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I FILE NO. 140290 RESOLUTION NO. 

1 [Approval of Groundwater Well in Golden Gate Park] 

2 

3 Resolution approving the construction of a building housing the Central Pump Station 

4 well alid related appurtenances in Golden Gate Park under Charter, Section 4.113, as part 

5 of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. 

6 

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

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

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

10 the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP); and 

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

12 completion would help the SFPUC achieve the WSIP Level of Service goal for water supply 

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

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

15 supply of up to 4 million gallons per day, which will expand and diversify the SFPUC's water 

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

17 sources and reducing dependence on imported surface water, and to also provide drinking 

18 water for emergency supply in the event of an earthquake or other major catastrophe; and 

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

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

21 No. 2008.1122E; and 

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

23 part of the WSIP; and 

24 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on December 19, 2013, certified 

25 the Final EIR (FEIR) for the Project by Motion No. 19050, adopted CEQA Findings, including 
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1 a statement of overriding considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

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

3' 19052, and approved a local coastal zone permit for the Project by Motion No. 19053; and 

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

5 Report (PEIR) certified by the Planning Commission o'n October 30, 2008 by Motion No. 

6 17734;and 

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

8 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (PEIR MMRP) as required by CEQA on October 

9 30, 2008 by Resolution No. 08-200; and 

1 O WHEREAS, On January 14, 2014, the SFPUC, by Resolution No. 14-0010, a copy of 

11 which is included in Board of Supervisors File No.140290 and which is incorporated herein by 

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

. 3 a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

14 (MMRP) as required by CEQA; and 

15 WHEREAS, The design of the Project well in Golden Gate Park approved by the 

16 SFPUC in Resolution No. 14-0010 includes the capability to provide standby irrigation water 

17 supplies for park irrigation purposes; and 

18 WHEREAS, On March 20, 2014, the San Francisco Recreation.and Park Commission, 

19 by Resolution No. 1403-006, a copy of which is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 

20 140290 and which is incorporated herein by this reference, found that the construction of 

21 three Project well facilities in City parks, including a well facility located near the Central Pump 

22 Station in Golden Gate Park, supports a recreational purpose in accordance with Charter 

23 Section 4.113(2) and recommended that the Board of Supervisors approve the construction of 

24 the building housing the well in Golden Gate Park pursuant to Charter Section 4.113(1); and 

~5 
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1 WHEREAS, The Project files, including the FEIR, PEIR, SFPUC Resolution No. 14-

2 0010 and Recreation and Park Commission Resolution No. 1403-006, have been made 

3 available for review by the Board and the public, and those files are considered part of the 

4 record before this Board; and 

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

6 and findings contained in the FEIR, PEIR, SFPUC Resolution No. 14-0010 and Recreation 

7 and Park Commission Resolution No. 1403-006, and all written and oral information provided 

8 by the Planning Department, the public, relevant public agencies, SFPUC, Recreation and 

9 Park Department and other experts and the administrative files for the Project; and 

10 WHEREAS, Charter, Section 4.113(1 ), requires the Board of Supervisors approve the 

11 construction of new buildings in Golden Gate Park, subject to certain exceptions specified 

12 therein; now, therefore, be it 

13 RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors, having reviewed and considered the 

14 Project FEIR and record as a whole, finds that the FEIR is adequate for its use as the 

15 decision-making body for the action taken herein including, but not limited to, approval of the 

16 Project and adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the CEQA 

17 Findings, including the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the MMRP contained in 

18 SFPUC Resolution No. 14-001 O; and, be it 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Supervisor Mar 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page3 

978 



1 significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that" would 

2 change the conclusions set forth in the FEIR; and, be it 

3 FURTHER RESOLVED,. That the Board approves the construction of the building 

4 housing the Central Pump Station well and related appurtenances in Golden Gate Park as 

5 part of the SFPUC's implementation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. 
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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 Improvement Program on May 28, 2002 under Resolution No. 02-
0101; and 

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

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

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

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

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

WHEREAS, on October 30, 2008, the Plarining Commission reviewed and 
considered the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) in Planning 
Department File No. 2005.0159E, consisting of the Draft PEIR and the Comments and 
Responses document, and found that the contents of said report and the procedures 
through which the Final PEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines. 
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31 ") and found 
further that the Final PEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City and 
County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate. and objective, and that the Comments and 
Responses document contains no significant revisions to the Draft PEIR, and certified the 
completion of said Final PEIR in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and 
Chapter 3 I in its Motion No. 17734; a:nd 

WHEREAS, this Commission has reviewed and considered the information 
contained in 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 

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

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

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

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

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

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

WH;EREAS, 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 of 265 mgd 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 in2018, which includes 10 mgd of conservation, recycled water, and . 
ground water 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 trarisfers coupled with the Westside Groundwater Basin 
Conjunctive Use project, which meets the drought-year goal of limiting rationing to no 
more than 20 percent on a system-wide basis; and; be it 

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

And, be it 

System Performance Objective 

" Design improvements to meet current seismic standards. 

• Deliver basic service to the three regions in the service area (East/ 
South Bay, Peninsula, and San Francisco) within 24 hours after a 
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 m.gd delivered to the East/South Bay, Peninsula, and San 
Francisco, respectively. 

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

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

• Provide operational flexibility to minimize the risk of service 
intem1ption 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 deliv.ery needs through 2018 while limiting rationing· 
to a maximum 20 percent system-wide reduction in water service 
during extended droughts. 

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

• Jrµprove 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=0=08=----------~------

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19050 
HEARING DATE: December 19, 2013 

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

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

Staff Contact: 

December 19, 2013 
2008.1122E 

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.Iohnston@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.l 122E, 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 interested parties on December 30, 2009. In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, the Department conducted a scoping meeting on 
January20, 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 proposed Project, and the 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19050 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

Case No. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

Deparhnent published a revised NOP for the revised Project in a newspaper of general 
circulation on March 2, 2011. The Deparhnent 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 DraftEJR. 

B. On March 13, 2013, the Deparhnent published the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
("DEJR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the 
availability of the DEJR 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 D~partrnent' s list of persons requesting such notice and other interested 
parties. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEJR and of the date and time of the public hearing were 
posted near the Project site by Deparhnent staff 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 DEJR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of 
persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution fist in the DEIR, to adjacent 

. property owners, and to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the 
State Clearinghouse. The DEJR was posted on the Deparhnent'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 Deparhnent prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the 
public hearing and in writing during the 45-day public review period for the DEJR, 
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 Deparhnent, to address Project updates 
since publication of the DEJR. 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 Deparhnent' 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 Projed 
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 
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Jonas Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
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Motion No. 1 9050 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

A YES: Antonllri, Borden, Hills, Moore, Sugaya, Wu 

NOES: none 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: December 19, 2013 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19051 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Name: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 19, 2013 

December 12, 2013 
2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 
P (Public) Zoning District 
OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 
7283/004 and 1700/001 

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Jeff Gilman 
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 1Qth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Staff Contact: Michael Smith- (415) 558-6322 
michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER. '!IfE 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 4 MILLION 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 Planhing 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 19cation of certain 
project elements and published a revised NOP on March 2, 2011. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19051 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

CASE NO. 2008.1122E 
San Francisc~ Groundwater Supply Project 

On March 13, 2013, the Deparbnent 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 Resporises ("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 Deparbnent. 

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 Deparbnent 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 California 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 Deparbnent and the Planning Commission, and that the 

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

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

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

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

California. 

Deparbnent 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 Iv1MRP 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 fi.Ildings 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 hn.pact Report, Planning 

Department Case No., 2008.1122E, State Oearinghouse 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 Su.pport 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 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 ".'7'ells 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 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 ~ater 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 Retch 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, 20091 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 publishlng the NOP, the SFPUC revised 
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 email. 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 EJR., 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 ~ejected 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 authorizes 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 Commission'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 bas~d ("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 EIR and 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 l\1itigation 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 21167.6(e). 

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

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

documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or legislative decisions 

that the Commission was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents influenced the expert 

advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants. 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, 1650·1fission 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 Environmentallmpacts and Mitigation Measilres 

The following Sections II, ill, 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 ipcluded 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 substantial evidence supporting these findings. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

hereby adopts them as its own .. 

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the 

Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the 

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

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

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

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

mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and 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 :MMR.P 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 :M:MRP, such mitigation measure is hereby 

adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language 

describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the :MMR.P fails to accurately reflect the 

mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to <ii 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. 

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

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

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

the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that the implementation of the 
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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 ~ue to construction within roadways. 
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• Impact 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 operation and maintenance activities would cause some increases in traffic 
volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter transportation conditions and 
would not cause conflicts with alternative travel modes, including vehicles, emergency vehicles, 
transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic. 

• Impact C-TR: The 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, would not result 
in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant noise and vibration impacts. 

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-1: Project construction activities would not generate erruss10ns 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 erruss10ns 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 in;lpact 
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 S~rvice Systems 

• Impact UT-1: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect 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: Constniction 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 seism:icity. 

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 material$ within 114 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 114 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 MITIGATION MEASURES 

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

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

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

Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the EIR. These findings discuss 
mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for adoption by the SFPUC, which can be 

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

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

measures identified in the Final EIR for the project. The full text of each mitigation measure listed in this 
section is contained in the Final EIR and in Attachment B, the MJ\1RP. 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 op~rations, 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 degraded 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 
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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 Discoven; 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 Departni.ent'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, Archeological 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 Discoven1 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 Lcike 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 Signific'.lllt 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 
varyfug 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, 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, NotiftJ San Francisco Fire Department 

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3e, Emergene1; Response Plan and Notification 

• 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, Preconstructibn UtilihJ Identification and Coordination 

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

Impact Bl-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. 

Non-native 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 Bl-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 e:X:isting 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 BI-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 groundwater 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 to decreased 
groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater Basin. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
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Because operation of the SFGW Project would increase groundwater 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 1and2 

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-Ba, Expand Coastal Monitoring Network 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-Bc; 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 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 tum 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 zorie 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 
r.esults, and the maximum depth of excavation during project construction. 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, Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment. 
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• Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b, Health and Safety Plan 

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

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 water levels, 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 hydrologic 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 unrecorded 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 Project. These Projects could also 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 Groundwater 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 he 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 Discovenj 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 I!lodeled 

existing conditions 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 Regional 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 37ll 19th Avenue ("Parkrnerced") 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 Utilihj 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, NotiftJ San Francisco Fire Department 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-UT-3J, Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities' 
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• Mitigati.on Measure M-UT-3g Coordinate Final Constructi.on 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, inducting 
California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and monarch butterfly. It is assumed 
that the cumulative projects including the Murphy Windmill/Millwright's Cottage Restoration, the Beach 

Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project, the Parkmerced 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 P:roject could conflict with local policies or orctinances 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 !emoval of a number of Monterey pine and Monterey cypress trees. Therefore, the potential 

exists for tree removal resultiilg 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 by 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 inodel 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 corresponcting 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 Oess than significant). 

