resource: 
2

. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

~ubhst~tm~r~dverse cf·hanKe Construction activities wiU immediately be suspended within 50 feet of the find if 1.hcru i~ any Indication of a 
3 

SFPUC CMB{BEM 
mt ei:;1gm1canceo an .

1 
h 

1 
. I . . 

archeological rc..o;ourcc potentia arc eo ogica r~~urce. (Archcologist) 

pursuant to Section 15064 .. i To avoid the potcnti~J for ndverse effects on accldentaJly discovered buried or submerged historical resources, 
4 

SfPUC _MB/BEM 
ru; defined in CEQA Guidelines Scclion 15064.S(a), the SFPUC shall di::itribute the Planning Department's · A l ~ . 
an:heological resource ·,'ALERT" ,;hcct ln the project prime contractor; to any project subcontract.or firms { re '\eo og.ist) 
(including demolilion, exC'avation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc.); nnd/or to utilities firms involved in 
soil~dir>hrrbing activities within the project sH·e. Prior tu undertaking any soil-dJsturblng activities, each 
contractur shall be rL'Sponsiblc for ensuring thal the ALBllT sheet is cii:culatL'd to oil field personnet including 
machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, s11pervisory personnel, etc. The: Sl'PUC shaJl provide lhc 
Environmental l{Eview Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the· responsible parties (priml!' contractor, 
subcontrnctor(s), and utilities firm) l"Onfirming that all field pcrso!Ulcl have. receivell copies uf the ALERT 
sheet. · 

IF the ERO determines that an archt!ological resource may be present within the projt!ct site, the SFPUC shall 
retain the! services of nn archeological consultant hum the pool of qualified archcologkal consultants maintained 
by the Planning Department aTcheologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the F.RO as to whe.ther the 
discovl::!ry is an archeologic:al re,i;;ourre that rct;;iins sufficient integrity and is of potentieJ 
scicq:tific/historical/cul~ral significanre. If on archeologiaal re.source is present, the archeulogica1 com1ultant shal1 
idm1lify and evaluate the .o.rcheological resourCl" and make a recommcndaUon as to what action,. if any, is 
warranted. Based on this lnlormaHon, the ERO may require specific additional measurcs lo be implemented by 
the SFPUC. 

Measures could include: in-situ preservation of the archeological r<'.SOurcc; an nrcheoJogical monitoring 
program; nr an ardieological evaluaUon program. The ERO might also require lhat the SFPUC immediately 
implement a site security program if an archrological resource is at 1isk from vandaU_sm, looting.. or other 
d amnglng actions. 

lf an archeological resource is discovered, the archeoJogicaJ consultant shall submit nnArcheological Data 
Recovery Report (ADRR) to the ERO which, In addition to the ~ual ADRR conk'Ill'i, will evaluate the 
historical significance of any discovered archcological rc.•murce, as well as dl::!scribe the aTcheologkal ond 
histork.al research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken, 
and prcsL"rlt, analyze, and inlerpret 1he recovered data. Information lhol moy put at risk any archeological 
resource ~hall be provided in a oopararc removable insert within the final report. 

Ona> opproved by the El{O, copies of the ADRR shall be distributed •• follqws: the relevant California Historical 
Resource.c; Information System Information Center shall receive one mpy, and the ERO shall receive a copy of the · 
transmittal letter of lhe ADRR to the Tnformatfon Cenrer. 1h~ San .Francisco Planning Department, Environmental 
Planning section shall receive three copies of the ADRR along with copies of any formal Hite recordotion forms 
(DPR 52..l series) and/or documentation for nomination to the NarionoJ Register /California Regllitcr. The SFPUC 
shall rL'O.!ive cu pies of the ADRR in the number requested. In instanre; of high public Interest in or high -
interpr~tive value of the resource, the F.RO may require a dilforent final report content, format, and distribution 
thnn that presen1ed above. 

1. SfPUCHliM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUC _BEM 

4. SFPUC BEM ond 
liRO 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

._; 
··.r 

1. Ensure that the coni:ract d0t."'.tlments 
include measures rclaled to archL"Ological 
disoovl!rics. 

2. Ensure that oil projed: persocmcl receive 
"Alert" sheet_ Maintain file of affidavits for 
.submittal to ERO. Monitor to ensure that 
thl! contractor im pl em en ts measures in the 
contract documents, report noncompliilnce. 
nnd ensure corrccth•e oclion. 

3. Ensure that all potential discoveries are 
reported as ra1uired and that the 
contraclor suspends work in the vicinity." 
M.obilize an archcoJogist t.o the area if the 
ERO detennines that an archeoJogical 
rl:!SOurce may be pres~. 

4. In the event of o potential di::;covcry, 
evaluate the potential discovery and 
advise ERO as lo the significance of !he 
cliscoveiy. J110ceed with · 
re.commendations, evaluationc;, and 
implementation uf additional ·measures in 
ronsultatiun with ERO. Prepare. and 
distribute final ADR.R as required, 

Implementation 
Schedule 

·. ::; ~;~:.qi 
l. Design 

2. Prcconstruclion an•· 
Construction 

3. Con:struclion 

4. Construction 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER' SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2oos.11ziE) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

. Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementation 
Schedule 

I clJ.i~~~,R,~$,;q!!,~S~~\'i~~jJ\'!mm': 
CP-2b Construction of the 

proposed Lake Merced well 
facility would potentially 
cause a substantial adverse 
change in the siKnificance of 
an arc:heological resource 
pur.unnt to Section 15064.5. 

~ase No. 2008.1 t22E 

M-CP-2b: Based on a reasonable presumption that archculugical rL-sourccs may be present within the project site, 
the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed 
project on buried historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified 
archeological consultant, based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The 
arclttmlogical mnsuJtant shal1 undertake an archeological lesHng program as specified herein. Tn addition, the 
consultant shall be available to conduct an archoological monitoring and/or data rcruvcry program if rL"<.J.Uirnd 
pursuant to this measure. The archeolugical consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this 
measure nt the direction of the Envirnrunentnl Review Officer ('ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the 
ronsultant as spcdfk"Ci herein shall be submitted firnt and directly to the ERO for review and comment. and shall 
be cunsidl:!red draft reports subject to revif;ion until final approval by the ERO. Archeo1ogical monitoring and/or 

; data recovery programs required by this rnea.srue could suspend construction of tht:! project for up to q, ITh'lximurn 
'o( four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks 
only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to n less than significant level potentinl effects on a 
significant archcologiml rc.cmurcc D!i defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

Consultation witli lJesdndant Commuuities. On disco'\'ery of an archeologicaJ site associated with descendant 
Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, an appropriate representati\.·e of the descendant group and the ERO 
shall be contacted. The rcprcsmtatlvc of lhe descendant group shall be given llie opportunity to moni.lor 
archeological .ficld invL>sligotions of the site and to consult with ERO rcgnrding. appropriate archeological 
treatment of th!:! sit~, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the 
associated archeologkal site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
rcpresentDtive of the descendant group~ 

Arcluwlogical Testi11g Program. The archcologiral consultant shall prepare and submit to l:hc ERO for review and 
approval an archeolugkal testing plan (ATP). The archeulogical testing program shall be conducted in accordance 
with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resomce(s) that 
p<:>tentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testlng method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the ex.tent 
possible the presence or abs~nce of archeological resources and tu identify and to evaluate whether any 
an::heologicalresource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the arc:heologic.al testJng program. the archeologkal consultant shA.ll subm.it a written report 
of the fu1dings to the ERO. ff based on the archeological tcstiog program the archcological con•ultant find• that 
significant archeulugical Iil:!Sources may be prE!Bent, the ERO in con~ultation with the arclieological consultant 
shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include 
OJdditlonaJ archcological testing. a.rcheological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. rt the 
ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is prP.sent and that the reaource could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the prOjcct sponsor either: 

A) The proposed proje<:t shall be n>-design~d so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant archeological 
rc:::ourm;or 

B) A data r.'Covcry program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determine• that the orchcologiral re•ource is 
of greater jnterpretive than Iesearch.~ignificana!: and that interpretive use uf the resource is feasible. 

---····. -·· ···-
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1. SFPUC BEM 
(Archeologist) 

2. SFPUCBEM 
(Archeologist) 

3. SFPUCBEM 
(Archeologist) 

4. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

. 5. SFl'UC BEM 
! (/\rchcologisl) 

1. SFl'UC BEM /ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

3. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

4. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

5. Sf PUC BEM/ERO 

1. Prepare and implement an Archeological 
Testing Plan in conjunction wilh 
SFPUC/ERO. l'repnrc written report of 
findings. 

2. If significant archeological .resowccs arc 
present, prepare Archeologica1 Data 
Recovery Plan and implement data 
recovery investigeltion and/or other 
treatment including consultation with 
de.~cendant communities. 

3. As determined by Archcological 
consultant in consultation \\>ith 
SFPUC/ERO, prnpare and implement an 
Archeological Monitoring Program. · 
Document activities in monitoring logs. 

4. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
implements applicable measures in 
contract docwmmts. Report 
noncompliance, nnd ensure corrcct.ive 
acl:ion. 

~5. Prepnrc Fimtl Archeolop,ical Resources 
Report (FARR) tu document historical 
significance of any discovered 
archeological resource. 

1. Prcconstruclion/ 
Cl•nc;lruction 

2. Preconstruction/ 
Construction 

3. Construction 

4. CoilStruction 

S. Post-construction 
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Impact 
No. Impact Summary 

A TIACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure 

Monitocing and Repo~g Pcogcam 

Implementation and Reporting 
b~~~~~~·- I 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

, cWL'fURA.J;.RESOURCE~: ~~f?LJ . i::~;::; ;;· . i; . -<~' . !" : ~ ,:~i!: 
~ .. ;. ' ii .~i~fi;;~ .:· . : .. i, • ;\! :; ·:11'.;; l;~:;. -.. ···::: 

~ .. .:;. 

CP-Zb 
(conL) 

co 
N __.. 

Case No. 2D08.1122E 

A1'dtcolngicnl Monitoring Progrum. lf the ERO in con::iultalion wi1h the accheological consultant determines thal 
an archeological moniloring progrrun (AMP) sh,1.U be implemented, the archeological monitoring program shall 

i minimally include the following provisions: 

• Th~ ard1eological consultant, projed sponsor, an<l ERO z.;hall meet .and consult on the scope of the AMP 
reasonably prioI" lo any pmjcct~rehited soils-disturbing activities comm<mcing. The ERO Jn ronsultatiun with the 
archeologicaI consuJtantshall determine whnt project activities shall ba archeo1ogica11y monitored. In most cases. 
any soils-dishJJ"bing activities, such as dcmoJilion, found<.1tlon remo\•al, -eX.cava.tion, gradi11g, ulililics installation, 
found a lion work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, clc.), site remediation .. etc., shall require archeological 
monitoring ~caui:;e of tlie risk these Dclivltics pose to po_tential archcolugical resources and to their depositional 
context; 

• The archcological consultant shall advise all pcujcct contractor11 to be on the alert for evidence uf the pr~cnce 
of the expt!ct~d rcsourcc(11), of how tL1 identify tht!' evidence of the expected rcsnurce{s), amt of the appropriate 
protocol in the evf:!nt of appanmt discovery of an archeological rt!source; 

• TI1c archoologirnl monitor(s) shall ht!' present on the project site according 10 a schedule a&reed upon by the 
archeological cunsultanl and lho ERO until the ERO ha>, in con•ultation with project archeological consultant, 
determined that project curu;tructiun .nctiviHes oouJd have no ~ffects on signifimnl archrologlcdl deposits; 

• The archcological monitoc shall r~cord and be. authori7.ed to collect soil samples and artifactual/ca>foctual 
material as Warranted for analys1s; 

• lf an intact_accheological depusit is encountered, oJI soils·disturbing activitic~ in the vicinity or the deposit 5hall 
cc;:ise. The archeolo~ical monitor shall be empowered lo temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/com>truction aclivilics Md e.quipment until the 'deposit is evaluated. If in lhe casr.! of pile driving 
activity (foundation,. shuring, etc.), the archeologicalmonitor has callS<! to believe that the pile driving activity 
may affect an archeoiogical resource, t11c pile driving activity shall be tl:'rrninated until an appropriate 
evaluation of the resourc:ie has bee1_1made in consultation with the ERO. "lhe archeological coni;ultnnt shnll 
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered arclu.>olugia:il depo::;if. The archeolog:ical consultant shall make 
a reasonable effort to assess lho identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological u•posit, 
;:md present the findings of this assL>s:imcnt to tlie F.RO. 

i Whether or not significant archeoJogical resources are encountered, the ardlcologkal consultant tihalJ submit a 
written report of lhe findingr; of the moniloring program to the ERO .. 

Arcluological Data Rer.overy Program. l'he archeological data recovery program ithall be rnnducted in accord 
with an archcological data recovery plan (ADRP). The arch.L•ologk11l consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope or the ADRP prfor to preparation of a draft AORP. The archeolOgica.L coruultant 
shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shnll Jdcntify how the "propu~L'<l datn recovery program will 
prL'St.!CVC the signific.ant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP wi1l 
identify what scienti.fic/historital research questiuru; are appJicable to the expected resource, what data classes the I 
resource is expected to posscRs, nnd hmv lhe expected data clai:;ses wuuld oddrc."is the applicable research I 
questions. Oat.a recovery, in general, shou]d be limited to the portions of tf:ie historical property that L'OUld be 
adversely nffcctcd by the proposec.l project. Destructive d,11a recovery methods shall nut be npplied to portions of 
the archoological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

. . 
Tho scope of the AORP shall include the following clements; · · 

• Fi.el.d Methods nud Proct!d11re!J. Descriptions of pr~pused fie._J.~ stmtcgiC"S, procedures, and operaticms. __ -.J'----------------------'----·------··-
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROlJNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact 
No. Imp~ct Summary ·Mitigation Measure 

CP-2b 1 · Cnta/oguing nnd. Laboratory Anrtly:;is. Description of selected c.at:J]oguing sy.!'itcm and nrtifoct ;:malysis procedures. 

(con~.) • Di.~ard nnd Denccession Policy. oescdptio.n of and rationale for field and post-field discard and deacces!iiOn . 

i 
CP-4 The proprn;~d project would 

potentiaUy disturb human 
remains, including those 
inter'red outside of fonnal 
O:!mctm-ies. 

· policies. · 

. • IntcrpreHve l1rogram. Consi<l~ation uf an un-site/uff-site public interpretivlt program during the course of the 
' nrcheological data recovery program. 

• Security Jvfe1Lc;Url!!t. Recommendod security measures to protect lhe archcological resource from vandalism, 
looting, and non-inhmtionally damaging activitit.:!s. 

• final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of rei:,•tdts. 

• Curntfon. Description of the pmcedure5 and recommendations for the cui-ation of any recovered dnta. having 
potential research value, ideiitification of appropriate curation facilitit.'S, and a summary of the accc.'ision 
policies of the curation facilities. · 

Final Archeological Resource.Ii Report. The .i:ircheo1oglC'al consultant shall submit a Draft FinalArcheologkal 
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates tllchisloricaJ significance or any dir:;covcred an:heological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in U1e archeological 
t.._<ting/monlloring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
resource shall be provJdcd inn separate removable insert within the final ~eport. 

• Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distrjbuted as follows: Cillifon1ia Archcologicnl Site 
Survey Northwest lnfom>ation Center (NW!C) shall roc"ive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of 
the 1ransmittal of the FAER to the NWlC. 'lhe Environmental Planning division of the Plaruting Dt:ipartment 
shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchab1e PDF copy l1n CD ol the FARR akmg with 
copies of any forma1 site recordat:ion formR (CA DPR 521 serie..c;) and/or documentation for nomination lo U1c 
National Register of }listoric Places/Califumia Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public 
interest in or lhe high inte.rpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report con ten I:, 
fon11nt, and distribution than that presented above. 