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

Western Pond Turtle 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c, 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 Priman1 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 i;mder 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. fu 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 dr:inldng 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 

~easures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth in the :MN.IRP, 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. This 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 th.Tee significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: Impact 5.4.1-2- Stream Flow: Effects on 

fl.ow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Division Dam; Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishen; 

resources in Cn;stal 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 :llnpacts; 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 fue 

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 Findings in Resolution No. 10-0175 

related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these findings 

by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 

In the case of Impact 5.4.1-2, the project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement project Final 

EIR modifies the PEIR determination and concludes that the impact related to stream flow along 

Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras Creek (PEIR Impact 5.4.1-

2) will be less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific modeling and data. Project-level 

conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings 

with respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam Improvement project in Re_solution 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 ElR also evaluate a "No Project" alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of 

comparison to the Project in terms of their significant iffipacts 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 cus_tomer 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 mgd 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 catastro:phe. 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 smface 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 mgd 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 WSlP and is 

needed to fully meet WSlP goals and objectives, in particular those for seismic reliability, delivery 
reliability, and water supply reliability. 

b. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the 

Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including .evidence of economic, legal, social, 

technological, and other consideration$ described in this section, in addition to those described in Section 
VI below, under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3) that make such Alternatives infeasible. In making these 

infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable 

of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 

economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors." The Commission is also aware that 

under CEQA case law the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular 

alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an 

alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the 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 City's 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 

Fr;mcisco, 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 Zoo, 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 Eill. 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; increase 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, saTiitation 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 availability 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 tompared to those of 
the Project, the Project impacts would be fully mitigated through the adoption of identified mitigation 

measures. The only unmitigat~d 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 occ:Ur 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 would 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 t..."'1is 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 Projed 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 ~ower 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 
same 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 t.liis 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 bf 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 such 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 

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 special status species, freshwater wetlands, archeological 

resources, and availability of nonpotaple 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 at 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 along 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 reqtiire 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. ~arine 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 same 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 
illinin:rizing 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 41st Avenue between Martin Luther King Jr. Drive in Golden Gate Park and Vicente 

Street and along 40th A venue between Vicente Street and Wawona 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 

underground utilities because more utilities are located in Sunset Boulevard than 41st Avenue. 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 unavoid~ble 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 

Perrinsula 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 growth­
inducement to which this Project contributes. The findings. regarding the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations set forth in Resolution No. 08-2000 are incorporated into these findings by this reference, 
as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. In addition, for the particular reasons set forth below, 
this project· helps to implement the following benefits of the WSIP: 

• Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes many 
features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water system as a means 
of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake scenario or even a disaster 

, scenario not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the improvements to assure the water 
system's continued reliability, and developing it as part of a larger, integrated water security strategy, 
is critical to the Bay Area's economic security, competitiveness and quality of life. This Project 
provides a critical source of water - local 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 service 
areas. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the WSIP, through conservation, 
recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, and 10 mgd would be met through 
local conservation, recycled water and groundwater in. the wholesale service area. Of the 10 
mgd that . would come from projects in San Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from local 
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 part of the 
WSIP is to provide water from new sources other than from imported surface water from the Hetch 
Hetchy Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project is important to 
meeting the WSIP goal of providing water from a San 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 ~f 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 Jvlitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, attached 

as Exhibit A 

I herby certify that the Planning Commission AbOPTED 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: December 19, 2013 
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Planning Commission Motion No. 19052 
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Name: 
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 
cf o Jeffrey Gilman 
525 Golden Gate Ave. lQth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Kate McGee - (415) 558-6367 
kate.mcgee@sfgov.org. 

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY 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 Comillission (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 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 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 in a Draft Comments and Responses ("C & R") 

document, published on October 30, 2013, 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 publj.c. 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 c~nsidered the Final EIR and found that 
the contents of the report and the procedures through which the Finru 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 irrigation well facilities in Golden Gate 
Pqrk 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 connec!ion 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 I includes 
conversion of previously installed test wells to groundwater supply wells. Th~se 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 pipelin~s necessary to deliver groundwater 
from the Phase I 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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• 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 I.c). 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 Retch 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 (Elli.) for the Project. The Commission reviewed and 
considered the Elli. and found the contents of said report and the procedures through which the Elli. 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 Em. 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 

OBJECTIVES 
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ASSURE A PERrvlANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF-FRESH WATER TO MEET THE PRESENT 
AND FUTURE NEEQS 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/Water 
Department system is more than adequate. Current projections indicate that the present system will 
meet San Francisco's needs until the year 2020. Over the years, the consumption of fresh water in the 
city has risen substantially: over 100 percent between 1940 and 1971. This increase in water 
consumption is primarily due to commercial expansion and has occurred despite a decline in San 
Francisco's resident population since 1950. 

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

POLICY5.1 
Maintain an adequate water distribution system within San Francisco. 

The project implements this polictj. The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliabilihJ 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 
emplm;ment in or ownership of such businesses. The proposed project would diversifi; 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 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. 
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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 diversifi;ing and increasing the 
reliabilihj of the Cihf 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 western half of San Francisco. Each well station would require one daily visit bi; 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 diversihj of retail and service uses already existing in the Cihj by diversifi;ing 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 diversifi; and increase the reliabilihj 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 emergenet; 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 safeh; 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 facilih;. 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 plm;grounds. 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 facilihj 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 btJ 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 reasons stated above, the proposed project would not affect public parks and open spaces 
operated and maintained btj 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 identifiJ 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 facilthj 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 facilihj would also be a renovation of an existing well facilihJ. 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. 

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, Moore, 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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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 FACILITIES AND AS SOCIA TED PIPELINES IN THE CITY'S 
COASTAL ZONE. THE LAKE MERCED WELL FACILITY WOULD BE LOCATED NORTHWEST OF 
THE INTERSECTION BETWEEN LAKE MERCED BOULEVARD AND BROTHERHOOD WAY, 

ADJACENT TO THE EXISTING LAKE MERCED PUMP STATION, OWNED AND OPERATED BY 
THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITES COMMISION. TWO WELL FACILITIES 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 THE PROPOSED WELLS IN GOLDEN GATE PARK WOULD BE REPLACEMENT 
OF EXISTING IRRIGATION WELLS OPERATED BY THE SAN FRANCISCO 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 "SFPUC") 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 City'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 Conullission (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"! 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 and 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 Mui:phy 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. 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 Dep~tment (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 Oub 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 provide 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, whe:re 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 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 pipihg. 
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• Construction of a pH-adjusbnent facility at Sunset Reservoir within an existing reservoir building 
and a chlorine analyzer at the reservoir. 

Three 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 Win.dmill 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 
CZ05 and CZ13. The Local Coastal Zone boundary within Golden Gate Park starts at Fulton Street 
and 401h 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 Deparbnent 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 btJ 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. 

Policy3.2: 
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 thei.; 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 naturali.stic landscape qualities around the project sites would remain intact. The SFPUC proposes to 
remove two Monterei.; ct;press trees at the North Lake well facilihj 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 survei.; 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 facilihj 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 
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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 emergency use. 

The praposed 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 wou[d provide an overlook onto the lake. 

At the site of the praposed 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 dnJ 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 qualihJ of Lake Merced area would therefore be 

degraded substantially. 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 that would occur without the project. These corrective actions 

include the additions of supplemental water and/or alteration of pumping patterns, as necessan;. 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 stationanJ docks. Reduced water levels 

would reduce the lake acreage available for boating and fishing. Should water levels be reduced 
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substantially, stationan1 docks would not provide access to the lowered water surface, and Impound Lake 
and East Lake, which are smaller/shallower lakes than North Lake and South Lake, could dnJ 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 qt 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 necessanJ. Therefore, with implementatio_n 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 qualihj, the proposed project would implement appropriate water 
qualihj best management practices as required by the Cihj's Green Building Ordinance as well as 
Mitigation Measure M-HY-1, Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake Merced Well FacilihJ 
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; ~rosion 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 Facz1ihj, specifies that if groundwater produced during construction of the Lake Merced 
facilihJ 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 dewatering. 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 btj 
the construction contractor. With the implementation of the Erosion Control Plan and Mitigation Measure 
M-HY-1, construction of the Lake Merced well facilihj 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 Cihj 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 dnj 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 
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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 morefrequently, and, as a resu'lt (based on the 
patterns described above), would likely experience an increase in time-averaged dissolved oxi;gen levels in 
the hypolimnion. Because the project is predicted to cause Lake Merced water levels to fall below 0 feet Cihj 
Datum substantially more frequently than is predicted to occur under modeled existing conditions, the 
resulting water qualihj changes under the project could cause exceedences of water qualihj objectives in the 
San Francisco Bay Basin Plan related to warm and cold freshwater habitat (e.g., dissolved oxi;gen), 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 qualihj 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 SFPUC 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 lake-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 

I 

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 qualihJ as a result of a project-related decline in lake levels. The 
trigger levels specified in the mitigation measure de-pend on what the naturally occurring lake level would 
be without the effects from project-related pumping and the corresponding allowable range in lake levels 
necessan; to avoid impacts on both water qualihj and wetlands. At most naturally occurring lake levels 
above 0 feet Cihj 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 Mitigation 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 SFPUC has estimated that it could re.quire up to approximately 190 acre-feet per year ( afi;) of water to 
maintain Lake Merced water levels under the project in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-HY-9 and 
evaluated the feasibilih; of providing potential supplemental water sources to supplement lake levels. The 
SF PUC could· proceed with lake augmentation and management with stormwater diversions or could 
provide up to 1,000 afi; of reCl;cled 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 de-pend 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 capacihJ for each of the project wells ranges from 
0.18 to 0.79 mgd over the planned pumping r.ate 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 qualihj, and as such, the proposed project would consistent with PoliCIJ 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 
emplayment in or ownership of such businesses. The proposed project would diversifiJ 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. 

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 Cih/ s housing stpck 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 affect the overall 
neighborhood character. The proposed project facilities at the9e 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 Cit!/ s supply of affordable housing by diversifijing and increasing the 
reliabilihJ of the Cihf 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 parldng. The proposed project would constntct up to six well 
stations in the western half of San Francisco. Each well station would require one daily visit bij an 
SFPUC staff person for maintenance purposes .. As such, commuter traffic would not increase notably 
that would impede·MUNI services or the streets. 

SAii fRA!mlSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1045 

9 



Motion No. 19053 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

CASE NO. 2008.1122P 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

E. 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 CihJ by diversifi;ing 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 diversifi; 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 constnicted 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 thei; were 
constructed in early 2000s. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be prote<;:ted 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 active play fields at South Sunset or West Sunset 
playgrounds, or in high visitor use areas in Golden Gate Park. The proposed project facilih; 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 m; the SFRPD. 

Siting a well facility in the undeveloped forested area at the Central Pump Station well facilihj 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 m; 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 identifi; 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 facilihJ 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 facilihj 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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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 
WTitten materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit 
Application No. 2008.lll2P 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 Coi:runission 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: December 19, 2013 
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EXHIBI:TvA 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 200B.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
. . 

I 
-·-,-···- ··-·-···- --· 

! · Monitoring and Reporting Program 

I 

Implementation and Reporting 

Reviewing and 
ApprovalParly 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions Impact Summary Mitigation Measure I Responsible Parly 

Implementation 
Schedule 

~N~1REsoU~~~·~F'.;~: r~l.Ni~f-- ; · '.~L~.:~:~-: .;. .;·~ :! ;~:~ ----~~~f:i--~lf· ____ .:: lP:~=·.·.'·;_jjl~ .. - .1'.. \~ ; .. _~ ;: ·. :;~;!~~;'.~ 
CP-2a I The pro~;Jsed project would 1 M-CP."~~ Acddental Discovery of Archc:ological Resources. The following me~surns shaJJ be implemented 1. SFPUC EMB .. ----,-- -- -

~ 

. pot~nti~y cause a should construction ;ictiviHes result in the acdd1mtal di~rovC!ry of a cultural resource: l. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

~u~~L~tm~;.dverse ~h"nKt! Construction activities will immcdlntcly be suspended within 50 feet of the find if there i~ ony indkation of a 
3 

SFPUC CM 
m e Sl~l lcance 0 an potential archeoJugical resource. .. · B/BEM 
arche:olo_g1c31 resource (Archcologist) 
pursuant to Section 15064.,5 To avoid the pntentinl for adverse effects on accidentaUy discovered buried or submerged historical resources, I , 

as defined in CEQA Gl;lidclincs Scclion 15064.5(a), the SFPUC shall distribute the Planning Department's 4· SFPUC CMB BEM 
.orcheologicaI re~ "ALERT' sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor Finns 
(including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, ch:.); and/or to utilities .fim1s involved in 
soil-disturbing activities wilhin the project site. Prior tu unde"rtaking any ~oiJ-dfsturblng activities, each 
contractor shall bt! rc..>sponsiblc for ensuring lhril the ALE.Kfsheet is circulated lo all field personnel, including 
machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel.. etc. The SFPUC sha11provide1hc 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a 8igm.>d affidavit from lhe responsibJe parties (prime cuntractor, 
subcnntrudor(:;), ilnd utilities firm) c:onfirming that all field personnel have received ropies uf the ALERT 
sheet. 

Jf the ERO determines that an archeulugical resource may be present within the project site, the SFPUC shall 
retain the ~crvires of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified ,ircheoJogical consultantsmaintaim.>d 
by the Planning Dcpil.Ttmcnl aTCheo1ogist. The archeologkal consultant :shall advise the F.RO as to whether the 
discovery is an arc:heologic:al re.i;oun:c that retains sufficientintegrily and is uf potential 
scicntific/hi.storical/cultural significanre. 1f an orcheological re.soul'ce is present. the ardiL'lllogicnl consull:ilnt slu:ill 
idL'Tllify 11nd cvnluate the archelllogical resource and make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is 
warranted._Based on this information, the ERO may require specific: additional measures lo be implemented by 
theSFPUC. 

Mcn.surcs could include: in-situ preservation of tht:! arc:heological resource; an archeological monitoring 
program; or 11n ;:ircheologicnl evaluation program. 'lhe ERO might Dlsu rL'qllire thot the SFPUC immediately 
implement a site serurity program if an archeologkal resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other 
damaging actions. 

1f an archeological resource is discovered, the archeological consultant fihall sub~it an Archeologkal Data 
Recovery Report (ADRR) tu the ERO which, In addition to the usual ADRR cuntc.."llLc;, will evaluate the 
historical signifi.cancl;! uf any discovered archcologic0il rc:1ource, as well as describe the archeologic.11 tmd 
historical research methods employed in the archenlugic::al monlt.ori.ng!data recovety program(s) undmtnkcn, 
and present, annlyze, and interpret the rec..~vered data. lnforma.tion thol may put at risk any archeological 
resource shall be provided in a r:;eparatc removable insect within the final repnrl 

Once opproved by the F.RO, copies of th!!' ADRR shall be distributed m; follqws: the relevant California Historical 
Resource!' lnfonnati'?n Sysrcm J.nformation Center shall receive one copy, and the. ERO shall receive a copy of the j 
transmittal letter uf the ADRR to the TnformoHon Center. "!he San Francisco Planoing Department, Environmental 
PJanning section shall receive three copies of the ADRR along with copies of any fonnal ~ile recordation forms 
(DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the Natlono1 Rcgisteo.r /Califomia Rt!gU;lcr. TI1c SFPUC 
~hall .n..civc copies of the ADRR in the number requestell. In instanres of high public Interest in or high 
interpretive \•alue of the resource, thC! F.RO may require a different final report content, fonnat, and distribution 
lhnn that presented above. 

(Archeologist) 
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I. SPPUCIJIOM 

1. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

4. SFPUC BEM and 
ERO 

1. Ensure that the contract documents 
includamoasur<?S related to archeolugical 
diswvcric..-s. 

2. Eruure that nil project personnel receive 
••Alert .. sheet. Mainl:ilin file of o.ffidilvits for 
submittal to F.RO. Monitor to em;ure that 
the c:untractor impleml!nts measures in the 
contract documents, report nonmmplionce, 
nnd ensure corrective nction. 

3. Ensure that all polmtial d:isruve.ri~.s are 
reported as required and that the 
contraclor suspends work in the vicinity. 
Mobilh'.c al'l archeologist t.o the area if the 
ERO determines that an archeological 
r~suurce may be present. 

4. In the event of o potential discovery, 
evaluate the potential discovery and 
advise ERO as t.o the significance of the 
discovery. PrOceed wilh · 
rccornmcndations, evaluations, and 
implementation of additional measures in 
consultation with ERO. Prepare and 
distribute Fina1ADRR as required. 

1. Design 

2. Prcwnstruction and· 
Construction 

.':J. Construclion 

4. Cunstruction 
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Impact 
No. Impact Summary · 

ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 200S.11221l) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

lmplemenulion and Reporl:ing 

rdJ.i.~~JY~E,~9!i:Mii5,~@N,!~:m1i:~'~ <' :·: 
CP-2b Construction of the M-CP-2b: Based on a reasonable presumption that archculugicalrcsourccs may be present within the prnjcct site, 1. SFPUC BEM 

propo~ed Lake Merced well · the following measures shall be undertakl::!n to avoid any pubm.tially significant adversl:! effect from the proposed (Archeologist) 
facility would pntentiaUy project on .buri~d hi.9torical rcsoucccs. The project sponsor sha11 retain the servi~es of a q_ualified 2 SFPUC I3EM 
cause a substantial adveISe archeological consultant, based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The · · h 

1 
. 

change in the significaace of archeolugical conc;ultantshall undertake an nrcheo1ogical tesHng program as spcciAed herein. Tn addition, the' (Arc eo ogist} 

an archeologlcal resource. consultant shall be available to conduct an arch~olugical monitoring and/or data recovery program if requirl!d 3. SPPUC BEM 
pursuant to Section 15064.5. pursuant 1:0 this measure. The archeolugical consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this (Archeologist) 

measure at the direction of the Envirorunenta.l Revjew Officer (EHO), All plans and reports prepaced by the 
4 

FPUC CMB EM 
consultant as spccifo .. 'Cl herein shall be i:;ubmitted flri:;t and directly to the ERO for review nnd cnmment. and Rh.nll • S fB 
be considered draft r!:!pnrts :mbject to revision until finill approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or 5. SFl'UC BEM 

: data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum . (Archoologisl) 
of four weeks. At the dJrection Qf the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks I 
only if such a suspension is lhc only feasible means to reduce to n lt?ss than signUicru:i.t level potential effects on a 
significant archcologia1I rc.;ourcc a~ defined in CEQA GuidelinP.S Sect. 15064-5 (a)(c). 

Consultation witli Desundanl= Commuttities. On discovery oI an archeological site ~sociated with descendant 
Native Americans or the 0\'erseas Chinese, an appropriate representati.,...e of the descendant group and the ERO 
sha11 be contacted. The rcprcscntntlvc of lhc descendant gToup shall be given the opportunity to monitor 
archwlogirol ficld .inVL'Stigations of the site and to com;ult with ERO rcga:rding oppropriate orcheo1ogica1 
treatment of the sit!:!, of reawered data from the site,.and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the 
associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to tho 

1 
representative of the descendcmt group. 1 

Archeulogical Testing Program. The archcolugical mnsuHant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review nnd I 
approval an.archeulogical testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance 
with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that 
potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the tesling. method to be used, and the locations 
rectimmendcd for testing. The purpose of the archeological tcstinc program will be to determine to the extent 
possible the presence or absence uf archcolugical n.:suurct..'5 ond tu identify and lo evaluate whether any 
archeologicalresource enrounterE!d on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA; 

At the completion of the archeologlcal lestJng program, the archeological consultant shAll submit a writte.n report 
of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archcological testing program the archeological coni:;ultant finds thot 
significant archeulogical Il:!suurces may be present, the ERO in consultation with the arclieological amsultant 
shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include 
11dd:Hional archcologic.al testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. Cf the 
ERO dctcmninci> that n liignificant archeological resource is ptE"sent Emd that the r.esource could be edverseJy 
affe~ by the proposed project, at the. discretion of the prbjcct sponsor either: 

A) 11le proposed project shall be .re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant archeological 

1 
resource; or 

f B} A data re~vcry program shall be implemented, unless the ERO detcnnincs thDt the archcologicnl rei>ourcc is 
of greater interpretive than research.!.ignificance and that interpretive use of the resourc::e is feasible. 

. .. -·- - --- -·- .. . . 

1. SF!'UCBEM/ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

3. SFPUC BEM/F.RO 

4. ·srruc BEM/ERO 

5. SFl'UC BEM/ERO 

1. Prep.o.rc ond implement an Archeologicnl 
Testing Plan in conjunction with 
SFPUC/t.R.0. l'repn.rc written report of 
findings. · 

2. If significant archeological resources nrc 
present, prepare Archeological Data 
Recovery Plan end implement data 
rerovcry investlg<.1Hon nnd/or other 
lrcatment including consultation with 
de."lcendant amununities. 

3. As determined by Archco1ogical 
consultant in consultation with 
SFPUC/ERO, prepare and implement an 
Archeologica I Monitoring Program. 
Document ad.i.vities in monitoring logs. 

4. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
implements applicable measures in 
contract documents. Report 
noncompliance, and ensure corrective 
action. 

S. Prepare Final Archeological Resources 
Report (FARR) tu document historical 
significance of nny discovered 
archeological resource. 

1. Prcoonstruction/ · 
Coru;trucliun 

2. rreconstruction/ 
Construction 

3. Cunstruction 

4. Construction 

S. Post-construction 
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ATIACHMENT B (contirnled) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2006.1122E)- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Mea5ure 

Monito.r~g and Repo~g P-:Ogram 

,__ ___ Im_pl_e_mentation _and Reporting 

. - I Revi~~:g and 
Responsible Party Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementation 
Schedule 

, c:t)i:ro&\~. ~souRcEs: ~fa?Ll ... . . . c~ · ·.:!;···~~i· i~l! · ·;: ;_ ~:-1~t· · r · -i;i~: ' ;~):~it_... ..· ;.~;;· -. :~ ;.· : :'. ·~1~= 'Vi·,_ ~;. 
·.·]:.·:;., ::::io,.·. 

:, .. ~. .: j :~~ F~~~~· : .·:~;; 

~ 

CP-2b 
(conl) 

Case No. 2008. I 122E 

An:heological Monitoring Program.. If th~ ERO in com;ultation with lhe rucheoloW,cal consultant determinC!s that 
an archeological monitoring progcrun (AMP) shHH be implemented. the archeo1ogical monilodng program sholl 

i minimally include the foUowing provisfons: 

• The ard1oological consu1tanl1 projed sponsor,. ;ind ERO HhnU meet ond consult on the SCOJ"" of the M1P 
reasonably prior Lo Lmy prnjcct-relaled soils-disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the 
an:heological coru;ultant shall dctorminc whnt pcojcct nctivities shall be archeologically monllorcd. ln most cases, 
any soils-dlsttUbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, exca\'ati.on, gradi11g, ulililh~ installation, 
Ioundolion work, driving of piles (foundation, Rhming.. etc.), site remediation. etc.,. !:lhall r4:!quire archcologicol 
monitoring becaur;e nf the rb;k these activities pose to poli!n.tial iuch<...•ological TffiCJUrces And to their depositional 
context:; 

• The archeological consult.mt shall advise all pruj<...'Ct am tractors lo be on the alert for evidence of the prc.o;cnce 
of the exp!d~d rc .. 'Suurcc(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected rc:murce(s), and of the appropriate 
protOf.'Ol in th4:! event of apparent discovery of an archeological rt:niource; 

• 1hc nrchcologiec'll monitor(&) ::;hall be present on the projccl liilc occordh1g to a ~cht:?dule agreed upon by the 
ardteological amsuHanl and the ERO until the HRO has, in amsultal:ion with project archeological consultnnt, 
determined that projL'Ct curu;truction activities could have no effects on significant archcmloglcal deposit:;; 

• The archcoJogi~nl monitor shalJ record and be authorfaed to collect soil samples i!nd artifactual/ccofoclual 
matcriill as Will"rnnted for analysis;' · 

• If an inlact archeological deposit ii:; encounlercd, nll soils-disttubing activitiC!f in lhc vicinity or lhe deposit shall 
ccaRe. The archeologkal monitoc shall be empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavallon/plle 
driving/conFitruction nctlvJlics and equipment until the deposit ii; evalual·cd. If in the case of pile driving 
activity (foundation,, shoring, etc.), the ardieologicalmonitor has cause to believe th.at llie pile driving activity 
may affect an archeological resource,. the pile driving Ddivity shall be tenninated until :m appropriate 
evaluation of the resource has beer:i made in oonsultation with the ERO. 'Ihe archeulugical am5uJl:anl shnll 
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered ard.wolugica1 dcpoi;i!- The archeulogical consultant shall make 
a rea.Sonable effort to assess the identity. integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological c.lepusit,. 