J\1-CP·4: Accidental Discovery of Human Rema.ins. TI1e following measures shall be implemented should 
construction activities result in the accidcnta.1 discovery of human remains and ossodated cultural materials; 

TI1c trcatmcn t Of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any suil­
distuTbing activities shall comply with applicable state laws. "Th.is shall include inunediate notification of the 
cproner of the county within which the project is lorntcd and, in the <!vent of the coroner's determination that the 
hwnan remains ilrl! Native American, notification of the Colifomia Native AmeriCiln HerJtage CommissJon, 
which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section5097.98). Th~ archcologkal oonsultan~ 
SFPUC, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treabnen~ with appropriate 
dignity, of hum?.n remains and associated or unassociated .funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064 .. 5[d1): The agreement should lake inlo consideration the appropriate excavation, removnl. 
recordation, analysis, au;todianship, curntion, and final disposition of t:he human remairn' and associated or 

unassociated funerary obj.cts. '!he PRC allows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the MLO and the 
other parties donotagree·on the rebw-ialmethod, the SFPUC shall follow Section5097.98(b) of tl10 PRC, which 
state<; that "the landowner or his or her authorized representative shall relntec the human remains and Hems 
associated v.r:ith Native American burials with appropriate dignity on the property in o loca.lion not subject to 
further Sllbsmface disturbance.'' -

Mooilol'ing and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 

!. SfPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Archeologii;t) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BRM) 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2- SFPUCBEM 

3. Sfl'UC llEM and 
ERO 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

1. Ensure tha.t Contract Documents include 
mea'iurcs related to discovery of human 
remains. 

2. If potenHal human remains are 
encountered, mobilize an archeologist to 
confirm l!Xisten~ of human remains. If 
human remains are confirmed, perform 
required coordination and notifications. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the rontractor 
implt!IJlents measures .in contract 
documen~ includinR insuring that all 
potential hwnanremnins arc reported as 
required ond that contractor suspends 
work in the vicinity. Report nuncompliance 
and ensure corrective action. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

3. Construction 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

n· 
: 1n;r:ct I Impact Summary Mitigalion Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 
---~ ·----

lmplementalion and Reporti:ng 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

lmplemeutalion 
Schedule 

N~{lr ... tt ;:;~~1. id;~· .. r\ ·~;1: ii[.·. <:;~~i:i~!f }~~;-.. . ;~:~!!;~=·. :::. l :t.~r :,!!~;,; t· :; ... .. :~ :;;11: ;;~m;_ j~;: ~"!°':li~!;;: ~~·,,, -;:. ~i: :~~: ·~ :11r~!i~j ·;~ .;;;\~:. ~- j1 ·:·· . : '~= ', Ji~ I ~- ' - .~· ;L ~~~~~- - (!' '11 : ~: :·: r ·:: ' ·:· 
. The proposed project would M-N0-1; Administrative and Source Controls. The SFPUC shall ensure that a noise control plan is prepared, !' 1. SFPUC EMB I. SFPUC BEM rl. Incorporate appropriate la%"'age intu ' 1. Design N0-1 
rt.1sull in the exposure of revi~wed, and approved by SFPUC, nnd is prepared and iinplcmcnted by n qualified noise cons\lltant, ddincd ru; 

2 
SFPL!C CMB/BEM 

2 
SF PUC BEM contn:ict documents including requirement ! 2 p t U 

persons to, or generation of, a board-c:crtified Tnstitule of Noise Control Engim.'i!ri:ng member or other qualified consultant or engineer · for contractor{s) to prepare nnbie control · iecons rue on 
noise levels in cxcc::;s nf approv~ by the project engineer. 111c SFPUC sh..i.11 verify that the noise control plan ~ontains at least the 3. SFPI.;C Commuil.ications 3. SFPUC BElvt plan. 3. Prcconstruction nnd 
standards l..'5'iablished fo the following elements: \ MB/ 1 UC BEM 
I . 1 al J· ·., 4. SFPUCC BF.M 14. SFP . , 
o~-~~n;~~:Cor ~c::l~~nn~ISl! 1 • lJaytiine: ConstrucLion noi::;c lcveJs shall not exceei~ the San Franci~co Noise Ordinance d~yti~e threshold of 

co 
N 
w 

subst.anlial Lcmpocary oc 80 dRA at 100.feet (or B~ dBA ~t ~~ foet) at all locations bclWCl'Jl 7 a.m. to 8 p:m. at all rus1denlin) receptors 
periodic increase in ambient (except where oonstruchon achv1tit..'l'I occur For two weeks or less at one Jocahun). 

; noise levels in the project The noise control plan shall identify senSlHvc receptor locations and includt:! mea!'lureR that could be employed to 
vicinity above levels 1 maintain noise ]cvels at or beJow these perfocmance standards, which could indude, but not be limited, the 
existing without lhe proje<...i. I following: · 

• Jmp1cmcnt best available noise control techniques such as mufners, intake silencers, duct;, cnginccndo.sures, 
acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds. 

Liniit continuous operation of heavy equipmcnl near srmsitive receptors. 

Loc:ati!' statium11y noise .sources (e.g.., generators, fans, pumps) as for from sensitive receptors as possible and 
w;c noise controls (e.g., enclosures, barriers) as ncccssa.ry. 

• The name and phone number of a SFPUC designnted project liaison shall be post~d at project facility 
construction sites so that th(! pub]Jc can conl:ild the liaison if noise disturbance Qccurs. Titls liaison shall 
immediately lake steps to resolve any complainls1eceived1 including modifying construction prn.cliccs as 
necessary lo address the noise complaint. · 

~fom~~ AND s~1,1)(ls~ ~YsT~~sdl"t. ·:1:ft, ~ .· !\:!~' .n. · · 'ii:m1[:, : · .:r:!:;;::;::/'. ·;:, t!i'J ::: ~i 
UT-3 I Project construction wnuld M-UT-.3a: Pre.construction Utility Identification and CoordinatioIL Prior tn coru;tructioxi activities, the SFPUC or 

; potentially result in a its contractor(s) sh~ll determine the locations of overhl:!ad and undcrvound utility lines, such as n0.tucal goi<;, 
substantial adverse effect 'cledrkity, sewe.r, telephone, cable, fueL water, and Muni lines, lhat may be encountered during construction 
rel.ded to disruption of work. Pursuant tu Statl:!' Jaw, the SFPUC or it.c; contractor(s) shall notify USA North so Lhat utility coinpanies may 

, utililJ• ope.rations Or 00 advised of the wotk and may field-mark o.r otherwise protect and warn the contractor of their existing utility 
accidental damap;~ tu lines. Infonnation regarding the location of ~xisting utilities shaH be reviewed before construction uctivities. begin. 
existing utilities. UtiHties may be located by customary techniques ~uch as geophysical methods and hand cxcav.ation. 

Case No. 2ooe.1122E 

'!he SFPUC or il5 contractor(•) sholl notify all affected utility servioe providers in advance of the project. 
construction plans and schedule. The SFPUC ur its contractor(s) shall make arrangements with these entities 
regarding lhc protection, relocation, or temporary dii:;oonncc~ion of services prior to the start of con::;tructlon, and 
p~~mpt reconnection of se.rvkL-s, os requi:ed. ··---

M-UT-3b: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction. Spedfica.tions shall be prepared as part of the 
deRign plans. These specifications shalJ indud~ procedures for lhe excavation, support,. an<l fill of areas around 
subsurface utilities, cables, and pipes. Jf the project encounters overhead electric and/or telephone line!:i during 
pipeline construction1 lhc SFPUC or i.ls contralior(s) shall coordinate wilh SFMTA .and appropriate 
telecommunication service providers to Je-e.m~rgizc overhead elliclrk lines as .required by thu fodecal und Srnte 
Occupational Safety and HealthAdministr.ution (OSHA) regulations. 
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I 1.SFl'UC EMB 

! 2. SFPUC CMB 

1. SFPUCF.MB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. S~PUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

I. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

2. Ensure that the noise control plan is 
prepared in accordance with the contra.ct 
documimts. 

3. Designate project liaison responsible for 
rt!spom.ling tu noli;e complaints. Ensure 
that liDison'i; name and phone number is 
included on posted notices. A5 necessary, 
develop a reporting program for tracking 
complaints rcct!ivcd and for documenting· 
their resolution. 

4. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements noise alntrnl requireml!nts1 

report noncompliance, and en.i;ure 
corrective action withln timellnes specified 
in contracl 

1. Coordinate final coru;t[uction plans and 
~peclfications during the design pha.se 
including obtaining, as necesAAry 1. 

agreements and/nr permits. Ensure that 
the con.tract documents include the 
requirement for conlractor(s) to coordinate 
with utility S4:!rvice providers. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
implementfi measures in the controct 
doruments. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure correctivl::! action. 

Construction 

4. Construction 

1. Design 

2. Conslruction 

1. F.nsurc lhnt C"-Ontract documents include , 1. Design 
applicable measures for protection of 

2 
C · t cf 

utiHties during coni:;tructiun, including · ons ru · ion 

rcquircmcn~ for c:ontractor kl coordinate 
with affected utility owners and protect 
affected utilities, as appropriate. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure rnrr~ctive action. 

San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 



Impact 
No. Impact Summary 

AITACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

------·. ·-- .. ----··· --
Monitoring and Reporting P•ogram 

Implementation and Reporting 

ijyfiu:Ii~,!i]~i), 1~~~fk.isy$_f,~1m~~~-l<,),_ ,,,,,,,,," _ '''"'"" ""'"""'"' ""''"" , '"''''- ,, "'"' '<i .. 
·'\;··:-

UT-3 
(conL) 

co 
N> 
.i::. 

;a•e No. 2000. 1122E 

M-lTf-3c: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground Utilities. While any exrnvalion · 1. SFPUC EMB 
ts open, the SFPUC or its L"Ontractors shall protect,. support. or rcmuvu Underground utilitie; as n~cE"..ssnry to [ z SFPUC CMIJ 
safeguard employees. As part of contractor specification~, the conlTaclor(s) shall be ccquired to provide updates on.. · 
excavations plannOO for the upcoming week and to .spcc:ify when consLruction will occur near a high-priority utility. 
At the beginning of each week whL'n this work wiU rake place, per Califomla OSHA., lhe contractor is required to 
hold safety trolgate meetings and to document contents of meeting. The SFPUC is not required to attend these 
contractor tailgate meelings, but.may attend. 

I\of-Uf-3d: Notify San Francisco Fire Department. Jf constru~ion activiti~ result in damage h> high-priority utility 
lines the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall immediately notify the San Francisco Fire Dcp.:utmcnt to protc<;:t worker 
and public sufcty. · 

M-UT-3e: Emergency Response Plan and Notification. The SFPUC or its cont.Tactor(s) shall develop an emergency 
response plan prior to corrunencing construction activities. The emergency rCsponse plan shall identify measufes to 
be taken in response to a leak or expJosion resulting from a utility rupture. In addil:i(m,. the Sf PUC or its · 
controctor(s) shall notify the appropriate emergency response deparln\ent whenever damage IQ any utility resulls in 

_ a threat to public safety. 

M-UT-3t Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities. The SFPUC or il< contractor(fi) shall promptly notify utility 
providers to reconnect any disconnecled utility lines as soon as it Js snfo to do so. 
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1. SFPUCRMB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. SFJ'UCEMB 

2. SFPUCCM!l 

3. SFPUCCMB 

l. SPPUCEMB 

' 2. SFPUC CM!l 

··-----· 

1. SFl'UCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

J. SFPUCBF.M 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. SFJ'UC HllM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

3. SFl'UCCMB 

1. SFl'UCHEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. Coordinate final construction plans and 
specifications during the de5ign phaRe 
including obtaining, as necessary, 
agreements and/or permits. Ensure that the 
contract documents include the requirement 
for contractor(•) to coordinate with utility 
s~rvice pruvid~rs and to provide SFPUC 
with advance schedule notification. 

2. Monitor to ensure thill contr1.1ctor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
doCumei:its. Reportnoncompliilnce, ~nd 
ensure corrective action. 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

1. Ensure thatconb·act documents includ~ 11. lhsign 
appl~Cil?le measures, including . 2. Construction 
i"cqmrcmcnt for contraclor(s) to proVIde 
SFPUC withadvoncc schedule notification. 

·2. Monitor to ensme that contractor(s} 
imp1em·ents rneaslU·es in contract 
documents. Repurt nunoompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

1. Ensure that contract documents Include 1. Des.lgn 
applicable measures including require~enl 2 ·Prior tu oomm~ncin 
to prepare emergency response plan (ERP). anv excavation g 

2. Ensure that contractor prepares the ERP. activities. 

3. Moni.tor to ensure that contractnr(s) 3. Construction 
implements mensurcs ID contract 
docwnents and emergency response p1an, 
and notifies lucal fire department in the 
event of damage to a gas utility line that 
results in a Jeak or suspected leak o.r 
damage to another utility Une that could 
rl!Sult in a threat IQ public safety. Report 
nurl.complianat, and ensure corrective 
action. 

L Coordinate final constru.ction plans and 1. Design 

•pecifi~tions d~lng the design phase 2• Construction 
mcluding obtauung, as necessary, 
agreements and/or perntits. Ensure that the 
contract documents include the 
requirement for contractor(s) to coo~dinate 
with utility service providers. 

2. Moftitor to ensuce UW.t contractor 
implements measures in the contract 
documents. Report noncOmpllance, and 
ensure corrective action. ----· -·--------------------'------------' 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122EJ - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact 
No. fmpact Summaxy Mitigation Measure 

liVrILITI~-~N;p/iEJ,tVICE SYSTE~ ic~~t.1•; ,~;~'.?~r .. :~; :;·; .;~;· -'.\\: --- . _: .. ;. 

UT-3 
(cont.) 

M-UT-3g: Coordinate Final Construction Pfonswith Affeded Utilities. fhl:! Sf PUC or ilc; contractor(s) shllll 
coordinate final construction plans and !fpccificatiomt with affecLed utilities. 

(!JIOLOGI_qxr~!i~OURCES ·: ~; :•11:1.::!tt: ~: ... :; .:~J!. :.: (~1\\!; . ;~t;~~ ·. 
··' .;;-: .~ 

Bl-1 

co 
N 
(J1 

Con!'>ln.Jction of the 

proposed project would 
potentially advers•ly affect 
species identtfi.ed as a 
candidate, sensitive, or 

i special-statu.c:; species in 
i loral or regional plans, 

policies. or regulations, or 
·by the CDFW or USFWS. 

M-81-la: Avoidance and Minimization MeasurH for California lled-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle. 
During rnn!ltruction at the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Ccnlrnl Pump Stiltion well facility sites, the SFPUC 
shall enrurl:! a bi<?logic.nl monitor is present during iru;tallatiun of exclusion fencing and initial vegetation clearing 
and/or grading, and. shall implement lhe following measures: 

• Within one week before work at these sit<!S begins (induding demolition and vegetation removal), a qualiliml 
biulugisl shall supervise the installation of exdwion fencing along the boundaries of the wor.k area, as deemed 
nl:!c:essary by the biologist, to prevent California red-legged frogs, wetitem pond turtles, ond lnddcntnl, 
corrunon wildlife from l!ll.tcring the work area. The construction contractor shall install suitable fencing with a 
minimum heJght of 3 feet above ground r-.urfacc with an odditionnl 4-6 jnches of fencl;!: material buried i;uch 
that 6pecie::; cannol crawl under the fence. 

• A qualified biologist shall conduct environmental DWiltl?ness training for all construction workers prior to 
construction workers beginning their work efforts on the project. 111e training shall include information on 
species idcmLification, avoidance measur~ to b~ implemented by lhc project, and the regulatory requiremenl:R 
and penalties for noncompHnncc. If necessary, the content shall vary according to specific construction areas 
(e.g., workers on city streets will receive training on nesting birds but not on California rcd-Jcggcd frog 
identification). 

• A quaJified biologist shall Rurvey the excluded area within 48 hours before! the onset of in"itial 
ground~tisturbing activities and ,;hall be present during initiaJ vegetation cl~aring and ground~disturbing 
Bctivitks. The biological monitor shall monitor the cxdwdon fencing weekly to confinn proper maintcnancc­
and inspect for frogs EJnd turtles. If frogs ur turtles are foWld, the! SFPUC Bhall halt construction and cuntact the 
USfWS and/or CDFW for inslroctlons On how to proceed. Construction RhaJJ resume after approval from the 
USFWS and/or COFW. 