. and present the findings of thi• nssL'Sfimcnt to the F.RO. 

i Whether or not 5ignJ6cant areheological resources are encounten::!d, the ilrchcologkal consultant shall &-ubmit a 
written report of the JindingA of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

The scope of the AIJRP shall include the following clements: 

Arc:~ological Datu. Rer.ovuy Program. The archeologic.l1 dat.a recovery program -i;hall be amducted In acrord 
with an acdicologicnl data re~\•ery plan (ADRP). The ardtL'Olugical consultant, project Sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope or fue ADRr prior to preparation uf a draft APRP. The nrcheolOgical consultant 
shaJI submit a draft AbRP to 1he ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the "propost.!<l data rcoovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expeded to contain. Thal is, thcADRP will 
identify ,-..•hat .sdcmti.fk/historkal research questions ace applicable to the expected resource, what data dai;!';es the I 

resource is expL'Cl:ed to poFi!;CRs, and how the expected data dasses would oddrc.o;s the applicable research I 
questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited lo the portions of tf:le historical property that could be 
t!.dvcrscly affcctad. by the proposed project. Destructive dala recovery methods shall nut be applied to pmlions of 
the archeologic.al rcsourcc:; if nondestn.1.ctlve methods are practical. 

• Field Me~rls ntJd Procl!d11rL'.'l. Descriptions of . .pr~posed fie:~ str<ttr.~f.cs, procedures, and opl!~atinn.o;. --~---------------·---~---------- . -----··· __ 

Page 3 oF19 Sa11 Francisco Grnundwafer Supply Project 



ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measwe 

:9RliY~~\~'!t~'g~~~t§;r£tifltJ':'! 
CP-2b ------ -···- - I• Cn-fnloguing and Laboratory Annlysis. DL'scription of selected cataloguing system and urtifoct onalysis procedures. 

(cont.) 
1 

• Di.i:card and DcncccssionPolicy. oescription of and rationale for field and post-field discard and deaccl:!ssion 
· pulicics. 

CP-4 The prnpnsed project wo1Jld 
potential) y djsh1rb human 
rC!mains, including those 
interred outside of formal· 
Cl:!ml!tcrics. 

• In.tc.rpre.live Program. Consideration uf an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during the ooun;e of the 
n:rcheological data recovery prog_ram. 

• . Security l"fmsm·es. Recommended security measures to prolcct the i'.lrchcol.Ogical 1csourcc. from vandalism, 
looting, and non-intentionally damaging activitil:!s. 

• final Rr.porl. Description of proposed report format and distribution of re:."Ults. 

CuratioJt. Description of the pr-ocedures and recommendations for t.hc cur.a lion of any .recovered dnta having 
potential research value, idefltification of apprupriatl! curatiun facilitit.!s, and a summary of the accc1;i;ion 
policies of the curation facilities. 

FinalArcheologicalRe.1w11rces Report. The archeoJogir.DI consultant shu11 ~ubmit a Draft Final Archeo.loglcal 
Resources Report (f ARR) to the· ERO that evaluates the historicalsign.ifiumcc of any diRcovcred archeoJogical 
resource and desc:cibes the archeolugica.l and histudcal rl:!search methods employed in the archeologica I 
tei:;Hng/monHoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
rei;;ourcc shnll be provJdcd inn separate removable insert within the final reporl 

• Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed a::; fulluws: California Ard1t.'Ologica] Site 
Suryey Northwest Information Center (NWlC) shall rec~ivl:! um! (1) ropy and the ERO shall receive a copy of 
the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. 'lhe Environmental 11lanning division of the PJanning Depilrtment 
shall receive one bound. one unbound ancl one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with 
copies of any fu1mal site recordation forms (CA DPR S2.-:l i;eries) and/or documentation for nomination Lo lhe 
National Register of .Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances ~>f high public 
interest in o.r lhe high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content., 
format,. and distribution than that presented above. 

1\i-CP-4: Accidenbl Discovery of Human Remains. The followjng measures shall be implemented should 
construction activilics rc.i;uJtjn the accidental discovery of human retrulins and associated cultural materials~ 

TI1c treatment of humnn remains M!~ of associated or unassociated funerary objects <liscuvere<l cluriag any suil­
dfaturbing activities shall comply with applicable stale laws. 'This shall include irrunediate. notification of the 
coroner of the county within whfch the project is located and, in the event of the corone.r's determination that the 
human remains ill"l! Native American, notification of the California Native Americ.m Heritage Commission, 
which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section5097.9B). Tho archoological consul tan~ 
SFPUC, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the l::r1:!atmentt y.,rith appropriate 
dignjty, of human remains and associated or unEJE;sociated .funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064~1[dJ): The .agTE.'C1Tlcnt should lake into coru;idcration lhc appropriate excavation. removal 
recordation, anaJysis, custodianship, curatiun, and final disposHfon of the human remain5 and associa~ed or 
wiassociated funerary ubj~. 'lhe .PRC allows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the lvIT.D and the 
other portios do not ngree·on the reburial method, the SF PUC shall follow Section 5097.9B(b) of the PRC, which 
~talcs that "the hmdoWTier or h1s or her authod:zed. representative shall reinter the human remains and Hems 
associated v.rith Native American burial$ with appropriate dignity on lhe propmty 1n a location not subject to 
further subsmface disturbance." 

Monitoring and Reporting Program_ 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 

l. SFPUC EMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
· (Arch•ulogist) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM) 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

l. SFPUCBEM 

2- SFPUCBEM 

3. SfI'UC HliM and 
F.RO 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

I. Ensure th.1.t Contract Doruments inclu<le 
measurc.s rclatcd to discovery of human 
remains. 

2. If potenlial human n.main.s are 
cnoountC!red, mobilize an archeologist to 
confinn cxistenct? of human remains. If 
human remains are confirmed, perform 
required roordinationilnd not:Jficalions. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
implemEmts measures in contract 
documen~ including jn..c:;uring thot nll 

potential hmmm remains arc reported as 
required ond ihat crmtrnctor suspends 
work in the vicinity. Report nunoomp1iance 
and ensure corrective action. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

l. Design 

2. Construction 

3. Construction 

Case No. 2008. l122E Page 4of19 San Francisco Gmund11-a1er suppty.Pro]ect 



ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

n· 
: .';fo~ct I hnpacf Sum mazy Mitigation Measure 

;\i~l: :~:, .. : ~~~!~: -~~-1_._ 
'':i~'' ~~ :.;.s:, ~;if Jt~:.. . '.·:;,;'.( '··· tr :·~i~~- :T:Wf.; : 

l'iq~!\( i'".:::...:::.::. 
N0-1 i The proposed project would. M.-N0-1: Adminislrative and Sourtl? Contcols. The SFPUC shall cmsure lhat a noise conlro) plnn is prepared, 

n .. "!.o;;ult iL1 the exposure of reviewed, and approved by SF PUC, and is prepared and implemented by a qualified noise consultant, <lcfi.ncd ru; 

persons lo, or generation tJf, a board-certified Tnstltute of Noise Control Engim..!cring mcmbC'r or other qualified consultant or engineer 
noise Jevels in cxccsi; of a pp.roved by the project engine<?r. 1110 SFPUC shall verify that the noise control plan ~onto ins nt least tbe 
:;tandards c.'Slablished in the following elemenlfi: 

lo~l generaJ plan lo~ noisl• 1 • VnyU~e: Construclion noise level.fl shall not exceed the San FranciRco Noise Ordinnnce daytime threshold c>f 
or blr:n~e 

1
°r rcsu l m a BO dBA .a.l 100 feel (oc 86 dBA at 50 feet) at alJ locations bclwccn 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. at all rcsidl.ontial receptors 

su :r; d~li.a lcmpo_raryrnbor_ 
1 

(except where construction activities occur for two weeks or less at one location). 
peno 1c Jncrease in a . ien 
nuis~ levels in the prqjcct The noise control plan shall identify i:;enSitivc rcc.c.ptor locations cmd include measureci that c:ould be employed to 
vicinity above Jcvcls 1 maintain noific levels nt or below these performance ~tmdards, which could Include, but not be limited, the 
exi9ting ,,..·jthout the project. I following: 

lmpJcmont best mraifoble noise control tcchniquc!'i i:mch a111 mu filers, intAke. silencers, ducl::!:i, engine enclosures, 
acoustically attenuating shicJds or sh muds .. 

Limit continuous operation of heavy equipmcnl near f!em;itive ret.'eptors. 

Loc:ah.! stationary noi!'i~ sources {e.g., generatorsr fans, pumps) as far from .i;ensitive receptors ns possible and 
use noise controls (e.g., enclosures, barriers) as ncarssa1y. 

• The name and phone number of ll SFPUC dcsigm1ted project liaison shall be posted at project facility 
construction sites so that the public can contact the liaison if noise dist1..1rbancQ occurs. This linlson shall 
immediah~ly lake steps to .resolve any complaints received, including modifying construdiun prncticc~ 11a 
necessary lo address the noise cumpfoint. · 

: 0l.WJ:~~ AND s~iy1g~~ ~YS~~l!J!r.·,;i... · ~:~:m:j~.~~ ~ . :~:lf'..P:'i< . .. · immm ·1< · · ~r~~!ili~~~j;·;: ·. ··:~t;~: 1r Jr :~r> ~ · 
UT-3 I Project construction would M-UT-3a.: Preoonstruction Utility ldenlification nnd Coordination. Prior to construction activities, theSFPUC or 

, potentially result in a its amlractor(s) shall dclcrmine the locations of overhead and underground utility Jines, such as natural gos, 
substantial adverse effect · clectrklfy, sewer, telephone, cable, fuel, water, and Muni lines, lhat may be encolllltered during construction 
related lo disruption of work. Pursuant to State law, the SFPUC or ils contractor(s) shall notify USA North so that utility companies may 

, utility operations Or be adv:ii;ed of the work and may field-mark or otherwise pmtect and warn the contractor of their existing utility 
accidental damage tu line!!. Information regarding the focation of existing utilities shnll be reviewed before amstructi.on activities begin. 
exjsting utilities. Utilities may be located by customary tcchniquc:tt such as geophysicaJ methods and h1md cxroYnlion. 

Case No. 2008.1122E 

'!he Sf PUC or its cunlractor(•) shall notify all affected utility service providers in advance of the project 
construc:tiun plan!! and ::;chedule. The SFPUC or its rontractor(s) shall moke arrangements ·with lhes~ entitie:;; 
regarding lhc protection, relocation, or temporary dl~conncc!fon o( services prior to the start of coni:;lructlon, nnd 
p~~mpt reconnection of fil?rvicc.r;, PR requl~ed. ··---

M-UT-lb: Prolec.tion of Other Utilities during Construction. SpeciflcaUons shnll be prep<1red as part of the 
de1;ign plans. These specifications shaLJ include proccdurei:; for lhe ex:cavation, support, and fill of arcos around 
subsurface utilities, cables, and pipes. If the project encounters overhead. electric and/or telephone lines during 
pip!:!llne construction, lhc SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate wilh SFMTA and appropriate 
telecommunicatio.n service providers to c.l.e-energizc overheod elfclric lines as required by the federal and State 
Occupational Saf<ty and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations. 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program 
I ·-·--------- ---, ----

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementation 
Schedule 

' ::· ::: . _ 111 11~ '{ :,:re.: JC' . ;:·'q[;;, :. L. L • /\~· 3LiI:._.·:~!t. )~ . ~::tt· ',i:. : . ~:: 

'1. SFPUCEMB 1. Incorporate appropriate language into ' 1. De!;ign 

2. SFPIJC CMB/BEM 

1. SFPUCllE:M 

2 SFPUCBEM 

1 
3. SFPUC BEM 

j 4. SFPUC B EM 

confroct dorumcmls including requirement ! . 
for contractor(s) to prepare noise control · 2. Preconstruction 

3. SFPUC Cummunicalfons plan. · 3. Prcconslruction and 

4. SFPUC CMB/BF.M 2. Ensur~ that the noise control plan is 
prcp;ned in acc:ordance with the contract 
documents. 

3. Designate project liaison responsible for 
respum.ling to nuise complaints. Ensure 
th al liaison's mime Dnd phone number j5 

included on posted notices. As neccssnry, 
develop a reporting prngrnrn for tracking 
complaint.II received and rm documenting 
their resolution. 

4. Monitor to ensure lhal the contractor(s) 
implements noise control requirementsr 
report noncompliance, ;md en..c;ure 
corrective Action within Hmelines specified i 
in contract. I 

I 

Construc.tion 

4. Construction 

):]1'.''~]~i0ffi~.~3. ·=~ff:~·:= H· .... ; :'.:'). ::~ ·~ '. •': •' y ;; . ;;o··: '=_:~:m:;;. · i!· l':!~~~:,.· · i?'. ·~:.. • .·• · ., .:: • :=~ .. ;· ""·•";"'· .. m: 1·~ -::. ·: • ,, ·:c: "'7"·"-" ~,.,.""""·' · l ::s:;~~:~~~B·-- -.. ~: ::~: ~=-. ··-··- i1. ~=i,~~~EE::;:;~°1~~;~.:d 
, mcludmg obtaining, as necessary, 
' agreements and.fur permits. Enswe that 

the rontract documents include the 
requirement for ronlrarlor{s) to coordim1te 
with utility servic:e providers. 

1. SFPUCF.MB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

-···· ·····--·· 

I. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

······--····· 

2. Monitor to ensure thal amtractor 
implements measures In the contrnct 
documents. Report noncompliance,. and 
ensure corrective action. 

1. F.nsurc that rontract document.c; include 
applicable measures for protection of 
utilities during ~n!itruction, jncluding 
requirement for contractor to coordinate 
with affected utility owners and protect 
affected utilitie::;, as appropriate. 

2. Monitor to ensure U1at amlractur(.s) 
implements mensures jn contrncr 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure a>rrective action. 

1. Design 

2. Conslruction 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

San Fnmclsco Groundwafl!I' Supp'y Pro/eel 



Impact 
~ No_ J mpact Su irunaiy 

ATTACHMENT Il (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.112ZE) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

lrnplemenlalion and Reporling 

j!:fmLITI~i~~p~~ftt!sE sYii~~¥~.::1g;~t.) .• . ,; 'I 
UT-3 
(cont.) 

U_ 
case No. 2000.1122E 

M-Uf-3c Safeguard Employees from Polenlial Accidenf:5 Related lo Underground UtiJilie9. While any excavalion · 1. SFPUC EMB 
ls open, the SFPUC or its l"tlntractors shall protect,. support. or remove underground utllitleo:; ns neCE'-'iSllry to i 2 SFPUC CMD 
safeguard employees. ru part of conb'"actor specifications, the conlTaclor(s) shnll be required to provide updates on. · 
excavations planned for the upmmingWeek and to specify when construction will occur near a high-priority utility. 
At the be-ginning of each week when this wurk wil1 takc.plaa:, per California OSHA, the contractor is required to 
hold safuty tail gale meetings an~ ID document contents of meeting. The SFT'UC is not requJred to attend the~e 
contractor tailgate meetings, but may ottcnd. 

M-UT-3d: Notify San Francisco Fire Department If construction activitil:!S re~-ult in damage to high-priority utility 
lines the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shrill immediately notify the San Fram:ll;cu Fire Department to prolcc:;:t worker 
and public safety. ' 

M-UT-3e: Emergency Response Phm andNoti6cat:ion~ The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall develop an emergency 
response plan prior to romm1;11dng construction activilies. The emergency rc!;ponsc. plnn shu\J identify measures to 
be taken.in response to a Leak or explosion resulting from a utilltyruprurc. fu addition, the SfPUC or its · 
contractor(s) shall notify the appropriate emergency r~ponse deparlme-nt whenever damage to any utility results in 
a threat to public safety. 

M-UT-3£: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities. The SFPUC or its conltador(s) ~hall pmmptly notify utility 
providers to reconnect any disamnected utility line.c: as soon as it is snfc to do so. 
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1. SFPUCF.MB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1.·SFJ'UCEMB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

3. SFPUCCMB 

l. SPPUCEMB 

· 2. SFPUC CMB 

··----·· 

1. SFJ'UCBEM 

2. SPPUCCMB 

J. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

3. SF!'UCCMB 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMR 

1. Coordinate final construction plans ond 
specifications durlng the design pha:;e 
including obtaining, as necessary, 
agreement:; and/ot pennits. Ensw:e that the 
contract documents include the requirement. 
for ci.mtractor(s) to coordinate with utiJJty 
sl:!rvice providers and to provide SFPUC 
with advance schedule notification. 

2. Monitor to cn~ure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
doCuments. Report non~mpliance, ~:md 
ensure corrective action. 

1. Ensure that conh·act documents include 
appliC1.1ble meosures, including 
requirement for contractor(s) to provide 
SFPUC with advance schedule notification. 

2. Monitor to ensure thal contractor(s) 
U;nplem=ents measmes in contract 
doruments. Report noncompliance,, and 
l!nsure corrective action. 

1.Design 

2. Construction 

1. De!;ign 

2. Construction 

L Enswe: tha.t c0ntract documents include 1, De..c;jgn 
applicable measures including requirement 2. Prior tu romrnt:mcin 
to prepare emergency response plan (ERP). anv excavation 8" 

2. Emrure that contractor prcpDrcs the ERP. adivities. 

·• 3. Monitortoensurethatcontrodor(s) 3. Construction 
impl£!ments rnensurcs in co:ntract 
docwnents and emergency response pJan, 
and notifies lucal lire department in the 
event of damage ton gas utility line that 
results i,n a leak or suspected leetk or 
damage to another utility line that could 
rl!Sult in a threat to public safety. Report 
noncompliance, and ensure corrective 
actioIL 

1. Coordinate .final construction plans imd 1. Design 

~pecifi~ticms ~~ingthe design phase 2_ Construction 
including obtauung, as necessary, 
agreements and/or peimits. Ensure that the 
contract documents include the 
rcquiremeilt for contractor(s) to ooordinate 
wilh utility b~rvic::e pruviders. · 

2. Moilitor to ensure that contrador 
implements measures in the rontrnct 
documents. Report noncompliance, .r:md 
ensure corrective action. -··---· ···--- ------------'---------

San Francisco Groundwater Supply ProJll!CI 



ATTACHMENTB (cqntinued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 200B.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

lmpact 
No. I Impoct Summaty Mitigation Measure 

,_ ___ Im_:p:__I_•_m•ntatlon and Reporting 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

f.trrn.m~iillv!ci sYsnMS,:jcg~~C ':·::::~:!J;~(~:i . !~L~~- :~. .if" .:~~.: :: :·\·;~;~~ ·:' .· ··.';. ;! ·;jF'.~~.; f: ~·!~i~=.;f. ~}i~-~~i:·-~2";.· 
UT-3 
(cont.) 

M-UT-3g: Coordinall! Final Construction Pfa~l>wilh Affected Utilities. Thi:! Sf'PUC or ilc; contractor(s) shnll 
coordinate fi1ml construction plans and spccifiation:; with ;iffecled utililies. 

l. SFl'UC C..\1B 

Z. SFPUCCMB 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. 5FPUCCMB 

;;Bmu)ci,r.~~~:\{~s·oURcEs . " .,,,,,,,r"£_: ;~;~!~?~. : : :;~i: .i:Ji ;W:; _ _. :: -.~;:= .:-::· ~J -
_;,(~!' ,-,;,-; ,•, ::' ;i•,!·,-- :'"' !:'·~o.r: '!' !/1 ·-·--· 

Bl-1 Com;truction of the 
proposed projcd would 
potentially advli!rsely affed 
species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or 

1 spccial-statu.."i :;pccics in 
i local or n'gionaJ plans, 
policies, or regulations, or 

·by the CDFW or USFWS. 

M-81-la: Avoidance and Minimization Men611J"e5 for California lted-Legged Frog and Western· Pond Turtle. 
During construction at the Lake Merced1 North Lake, and Ccntml Pump Strition well facility sites, the SF PUC 
shall ensure a bi<?logical monitor is present dming iru;ta..llation of exclusion fendnp, and initial vegetation clearing 
and/or grading. and shall implement the follo\vlng measwes: 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMll/BEM 
(Hiologist) 

• Within one week before·work at these sites btigins (including demolition and vegetation removal), a quillified 1
3 s:.P~C.CMB/BEM 

bjolugisl shaJI supervise the insrallation of exclusion fencing along the boundaries of the work area,,. as deemed ( 10 
og1St) 

nYcessary by the biologist, lo prc\"C'.nt California red-leggiiod hogs, wl!Stem pond turtles, ond inddcntnl, ! 4. SFPUC CMB/HEM 
c6rrunon wildlife from t.'Iltcring the work area. The construction t."Ontractor sha1l install suitable fencing with a · 
mini_mum height of 3 feet above ground i;urfocc with an additional 4-6 lnches of fena:!: material buried i;uch 
that 5~ecies cannol crawl under the fence. 

• A qualified biologist shall conduct environmcnlol awnr~ness trnining for all construclion worker5 prior to 
conslruction workers beginning their work effurlH on the project. The !raining shall.include information on 
species idcnlification. avoidance measures tu be implemented by the project,. and the regulatory requir~menl"I 
and penaltie."1 for noncompJinncc. 1f necessary, the content shall vary acmrding to spcci.flc construction aceas 
(e-g., workers un city streets will receive training on nesting birds but not on CalifOrniil rnd-Jcgged frog 
identification)_ 

A qualified biulugist shall Rurvey the excluded area within 46 hours before the onset of initial 
ground-disturbing activities and shall be present during initial vegetation clearing and ground-disturbing 
activities. The biological monitor shall monitor the exclusion fencing weekly to confinn proper maintenance 
and inspect for frogs ond turtles. If frogs or turtles are found, the SFPUC shnll halt construction and contact the 
USfWS and/or CDFW for inslnictJons On how to proceed. Construction shall rl!Sumc after approval from the 
USFWS and/or CDFW. 

During project actlvitJcs, excavations deeper than 6 inches sha11 be covered overnight or an escape ramp of 
earth or a wooden plank at o 3:1 rise ~hall he installed; openings s~ch as pipes where California red Jegged 
frogs or western pund turtlei; might FteC!k refuge s;hnll be covered when not in use; and all trash ~hat may allrnct 
predators or hide California red-leggt!d frogs or wc.o:;tcm pond lurlles shall be properly contained on a daily 
basis. rcmovL'<I from the worksite, and Uispused of regularly. Following construction, the construction 
contractor shall rl!move all trash and construclion debris from work areas_ 

1. SH'UCBllM 

2. SFl'UCBF.M 

3. SFl'UC BEM 

4. SFPUCBEM 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

_;.· 

1. Coordinate final construction plans and 
specifications during the design phase 
including obtnlning. o'.l.S ru-ccssnry, 
agrccmenl::5 ond/or pcm'\its. Ensure U'\ilt 
the contract documents include the 
requirement for contr.actor{s) to coordinate 
with u111lty service providers. 

2. Munitur to enSUl"t! that contractor(.s) 
implements measures in the contrilct 
documents. Report noncomplinncc, and 
ensure corrective action. 

1. Ensure that contract documents include 
appHcable avoidance and minimization 
measure.s for California red-legged frog, 
we.stem pond turtles, and incidental, 
common wildlife, including requirement 
~or exclusion fencings. 

2. Develop worker troining program and 
ensure that all construction persunnel 
participate in the environmental training 
prior ro beginning work <it the job ::;ite(s). 
Require workC?rs to ~ign the training 
program sign-in sheet.1\1aintain file of 
training sign-in sheets. 