• Duri{lg project acfivitJcs1 excavations de.eper than 6 foches sha11 be covered overnight or an escape rnmp of 
earth or a wooden plank at a 3~1 ri!m shall he Installed; openings s4ch as pipes where California rP.d )egged 
frogs or western pond turtles might ::;eek refuge shRl.1 be covered when not in use; and nil trash that may .1t1ract 
prcdalors or hide CaHfornia red-legged frogs or w~tcm pond lurtles shall be properly contaim~U C?n a daily 
basis, rcmovL'd from the worksite, and disposed of regularly. Following com;truction, the construction 

: . contractor shall remove all trash and construdion debcis from work areas. 
'----~----~~~~-~---~-

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 
>---------

I. SFl'UC ElllB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMB{BEM 
(l!iologist) 

3 SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Biologist) 

j 4. SFPUC CMB/HEM 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. SFPUCl!EM 

2. SFPUCllF.M 

3. SFPUCllEM 

4- SFPUCBEM 

Moni.toring nnd 
Reporting Actions 

1. Coortlina.lt:! final construction plans and 
specifications during the design phase 
including obtaining. a.s n~ccssory, 
agrccmcnlc; and/or pcm1its. Ensure that 
the cuntract documents include the 
requjrement for contractor{s} to coordinate 
with uliHty servi.ce providers. 

2. Monitor tu ensure that contrador(.s) 
implements measures in the contract 
documcmts. Report noncomp1iancc, and 
ensure corrective act.ion. 

1- Ensure that contract doruments include 
applicabJe avoidance and minimization 
measures for California red-legged frog. 
we5tem pond htrtlei:;, and incidental, 
common wildlife, including rec.1uirement 
for exclusion fencings. 

2. Develop worker training program and 
ensure that all construction personnel 
participate in the en vironmentaJ. training 
prior to beginning work at the job site(s). 
Require workers to sign the training 
program sign-.in t;;heel Maintain file of 
training sign-in sheera. 

3. Obtain and review resume or other 
documentation of consulting bil;.'logist·s 
qualifications. Conduct pceconstcuction 
surve}'S, species relocat.ion (if nppropriate 
and approved by CDFW .md/or USFWS), 
and monitoring, including wt.oekly fence 
inspection. Document activities in 
monitoring logs. 

4. Monitor to ensure that cont["actur(s) 
implements measures in contract 
doruments. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action .. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

···T\~i·:1:;;·:·•·· 
1. Design 

2. Constrolfion 

1. Design 

2. Preconstfuction and 
Con:o;truction 

3. !'reconstruction and 
Construction 

4. Construction 
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No. : Impact Summary 

ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impkmenlalion and Reporting 

Responsible Porty 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
RepoJting Actions 

:~1~tC:i,91~Ai. R,ESOT1il~iis:~~~~i:i~rnw@: j,:,,1::' "· ; .. 

co' 
I'.). 
mi 

Bl-3 Constn1ction of the 
proposed project would 
ronflict with nppllcnble 
)i)cal policies or ordinnnrec; 

1 
protecting-biological 

: resottrces, such as a trc.e 
preservation policy or 
ordinance. 

M-Bl-lb: Avoidance and Minimizailoo Measures for Special-Status Bats. A qualified wildlile biologist shall 
coJ1duct prcconstruction spccial-stntus bat swveys when large trees are to be removed, or when occasionally used or 
vacant buildingi:; an.! to be demolished. If active day or night roo~b:l arc found, the wildlife biologie>t shaU take actions 
to make such rousts unsuitabh! habitat prior to tree removal or building demolition. A no-disturbance ~u.ffer of 100 
kct shall be created around nctive bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes. Bat roo&ts initiated 
during construction are presumed 10 be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary. 

M-BI-lc Avoidance and JvJinimization Measures for Monarch Butterfl)'. Construction activities in and around 
potenlia1 butterAy overwintering sites shall occur outside of the overwintering scilSon (October to March), to the 
greatest extentfoa.sible, tu avoid potential impact::; on monarch butterfly at the Golden Gate Park sitc.o:;. However, 
when it is not fuasible to avoid the ovenv!ntering r;eason and construction activities take place during this ~ime, the 
following measures shall apply; · 

• Precon.struction surveyi> :;hall be ronduc:ted for overwintering monaTch huttCJ"fly sites wjthin 100 feel of the 
construction arna.s_ 

• If an nctive overwinledng site is located, work activities shall be delayed within 100 feet of the site location until 
avoidance measures have been implemented. Appropriate avoidance measwes shall include the following 
mcasun .. -s (which may be mqdificd as il result of consultation with the CDFW to provide equally effective 
measures): 

- If the qualified wildlife biologist determines that construction adivities shall not aft.ct an active overwintering 
site, activities may proceed without restriction. 

- J\ no-disturbance buffer may be eStablished ar~d the overwintering site to avo.itl distw:banO:!: or destruction 
unlil afler the ovenvint.ering. 

- The extent of the no-disturbance buffers shall be determined by a qualified wildlife biologist in consultation 
wilh lhc CDFW. 

! M-BI-3: Plant Replacement Trees. The SFPUC sholl replac2 the trees removed within SFRPD-managerl lands with 
trees of equivalent ecol:Ogical value (i.e., i;imilar specie~) at~ 1 :1 ratio. lf planting tr~ of equJvalcnt ecological value 

· flt a 1:1 ratio is not feasible or such trees a_re not available, removed trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 1 inch for 
, every 1 Inch of the removed tree's diameter at breast height. If the project sit-e does nut have adequate ruum for 
'replanting trees, lhc.SFPUC shall coordinate with SFRPD to.identify acceptable replanting locations in the vicinity of 
the pr<~L'Ct site. The SF PUC shall monitor tree replacement plantings annually for a minimum of lbree years after 
completion of construction to enFiure the plantings have become established and, if ncccss;:uy, shoJI replanl to ensure 
the success of the replacement plantings. 

1. 5FPUC EMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Qualified Biologist) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

1. SfPUCF.Mll 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Qualified lJiulugist) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

]. SFPUC F.lvm 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Qualified Biologist or 
Arborist) 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 
! 
. 3. SFPUC BEM 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

1. SFPUC BEM 

2. SF!'UC BEM 

3.SFPUCBEM 

1. Ensure that contract documents include 
applicable <Jvoidancc and minimization 
measures. 

2. Obtain and review resume or other 
tlocumentation of consulting biologist's 
qunlific.alions. Conduct prl::!.-COnstr_udion 
SUTVCf~ ff fCKJSls are found, implement 
appropriate ml::!.asures. Document 
activities in monitoring logs. 

3. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
impJcrncnls meaRures in contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, end 
ensure corrective action. 

1. Ensure that contract documents include 
~pplicable avoidnncc and minimization 
measures. 

2. Obtain and review resume or other 
documentation of coruultlng biologist's 
qualifications. Conduct pre-construction 
survey. If overwintering site is located, 
implement appropriate mensw:es. 
Document activities in monitoring logs. 

3. Monitor to em~urc tha.t contractor(s) 
implements measures in contract 
docum~nts. Report noncompliance, and 
en!;ure corrective action. 

1. En.sure that cantract documents includ~ 
tree replacement measures. 

2. Ensure that the contractor implements tree 
replacement measures in accordance with 
SHU'D coordination. 

3. Monitor to ensurl::!. that contractor 
implements measures in contra cl 
documents. Report noncompliance, ai-id 
ensure corr~ctivc action. 

Implementation 
Scltcdule 

I. Design 

: 2. Preronstrllclion and 
Construction 

· 3. Construction 

1. Design 

2. Prcconstruclion omd 
Construction 

3. Construction 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

3. Post-Construction 
Monitoring (<1t lenst 
three years, depending 
on RUCCCRS) 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPL)'. PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact· 
No. Impact Summary MiHgation MeilSUTe Responsible Party 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementalion 
Schedule 

Hw~o:to~YANo-wATfiltQUALrrY~i~t. · ~ir:. ::i~- .. -~~~~~~; =~·":!): .. :Jf ·? ? J/~i. ·:· ·: J;-~iJt;= ... )~. .·: ; t: .. - · :·~~;.·~:;; .. Jli1 ~.:~~)~: ::: ,._Ji:.. T:!~- , :;:·· · T?:~:~i~·'.1 
1· HY-J 'j ~:;~j~~ constntcti·~~:w~~~ ~~~Y~~;~mple~:nt ~r~~~water ~e~ate~~g BMPs a.~~~ Merced \.Vell";~~~·fy_ lf gro~11dl~~~~~1· produced ' J.S;~;~~ .EMl:J ] . !:ifTPUC BEM 1. Incorporate appropriate language into _, 1·~ .. De~;i~ ··~'· ·~··-----< 

HY·B 
co 
N> 
...J 

possibly violate water during construction of the Lake Merced facility is not di.c;ch•uged to the sewer system, the SJiPUC shall include a 
2 

SFPUC ClvIB/BEM 
2 

SFPUC BEM oonlract documenls including 2 p . . 
quality standards and wasle . requirement in construction conlrnd~ that· its constructiun contractor(s) develop and implcmcnt standard BMPs · · dcvclnpmcnt of Dcwatcring Plan. · reconstruction 
discharge requiremcnls or I for U1e treatment of s~<limenl-laden w.atcr produced during groundwater d!:!wati:!ring. IlMP5 could include 3. SFPUC CMH/HE.M 3. SFPUC BEM 

2 
r' ) l] 

otherwise substantiaJly db;charging waler through filtration media, such as filter bags or a similar !iltration device, or allowing Lhc . · l{eview rontcacto 5 L ewatering J an. 
degrade wate.r quality. filtered water Lo infiltrate into the soil. lf infiltration ii:; u5ed, applimlion of the groundwater shall be conducted at 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 

Project operations would 
possibly result in scawiltcr 
intrusion du~ tu decreased 

. groundwnter levels in the 
i \V<.'t'>t..c;idc Groundwater 
Basin. 

a rate and location that docs nol aJJow runoff lnto Lake Merc-ctl or droinngc conveynnC'.es such as storm drains implements measrues in Dewatedng Plan,. 
and does not cause flooding or runoff lo adjacent properties. 'lhe discharge of groundwater shall nl!io be repurt noncompliance, an<l ensure 
conducted at a rnte that does not allow ponding. unless the ponding is a result of implementing BMPs to reducC! corrective action wi1hin time-lines 5.pecified 
the velocity of the Aow and occurs within constructec.I containment," such ns an excavalion or berm with r1u uutl~t. in contract 
The discharge must also be appHcd ot n sufficient distancl:! !~um building foundations or other areas that <.uulcl be 
damaged from ground settling ur swelling. No chemicals shall be adde<l to thl! dischurgcd groundwater. 
Alternatively, rather than discharging ground waler, filtered groundwater cuuld be used-to spray disturbed nrea!'i 
and the soil stockpile to reduce fugitive dust emissions, if there is sufficient waler and it is dct~rmined feasible by i 

the construction contractor. · ! 

M~HY~Sa: Expand Coastal Monitoring Network. A minimum of one }'l:!ar prior to operating lhc South Windmill 1. Sf PUC Water Enterprise 
Reploc:ement well, North Lake well, or Central Pump Stotion well facilities in Golden Gate Park, the SFPUC shall 1 2 

SFPUC W · E . 
rehabilitate cxi:qting groundwater wells in the western porlfon of the park or install new grnundwater moniloring l · aler nterprJSe 
well!; between the Pacific Const nnd the &>\1th Windmill Replacement well and North Lake well fadlitil!s. The 

~ SFPUC expects that existing wcllB NL-1 and SF-1, which are screened similarly lo the North Lake irrigation Wl'll, 
·can be rehabilitated, and wells SWM-3 and NWM-3 may also be able to be rehabilitated, if found. If the wells 
cannot be rehabllitated, the SFl'UC shall coordinate with the SFRPD and install new wells in the same 

: approximate location in orea.s of GoJden Gate Park that are not highly used by the public and are currently 
developed/disturbed or are substantiolly devoid of vegetation in order lo minimi7.e the effects of installation. 
11'1ese monilodng wells shall b~ locall!d il maximum of 100 foet inland to provide a coos till monitoring location in 
both lh~ Shallow Aquifer and Primary Production Aquifer for lhedelection of seawater inlrm;lon. These wcllB 
shall be included in the cof;!stal groundwater monitoring network and monitored as part of the SFPUC's ongoing 
monitoring program for the detection of seawater intrusion. 

To cstablii;h a baseHne ol groundwater quality, thL'Sc wells (1\•hich ha.ve not been previously monitor<.>d on port of the 
SFPUC's groundwoter monitoring program) shall be monitored on a quarterly basis for a minimwn of <me yeaT 
prior to operation of the South Wlndmlll Replacement welL North Luke well, tmd C.enlral Pwnp Station well 
facilities. For each monitoringl!vcnt.. a groundwater sample from each well shall bC! analyzed for the same 
param12ters as i&rc measured under the exibiing groundwater monHoring program (chloride-, TDS, and specific 
conductanre). 

1. SF PUC W nter 
Enterprise 

'2. SFPUC Waler 
Enterprise 

L Locate and rehabilitate existing 
monitoring wells. Ensure that new weUs 
are instaHed if existing wells cannot be 
found or rehabiliialed. 

2. Monitor groundwater quality. 

3. Construction 

1. Design nncf 
construcUon 

2.. Construction, 
mtnlmum of J year 
prior to opcrntion of 
Golden Gale Park 
well(s). 

I M-HY.::;-:· Conlin~~WI Groundwater Monitoring in the F'rimary P~duction Aquifer. The SliPUC shall inst~ 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 11. SFPUC Water 
! pressure transducers in coa>;tal monitoring wells Kirkham MW-255, Kirkhorn MW-385, Ortega MW-26..~, Ortega Enterprise 

1. JnslaJI transducer,g and conduct 11. Project operation 
continuous groundwatcr-Jcvel·rnonitoring. 

MW-400, Taraval MW-240, Taraval MW-400, and San Francisco Zoo MW-450, which are completed in the Primary 
Production Aqujfcr, and shall conduct continuous groundwater-Jeve1 monitoring in these monitoring well!;. These 

: groundwater fovcls shall be monitored as part of the ongoing monitoring program for the detection tJf seawater 

j intrusion. .. · _ _ _ -----------'---
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Impact 
No. 

HY-8 
(cont.) 

co 
~ 

Impact Summary 

~ase No. 2006.1122E 

. ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

I 

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measure M-HY~9c: Adaptive Management Program for Seawater InLTUsion. The. SFPUC shall 
implement the Groundwater supply Project in a stepwise manner, oonduct monituring to detect seawater intrusion, 
and ~ltf?r pumping to prevent seawater inlrusion from adv,·mdng to the coastal monitoring nel:t\'Ol'k In accordance 
with the proress described below a9d shown in Figwe MMRP-1. 

1 Priur to beginning full (fperation of the proposed project, the SFPUC shall begin pwnping at a reduced rate and 
confinue monitoring the expanded coastal monitoring_ network (including the new wells added under Mitigation 
Measure M-HY-8a) for evidence- of SC!awaler intrusion according to lhe following procedure: 

[ • At initial startup, the projec:t wells shall be operated at a maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd. 

• Tht! SFPUC !;jhaJl cuntinut! ~l!miannual grmmdwarer quality monitoring of the coastal network {including th~ 
new wells added under Mitigalion Measure M-HY-Sa) in accordcince with the ongoing monitoring program a~ 
revllied by Mitigation Measure M-llY-Bb. 

• Alter oneycarofmon.itoring, lhcSFPUC may increase annual pumping by 1 mgd each year, up to a total of 3 
mgd during Phase 1 of the project and 4 mgd during Phase 2 i.f none of the chloride. concentrations detected fil 
the coastal monitoring networ)t equals or exceeds 142 mg/L. If this. lhnit is not mel, semiannual groundwater 
quality monitoring of the coastal network shall continue. · 

• In the event that the chloride concentration in any of the coastal monitoring wells equals or exceeds 142 mg/L, 
the SPPUC shall incrt!asl:! the coastal groundwater quality monitoring frequ1mcy to quarterly. 

• If there is an upward trend in ch.loride levels aflertliree qua'rterly monitoring periods fiUCh that projected 
chluridl:! lt!vels couJd I"l!ach the secundary MCL of 250 mg/Lin thr'=!I:! years (based on a trend analysis w;ing Uut 
most recent three_qurirtera of groundwater sampling), theSFPUC shtill eilher temporarily redistribute 
pumping to decrease pumping rates closest to the affect~ monitoring well,. or decrease the overall pumping 
rate. 

• However_, if the SFPUC can Llemoru;trate to the satisfaction of the San Francisco Planning Department 
Environmental Review Officer, with.independent 3rd party concurrence, that the upward trend is not due lo 
the project_, the SFPUC may continu~ pumping 1mbj~ct to lh~ requirements of µ,is mitigation measure. 

• Pumping may continue at the adjusted production nite nnd pattern as long as none the roastal monitoring 
wells exhibit chloride concf:!ntratiuru; that art! prnjl!ctt!d tu rt!ach 250 mg/L within three yt!ars (based on a trend 
analysis using the most recent three quarters of groundw~ter sampling). 

• The total annual pumping rate may be increa•ed by 1 mgd (up to a maximum of 3 mgd during Phase 1 of the 
project and 4 mgd during Phase 2) after 21 months of quarterly monitoring indier1te that none of Lhe chloride 
concentrations at the coastal monitoring locations are projected to reach 250 mg/L within the next three years. 

• II the chloride concentration m1ches 250 mg/Lat any of the coastal monitoring points, the SFPUC sllllll stop 
pumping at the nearest project well, and stop all ground water pumping if necessary to prevent seawater 
intrus:ion from progressing further. Pumping shnll not be resumed y.ntil chloride concentrntions at ilie affected 
well have been belu\y 142 mg/L for one yt!ar basi;:d on quarter~y monitoring. 

• The monitoring frequency may be reduced to semiannual once the chloride concentration in an .affected well 
decreases to 142 rng!L ur l()wer fur une y~ar based on.quarterly monitoring. · · 

Mitigation Measures M-HY-Ba through M-HY-Bc could be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westside Basin 
Groundwater Management Plan. The Groundwater M~gement Plan would be submitted to the Planning 
Dcpartmt.'Ilt prior to the Operation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review of consi~tcncy 
with the mitigation requirements for this project. 

Page 10of19 

Monitoring and Reporting Pro~g_ra_m ______ ~~--

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 

1. Sf'PUC Wiltcr Enterprise 

2. Sf!'UC Water Enterprise 

3. Sf PUC Water Enterprise 

4. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

------< 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

l. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise 

2. Sf PUC Water 
Enterprise 

3. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise, Sf PUC 
BEMandERO 

4. SFPUC Water 
EntC?rprlse, SFPUC 
BEMandERO 

Mo_nitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

1. Begin groundwnter pumping at a 
maximum combined ca pad ty of 1 mgd, 
and monitor groundwater quality. 

2. Increase pumping G1pacily if chloride 

Implementation 
Schedule 

:::~! _., ·:·fr. 'ii~'' 

; 1. Project operntion 

2. Project uperatiun 

· 3. Project operation 

concentration threshultls are not e.xcccdcd, 1

1
4. Project Operation 

and continue monitoring ground water 
1 

quality. ' 

3. Redistribute, reduce, or stop pumping if 
chloride concentration threshold::; <:1rc 
exceeded, and continue monitoring 
gwundwater quality. 

4. Submit North Westside Basin 
Groundwater Basin Management Pliln to 
Planning Department. 

Sen Francisco Grounctwater Supply PrCJjecl . 



ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact 
No. Impact Summary · Mitigation Measure 

,'.~~~OLO~~iN"~:(WATERQUA,~fh':.~c.~nl) ·.:{i1;?Hi . ·~r-;_ ---. r ~·'. ·~ i~i)i!t 17 ~?~;~1:~~;:·.- --~! ,.·, 
-Hv-9 I The prup~d projt!ct would lMitigation Measure M-HY-9: Lak~i.evel Mana~ment forla.ke Merced. Th~'S}1'UC fihail-i~1plcmcn1 a lake 

possjbly have a substantial, · IC!'Vd managem~nt program Jn m::cordrul.l."'e with th~ prucc&'i dc.-;cribed below and shown in figur~ MMRP-2. The 
adverse clfcct on water program requires SFPUC to implement the Ground water Suppl}'· Project in a st(:pwisc manner; conduct 

.1 quality that ctiuld affect the monitoring to ~eh..>et changes in lakt:! Jevel and '"''atcr qunJity as well as groundwater-level elevations, and shall · 
~beneficial uses of j' respond tn projec:t-rela1ed changes. Lake level~ may be augmented by adding supplemental water (SFPUC 

L:ike Men~ed. systt:'m water, b·ealed slormwntcr, or recycled water), if available. The SFPUC may also alter ur redistribute 
pumping as nec~tisary to avoid adverse effects on Lake Merced in the event ll :;upplemental water source is not 
ovailnhl.e or j5 insufficient to restore lake level:;. Implementation of this measure shaB be ooordinflted with tht:! 
SflPUC's ongoing T...nkc Merced Inke-1evel, lakt:! water quality, and groundwater monitoring programs to 
document and maintain the datnbase of these parameters throughout prnject operations. 

Monitoring and Reporting_ Program 

I----· _liltplementation alnd Reporting_ 

. Reviewing and 
Responsible Party Approval Party 

·:i: '.i;~~~· t ::L;i_;J~_-
1. SF PUC Warer Enrerpri,;e 

2. SFPUC Water Enlerpri::;e 

3. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

4. SFPUC Water F.nlcrprisc 

1. SFPUC Water 
. Enterpris~ 

2. SFPUC Watei· 
Enterprise 

3. SFPUC Wnlcr 
Enturprisc 

4. SFPUC Water 
F.nlerprlse, SFPUC 
IJEM and ERO 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

·.:_, 
1. Behrin groundwater pumping at a 

maximum combined capadty of 1 mgd, 
ond monitorgrotmdwatcr and lake levels. 

2. Increase pumping capacity if ldke level 
triggers are not exceeded, and 1...xmtinue 
monilodng groundwa\er and lake levels. 

3. Redishibute, n!duce, or stop pumping if 
chloride l""Oncentration lake level t.riggers 
nre cxce.eded, and continue m~nitoring 
groundwater and lake levels. Prior lo beginning full operation of th!:! Groundwater Supply Project, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a 

reduced rote and continue lake-level and groundwatcrmonitor1ng for the purpose of dt!tecting adverse effects on 
Lake M~rced according to the followlngproL-edure: . l 

4. Submit North Westside Basin 
Groundwater Basin .Mnn<Jgemcnl Plan to 
Planning Dcparbncnt. 

c.o 
N 
c.o 

• A I Initial startup, the well:; 8hall be operated at a maximum combined capacity nf 1 mgd. 

• The Sfl'UC shaJJ continue to ~no.inlain Lake-Level Mudt:!l so as to be able lo evaluate what lak(! lc.!vcls would be 
without implementation nf the project b;:ised on the actual hydrolugic condition8 that ocrnrs during project 
implementation. The SF PUC shall u!ie the model tO determine the amuunt of lake-level decreases that are 
attributable lo the project rather than to hydrulogic or other factors, and: 

- Ii lake levels are projected to be within the range that would occur without the prQject,. based on 
main1enance of the Lakc-Luvcl Model, then no project impact is indicated and no corrective action shall be 
required. 

- lf project-relatl!tl lake 1Cvels are projeded to be below the rangu that would ocrur without the project.. the 
n1\owable deviation from naturally occurring lake levels is dependent on what the naturally occurring lakl! 
levels would be without the prujl:!ct. Corrective aclio11 shall be implement~tl if the trigger levels identified in 
Tobie MMRP-1 are projected to be exceeded. 

• II after one year of monitoring, lake levels arc above the trigger levels specified In Table MMRl'-1, the SFPUC 
may increase pumping by 1 mgd per year, up to a total of 3 mgd during Phase 1, and up lo a total of 4 mgd 
after Phase 2 Is implemented. 

• If project-related lake levels arc projected to be beJow the range that would occur without the project, the 
aUownbfo deviatfon from naturally uccuning lake Jcvcls that would prevent significant wetlands o.nd water 
quality impacts from oc:cu_rring is dependent un what the natura11y occurdng lake levels would be without the 
project. Corrective action Rhall be implementLxl if the trigger levels Jdcntµied in the final culUIIUl of Table 
MMRP-1 nnd shown on.Figure MMRP-3 arc projeclcd to be exl"eeded, compnt"cd to water levels that would 
occur without the project. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

~~hi / .. : 
'I. Project operation 

2. Project operation 

3. ProjL'Cl o"pcri'.ltion 

4. l'roject operation 

I 

• lf, after Ont:' year of monitoring, loke levels drop below the trigger level:; specified in Table MMRP-1, and 
groundwater monitodng in combination with the l.ake-Levcl Model results Jndicate.c; that the decline is due to 
project-related pumping, th• S!'PUC shall augment lake levels by adding supplemenlal water of suitable quality 
(!:iuch ilS 5Urplus potable water that is dechloraminah .. >d at the T .ake MerO'.!d Pump Station. slmmwnter from the 
Vista Grande Cana], recycled wntcr. or slormwater divertl!d rrom other development in the Lake. M~rc:ed 
watershed) if availablv, to maintain lake lovols nt the specified trigger level baood on f.ake-Level modeling. At the 
end -~f the subsequent year of monitorin~ __ the SFPU.~ may increase ~'.unping by: mgd (up to a total of 3 mgd 

- .. ----'--------~------------ ----~---------~ 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANOSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact i 
No. Impact.Summary 

.... ·-·. ------- --

-~#.~~l:i~~;p~X:'Il~:@lli.."li'.'.\~!:: . ,,,. . .,,.,,,,,,_ '""'""'"''" . '""·-"n.; 
HY-9 
(cunl) 

during Phase 1 and up to 4 mgd after Phase 2 is implemented} if water levels can be maintained at the above­
spccificd trigger levels. The SFPUC shall continue lake-level and groWldwater monitoring, lake water-<1uality 
monitoring, and mainbmance of the l..ake?-Level Model, and ff \\'ilrrantcd bascd on moniloring data o.nd model 
results, continue supplemental water adclitioru;. 

~e rate of surphJs waler additions sh.1.11 be controlled such that water surface elevation increases are no greater 
than 0.5 feet over a ~.5-wcck period in ;my Ringle nesting season (mnservFJtively March 1 through August 15) and 
no greater than3 feet in any given year to avoid impacts to nesting birds and western pond turtle. 

if a supplemental water source is not available ur is insufficient to maintain lake levels above the trigger levels 
fipedfied in Table MMRP-1, implement otl\cI corrective actions such as redistributing pumping to reduce or 
eliminate groun<lwatcc withdrawals nmr Lake Merced or decreasing the overall pumping· rale lo maintain 
lake levels at ur above the specified trigger levels. The SFPUC sha11 continue lakc-Jcvcl and groundwater-level 
monitoring, Lake Merced water quality monitoring, and maintenance of the Lake-Level Model to determine 
the effectiveness of the corrective measures such that lake lt!vttls shall be maintained at the above-specified 
trigger IC!.vels. · 

· As shown in Figure MMRP-2, the SFPUC shall amtinue to monitor lake levels and shall continue 
supplemental water additions or redistribution/reduction of groundwater pumping-to maintain Lake Merood 
water lcveli; at the above-specified trigger levels. · 

l\llitigation Measun!M-HY-9 could be incmporated into the SFPUC'!1 North Weslside Basin Groundwater 
Management Plan. 'l'he Groundwater Mana~ment Pian woitld be submitted to the Planning DcparlrncnL pdnr to 
ille opcrntion of the Sc•n Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review uf consistency with the mitigati<m 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

1----+----------~.·M-HY-ll: Prepare a So~~-W-a-1-er_P_ro_te_c_li_on-P-ro_g_•_am_o_n_d_U_p_d_a_le-D-ri_n_ki_' n_g_W_a-le_r_S_o_ur_c~e-As-se_s_s_m_e_n_l ___ t-1-.-S-'f_P_U_C_W_a_te_r_E_n_te_crp_r_is_e-;-l l-.-S-.F-1'_U_C_W_n_le-r---;-1-.-D-c-v-c-lo-p-s-o-ur-c-c-w-a.ter protection program 

Because the DWSAP reports forcadt proposed well facility identified potcntio11y cont.aminating activilies with n 
2 

SFPUC W En . 1 Enlerprise , in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
Projeli: operation would 
po..qsibJy cause a violation of 
Waler quality standards. 

HY-11 

vulner.ability score of 8 or higher, the SFPUC shall develop and implement a Fmurce wate:rprotectlon program · atcr lcrprlSC ; 
2 

UC W 1 M-HY-11. 
Including the following components to be implemented to prevent contamination of the well facility: 3. SFPUC Water llnterprise · ' SFP ater 

• Jntegration v..rith the Westside Bosln Groundwater Monitoring Program to ide.ntify changeS in water quaJity 
that would w anant further study and response. 

• Continued cooperation with the San Francisco Department of Public Health in that department's 
implementation of the cxifiting well construction ond ·well destruction pertnit program. lhe goal of pcolecting 
and prl:!sl:!rving.groundwater quality requires that all wells be properly constructed ond mainlained during 
theic operational lives, and.properly clestruyed after their ust:!ful liv~. 

• Continued cooperation with the San Francisco Deparhnent of Public Health in ~l deparlm~nt's management 
of cases in the North Wei:>tside Basin where Rpills or leaks of chemk~11s (e.g., lcf!.kingundcrground Iucl tanks) 
could threaten groundwater quality to ensure that the rc...-spunsiblc party adequately investigates and cleans up 
any contamination that could threaten drinking water quality. · 

• Continued cbopcration with the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise's U.-ban Watershed Management Program in 
the irnpl!:!mentation of guidelines to maintain approprfatc buffers between low impact dcvelopffient 
stormwater facilities and drinking: water wdl facilities. 

• Continued coordination with U1c San Francisco Planning Department to ensure SF PUC review of and 
comment on CEQA planning documents for proposed projects iii the North 'WesLside Ground waler Basin lo 

---~-----------•_n_s_ure ~-~t.~roundwater ~.a!~i~.:'~ouJd not be degraded as a rc.suJt of project implementation. 

Enterprise 

i 3. SFPUC Wiitcr 
· Enterprise, Sf PUC 

llEMandERO 

2. Implement source water protection 
program in oc:Cordance with Mitigation 
McasureM-HY-11. 

3. Submit North Westside llasln 
Groundwoter Basin Management Plan tu 
Planning Department. 

1. Curu:b:uction.. prior lo 
project operation 

2. Project o~ration 

3. Project Upt>ration 
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ATT ACHMENr B (continued). 

SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

-··--------------------------------~-----~ 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting ,--· 
: Impact 

No. I Impact Summary j Mitigation Mea•ure Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementation 
Schedule 

-~~qLcJi;y __ ~~p· WATER QUi\'.~~~:(~611t~) ; !¥ ''.::~:~~. . . _ . . -~ .. ;':'. ,: ~;[:~·~~~ i: '( :;'. ,. . ·;~~----;:J :;~~;)~: · ;:?<'.;'.!(_·~- . .: !j~ ~j;~., . !i. !l(Hi:~'.!:'.; · i. :.::fi~; ; -~ ·:y; ·@L_~:: ____ .!iit 1 ~tl'. ·j. i~'.~;'.'.~! : j · .;'. :~ _}_;'~ .. 
HY-11 \ The source water protection program shall ~pedfy that in lhc event that potential contamination is identiFicd, lhc 
(cont.) : SFPUC sholl increase the monitoring frequency at tho potentially affected well, investigate the potential suuccc of 

,.··. 

1."0ntamiriation. coordinalc wilh the Son Frand!iCO Department of PubJic Health or RWQCB to require re.sponsible 
parties to address identified suurce.c; of contamin~tion, and shut down the affec.tetl well or provide addilion.11 
tre;itmenr for the groundwater if contamination of the drinking waler supply carmot otherwise bl! avuidl.'d. 

ln addition, the SFPUC shall uprlnlc lhe drinklng watef source assl:!Sbment for each wc11 fecilJty every five years 
to review existing and planned lond usc.c; ilii well a~ to identify potenliaHy contaminating activilici:;, fl:-1 required 
by the California Departim:!nt of Public Health, and revise monitoring requirements~ if neces5ary to address 
additional potentially contaminating activities. · 

The SfiPUC shall encourage public pa!"ticipation in the development of the sourct! water protection program and 
shall update U1e program every five years alung with the drinking water source assessments for l!ach prnjcctwcll, ; 
to prL'Vcnt contamination that could. cause an exreedance of drinking water MCLs at the: project wells. 

Mitigation Measure M-lIY-11 could be incorporated lnlo the SF1'UC's Norfu Westside Basin Gmundwnter 
Management Plan. 'lhe Grow1dwater Man.agemcnt Plan would be submitted to thit Planning Department prior to 
the operation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Pn~ed for review of consistency witl1 the mitigation 

CO \ ! requirement:'._~or this ~rn~cc~- _. _ . 