3. Obtain Dnd Teview n?tmmC or other 
documentation of consulting biologist's 
qualifications. Conduct preconstruction 
surveys, species reloratlon (if Dpproprlate 
and appra,•cd by CDFW •nd/or USFWS), 
end monitoting, including WL:iekly fence 
inspection. Document activities iil 
monitoring logs. 

4. Monitor to ensure that cuntractor(s) 
implements measures in contract 
documents. Report noncompliilnce, and 
ensure corrective action. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

··Tl;;r:1·::;;·•.· 
1.De:;;ign 

2. Constnu1ion 

I[!,; 

~~ · .. -·· .. 
l. Design 

2. Preoonstructlon and 
Construction 

3. l'reconstrudion and 
Construction 

4. Construction 
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D No. , Impact Summitry 

ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting J'rogram 

lmpl~rnent;ition and Reporting 

Responsible J'a1ty 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

,'~18J:():~~~~i l\E5.01!~~~5,;[~~ii·\:!:iWi1~::i'"~;r:: ., : 

_.. 
10 
CJ1 
en 

Bl-3 Construction of ful.! 
proposed project would 
~n.Oict with npplicnble 
lucol policie~ or oidimmres 

, protecting biological 
resomccs, such as a trc~ 
preservation policy or 
ordinance. 

M-Bl-1b: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Sta!us Dals. A qualified wildlifu biologist shall 
conduct prcconslrudion spccinl-stnlus bat surveys when large trees are to be .removed, or when occasionally used or 
vacant buildings arc tu be demolished. If active day or night roo!lt.. ore found, the wildlife biologist shall toke octioni; 
to make such rousts ~uitable habitat prior to tree removal or building demolition. A no-disturbance bu!fer of 100 
feet shn.ll be creet.ted around active bat roosts being \lSed for maternity or hibernation purposes. Bat roosts initiated 
during construction are presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer \..•ouJd necessary. 

M-Bl-lc Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Mona1t'h Butterfly. Constmction activities in and around 
potential butterfly overwintorlng sites shnll occur outside of the overwintering season (October to Mnrch), to the 
greatest extentfoa&ib]~ tu avoid pohmtinl impacts on monarch buHeT.fly nt the Golden Gnte Pnrk sites. However, 
when it is not feasible to avnid the overn•intering season and oono;truction activitiei:; take place during thii:; time, the 
following mensuces shall apply: 

• Precnnstructinn :rurveys ~hall be conducted forovcrwlnlcring monarch buttcrny sites wiihin 100 feet of the 
c0Jlbiru¢on areas. 

• lf nn aclive overwintering site is located, work activities shall be delayed within 100 feet of the site location until 
avoidance measures have been implemented. Approp[fate avoidance measures shall include the following 
measures (which may be modified as a result of consultation with the CDFW to provide equally effective 
measures): 

- Uthe qualified wildlife biologist determines that construction acti,,ities shall ~ot afft!ct an active overwintering 
site,. activities may proceed without restriction. 

- A no-disturbance buffer may be eStablished around the overwintering site to avoit.l. disturbance or desbuction 
until afler the overwintering. 

- The extent of the no-disturbance buffers shall be determined by a qua1ifjed wiJdli£e biologist in consultation 
with the CDFW. · 

j M-Bl-3: Plant Replacement Trees. The SFPUC shf.111 replace the trees removed wilhin SFRPD-managed lands wilh 
trees of equivalent ecol"ogical va]ue (i.e., similar specie_;) at a 1:1 ratio. 1f planting trees of equlvalcnt cc:ologlcal value 
nt a 1:1 ratio is not feasible or such trees are not available, removed trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 1 inch fur 

, every 1 Inch of the removed tree' e diameter at breast height. H the: project site does not have adequate room fuc 
'"'Planting trees, the SI'PUC sh.U coordinate ·with SFRPD to.identify acceptable replanting locations ln the vicinity of 
the pr<tjcct site. The SFPUC ::;holl monitor tree replacement pion tings annually for a minimum of three yeaa·s after 
rnmpletinn of con.o;truction to en.o;ure the plantings have become established 11nd, if necessary, shoJJ replanl to ensure 
the success of the repJacement plantings. 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMO/BEM 
(Qualified Biologist) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

I. srrUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Qualified Biologist) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

l. Sf PUC F.Mll 

2. Sf PUC CMB/BEM 

3. 5FPUC CMB/BEM 
(Qualified Biologist or 
Arborist) 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 
! 
. 3. 5FPUC BEM 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. Sfl'UC BEM 

3.SFPUCBEM 

1. Ensure that contracl documents include 
applicable avoidance and minim~ation 
measures. 

2. Obtain and review resume or other 
<.lorumentation of consulting biologist's 
qualificnHons. Conduct pce-constr_uction 
survey. rr roosts are found, implement 
appropriate meru.-un~s. Document 
nclivitics in monitoring logs. 

3. Monitor to ensure that runtradur(s) 
impJcmcnts measures in contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action~ 

1. Ensure that contract documents include 
~pplicable avoidance and minimization 
measures. 

2. Obtain and review resume or other 
documentation of consulting biologist's 
quelificalions. Conduct prc-amstruction 
survey. If overwintering site is locatt!:d, 
implement appropriate measures. 
Document activities in monitoring logs. 

3. MonJtor to ensure that contractt;ir(s) 
implcmcn ts measures in contract 
documents. Report nonrompli.ance, and 
emmre corrective action. 

1. Ensure that contract document.~ include 
tree replacement mc~ures. 

2. Em;ure that the contractor i:mplem(![lts tree 
replacement measures in ciccordancc with 
SFRPD coordination. 

3. Monitor to ensun:! that contractor 
implements measures in contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensUJe l"Orrecti\'C. llC.tion. 

Irnplemeutalion 
Schedule 

!. Design 

2. Preconstruclion and 
Construction 

· 3. Construction 

! 
j . - . 

1

1. Design · 

2. PrcconstrucHon and 
· Construction 

3. Construction 

1. Design 

2. Construclion 

3. Post-Con:;truction 
Monitoring (at least 
lhreeyears, depending 
on FiUCCCS."i) · 
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ATTACHMENT 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. Impact Summary Mitigation Me•sure 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

ilronq~gp)'ANowli.1-E~Q:(i~LmU'd~!. ·;Y'Pf: '':;W·/ ,,, -' ;{: .. · i;i!!!•~:·,ii· '~> ·t\'} ii!L}; '' '·" ~' 
HY-1 I l'rojectconstmction would M-HY·l: Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake Merced Well Facility.JI groundwater produced. J .SFPUC EMH J. SPPUC BliM 1. Incorporate appropriate language into 

ci 
CJi 
....J 

HY-B 

possibly violate water dUring construction of the Lake Merced facility is not disd1arged to the sewer system,. the SP PUC shall include o 2 "FPUC CMBIBEM 2 SF PUC BEM contract docume11ls including 
quulity :;tandards and was.le . requirement in construction conlraclc; that irs construction rontractor(s) develop and implem~nt standard Bl\·Ws · S · devclopmC!tit of D~at<!ring Plan. 

discharge requirements or I f~r U1e tr~atment of ~imenl-lad~n watc.~ produced during groundwater dewatering. n.MPR could i~cludc 3. SFPUC CMJlm.EM 3. SFPUC BEM 2. RE"vicw contraclor's Dewaleri.ng Plan. 
otherwise substantially dl~chargmg waler tluough filtration media,. such as filter bugs or a similar filtratlon device, or ~llowmg lhc · . 
dC?grade watt'J" quality. filtered water to infiltrate lnlo the soil. U infiltration iR UJ";ed, applk .. i.lfon of the groundwater shall blo! conducted at 3. Monitor to ensure thal the oontrador 

Project operations wouJd 
possibly result in seawater 
lntrusion due to decreased 

. ,groW\dwater levels in the 
' W~tsidc Grouiidwater 
Basin. 

a rate and Jocation that dol:!S not al1ow runoff into Lake Mera:!d or drninogc conveytinC'-eEI such as storm drains implements measures in Dewate1ing Plan,. 
and does not cause flooding or runoff lo adjacent properties. "!he discharge of groundwater shall also be report noncompliance, an<l ensure 
conducted at a rate that does not allow punding, unles5 the ponding is a resu.Jt of implementing BMPs lo red um corrective action within timelines specified 
the vcluci.ty of the Aow ond occurs within constructed cuntainnumt, .c;uch as an excavation or berm with nu outlet. in contract. 
The discharge must also be applied 11t a suffltient distanO!. from building foundations or other arecis that could be 
drunaged from t,rround Sf:!ttling or swelling. No chcmirnls shill! be added to the disclmrgcd groundwater. 
Alternatively, rather than discharging groundwDlcr, filtered groundwater could be used to spray disturbed Dre:Qs 

and the .soil stockpile to reduce fugitive dust emissiom;, if there is sufficient water and it is t.letermined feasible by i 

the construction contractor. · ! 

M-HY-8a: Expand Coastal Monitoring Ne-lwork. A minimum of onu year prim· Lu operating lhc South Windmill l. Sf PUC Water Enterprise 
Replocement well, North Lake welL or Ccnlr•I Pump Sta Hon well facilities in Golden Gale Park, the SF PUC shall 1 2 

FPUC W ·En . 
rehabilitate cxi!;ting groundwater wells in the we!iit<?m portion of the park or install new groundwater monitoring, 1 • 

5 ater terpnse 
i wells between the Pacific Coast and the South Windmill Replacement well l'lnd North .Lake weU facilitic8. The 
. s1:puc expects that t!Xisting wclb1 Nl.-1 and Sf~l, which are screened similarJy lo the North Lake irrigation well,.. 
• C' . .in be rehabilitated, and weUs SWM-3 .and NWM-..'l may nlso be able to he rehabilitated, if found. If the wells 
cann'ot be rehnbJJitated, the SFC'UC shall coordinate with the SFRPD and install new weJls in the same 

i approximate JocaUon in oreas of Golden Gate Park that are not highly used by the public and are CUJ'rently 
developed/disturbed or are substantially devoid of vegetation in order to minimi7.e lhe errects o{ installation. 
These monitoring wells shaJl be located a maximum of 100 feet inland to provide a coaslill monitoring location in 
both lhc Shallow Aquifer and Primary Production Aquifer for the detection of seawater i11trunion. These wells 
shall be included in the coasral groundwater monitoring network and monitored as part of the SFPUC's ongoing 
monitoring program for the detection of seaWater intrusion. 

To c.o;tnbli~h a baseJine of groundwater quality, these well!:; (which have not been previously monitorl.'d as part of the 
SFPUC's groundwater monitoring program) shall be monitored on a qUM1erly basis for a minimum of one year 
prior to op!:!ratiun of the South Windmill Replacement well, North La.kc well, and Cenlral Pump Station well 
focilfties. For each monitoring event, a groundwater sample from each well shall be analp.cd for the same. 
parameters as ure measured under the existing groundwater monitoring program (chloridl:!, TDS, and ,i;pecific 
conductance). 

1. SFPUC Water 
Enterpri.sl:! 

'2. SFPUCWaler 
Enterprise 

1. Locate and rehabilitate <..'Xisling 
monitoring weUs. Ensure that new wells 
are installed if existiiig wells cannot be 
found or reh;:1bi1itated. 

2 Munitor gruundwall:!r quality. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

1. Design 

2. Preconstruction 

3. Construction 

l. De..o;.ignnnd 
construction 

2. Construction, 
minimum of] yE'ar 
prior to opcrati.on of 
Golden Gate Park 
well(s). 

M-HY-8b; Continuous Groundwater Monitoring in the Primary Production Aquifer. The SFJ'UC shall in,;;;,n I. SFPUC W.;;~r Enterprise 11. SFPUCWater 1. lnst;.ill transducers and conduct 11. Projectope.ralion 
: pressure transducers inooastal mcmitorlngwells J<irkham.MW-255, Kirkham MW-385, Ortega MW'-26S, Ortega Enterprise continuous groundwater-level monitoring. 
MW-400, Taraval MW-240, Tara val MW-400, and S.1n Francisco Zoo MW-450, which an~ completc!d in the Primary 
Production A qui for, and shilll conduct continuous groundwater-level monitoring in these monitoring well:;. These 

; groundwater fovcls shall be monitored as part of the ongoing monitoring progrnm for the detection of seawater 
I intrusion. 
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Jmpacl 
No. 

HY-B 
(cont.) 

......... 
b 

lmp•ct Summary 

Case No. 2DOS.1122E 

ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

I 

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation J\feasure M-HY-8c:: Adaptive Management Program for Seawater Inbusion. The SFPUC shall 
implement tht'! Groundwater Supply Pmject ina stepwise mannerr, a.mductrnuni.toring to detect seawater intrusl~f\. 
and alter pumping to prevent sen.water inlrusion from advancing to the coast.al monitoring network in accord,1ncc ' 
with the proress described below and shown in Figure MMRP-1. 

! Prior to bei.,rinning full operation of the proposed prnject,, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a reduced rate antl 
continue monitoring the expanded coastal monitoring nehvork (including the new wells added under Mitigation 
Measure M-HY-8a) For evidence of scawaler intrusion ac:cording to the following procedure: 

; • At initial startup, the project wells shall be operated at a maximum combined capocity of 1 mgd. 

lhe Sf PUC !»ihall continue semiannual groLlndwarer quality monitoring of the ooa&i"al network (inc:luding the 
new wells added under Mltig1.1t1on Measure M-HY-8a) In occordcmce with the ongoing monitoring program a!'! 
rev;,;ed by Mitigation Measur• M-llY-1lb. 

• After one year of monitoring, the SFPUC may increase annual pumping by J mgd each year. up to a total of 3 
mgd during Phase 1 of the project and 4 mgd during Phase 2 if none of the chlodde concentrations detected in 
the coastal monitoring network equals 0[ exceeds 142 mg/L. If this limit is not mel, semio.nnual gmundwatcr 
quality monitoring of the cocu..1:al network shall continue. · 

• In the event that the chloride concentration in any ol the coastal monitoring wells equals or exceeds 142 mg/L, 
the SFPUC shall increase the wastal groundwater quality monitoring frequency to quarterly. 

• If there is an upward trend in ch.loride_levels afler lhree quDrterly monitoring periods such th11t projected 
chloride ll:!vels could rl:!ach the secondary MCL of 250 mg/Lin threl:! years (ba!:ied on a trend analysis using the 
most recent three_qunrters of groundwoler sampling), theSFPUC shall eilher temporarily redistribute 
pumping to decrease pumping rates clos~t to the affected monitoring well, or decrease the overall pumping · 
rato. 

• However,, if the' SFPUC can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the San Francisco Planning Department 
Environmental Review Officer, withindepend~t 3rd pnrty concurrence, that the upward trend is not due to 
the pwject, the SFPUC may continue pumping subjt:?ct to the requiremenUi of U,i:; mitigation measure, 

• Pumping mt1y continue at the adjusted production rate and pottern as long as none the coaslal monitoring 
wells exhibit chloride concentrations that art! projech!:d to r~ach 250 mg/L wifuin three yean; (based on a trend 
analysis using the most recent three quarters of groundw~ter sampling)_ 

The total annual pumping rate may be increased by 1 mgd (up t~ a maximwn uf 3 mgtl during Phase 1 of the 
project and 4 mgd during Phase2) after 21 months of quarterly monitoring indimte that none of the chloride 
concentrations at the coastal monitoring locations are project~ to reach.250 mg/L within the next three }'ears. 

• 1f the chloride conccntrntion reaches 250 mg/L nt ony of the constal monitoring points, the SFPUC sh.all stop 
pwnping at the nearest project well, and stop all groWldwater pumping if necessary to prevent 5eawater 
intrusion from progressing further. Pumping shall not be resumed until chloride concentrations at the affected 
well have been below 142 mg/L for one year based on quarter~y monitoring. 

• The monitoring, frequency may be reduced to se~iannual once the chloride amcentrallon in nn affected well 
decraases to 142 mg/Lor lower fur on~ year based on.quarterly monitoring. · · 

Mitigation Measures M-HY-8a through M-HY-Sc could.be lncorpor'atad into thC! SFPUC's North Westsid~ Ba'sin 
Groundwater ManagemE!I'lt Plan. The GrowuJwater Man_aRement Plan would be submitted to the Planning 
Dcparbncnf prior to the operation of the San PranCisco Groundwater 5upp1y Project lm: review of consi~lency 

: with the miliga·tion requirements for this project. 
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Monitoring and Reporting Pro.=g_ra_m_. ---------

Implemenlalion and Reporling 

Responsible Party 

1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

2. Sf PUC Wntcr Enterprise 

3. Sf PUC W•ter Enterprise 

4. SFPUC Water Ente~dse 

-------\ 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

1. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise 

Z. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise 

3. SFPUC Waler 
Enterpris~, SFPUC 
BEMandERO 

4. SFPUC Water 
En tcrprise, SF PUC 
BEMandERO 

Mo.nitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementation 
Schedule 

_!:..,!;." 

1. Begin groundwnter pumping at a 
maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd, 
and monitor groundwater quality. 

: 1. P.roj~ct operation 

2 l'.ruject operation 

2. Increase pumping capacity if chloride 
· 3. Project operation 

concentration thresholds nre not exceeded, [ 4. Project Opera lion 
and continue monito~ing ground wale[ i 
q~u~ . 

3. Redistn"bute, reduce, or stop pumping i£ 
chloride concentration threshold:=; arc 
exceeded, and continue monitoring 
groundwater quality. 

4. Submit North Wesl'iide Basin 
GroWldwater Basin Management Plan to 
Planning Department. 

San Francisco Grounctwefer Supply Pro}ecr . 



ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANOSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l122E) - MITIGATION_ MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact 
No. I Impact Summary · Mltigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 
. I ··-· 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

,~~~OLO~~~p~WATERQUA~ff"X.~c-~nt.) _;._p ;:::J"t1 .. '.r l . . r _ ,·· ~ti:,.)).;:· ~'.~l :ilt. _ i?~~;~-::1~~-- ., ::.·!j!~:~ '!.·. ·:\'. )~1~· '!, ::~;i-:·~~: 
HY-9 J Thepropo.!>t:.'d project would 1 Mitigation Measure M-HY-9: Lake-Level Management for l..ake Merced. lhe SF PUC i:;hall implement a lnke 

possibly have A substantial, ··level management program in nccordance with the procL'S.'i dcc;cribed below and shown in figure MMRP-2. The 

01 
co 

advt?rHt.? cffoct on water program requires SFPUC Lu implcmL'Jll lhc Groundwater Supply Project in a sl~pwisQ manner; rom.luct 
tJ11ality that could affuct the moniloring to detect chann"es in lake Jev~J and waler quality WI well CIS groundwater-level elcvalions, nnd shall 

· bcneficinl uses of ., respond to projr.r.t-1·ela1ed changes. Lake levels may be augmented by adding supplemental water (SFPUC 
· Lilke Merc:ed. system water, b·eatcd storm water, or recycled water), if available. The SFPUC may e11so alter or Tedistribute 

pumping as nec~.s:ary to avoid advcr.sc efforts on Lake Merced in the evCJ1t a supplemental water source is not 
availnble_or is insufficient to resturt? Lake Jcvcls. lmplementationuf this measure shoJI be coordinated with the 
SFPUC's ongoing Lnkc Merced lak.e-leve]. lake water quality, ai:id groundwater monituring pmgrams to 
document and maintain the darabase of these parameters throughout project operations. 

Prior lo beginning full operation uf the Gmu11dwntcr Supply Project, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a 
rcduCt!d rate and continue lake-level and groundwater monitoring for-the purpose of 1.fotecting adverse effects on 
Lake Merced according lo the following procedure: · 

• At initial startup, the well!; shall be operated at a maximum combined capacity oft mgd. 

• lbe SFPUC shall continue 10 maintain Lake-Level Mo<ll:!l so a!i to be able to evnJuate what lake levels would be 
without implementation of the project bnsed on the actual hydrolugic conditions that Ol"rurs during project 
implementation. The 51"PUC shall u~e the model to determine the-amount nf lake-level decreases tlmt are 
attribulablc lo the project rather than to hydrnlogic or other factors, and: 

- If lake l1o>vels are projected lo bc within the range that would occur without the project, based on 
maintenance of the Lilkc·LL>vel Model, then no project impact is indicated ilnd no corrective action shall be 
required. 

- lf project-related lake 1cVF;:ls are projeded to bt' below the range that would ocrur without the project, th~ 
allowable d!!viation from naturally occurring lake levels is dep1mdent on what the naturally occurring lake 
levels would be wlthont the prujed. Corrective action shnll be impJemen1ctl if the trigger levels identified in 
Table MMRP·1 ore projected to be exceeded. 

• U after om;o year of monitoring, lake levels arc above the trigger levels specified In Table Mlvl.R.P-1, the SFPUC 
may incre;:ise pumping by 1 mgd per }'ear, up too totnl of 3 mgd during Phase 1, and up lo a total of 4 mgd 
after Phase 1 is implemented. 

• Tf project-related lake levels arc projected to be beJow the range that \"r·ould occur without the project, the 
allowable devialion from naturally occurring lake Jcvcls that would prevent significal"lt wetlands o.nd water 
quality impacts from occurrinK .is dependent on what ~he naturally occurring lake Jevels would be without the 
proj~ct.·Correctivc action shall be implemented if_the trigger levels Jdcntified in the final column of Table 
MMRP-1 and shown un Figure MMRP-..'1 arc projected to be exceeded, compared to water levels that would 
occur without the project. 

• lf, cifter onl:! Jl:!ar of monitoring, Joke levels drop below the trigger level!> specified in Table MMRP-1, and 
groundwatel'" monitodng in oombJnalion with the Lake-1.A:?vd Model results indic:Jles 1hat the decline. i5 due to 
project-related pl1mpin~ the SFPUC shall augment fake levels by adding supplemental water of 11uH:nble quality 
(such ilS surplus potable wa1er that is dechloramirmlcd at the T .ri.ke Mero:!d Pwnp Station, slorrnwater from the 
Vista Grande Canal, recycled wntcr, or sformwater <livert1o>d from other development.in the La.kt:! Merced 
wutcrshed) jf available, to maintain lake lcvcla 1Jt the specified trigger level bDsed on Lake-Level modeling. At the , 
end .~f the subsequent year of monitoring. __ thc SF~~~.:. may increase ~~1~ping by~ mij-d (up to a t~tal or 3 mgd 

l. Sf PUC Water Ent.rpm" 

2. SFPUC Water EnterprlRe 

3. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

4. SFPUC Waler F.ntcrpriso 

1. SFPUC Water 
.Ente-rpris~ 

2. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise 

3. SFPUC Wntcr 
Enlcrpri5l! 

4. S.B11 UC Waler 
F.nterprlse, SFPUC 
IIEM and ERO 

1. Begin grnundwah:!r pumping at a 
maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd, 
nnd monitor groundwater and lake Jcvcls. 

2. hicrease pumping capacity if lake level 
trigg-ers ate not exceeded, and 1..--0.ntinue­
monitodng groundwfller and lake levels. 

3. Redistribute, reduce, or stop pumping if 
chloride concentration lake level triggers 
ore exceeded, nnd ronlinuc monitoring 
groundwater and lake level!>. 

4. Submit North Westside Basin 
Groundwater Bnsin .Mnnilgcmcnt Plan to 
Planning Dcparbncnt. 

Implementation 
S~hedule 

.:;r 

"J. Project oporntion 

2. Project operation 

3. Project opcrntion 

4. Project operation 
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ATTACHMENT ll (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO_ 2008-1122E)- MffiGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

. ······-·· -·---·-·· . 
Monitoring and Repo~ling Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impad; 
No. Impact.Summary 

f:fili~~Af'q,~~Jij'~ATE!i;\~,P,i~jl\~~:~m; 
HY-9 
(cunt) 

during Phase I ond up to 4 mgd after Phase 2 is implemented) if water levels can be maintained at the- above­
spcclficd lriggcr lcVG?ls. The SFPUC sha11 continue' Jake-level and groundwater monitoring, lak~ water-quality 
monitoring.. and maintenance of the Lake-Level Model, and if warranted bilscd on monitoring dnta ond model 
results, rontinue supplemental water at.lditioru;. 