,!;!~no:~ A.l:i!i:i\~¥Anp6us MA,';\!~#4i.s · '__~ 'l: ::@ii '::. __ : :\' : } .; Y;:: · '~m~: "'! ' ___ --";::"J~'i!~: -~-:-~~---~-_,.--~~-~-
Hz-2 Project construction would l\.f-HZ-2a: Prec~nstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment. Within thr~months prior to mnslrudion,. the 

L .. 

pusBibly rl$uJt in a SFPUC shall retain n qualified envirunml.'ntal professional to conduct a regulatory. agency databasc review to update 
significant hazard to the ,and idcnl..ify hazardous materials sit~ within 1.4 mile of the project sJtcs and to review apptupriate standard 
public or the environment 'inforrnalio,n .sources lo determine the potentiaJ for soil or groundwater mntaminatJon at lhe projeL1: sHes, Should this 
through reasonably _review indicate a high likelihood of encountering contvmination at the project siles1 follow-up 1:;ampling shall be 
foreseeable upset and =conducted to characterize soil and groundwater quality prior fo construction to provide necessary data for the site 
accident ronditi.ons 'health and safely pLm (Mitigation Measure M-I-IZ-2b) and hnzardous materjaJs management plan (Mitigation 
involving the release of Measure M-HZ-2c). If needed, site investigations: ur remedial activities shall be performed ut the project site in 
hazardous materials present accordance with applicable Jaws. · 

in soil und groundwater. M-HZ-2b:-~ealth and Safety Plan. TI1c construction contTactor shall, prior to construction, prepare n site-specific 

health ond sofcty pion in acrordance with federal OSHA regulations (29Cl'R1910.120) and Cal-OSHA regulations 
(8 CCR Title 8, Section 5192) to addl-ess worker health and ~afuty issuc!i during construction. The health and safety 
plan shall identify the potcntinlly present chemicals, health and safety hazards associated with those chemicah;, all 
required measures to prob..'CI: com;truction workers and the general public from t!xposure ~o hannful levels of any 
chemicals idenUfied at the sire (including engineering controls. monitoring, and.security measures lo prevent 
unauthorized entry to the work area), appropriate personal protective equipment, and emergency £Csponc;c 
procedures. The health and safely pl;in .shall designate qualified individuals rcspon.c;ibJe for implementing the 
plan and for <lirectin.g subsequent proccdurcfl in the event thatunanticipat~d cunl:amination is encountered. 'J'he 
plan sh a JI indude requirements for management of Roil on the east side of the North Laki! Pump Station (nP.nr 
boring SB-4), from the groundsurfact:! tu a depth of about 0.5 feet,. that contains elevatt.>d levels of lead: i:;hallow 
soil in this area shalJ br. cxc.wiJted and lemporarily stockpifod for addilional lc.o;;ting to determine offsite tlit;posal 
requirements. Alternatively, affected soil shall be Jsolated beneatl1 building founc..lation!> or pavement areas <luring 
conslruction, pending approval from the San Francisco Department of Public Health. - . . 
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I. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(environmental · 
professional) 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

3. SFPUC CMB/ 

. '.Ji' 
.;•; 

Ii. SFPUCBEM 

!. SFPUCIJEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

i - :If ;;- __ .·[:1:~= ;: :: .~~ .:):1~: . 
1. Update envirorummtal database within 3 ! 1. Prcconslru(lion 

months uf start of construction and perform I · 
follow-up analysis as required in this 
measure. Document Ondings in a report or 
tedmicalmemo lo SFPUC. 

'···--· ·----·-· . .... ·-·- -~-------~-
1. Ensure that conb"act doruments indude the 11. D~igri I 

requirement for preparing a health an~ 1 z. Conshuction 
safety plan. I 

' 3. Construction 
2. Eru.urc that cuntractor{s) prepares and 

submits a h""lth and safety plan and v<rrify 
that it includes .information cited jn contract 
documents. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements mea.5ures in the contract 
documents and health and safely plan. 
Rt!port noncomplianct!, and t:!nsuw 
corrective actiun. 

San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 



ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 200B.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

·------:------------------·-----·· 

Impact 
No. Impact Summaiy 

A~Df;Al'/P .~~~~i',[i~Mb •··... :+ · ,;:;_,,,.: .. n;.:•::·- ::-- ,. J'ii'+. · .::;:ff'H! ;::;,·:: .:.::::·~H~"''''·irnH::-, ••rn•ii!.';!F'!;;n\c-~'(· 
HZ-2 
(cont.) 

M-HZ-2c: flazatdous Materials Management Plan. The contractor shall, prior to constr1:1ction, prepare a 
hazardous mnlcrials m;:mngement phm that specifies the method for handling and disposal of contaminated soil 
and building c11:!bris, should any bl:! l::!ncountl::!red during construd:ion. Contract specifications Rhall mandate full 
compliance with all applicable local, State, and federal regulations related to identifying, transpurting, and 
disposing of hazardous materials, including those encountered in excavated soil, and demolition debris. The 
contrador shall provide theSFPUC with copies o! h!Jz.ardous waste manifests documenting that disposal of all 

i hazardous materials has been pciformcd In accordance with the low. 

DPW Englnccrlng = lJcpactmcnt of Pub Ile Works (CCSF) 
BEM = Yl!.teau of Envimnmenlal Management (SFPUC) 
EP = Sa\rt191-ancii.co Planning Ocpnrlml?Tlt, Envinmmenl:ill 1'lanning Divis:ion {CCSF) 
SFPUcC°&A.n Francisco l'ubJic Ulilities Commission (CCSF) 
ERO"". ~ronmentill review ,,fficer (CCSF - EP} 

CCSF = Gty and Couaty of San Ftandsco 
EM.B"" Engi.nee.1:ing .Z...ianagement Bureau (SFPUC) 
CMB - Construction Management Durcau (SFl)UC) 

------····· 

f-----------------M_o_n_it_o_n_'n"°g:_a_ndReportingProgram ________________ _; 

Implementation and Reporting 

1. 8FPUC EMB 1. SPPUCBEM 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 

3. Sfl' UC CMB/ 3. SFPUCBEM 

1. Ensure \hat contract documcnlc; include 
requirements £or preparing a hazardous 
materials management plan. 

2. Ensure that contractor(i:.) prepares and 
submits 11 h;t7.ardou5 materials 
manngcrru!llt plan and verify that it 
complies with r~uirements cited in 
contract documents. 

3. Monjtor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implcnumts measures in the contract 
documents and hazardous materials 
management plan. Report noncompliance, 
and ensure corrective action. 

'.[ ·=·~i! 
1. Design 

2. Construction 

3. Construction 

·---------------------------------------···---··-·-·-----·h-· 
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Mitigation Measure 

2a: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources. The following measures shall be implemented 
construction activities result in the accidental discovery of a cultural resource: 

;truction activities will immediately be suspended within 50 feet of the find if there is any indication of a 
ritial archeological resource. 

void the potential for adverse effects on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources, 
!fined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.S(a), the SFPUC shall distribute the Planning Department's 
~ological resource "ALERT" sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor firms 
J.ding demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc.); and/or to utilities firms involved in 
iisturbing activities within the project site. Prior to undertaking any.soil-disturbing activities, each 
·actor shall be responsible for ensuring that the ALERT sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including 
line operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The SFPUC shall provide the 
ronmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, 
ontractor(s), and utilities firm) confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the ALERT 

1 ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the SFPUC shall 
1 the~rvices of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained 
e Pl~g Department archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the 
1very is an archeological resource that retains sufficient integrity and is of potential 
tific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall 
ify and evaluate the archeological resource and make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is 
anted. Based on this information, the ERO may require specific additional measures to be implemented by 
FPUC. 

;ures could include: in-situ preservation of the archeological resource; an archeological monitoring 
ram; or an archeological evaluation program. The ERO might also require that the SFPUC immediately. 
~ment a site security program if an archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other 
iging actions. 

archeological resource is discovered, the archeological consultant shall submit an Archeological Data 
very Report (ADRR) to the ERO which;in addition to the usual ADRR contents, will evaluate the 
rical significance of any discovered archeological resource, as well as describe the archeological and 
deal research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken, 
Jresent, analyze, and interpret the recovered data. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
lrce shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 

approved by the ERO, copies of the ADRR shall be distributed as follows: the relevant California Historical 
J.rces Information System Information Center shall receive one copy, and the ERO shall receive a copy of the 
mittal letter of the ADRR to the Information Center. The San Francisco Planning Department, Envirorunental 
ting section shall receive three copies of the ADRR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms 
523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register /California Register. The SFPUC 
receive copies of the ADRR in the number requested. In instances of high public interest in or high 
Jretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution 
that presented above. 

Monitoring and urting l'rogran 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Archeologist) 

4. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Archeologist) 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

.. 1. SFPUC BEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

· 3. SFPUC BEM 

4. SFPUC BEM and 
ERO 

Monitoring 
Reporting At 

1. Ensure that the contract 
include measures relate• 
discoveries. 

2. Ensure that all project pE 
"Alert" sheet. Maintain f 
submittal to ERO. Monit 
the contractor implemen 
contract documents, rep< 
and ensure correc' icl 

3. Ensure that all potential 
reported as required am 
contractor suspends wo: 
Mobilize an archeologis 
ERO determines that an 
resource may be presenl 

4. In the event of a potenti.. 
evaluate the potential di 
advise ERO as to the sig 
discovery. Proceed with 
recommendations, evah 
implementation of addil 
consultation with ERO. 
distribute Final ADRR a 



Mitigation Measure 

b: Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site, 
wing measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed 
1n buried historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified 
ogical consultant, based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The 
gical consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the 
nt shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required 
t to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this 
at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the 

nt as specified here.in shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall 
jered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or 
wery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum 
veeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extef1ded beyond four weeks 
ich a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a 
nt archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

ition with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological site associated with descendant 
unericans or the Overseas Chinese, an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO 
:ont<l:X)ed. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor 
gical~ld investigations of the site and to consult With ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
Lt of ffi"e site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the 
~d archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
tative of the descendant group. 

1gical Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and 
, an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance 
approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that 
ly could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
~nded for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing prpgram will.be to determine to the extent 
the presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
5ical resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

mpletion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a written report 
dings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that 
1t archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
~rmine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include 
11 archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. If the 
~rmines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely 
JY the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

'roposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant archeological 
rce; or 

a recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the archeological resource is 
ater interpretive th;m research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

lV.lUHHU.nug iUlU l'-eoonml? .t 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 

1. SFPUCBEM 
(Archeologist) 

2. SFPUCBEM 
(Arcl1eologist) 

3. SFPUCBEM 
(Archeologist) 

4. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

5. SFPUCBEM 
(Archeologist) 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

1. SFPUC BEM /ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

3. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

4. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

5. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

Monitoring 
Reporting Ac 

1. Prepare and implement 
Testing Plan in conjunct 

SFPUC/ERO. Prepar~ w 
findings. 

2. If significant archeologi< 
present, prepare Arcl1eo 
Recovery Plan and impl 
recovery investigation a 
treatment includi" on 
descendant commwiitie 

3. As determined by Archi 
consultant in consultatic 
SFPUC/ERO, prepare ar 
Archeological Monitorir 
Document activities in n 

4. Monitor to ensure tl1at·c 
implements applicable r 
contract documents. Rei 
noncompliance, and ens 
action. 

5. Prepare Final Archeolog 
Report (FARR) to docun 
significance of any discc 
archeological res01 n·ce. 



' 
' 

Mitigation Measure 

[ogical Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that 
eological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program shall 
Lily include the following provisions: 

ircl1eological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP 
nably prior t9 any project-related soils-disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the 
!Ological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, 
oils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, 
iation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological 
toring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and to their depositional 
xt; 

ircheological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence of the presence 
! expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate 
1col in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

Lrcheological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by the 
!Ological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant, 
minl!4Pthat project construction activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

c..:> 
irchebfugical monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual 
rial as warranted for analysis;' 

intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall 
. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile 
1g/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving 
ty (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity 
iffect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate 
ation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall 
!diately notify the ERO of the encountered archeologica] deposit. The archeological consultant shall make 
;onable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, 
tresent the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

r or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall submit a · 
report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

ogical Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord 
archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
d consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological consultant 
::imit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
~ the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will 
what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the 

! is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research 
1s. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be 
ly affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of 
eological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

Monitoring and · , ?rting Pro gran 

Implementation and Reporting 

Reviewing and Monitoring 
Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting A1 



Mitigation Measure 

'Uing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 

land Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and deaccession 
s. 

dive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during the course of the 
logical data recovery program. 

y Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from vandalism, 
;, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

eport. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

m. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered data having 
ial research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession 
s of the curatiort facilities. 

:heological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological 
s Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 
LOni~ng/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
shalme provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 

1pproved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site 
'Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of 
nsmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department 
~ceive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with 
of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR523 series) and/or documentation for nomjnation to the 
1al Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public 
:t in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, 
, and distribution than that presented above. 

Accidental Discovery of Human Remains. The following measures shall be implemented should 
:ion activities result in the accidental discovery of human remains and associated cultural materials: 

2atrnent of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil­
bing activities shall comply with applicable state laws. 11Lis shall include immediate notification of the 
~r of the county within which the project is located and, in the event of the coroner's determination that the 
:l remains are Native American, notification of the California Native American Heritage Commission, 
shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). The archeological consultant, 

:::, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment, wit\1 appropriate 
v, of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines 
1-15064.S[d]). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
ation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or 
>ciated funerary objects. The PRC allows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the MLD and the 
Jarties do not agreP --.. the reburial method, the SFPUC shall follow Section 5097.98(b) of the PRC· ' ich 
that "the landown his or her authorized representative shall reinter the human remains and; 
Jtorl nri+h l\.T::ii+iuo L\rncn•i,..,~n 'h111"'1'.:llc urith ~,.....n ... An ... 1~to rlin-ni+-u nn tho 1"'\1"f"'\1'"'U:ll"h7 in~ ln,...::iit-in.n ,..,,......+ c11hio,...f -1-n. 
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Mitigation Measure 
.. ' 

l: Administrative and Source Controls. The SFPUC shall ensure that a noise control plan is prepared, 
d, and approved by SFPUC, and is prepared and implemented by a qualified noise consultant, defined as 
certified Institute of Noise Control Engineering member or other qualified consultant or engineer 
d by the project engineer. The SFPUC shall verify that the noise control plan contains at least the 
g elements: 

ine: Construction noise levels shall not exceed the San Francisco Noise Ordinance daytime threshold of 
A at 100 feet ( o;r 86 dBA at 50 feet) at all locations between 7 a.m, to 8 p.m. at all residential receptors 
Jt where construction activities occur for two weeks or less at one location). 

:e control plan shall identify sensitive receptor locations and include measures that could be employed to 
1 noise levels at or below these performance standards, which could include, but not be limited, the 
g: 

:ment best available noise control techniques such as mufflers, intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, 
tically attenuating shields or shrouds. 

continuous operation of heavy equipment near sensitive receptors. 

e stationary noise sources (e.g., generators, fans, pumps) as far from sensitive receptors as possible and 
Jise ~trols (e.g., enclosures, barriers) as necessary. 

ame "ahd phone number of a SFPUC designated project liaison shall be posted at project facility 
:uction sites so that the public can contact the liaison if noise disturbance occurs. This liaison shall 
diately take steps to resolve any complaints received, including modifying construction practices as 
:mry to address the noise complaint. 

i: Preconstruction Utility Identification and Coordination. Prior to construction activities, the SFPUC or 
1ctor(s) shall determine the locations of overhead and underground utility lines, such as natural gas, 
y, sewer, telephone, cable, fuel, water, and Muni lines, that may be encountered during construction 
irsuant to State law, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall n9tify USA North so that utility companies may 
ed of the work and may field-mark or otherwise protect and warn the contractor of their existing utility 
ormation regarding the location of existing utilities shall be reviewed before construction activities begin. 
may be located by customary techniques such as geophysical methods and hand excavation. 

JC or its contractor(s) shall notify all affected utility service providers in advance of the project 
tion plans and schedule. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall make arrangements with these entities 
g the protection, relocation, or temporary disconnection of services prior to the start of construction, and 
:econnection of services, as required. 

J: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction. Specifications shall be prepared as part of the 
lans. These specifications shall include procedures for the excavation, support, and fill of areas around 
ce utilities, cables, and pipes. If the project encounters overhead electric and/or telephone lines during 
construction, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate with SFMTA and appropriate 
11unication service providers to de-energize overhead electric lines as required by the federal and State 
onal Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations. 
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: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground Utilities. While any excavation 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final con8trw 
1e SFPUC or its contractors shall protect, support, or remove underground utilities as necessary to 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 
specifications during the 

l employees. AB part of contractor specifications, the contractor(s) shall be required to provide updates on including obtaining, as n 
ns planned for the upcoming week and to specify when constrnction will occur near a high-priority utility. agreements and/or perm 
~inning of each week when this work will take place, per California OSHA, the contractor is required to contract documents inch.: 
:y tailgate meetings and to document contents of meeting. The SFPUC is not required to attend these for contractor(s) to coord 
r tailgate meetings, but may attend. service providers and to : 

with advance schedule n 

2. Monitor to ensure •' -t cc 
implements measL in 
documents. Report none· 
ensure corrective action. 

: Notify San Francisco Fire Deparbnent. If construction activities result in damage to high-priority utility 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract <loci 
)FPUC or its contractor(s) shall immediately notify the San Francisco Fire Department to protect worker 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB applicable measures, inC: 
csafety. requirement for contracb 

SFPUC with advance sci 

co 2. Monitor to ensure that cc 
(I.) implements measures in co 

documents. Report none 
ensure corrective action. 

: Emergency Response Plan and Notification. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall develop an emergency 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract doci 
plan prior to commencing construction activities. The emergency response plan shall identify measures to 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 
applicable measures incl 

n response to a leak or explosion resulting from a utility rnpture. In addition, the SFPUC or its to prepare emergency re: 
r(s) shall notify the appropriate emergency response department whenever damage to any utility results in 3. SFPUCCMB 3. SFPUCCMB 
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Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall promptly notify utility 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final constrw 
to reconnect any disconnected utility lines as soon as it is safe to do so. 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB specifications during the 
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Mitigation Measure 
' 

;: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall 
te final construction plans and specifications with affected utilities. 

•Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle. 
onstruction at the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Central Pump Station well facility sites, the SFPUC 
ure a biological monitor is present during installation of exclusion fencing and initial vegetation clearing 
rnd~ and shall implement the following measures: 

1 on~eek before work at these sites begins (including demolition and vegetation removal), a qualified 
ist shall supervise the installation of exclusion fencktg along the boundaries of the work area, as deemed 
:ary by the biologist, to prevent California red-legged frogs, western pond turtles, and incidental, 
on wildlife from entering the work area. The construction contractor shall install suitable fencing with a 
mm height of 3 feet above ground surface with an additional 4-6 inches of fence material buried such 
Jecies cannot crawl under the fence. 

lified biologist shall conduct environmental awareness training for all construction workers prior to 
uction workers beginning their work efforts on the project. The training shall include information on 
s identification, avoidance measures to be implemented by the project, and the regulatory requirements 
malties for noncompliance. If necessary, the content shall vary according to specific construction areas 
vorkers on city streets will receive training on nesting birds but not on California red-legged frog 
'ication). 

lified biologist shall survey the excluded area within 48 hours before fue onset of initial 
i-disturbing activities and shall be present during initial vegetation clearing and ground-disturbing 
ies. The biological monitor shall monitor the exclusion fencing weekly to confirm proper maintenance 
spect for frogs and turtles. If frogs or turtles are found, the SFPUC shall halt construction and contact the 
S and/or CDFW for instructions on how to proceed. Construction shall resume after approval from the 
Sand/or CDFW. 

~project activities, excavations deeper fuan 6 inches shall be covered overnight or an escape ramp of 
>r a wooden plank at a 3:1 rise shall be installed; openings such as pipes where California red legged 
1r western pond turtles might seek refuge shall be covered when not in use; and all trash that may attract 
ors or hide California red-legged frogs or western pond turtles shall be properly contained dn a daily 
:emoved from the worksite, and disposed of regularly. Following construction, the construction 
ritnr ch::.11 T"ornnuo ::ill +r::.ch ::r.nrl C'f"\nc:+r11,-.tlnn rlohric: frnrn urnri- ::r.1·o::r.c 
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Mitigation Measure 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats. A qualified wildlife biologist shall 
>reconstruction special-status bat surveys when large trees are to be removed, or when occasionally used or 
jldings are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are found, the wildlife biologist shall take actions 
uch roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building demolition. A no-disturbance buffer of 100 
be created around active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes. Bat roosts initiated 
nstruction are presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary. 

I\. voidance and Minimization Measures for Monarch Butterfly. Construction activities in and around 
:mtterfly overwintering sites shall occur outside of the overwintering season (October to March), to the 
octent feasible, to avoid potential impacts on monarch butterfly at the Golden Gate Park sites. However, 
not t§.sible to avoid the overwintering season and construction activities take place during this time, the 
mea£Dres shall apply: 

struction surveys shall be conducted for overwintering monarch butterfly sites within 100 feet of the 
Lction areas. 

tive overwintering site is located, work activities shall be delayed within 100 feet of the site location until 
~ce measures have been implemented. Appropriate avoidance measures shall include the following 
·es (which may be modified as a result of consultation with the CDFW to provide equally effective 
·es): 

~ qualified wildlife biologist determines that construction activities shall not affect an active overwintering 
activities may proceed without restriction. 
>-disturbance buffer may be established around the overwintering site to avoid disturbance or destruction 
after the overwintering. 

extent of the no-disturbance buffers shall be determined by a qualified wildlife biologist in consultation 
theCDFW. 

lant Replacement Trees. The SFPUC shall replace the trees removed within SFRPD-managed lands with 
uivalent ecological value (i.e., similar species) at a 1:1 ratio. If planting trees of equivalent ecological value 
io is not feasible or such trees are not available, removed trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 1 inch for 
:h of the removed tree's diameter at breast height. If the project site does not have adequate room for 
trees, the SFPUC shall coordinate with SFRPD to identify acceptable replanting locations in the vicinity of 

_ site. The SFPUC shall monitor tree replacement plantings annually for a minimum of three years after 
~ of construction to ensure the plantings have become established and, if necessary, shall replant to ensure 
' of the replacement plantings. , 
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.. 

: Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake Merced Well Facility. If groundwater produced 1.SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Incorporate appropriate 
onstruction of the Lake Merced facility is not discharged to the sewer system, the SFPUC shall include a 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
contract documents ind 

1ent in construction contracts that its construction contractor(s) develop and implement standard BMPs development of Dewate 
:eatment of sediment-laden water produced during groundwater dewatering. BMPs could include 3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 3. SFPUCBEM 

2. Review contractor's De> 
;ing water through filtration media, such as filter bags or a similar filtration device, or allowing the 
Nater to infiltrate into the soil. If infiltration is used, application of the groundwater shall be conducted at 3. Monitor to ensure that t 
.d location that does not allow runoff into Lake Merced or drainage conveyances such as storm drains implements measures ir 
> not cause flooding or runoff to adjacent properties. The discharge of groundwater shall also be report noncompliance, a 
~d at a rate that does not allow ponding, unless the ponding is a result of implementing BMPs to reduce corrective action" ··'iin 
:ity of the flow and occurs within constructed containment, such as an excavation or berm with no outlet. in contract. 
harge must also be applied at a sufficient distance from building foundations or other areas that could be 
:l from ground settling or sweUing. No chemicals shall be added to the discharged groundwater. 
ively, rather than discl1arging groundwater, filtered groundwater could be used to spray disturbed areas 
mil stockpile to reduce fugitive dust emissions, if there is sufficient water and it is determined feasible by 
truction contractor. 

a: Expand Coastal Monitoring Network. A minimum of one year prior to operating the South Windmill 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUC Water 1. Locate and rehabilitate E 

nent~ell, North Lake well, or Central Pump Station well facilities in Golden Gate Park, the SFPUC shall 
2. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

Enterprise monitoring wells. Ensur 
ate e~ting groundwater wells in the western portion of the park or install new groundwater monitoring are installed if existing v 
tween the Pacific Coast and the South Windmill Replacement well and North Lake well facilities. The 2. SFPUC Water 

found or rehabilitated. 
~xpects that existing wells NL-1 and SF-1, whiCh are screened similarly to the North Lake irrigation well, Enterprise 

~habilitated, and wells SWM-3 and NWM-3 may also be able to be rehabilitated, if found. If the wells 2. Monitor groundwater q· 

e rehabilitated, the SFPUC shall coordinate with the SFRPD and install new wells in the same 
nate location in areas of Golden Gate Park that are not highly used by the public and are currently 
~cl/disturbed or are substantially devoid of vegetation in order to minimize the effects of installation. 
onitoring wells shall be located a maximum of 100 feet inland to provide a coastal monitoring location in 
Shallow Aquifer and Primary Production Aquifer for the detection of seawater intrusion. These wells 
included in the coastal groundwater monitoring network and monitored as part of the SFPUC's ongoing 
ng program for the detectiort of seawater intrusion. 

ish a baseline of groundwater quality, these wells (which have not been previously monitored as part of the .-
groundwater monitoring program) shall. be monitored on a quarterly basis for a minimum of one year 
>peration of the South Windmill Replacement well, North Lake well, and Central Pump Station well 
For each monitoring event, a groundwater sample from each well shall be analyzed for the same 
~rs as are measured under the existing groundwater monitoring program (chloride, TDS, and specific 
1nce). 

J: Continuous Groundwater Monitoring in the Primary Production Aquifer. The SFPUC shall install 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUC Water 1. Install transducers and 
transducers in coastal monitoring wells Kirkham MW-255, Kirkham MW-385, Ortega MW-265, Ortega Enterprise continuous groundwate 
Taraval MW-240, Taraval MW-400, and San Francisco Zoo MW-450, which are completed in the Primary 

Jn Aquifer, and shall conduct continuous groundwater-level monitoring in these monitoring wells. These 
'ater levels shall be monitored as part of the ongoing monitoring program for the detection of seawater 



Mitigation Measure 

n Measure M-HY-8c: Adaptive Management Program for Seawater Intrusion. The SFPUC shall 
Lt the Groundwater Supply Project in a stepwise manner, conduct monitorrng to detect seawater intrusion, 
pumping to prevent seawater intrusion from advancing to the coastal monitoring network in accordance 
•rocess described below and shown in Figure MMRP-1. 

eginning full operation of the proposed project, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a reduced rate and . 
nonitoring the expanded coastal monitoring network (including the new wells added under Mitigation 
Vl-HY-8a) for evidence of seawater intrusion according to the following procedure: 

al startup, the project wells shall be operated at a maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd. 

PUC shall continue semiannual groundwater quality monitoring of the coastal network (including the 
ells added under Mitigation Measure M-HY-8a) in accordance with the ongoing monitoring program as 
l by Mitigation Measure M-HY-8b. 

ne year of monitoring, the SFPUC may increase annual pumping by 1 mgd eacl1 year, up to a total of 3 
Jring Phase 1 of the project and 4 mgd during Phase 2 if none of the chloride concentrations detected in 
stal monitoring network equals or exceeds 142 mg/L. If this limit is not met, semiannual groundwater 
monitoring of the coastal network shall continue. 

!venti1at the chloride concentration in a'ny of the coastal monitoring wells equals or exceeds 142 mg/L, 
'UC silnll increase the coastal groundwater quality monitoring frequency to quarterly. 

is an upward trend in cl1loride levels after three quarterly monitoring periods sucl1 that projected 
e levels could reacl1 the secondary MCL of 250 mg/L in three years (based on a trend analysis using the 
!Cent three quarters of groundwater sampling), the SFPUC shall either temporarily redistribute 
1g to decrease pumping rates closest to the affected monitoring well, or decrease the overall pumping 

er, if the SFPUC can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the San Francisco Planning Department 
1IDental Review Officer, with independent 3rd party concurrence, that the upward trend is not due to 
ject, the SFPUC may continue pumping subject to the requirements of this mitigation measure. 

1g may continue at the adjusted production rate and pattern as long as none the coastal monitoring 
<hibit chloride concentrations that are projected to reach 250 mg/L within three years (based on a trend 
5 using the most recent three quarters of groundwater sampling). 

il annual pumping rate may be increased by 1 mgd (up to a maximum of 3 mgd during Phase 1 of the 
and 4 mgd during Phase 2) after 21 months of quarterly monitoring indicate that none of the cluoride 
:rations at the coastal monitoring locations are projected to reach 250 mg/L within the next three years. 

tloride concentration reaches 250 mg/L at any of the coastal monitoring points, the SFPUC shall stop 
tg at the nearest project well, and stop all groundwater pumping if necessary to prevent seawater 
n from progressing further. Pumping shall not be resumed until chloride concentrations at the affected 
ve been below 142 mg/L for one year based on quarterly monitoring. 

nitoring frequency may be reduced to semiannual once the cl1loride concentration in an affected well 
es to 142 mg/Lor lr>T"er for one year based on quarterly monitoring . 

t Measures M-ID . mough M-HY-Sc could be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westsidt ~sin 
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Mitigation Measure 

on Measure M-HY-9: Lake-Level Management for Lake Merced. The SFPUC shall implement a lake 
nagement program in accordance with the process described below and shown in Figure MMRP-2. The 
L requires SFPUC to implement the Groundwater Supply Project in a stepwise manner; conduct 
ing to detect changes in lake level and water quality as well as groundwater-level elevations, and shall 
to project-related changes. Lake levels may be augmented by adding supplemental water (SFPUC 
vater, treated stormwater, or recycled water), if available. The SFPUC may also alter or redistribute 
g as necessary to avoid adverse effects on Lake Merced in the event a supplemental water source is not 
~or is insufficient to restore lake levels. Implementation of this measure shall be ·coordinated with the 
: ongoing Lake Merced lake-level, lake water quality, and groundwater monitoring programs to 
tlt and maintain the database of these parameters throughout project operations. 

beginning full operation of the Groundwater Supply Project, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a 
rate and continue lake-level and groundwater monitoring for the purpose of detecting adverse effects on 
~reed according to the following procedure: 

tial startup, the wells shall be operated at a maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd. 

FPUC shall continue to maintain Lake-Level Model so as to be able to evaluate what lake levels would be 
iut iniiementation of the project based on the actual hydrologic conditions that occu~s during project 
menbllion. The SFPUC shall use the model to determine the amount of lake-level decreases that are 
utable to the project rather than to hydrologic or other factors, and: 

ake.levels are projected to be within the range that would occur without the project, based on 
,intenance of the Lake-Level Model, then no project impact is indicated and no corrective action shall be 
tuired. 

)roject-related lake levels are projected to be below the range that would occur without the project, the 
Jwable deviation from naturally occurring lake levels is dependent on what the naturally occurring lake 
els would be without the project. Corrective action shall be implemented if the trigger levels identified in 
Jle MMRP-1 are projected to be exceeded. 

'r one year of monitoring, lake levels are above the' trigger levels specified in Table MMRP-1, the SFPUC 
ncrease pumping by 1 mgd per year, up to a total of 3 mgd during Phase 1, and up to a total of 4 mgd 
Phase 2 is implemented. 

ject-related lake levels are projected to be below the range that would occur without the project, the 
able deviation from naturally occurring lake levels that would prevent significant wetlands and water 
y impacts from occurring is dependent on what the naturally occurring lake levels would be without the 
::t. Corrective action shall be implemented if the trigger levels identified in the final column of Table 
P-1 and shown on Figure MMRP-3 are projected to be exceeded, compared to water levels tli.at would 
without the project. . 

!r one year of monitoring, lake levels drop below the trigger levels specified in Table MMRP-1, and 
,dwater monitoring in combination with the Lake-Level Model results indicates that the decline is due to 
:t-related pumping, the SFPUC shall augment lake levels by adding supplemental water of suitable quality 
as surplus potable water that is decli.loraminated at the Lake Merced Pump Station, stormwater from the 
Grande Canal, recycled water, or stormwater diverted from other development in the Lake Merced 
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Mitigation Measure 

; Phase 1 and up to 4 mgd after Phase 2 is implemented) if water levels can be maintained at the above­
ed trigger levels. The SFPUC shall continue lake-level and groundwater monitoring, lake water-quality 
)ring, and maintenance of the Lake-Level Model, and if warranted based on monitoring data and model 
, continue supplemental wate:r additions. 

te of surplus water additions shall be controlled such that water surface elevation increases are no greater 
.5 feet over a 2.5-week period iTI any single nesting season (conservatively March 1 through August 15) and 
ater than 3 feet in any given year to avoid impacts to nesting birds and western pond turtle. 

pplemental water source is not available or is insufficient to maintain lake levels above the trigger levels 
ed in Table MMRP-1, implement ot11er corrective actions such as redistributing pumping to reduce or 
ate groundwater withdrawals near Lake Merced or decreasing the overall pumping rate to maintain 
vels at or above the specified trigger levels. The SFPUC shall continue lake-level and groundwater-level 
)ring, Lake Merced water quallty monitoring, and maintenance of the Lake-Level Model to determine 
2ctiveness of the corrective measures such that lake levels shall be maintained at the above-specified 
·levels. 

·wn in Figure MMRP-2, the SFPUC shall continue to monitor lake levels and shall continue 
men~ water additions or redistribution/reduction of groundwater pumping to maintain Lake Merced 
leve~t the above-specified trigger levels . 

.i:::-
11 Measure M-HY-9 could be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westside Basin Groundwater 
ient Plan. The Groundwater Management Plan would be submitted to the Planning Department prior to 
tion of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review of consistency with the mitigation 
2nts for this project. 

: Prepare a Source Water Protection Program and Update Drinking Water Source Assessment. 
l1e DWSAP reports for each proposed well facility identified potentially contaminating activities with a 
lity score of 8 or higher, the SFPUC shall develop and implement a source water protection program 
the following components to be implemented to prevent contamination of the well facility: 

.tion with the Westside Basin Groundwater Monitoring Program to identify changes in water quality 
mld warrant further study and response. 

lled cooperation with the San Francisco Department of Public Health in that department's 
lentation of the existing well construction and well destruction permit program. The goal of protecting 
~serving groundwater quality requires that all wells be properly constructed and maintained during 
)erational lives, and properly destroyed after their useful lives. 

1ed cooperation with the San Francisco Department of Public Health in that department's management 
; in the North Westside Basin where spills or leaks of chemicals (e.g., leaking underground fuel tanks) 
u·eaten groundwater quality to ensure that the responsible party adequately investigates and cleans up 
ttamination that could threaten drinking water quality. 

1ed cooperation with the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise's Urban Watershed Management Program in 
1lementation of guidelines to maintain appropriate buffers between low impact development 
ater facilities and ~ing water well facilities. 
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Mitigation Measure 

uce water protection program shall specify that in the event that potential contamination is identified, the 
shall increase the monitoring frequency at the potentially affected well, investigate the potential source of 

dnation, coordinate with the San Francisco Department of Public Health or RWQCB to require responsible 
to address identified sources of contamination, and shut down the affected well or provide additional 
mt for the groundwater if contamination of the drinking water supply cannot otherwise be avoided. 

tion, the SFPUC shall update the drinking water source assessment for each well facility every five years 
!W existing and planned land uses as well as to identify potentially contaminating activities, as required 
California Department of Public Health, and revise monitoring requirements, if necessary to address 
nal potentially contaminating activities. 

'UC shall encourage public participation in the development of the source water protection program and 
1date the program every five years along with the drinking water source assessments for each project well, 
~nt contamination that could cause an exceedance of drinking water MCLs at the project wells. 

on Measure M-HY -11 could be· incorporated into the SFPUC' s North Westside Basin Groundwater 
ment Plan. The Groundwater Management Plan would be submitted to the Planning Department-prior to 
:ation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review of consistency with the mitigation 
nent§:.'?or this project . 

. 01 

a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment. Within three months prior to construction, the 
1hall retain a qualified environmental professional to conduct a regulatory agency database review to update 
Ltify hazardous materials sites within 1/4 mile of the project sites and to _review appropriate standard 
ion sources to determine the potential for soil or groundwater contamination at the project sites. Should this 
:i.dicate a high likelihood of encountering contamination at the project sites, follow-up sampling shall be 
~d to characterize soil and groundwater quality prior to construction to provide necessary data for the site 
1d safety plan (Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b) and hazardous materials management plan (Mitigation 
· M-HZ-2c). If needed, site investigations or remedial activities shall be performed at the project site in 
lce with applicable laws. 

b: Health and Safety Plan. The construction contractor shall, prior to construction, prepare a site-specific 
:i.d safety plan in accordance with federal OSHA regulations (29 CFR 1910.120) and Cal-OSHA regulations 
['itle 8, Section 5192) to address worker health and safety issues during construction. The health and safety 
ll identify the potentially present Chemicals, health and safety hazards associated with tl1ose chemicals, all 
. measures to protect construction workers and the general public from exposure to harnlful levels of any 
ls identified at the site (including engineering controls, monitoring, and security measures to prevent 
rized entry to the work area), appropriate personal protective equipment, and emergency response 
res. The health and safety plan shall designate qualified individuals responsible for implementing the 
l for directing subsequent procedures in the event that unanticipated contamination is encountered. The 
ll include requirements for management of soil on the east side of the North Lake Pump Station (near 
B-4), from the ground surface to a depth of about 0.5 feet, that contains elevated levels of lead: shallow 
is area shall be excavated and temporarily stockpiled for additional testing to determine offsite disposal 
1ents. Alternatively, affected soil shall be isolated beneath building foundations or pavement areas during 
tion, pending approval from the San Francisco Department of Public Health. 
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Mitigation Measure 

(cont.) 

c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan. The contractor shall, prior to construction, prepare a 
11s materials management plan that specifies the method for handling and disposal of contaminated soil 
ding debris, should any be encountered during construction. Contract specifications shall mandate full 
1ce with all applicable local, State, and federal regulations related to identifying, transporting, and 
g of hazardous materials, including those encountered in excavated soil, and demolition debris. The 
)r shall provide the SFPUC with copies of hazardous waste manifests documenting that disposal of all 
clS materials has been performed in accordance with the law. 

1 Pl+g Division (CCSF) 
SF) en 
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INSERT figure MMRP-la 
Flow Chart for Seawater Intrusion Mitigation 
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INSERT figure MMRP-lb 
Flow Chart for Seawater Intrusion Mitigation 
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INSERT figure MMRP-2 
Flow Chart for Lake Merced Mitigation 
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INSERT figure MMRP-3 
Lake Merced Water Surface Elevation Range for Avoidance of Significant Surface Water Interaction Effects 
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TABLE MMRP-1 
LAKE MERCED WATER SURFACE ELEVATION RANGE FOR AVOIDANCE OF 

SIGNIFICANT SURFACE WATER INTERACTION EFFECTSa 

Water Surface Corresponding Allowable Project-Related Water 

Elevation Surface Elevation Range (feet City Datum) Trigger Level 
Without the Allo"'7ablelncrementof fot Additional 

Project Water Change as a Result of Actions (feet 
(feet City Datum) Wetlands Quality Combined Rangeb Project •City Datum) 

13 13 to -10 0to13 0to13 Up to 13 feet of decline 0 

12 4to12 0to12 4to12 Up to 8 feet of decline 4 

11 9to11 0to11 9to11 Up to 2 feet of decline 9 

10 9to10 0 to 10 9to 10 Up to 1 foot of decline 9 

9 8 to 9 0 to 9 8 to9 Up to 1 foot of decline 8 

8 7 to 8 0 to 8 7to8 Up to 1 foot of decline 7 

7 4 to7 0 to7 4 to7 Up to 3 feet of decline 4 

6 5 to 6 0 to 6 5 to 6 Up to 1 foot of decline 5 

5 
4 to5; 

0 to 5 4to5 Up to 1 foot of decline 4 
-6 to -10 

4 
3 to4; 

0 to4 3 to4 Up to 1 foot of decline 3 
-5 to -10 

3 
2 to3; 

0 to 3 2 to3 Up to 1 foot of decline 2 
-5 to -10 

2 
1to2; 

0 to2 lto2 Up to 1 foot of decline 1 
-4 to -10 

1 
0to1; 

0to1 1 Up to 1 foot of decline 0 
-3 to -10 

0 0 to -10 0 0 No decline permitted 0 

-1 -1 to -10 -1 -1 No decline permitted -1 

-2 -2 to -10 -2 -2 No decline permitted -2 

-3 -3 to -10 -3 -3 No decline permitted -3 

-4 -4 to -10 -4 -4 No decline permitted -4 

-5 -5 to -10 -5 -5 No decline permitted -5 

-6 -6 to -10 -6 -6 No decline permitted -6 

-7 -7 to -10 -7 -7 No decline permitted -7 

·-8 -8 to -10 -8 -8 No decline permitted -8 

-9 -9 to -10 -9 -9 No decline permitted -9 

No change; lake would 
-10 -10 -10 -10 be dewatered as a result -10 . 

of climatic conditions 

a The water surface elevation values represent the mean annual water surface elevation. Lake Merced waler levelS vary seasonally due to 
hydrologic and climatic conditions; therefore, an annual range in water surface elevation from about 1 foot above and below the mean is­
assumed; for example, an elevation of 6 feet City Datum, as seen in the table, actually represents a range in water surface elevation 
between of 5 and 7 feet City Datum. · 

b The combined range is the maximum and minimum mean annual water surface elevation that would avoid net loss of wetlands and 
substantial adverse effects on water quality. 

SOURCE: ESA (wetlands information derived from San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project EIR, Appendix C tables) 
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Planning Commission Motion No. 17734 

Hearing Date: 
Case No.:· 
Project: 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 

HEARING DATE: October 30, 2008 

October 30, 2008 
2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 
NIA 
NIA 

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
1155 Market Street, 11th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Staff Contact: Diana Sokolove - (415) 575-9046 
diana.sokolove@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL PROGRAM 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR A PROPOSED WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") 
hereby CERTIFIES the Final Program Environmental Impact Report identified as Case 
No. 2005.0159E for the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP), including a series 
of facilities improvement projects, in Alameda, Santa Clara, San Francisco, San Joaquin, 
San Mateo, Sta.nislaus, and Tuolumne Cou;nties (hereinafter "Project"), based upon the 
following findings: · 

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

f 
952. 
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Suite 400 
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Motion No. 17734 
Hearing Date:- October 30, 2008 

CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 

seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

A. The Department determined that a Program Environmental Impact Report 
(hereinafter "PEIR") was required and in accordance with Sections 15063 and 
15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Department prepared a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of an EIR and conducted scoping meetings (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A). 
The NOP was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to other 
interested parties on September 6, 2005, initiating a public comment period that 
extended through October 24, 2005. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, 
the San Francisco Planning Department held five public scoping meetings, one 
each in Sonora, Modesto, Fremont, Palo Alto and San Francisco, between October 
5, 2005 and October 19, 2005. The purpose of the meetings was to present the 
proposed WSIP to the public and receive public input regarding the proposed 
scope of the Program EIR analysis. A scoping report was prepared to summarize 
the public scoping process and the comments received in response to the NOP, 
and the main body of the report is included in Appendix A of the Draft Program 
EIR. 

B. On June 29, 2007, the Department published the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (hereinafter "DPEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper 
of general circulation of the availability of the DPEIR for public review and 
comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearings 
qn the DPEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons 
requesting such notice and other interested parties. 

C. Notices 6f availability of the DPEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing 
were posted near the project site at O'Shaughnessy Dam in Tuolumne County by 
Department staff on July 25, 2007, and posting of the Notice-of Availability _were 
made by Department staff at a public library in each of the counties potentially 
affected by the Program (i.e., Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, 
Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties) in J_uly 2007. -

D. On June 29, 2007, copies of the DPEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list 
of persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DPEIR, and 
to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State 
Clearinghouse. The DPEIR was posted on the Department's website. 

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on June 29, 2007. 

2. The DPEIR was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested 
organizations and individuals for review ~d comment on June 29, 2007 for a 90-day 
public review period. The public review period was subsequently extended and 
closed on October 15, 2007, for a total of 108 days. Six duly advertised public 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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hearings on the Draft PEIR to accept written or oral comments were held in Sonora, 
Modesto, Fremont, Palo Alto, and San Francisco (two hearings) between September 
5, 2007 and October 11, 2007. All of the public hearings transcripts are in the Project 
record. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received 
at the public hearings and in writing during the public review period for the DPEIR, 
prepared revisions to the text of the DPEIR in response to comments received or 
based on additional information that became available during the public review 
period, and corrected errors in the DPEIR. This material was presented in a Draft 
Comments and Responses document, published on September 30, 2008, distributed 
to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DPEIR, and made 
available to others upon request at Department offices and on the Department's 
website. 

4. A Final. Program Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FPEIR") has been 
prepared by the Department, consisting of the Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, and the Comments and Responses, all 
as required by law. 

5. Project files on the FPEIR have been made available for review by the Commission 
and the public. These files are available for public review at the Department offices 
at 1650 Mission Street, and are part of the record before the Commission. Linda 
A very is the custodian of records. Copies of the DPEIR and associated reference 
materials as well as the C&R document are also available for review at public 
libraries in each of the following counties: Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San 
Mateo, Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne.· 

6. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Project Sponsor, has indicated 
that the presently preferred program is the Phased WSIP Variant, which is described 
and analyzed in the FPEIR. 

7. The FPEIR added new information to the DPEIR, as detailed in the Department Staff 
Memorandum dated October 16, 2008. This additional information does not involve 
a new significant environmental impact, a substantial increase in the severity of a 
significant environmental impact, or a feasible alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the 
significant environmental impacts of the Program and that the Project Sponsor 
declines to adopt. No information indicates that the DPEIR was inadequate or 
condusory. Therefore, recirculation of the PEIR is not required or necessary because: 
(1) no new significant environmental impact would result from the Program (the 
Phased WSIP Variant as well as the originally preferred Program) or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2) no substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact would result; (3) no feasible program 
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alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Phased WSIP 
Variant, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it; and (4) the Draft PEIR was 
not so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature so that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FPEIR, hereby does find that 
the Phased WSIP Variant described in the FPEIR and preferred by the Project 
Sponsor, will have the following significant and unavoidable effects on the 
environment. 

Significant and Unavoidable Water Supply/System Operations Impacts: 

The proposed water supply and system operations would reduce stream 
flows and alter the stream hydrograph along Alameda Creek below the 
Alameda Creek Diversion Darn in the Alameda Creek watershed in 
Alameda County and result in a significant and unavoidable impact on 
stream flow in Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the 
confluence with Calaveras Creek; 

The proposed water supply and system operations would result in a 
potentially significant and unavoidable impact in the Peninsula watershed 
on fishery resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir in San Mateo County; 
and 

The Program would indirectly contribute to potentially significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts caused by growth in the SFPUC 
service area, as identified in the planning documents and associated 
environmental documents for the affected jurisdictions. 

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Facility Improvement Project 
Impacts: 

SAN FRANCISCO , 

The WSIP may have significant and unavoidable impacts on the 
environment in the following ways based on programmatic information 
provided in the FPEIR about the WSIP facilities improvement projects. 
These impacts will be reevaluated in subsequent CEQA documentation 
based on site-specific, project-level information. Until more detailed 
project-level assessments are completed to determine the significance of 
impacts, these impacts are conservatively considered to be potentially 
significant and unavoidable. The impacts include: 

Land Use and Visual Quality 

Temporary disruption or displacement of land uses during 
construction periods. 

, PLANNING Dlii:PAATMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Existing land u~es could be displaced to accommodate 
proposed facilities at some locations. 

Removal of a large area of existing oak woodland cover as 
part of the Calaveras Dam Replacement project would 
permanently alter a scenic vista. 

Cultural Resources 

Alteration or demolition of existing or potential historic 
facilities. 

Substantial adverse effects on existing or potential historic 
districts. 

Noise and Vibration 

Excessive construction noise could occur in close proximity 
to sensitive receptors and audible construction noise could 
occur during the more noise-sensitive nighttime hours. 

Construction activities could generate vibration in proximity 
to sensitive receptors during the nighttime hours with 
implementation of some WSIP facility projects. 

Biological Resources 

Multiple facility improvement projects in the Sunol Valley 
would have a potentially significant and unavoidable 
collective impact on biological resources because of the 
number of WSIP projects in this region and the extent of 
overlap in terms of construction activity timing and location. 

Potentially significant and unavoidable collective impacts on 
special-status plant species could occur during construction 
of the Crystal Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade 
and Lower Crystal Springs Dam projects. 

Impacts Due to Implementation of Multiple WSIP Projects 
(Collective Impacts) 

Temporary impacts on existing land uses near the Irvington 
Tunnel portal in Fremont could occur during construction if 
staging and access under both the New Irvington Tunnel 
and Bay Division Pipeline Reliability Upgrade projects 
overlap in this vicinity. 

9§6 
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Impacts on· biological resources in Sunol Valley because of 
the number of WSIP projects in this region and the extent of 
overlap in terms of construction activity timing and location. 

Impacts on biological resources (special-status plant species) 
on the Peninsula during construction of the Crystal 
Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade and Lower 
Crystal Springs Dam projects. 

- Impacts on historical resources due to implementation of 
multiple projects in areas with water system facilities more 
than 45 years old. 

Truck traffic impacts due to the numerous potentially­
affected roadways, including regional roadways. 

Multi-regional effects on air quality from ozone and 
particulate matter emissions during construction of multiple · 
projects. 

- Noise impacts from construction of multiple WSIP projects 
· the San Joaquin, Bay Division, Peninsula, and San Francisco 
regions. 

Impacts Due to·Implementation of all WSIP Projects Combined 
with Non-WSIP Projects (Cumulative Impacts) 

- Impacts on individual historic resources or on potential 
historic districts in the Sunol Valley and Peninsula regions. 

- Regionwide traffic impacts from construction-related traffic 
(e.g., increased. travel times). 

Regionwide air quality impacts due to the nonattainment 
status for ozone and particulate matter in both the San 
Francisco Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley Air Basins as 
well as the Program's contribution to construction-related 
diesel particulate matter emissions. 

Construction-related noise impacts on local and regional 
roadways. 

9. On October 30, 2008~ the Commission reviewed and considered the FPEIR and 
hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which 
the FPEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed comply with the provisions of 
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CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. 

10. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FPEIR concerning File No. 
2005.0159E, Water System Improvement Program, reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
accurate and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document contains 
no significant revisions to the DPEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE 
COMPLETION of said FPEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED bAea· nnrz·n. km ission 
at its regular meeting of October 30, 2008. .:.-- .______--

, ~~ 
Linda Avery 
Commission Secretary 

A YES: Commissioners Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Moore, and Lee 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

EXCUSED: Commissioner Sugaya 

ADOPTED: October 30, 2008 

S.O.N FRANCISCO 
PLANNIN~ DEPARTMENT 

958 
7 



959 



Amendment of the Whole - 4/7/10 

FILE NO. 100337 ORDINANCE NO. -------

. . 

C/;2-jf) 
R0#10032 I 

SA#3"" 

1 [Appropriating $1,647,249, 198 of proceeds from debt for the Water System Improvement 

2 Program at the Public Utilities Commission for Fiscal Year 2009 2010 2010-2011 through 

.3 Fiscal Year 2015-2016.] 

4 

5 Ordinance appropriating $1,647,249,198 of proceeds from debt for the San Francisco 

6 Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) Water System Improvement Program {WSIP) for 

7 Fiscal Year 2009 2010 2010.;2011 through Fiscal Year 2015M2016, and placing the entire 

8 s 

9 and Board of Supervisors' discretionary approval following completion of project-

1 o relat~d analysis pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act' (CEQA), where 

11 required, and receipt of proceeds of indebtedness, placing on Budget and Finance 

12 Committee reserve the funds.for construction costs of any project with costs in ex~sf 

13 of $100,000,000 and $116.863.924 related to funding for project construction starting 

14 after June 30, 2012, and adopting environmental findings. 

15. 

·· 16 

17 

18 

Note: Additions are single-underline italics Arial; 
D I t. t ·t tf:1 . f:l 1 ,. +:.. f\f R e e mns are ~n.<e rPoug, 1~a.JCS'mes , .Ew 01man. 
Board amendment additions are double underlined. 
Board amendment deletions are strikethrough normal. 

19 · Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

20 

21 Section 1. The sources of funding outlined below are herein appropriated to reflect the 

22 funding available for Fiscal Year 2009 2010 2010-2011 through Fiscal Year 2015-2016. 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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1 SOURCES Appropriation 

Fund Index Code/ 

Project Code 

2 

3 

4 

5. 

5W CPF 02E - Public *WTR5WCPF02E I 

Utilities Commission- 2002 CUW3000100 

6 Proposition E Bond Fund 

7 Total SOURCES Appropriation 

8 

Subobject Description Amou·nt 

803XX. Proceeds of Debt $1,647,249, 198 

$1,647,249,198 .... 

9 

10 

11 

12 

· Section 2: Theo uses· of funding outlined below .are herein de-appropriated 'in Subobject-06700 · · 

Buildings· Structures· and Improvements, and reflects the funding available for Fiscal Year 

2009-2010. 

13 USES De-appropriation 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

19 Bond Fund 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
25 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E · 

Bond Fund 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 

Index Code I 

Project Code 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSLP0100 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSLV0100 

Subobject Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $29,408,888 

Structures, and . Local Pump 

lmproye~ents Stations I Tanks 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $10,831,228 

Structures, and Local Pipeline I 

Improvements Valves 
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1 

2 

Fund 

3 . 5W CPF 02E - Public 

4 

5 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

6 Bond Fund 

Index Code I 

Project Code 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSLM0100 

7 . Total USES De~appropriation ·· · · 

0 

' ' : ·. ~ . 
:.· .-. 

Subobject · . Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $909,600 

Structures, and Local 

Improvements Miscellaneous 

$41,149,716 : 

9·. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Section 3. The uses of funding outlined below a~e herein appropriated in Subobject 06700 

USES Appropriation 

Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSJI0100 

Sub object Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Joaquin $222,715,803 

Structures, and Water System 

· Improvements Improvements 

Page 3 of ll 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

--SW CPFU2E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Pro?osition E 

Bond Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSVI010Q 

W I RSIP"CPF02E 

Project: 

CUWBDI0100 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWPWI0100 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSFR0100 

Subobject Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, Sunol Valley . $247,478,748 

Structures, and Water System 

.. Improvements Improvements 

06 70CfBW!dmgs, Bay Division 26,.305,586 

Structures, and Water System . . ; ~ .. 

Improvements Improvements 

06700 Buildings, Peninsula W~ter $557 ,562,377 

Structures, and System 

Improvements Improvements 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $16,250,288 

Structures, and Regional Water 

Improvements System Projects 
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1 ' 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Fund Index Code/ 

Project Code 

5W CPF 02 E - Public WTRSIPCPF02E 

Utilities Commission- Project: 

2002 Proposition E CUW3880100 

Bond Fund 

-sw-e·?F02E - Pablic--w=r-RSJPePf02E 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

SW CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

&N CPF 02E ~ Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 

Project: 

CUW3880100 ·. 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUW3920100 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUW3940100 

Sub object Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, Environmental $168,269 

Structures, and Impact Project 

Improvements {PEIR). 

.·. Clo70et-Buttdinys;--i"labitarR:e's-enre t41-;280;-387 

Structures, and Program 

Improvements 

06700 Buildings, Program $55,804,772. 

Structures, and Management 

Improvements 

06700 Buildings, Watershed $13, 184,886 

Structures, and Environmental 

Improvements Improvement 

Program 

Pages of 11 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24· 

25 

Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

WCP'FtJ2"'F=Pubhc 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

Bond Fund 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of tlie Mayor 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUWSLR0100 

WTR'SWCPFlJ2E 

Project: 

CUW3010100 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUW3010200 

WTRSf PCPF02E 

Project: 

CUW3020100 

Subobject Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $26,572,340 

Structures, and Local Reservoirs 

Improvements 

067oo Buildings, Lake Merced . $22,407, 134 

Strudures, and Water Level 

Improvements Restoration 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $31, 126,553 

Structures, and Ground Water 

Improvements Supply 

06700.Buildings, Recycled Water $110,146,222 

Structures, and Project San 

Improvements Francisco 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Fund 

SW CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

6 Bond Fund 

7 

· ln~ex Code I 

Project Code 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUW3020500 

'NCPF02E - Public· ·. · WTR-SfP-CPF0-2E 

9 

10 

Utilities Commission-

2002 Proposition E 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 

14 

15 

5W CPF 02E - Public 

Utilities Commission~ 

2002 Proposition E 

16 Bond Fund 

17 

18 

19 

Total USES Appropriation 

Project: 

CUW3000100 

WTRSIPCPF02E 

Project: 

CUW3000100 

Subobject Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, San Francisco $18,289,688 

Structures, and Eastside 

Improvements Recycled Water 

06700 Buildings, Financing Costs $196,203,562 

Structures, and 

Improvements 

· 081C4 Internal City Services $2,896,299 

Audits Auditor 

20 Section 4. The total appropriation of $1,647,249, 198 is placed on Controller's Appropriation 

. 21 . Reserve by project. Release of appropriation reserves by the Controller is subject to the prior 

22 occurrence of: 1) the SFPUC's and the Board of Supervisors' discretionary adoption of CEQA 

23 Findings for projects, following review and consi~eration of completed project-related 

24 environmental analysis, where required, pursuant to CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and 

25 Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, and 2) the Controller's certification of 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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1 funds availability, including proceeds of indebtedness. The appropriation for funding the. 

2 construction costs of any project with costs in excess of $100,000,000 is placed on Budget ·· 

3 and Finance Committee reserve pending review and reserve release by the Budget and 

4 Finance Committee. The appropriation of funding for project construction for Upper Alameda 

5 Creek Filter Gallerv ($15,314,352), Peninsula Pipelines Seismic Upgrade ($10,242,545), 

6 Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery ($33;490,259), Lake Merced Water Level 

7 Restoration ($22.919,437) and Program Management ($34,897,331) starting after ·June. 30;. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

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

to June 30, 2012. 

Section 5. Findings. 

(a) The Board of Supervisors previously appropriated $1,923,629, 194 for the WSIP, by 

Ordinance No 311-08 (finally passed on December 16, 2008), and made the following findings 

in compliance with CEQA, California Public Resources. Code Section 21000 et seq., the 

CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (CEQA Guidelines), 

and San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 (Chapter 31), and hereby adopts the 
. 

same findings with respect to this appropriation ordinance: (i) On October 30, 2008, the 

Planning Commission reviewed and .considered the Water System Improvement Program 

Final Environmental Impact Report (WSIP Fin.al EIR) by Motion No. 17734, and found that the 

. 21 contents of said report and the proce~ures th.rough which the Final EIR was prepared, 

22 publicized, and reviewed, compli~d with CEQA ~nd Chapter 31; a copy of the motion is on file· 

23 with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 081453 and is incorporated into this Ordinance by this 

24 reference. (ii) On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC adopted Resolution Nos. 08-0200 and 08-

25 0202 in which the SFPUC: (A) approved the Phased Water System Improvement Program 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of. the Mayor 
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1 (Phased WSIP-) and (B) authorized the SFPUC General Manager to request thatthe Mayor 

2 recommend approval of a Supplemental Appropriation to the Board of Supervisors in the 

3 amount of $1,923,629t 194. (iii) SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200 contained environmental 

4 findings .and adopted a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan {MMRP), the MMRP and. 

5 environmental .findings, including exhibits, are collectively referred .to herein as, nsFPUC 

6 · · CEQA .Fir.ldings" for the implementation of the Phased· WSIP, as required by CEQA; SFPUC 

7. ·.CEQA · Findings. included _13xtensive findings .regarding the Phased · W$1P -potential 

8 . · · environ men alttnpacts.r. _tile . · sufficiency of . mi 1_ga ion measures, crespons1 11 · or 

9 implementation of .mitigation measures including a mitigation and monitoring report, and· a 

1 O statement of overriding considerations regarding potentially significant and unavoidable 

11 impacts. The SFPUC CEQA Findings reflected the · SFPUC's independent review and 

12 consideration of the relevant environmental information contained in the WSIP Final EIR an0 
" 

13 the administrative record. The SFPUC CEQA Findjngs are on file with the Clerk of the Board 

14 of Supervisors in File No. 081453 and are incorporated herein by reference. (iv) The Board 

15 of Supervisors has had the opportunity to review and consider the Final EIR and the 

16 administrative record, which are located at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, 

17 Suite 400, in file no. 2005.0159E. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the 

18 Final EIR and the SFPUC CEQA Findings with respect to this Ordinance, including the MMRP 

19 and Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted by the SFPUC on October 30, 2008, and 

20 detentlined that _said Findings remain valid for the actions· contemplated in this Ordinance; 

21 t~ere are no changed circumstances or other factors present that would require additional 

22 environmental review for this Ordinance. (v) The Board hereby adopts as its own and 

23 incorporates the SFPUC CEQA Findings contained in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200 by 

24 reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. (vi) The Board of 

25 Supervisors endorses the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the SFPUG 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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1 CEQA Findings and recommends for adoption any mitigation measures that are enforceable 

2 by agencies otherthan City agencies,' all as set forth in the SFPUC CEQA Findings. including--

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

4 Supervisors finds on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole record that: (A) the 

5 WSIP Supplemental Appropriation reflected in this Ordinance before the Board of Supervisors 

· .. · · 6 will not require revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant.· 

' ' 

7 environmental effectS ·or substantially. increase in .the severity of previously identified .. 

srgrnficant: effects; (B) ~o · .suostantlal ·Changes nave ·· occurred w1tll . respect to· ·the -

.9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

circumstances under which th~ Phased WSIP will be undertaken-which would.require major 

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects, ot a 

·substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR; and (C) no· new 

information of substantial importance to the Phased WSIP has become available which would 

indicate (1) the Program will have significant effects not discussed in- the Final EIR; (2) 

significant environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (3) mitigation measures or 

alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant. effects have 

become feasible; or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different 

from those in the Fina! EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 

environment. 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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.. 

·1 

2 

· 3 · APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

4 

5 

6 

·7 

·a 

9 

10· 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: 
·~ ~~ .. ·- .. 

• • I" ~.. ·: .·: • 

· Deputy0{;ity Attorney 

Mayor Newsom 
Office of the Mayor 
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FUNDS AVAILABLE 

BEN ROSENFIELD 

Controller 

. · .. " . 

Date: 3/16/2010 · 

Amended Date: 41812010 

'.··· 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Ordinance 

City Hall 
J Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 100337 Date Passed: April 20, 2010 

Ordinance appropriating $1,647,249, 198 of proceeds from debt for the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC} Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) for FY2010-2011 through 
FY2015-2016, and placing the entire appropriation of $1,647,249,198 by project on Controller's reserve 
subject to SFPUC's and Board of Supervisors' discretionary approval following completion of 
project-related analysis pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), where required, 
and receipt of proceeds of indebtedness, placing on Budget and Finance Committee reserve the funds 
for construction costs of any project with costs in exces~ of $100,000,000 and $116,863,924 related to 
funding for project construction starting after June 30, 2012, and adopting environmental findings. 

April 13, 2010 Board o{8upervisor$ P-ASSED, ON FIRST READING 

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

April 20, 2010 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED 

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

File No. 10033 7 I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on 
4/20/2010 by the Board of Supervisors of the 
City and County of San Francisco. 

Clerk of the Board 

Date Approved 

City and County of Sim F:rancisco Page 17 Printed at 9:23 am un 4121110 
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TO: 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 
Harlan Kelly, General Manager, Public Utilities Commission 
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department 
Ben Rosenfield, Controller, Office of the Controller 
Mohammed Nuru, Director, Department of Public Works 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Clerk, Land Use and Economic Development Committee 
Board of Supervisors 

DATE: April 2, 2014 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and EconomiQ Development Committee has received the following 
proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Mar on March 25, 2014: 

File No. 140290 

Resolution approving the construction of a building housing the Central Pump Station 
Well and related appurtenances in Golden Gate Park under Charter, Section 4.113, as part 
of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

File No. 140289 

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including the 
adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and a statement of overriding 
considerations related to the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, and directing the 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Controller of this action. 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me at 
the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 
94102. 

c: 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
Jeanie Polling, Planning Department 
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department 
Juliet Ellis, Public Utilities Commission 
Donna Hood, Public Utilities Commission 
Sarah Ballard, Recreation and Parks Department 
Margaret McArthur, Recreation and Parks Department 
Monique Zmuda, Office of the Controller 
Frank Lee, Department of Public Works 
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Introduction Form 
By a Member o(the Board of Supervisors or the Mavor 

Time stamp 

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

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

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee or as Special Order at Board. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 

D 5. City Attorney request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

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

D 8. Substitute Legi~lation ·File No. ~' -----~J 
D 9. Reactivate File No. ~' -----~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

'------------------' 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission 0 Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Mar 

Subject: 

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including the adoption of a mitigation 
monitoring and rep01iing progra:tn and a ·statement of overriding considerations related to the San Francisco 
Groundwater Supply Project and directing the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Controller of this 
action. 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Please see attached. 

For Clerk's Use Only: 
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