The rate of surplus water additions shall be controlled such that water surface elevation increases are no greater 
than 0..5 feet over a 4.5-wcck period in any i:;ingle nesting senson (consefVCltively March I through Au.gust 15) 
no greaterthan3Ieet in any given year to avoid impacts to nesting birds ond we.stem pond turtle. 

If a supplemental water source. is not available ur is :iru;uffi.cient to maintain lake levels above the higger levels 
specified in Table MMRP-1, hnplcmcnt 0U1cr corrective actions such ns redistributing pwnping to reduce or 
eliminate gruun<lwatcr withdrawals nmr Lake Merced or decreasing the overall pumping rate to .maintain 
lake levels at or above the ,i;pecified trigger levels. The SFPUC sha11 continue lake-level and groutldwatcr.-lcvcl 
monitoring, Lake Merced water quality monitoring, and maintenance of the. Lak.L'-lcvcl Mode.I to dL-tcrminc 
lhc effectiveness of the corrective measures such that lake levru !ihall be mi.lintained at the above-specified 
bigger levels. 

· As shov1m in Figure MM.RP-2, the SFPUC shall continue to monitor lake leveJs nnd shall continue 
supplemental w.ot& additions or redistribution/reduction of ground water ptunping to maintain Lak4:! Mero:!-d 
water lcvelr; at the .above-specified tr.igger levels. 

MitigationMeasureM-HY-9 could be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Weslside Basin Grou.ndwalcr 
Management Plan. The Groundwater Management P1ah would be submitted to the Planning Dcpartrncnl prior ln 
the operation cif the San Frnncisc:o Groundwater Supply Project for review uf consi~i.1:mcy with U,e mitigation 

1-----1----------~rcquircmcnts for this project_·----------------------------1----------~--------+------
. ~-HY-11: Prepare. a So~~e \VaterProtection Program a:nd Update Drinking Waler Source Assessment:. 1. Sf PUC Water .Enterpr.ise 11. SFPUC Waler 1. Develop souroo water protection program HY-11 Project operation would 

possib]y cause a violation of 
water quality standards. 

Because the DWSAP reports foe each propt>SL'CJ well facility identified potcntinl1y contaminating activities with a 
2 

SFPUC W En . 1 Enterprise in ocoordanc~ with Mitigation Measure. 
vulner.ability score of 8 or highC:!r, the SFPUC shall dl!velop .and implement a source water protection program · atcr tcrpnsc j 

2 
SFPUC W M-HY-11. 

including lhc following components to be implemented lo prevent contamination of the well facility: 3, Sf PUC Water Enterprise ; · L" 

1 
. ater 

· · c.n erpnse 
• Jntegra_tion "With the Westside Basin Groundwater Monitoring P.rogrrun to identify changes: in water quaJity 

that would warrruit further study an<l response. 

• Continued cooperation with the Snn Francisco Depnrtment of Public Health in that department's 
impleml'ntalion oftlic cxi1>ting well construction End well destruction permit.program. 'The goal of protecting 
and presen-ing. groundwater quality requires that .ill wells be properly coru;tructcd ond millntained during 
their operational lives1 and properly destruy4:!<l after their usefuJ li"vel'i. 

• Continued cooperation with the San Frand~co Deparhnent of Public Health in that dt:>.partment's managem4:!Il.t 
al cases in the North Westside Basin where spiJls or leaks of chemic.als (e.g .• lc0kingundcrground fuel tanks) 
could tlueaten groundwater quality to ensurl? that the rl'tiponsib1c party adl'quolcly invc:itigatc.o; and dean!'i up 
nny contamination lhat could threaten drinking water quality. 

• Continued Cm)pl'ralion with the SFPUC Wast.ewater Enterprise's Urban Wa.tershed Management Program in 
the implem4:!ntation of guideline.."> lo maintain appropriate burfo.rs bet.ween low impact devclopment 
stormwarer facilities and drinking_ water wt?U facilities. 

•. Continued coordination with the San Francisco Planning Department to ensure SF PUC rl!view of and 
comment on CEQA planning dorumcnt:i; for propo::;ed projects itl the North "\-Veslside Ground waler Basin to 

'-~--'------------•_n_su_r.e U:~t-~oundwatf:!r ~:J_i~-~ould not be degradC?d a~ i1 result o( project implcmcntntion. 

; 
j3. SFPUCWnler 
. Enterprise, SFPUC 

BEMandllRO 

2. Implement so~rce WEI ter protection 
progrEJm in accordance with Mitigation 
Ml!asureM-HY-11. 

3. Submit North Westside Basin 
Groundwoter Basin Mrmagcmcnt PJa.n to 
Planning Deparlment. 

1. Construction, prior to 
project operation 

2. Project operation 

3, Prujc:tct up!w'ration 
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ATIACHMENTB (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

: Impact 
No. I Impact Summary I Mitigation Mea•ore 

-·----·-----------------------------~ 

_________ M_on_i_to_r_in,.;g:..an_d_ReporUng Program 

Implomentalion and Reportl_n_~. _ -· . I -
Reviewing and 

1 

Monitoring and 
Approval Party Repomng Actions Responsible Party 

[mjJlcmcntation 
Schedule 

-~~~.9L6Gy:;~~ WATER Qu~if@'.:(J,nt.) ':l~~:;r~~.. . . _ . - .. ~':: i' 1~~1;·t:. i: ·;~>~- · . ·;~m;/~~~ .. . !;·:~if /'.jf: · ;;:ii'.'. :j~jt ;, . : r~: ~~'.~ . f: :;i~;,_:~~'.; · ~ /;~)~ -~ j . ·~1 ·:!. ~- ~lL~:i:..._._!~:: -: ;~~ t ~\·: ;~~ . i · 
(conl) I : SFPUC •hall increase the monitoring frequency at the potcnlially affected well, investigate the potential source of 

··:; 

HY-11 \ The !'iource water protection program shall sped fy that in lhc event that potential contamination is identified~ Ilic 

contami[lation, coordinate wilh thP. San Franci!;CO Departml:'nt of PubJic Health or RWQCB tn require responsible 
parties to addre~s identified strurces of contaminnlion, and shut down the affede<l well or provirlc. .1ddiHona.I 
treatment for the groundwater if contamination of the drinking waler supply cannot otherwise ht! avoided. 

· ln addition, the 5FPUC shall updnlc lhe drinking water sour~ assl!Sbment for each well foci lily every five }'ears 
to review existing aml planned hmd USCR <lJ:; well ns lo identif}r potentiaJly contaminating activilicR, DR required 
by the California Depatbnent of Public Health, and rcviscmonitor1ng requirernents, ii neces.c;ary to address 
additiunal potentially contaminating nctivities. · 

The SFPUC shall 4o1ncourage public paTticipallon in the development of the sourcl!' water protecHon progrrun Ellld 
shall update the program every five years along with the. drinking v.rater source assessments for each projrxt weJI, ; 
to prevent conl:Dminotion that could cause an .exreedance of drink.ins water MCJ.s at the project wells. 

Mitigation Measure M-[IY-11 alu1d be incorporc:1ted inlo the SH'UCs North Westside Bil~in Groundw1.11er 
Management Plan. lhe Groundwater Management PJan would be submitted to thl' fllanning Department pdor to 
the operation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Prc~ect: fqr re\ricw or consi5lcncy with the mitigation 
requirements for this projccl 

,,,i-~z_A_n_n"":"'.~'A.-.f:.!,,.;'.o"':::_,h,...12'':'' A""·n"p_6_u~s-M-c-;.rl~"'·~"~"':'."': I.':s-.-- '_J :mm; !: . - _:-.~,;,:':',~,~,!-.:'';:''.';-:-.. --. ~.:~ml-; -.. ~.,,--· . 1'.~11~ 
HZ-2 

L .. 

Project corutrucllon wou1d 1M-HZ-2.a: Prec~nstruction Hazardous. Materials Assessment. Within thrl:!fl months prlo,- to oonslrudion, the 
possibly result in a SFPUC slrnll retain n qualified envirunmL"ntal profc;~onaJ to conduct a regulatory agency database review to updale 
significant hazard to the 1and identify ha7.ardous materials sites wjthin Vt mile of the project t;itc.c; ond to review appropriate standard 
public or the environment "infonnalio.n 50UTCI?9 to determine the potentiaJ for soil or groundwater oontaminatfon .o.t the pruject sites. Should this 
through reasonably .reV:iew Indicate a high likelihood of encountering contamination at lhe project sites, fulluw-up i:;ampling shn11 be 
foreseeable upset and :conducted to characterize soil and groundwater quality prior to construction to provi<le nea!Ssary data for the site 
accident oonditions 

1
hea]th and safety pion (Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b) and ha7.ardous matedaJs management plan (Mitigntiun 

involving the release of Measurl! M-HZ-2c). If needed, site investigations or rem4o1dial activities shall be performed <it the project bill:! in 
hoz.ordous materials present accordance with" applicable laws. 

in soil .and groundwater. M-HZ-2b:-iiealth and s·~·-ty-P-len-. TI-,.-co-ns-tr_u_ct_io_n_c_o_n_tr_a_ct_or_s_h,all, prior to cnnfilnlction, prcpnre n site-specific 

health nnd sofcty plan in acrordance with federal OSHA regulaUons (29CFR1910.120) and Cal-OSHA regulations 
(8 CCR litlc 8, Section 5192) to address worker health and safuty issue.'! during ~nstruction. "l'he health and safoty 
plan shall identil'y the potcntlalJy present chemicaJs, health and safety ha7.ards ossociCttcd with those chemicals, all 
required measures to proh.'Cl conr;truction workers and the general public from t!xpnRurc ~o harmful Jevels of any 
chemicals identi£ied at the site (including engineering controls, monitoring. andsec:.i.uity mea!>ures lo prevent 
unauthori7.ed entry to the work area), appropriate personal prolcctive equipment, and emergency response 
procedures. The health and Rofcty plan sholl designate qualified individuals respnnr;ible for implementing the 
plrin <;md for <.Urectln"g subsequent proccdurC'.B in the event that unanticipat4:!t.I contamination is encountered. ·1be 
plan shaJI iudude requirements for management of fioil on the east side of the North Lakl! Pump Station (nP.ar 
buring SB-4), fmm the ground surface tu a c.ll:'pth of about 0.5 feel,. that amtalns elevated Jev~ls nf lead~ i:;halJow 
lsoil in this area shall be cxc.wated and temporarily stockpiled for additioni11 resting lo determine offsite dit>posal 
£equicements. Alternatively, offcdcd soil sha11 be isolated beneath building foundntions or pavement areas <luring 
construction, pending approval from thE:I San Francisco Department of PubJic Health. 
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\·:i•'·: 
''.l/ 

1. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(environmenW · 
professional) 

1. SFPUC EMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

3. SFPUC CMB/ 

!': . '.I,' 
;•, 

I 1. SFPUC BEM 

I 

1- SFPUCIJEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

1: ]\" ~~-;·~~~ :}1:: .. 
1. Update4:!nvirorummtaldatabasewithin3 r 1. Prcconslruction 

months of stad of construction and perform j · 
fo11ow-up analysis as required In this 
measure. Documenl Ondlngs in D report or 
tedmical memo to SFPUC. 

i.-E~!';Ure that c;~tr~ct d~~ments indude the 1 l. Design I 
requirement for preparing a health and j Z. Construction I 
safety plon. 

2. Em"UCC that rontractor(s).prepan.'S and 
>-ubmits a health and safety plan and verify 
that it includes information cited jn oontract 
documents. 

3_ Monitor to ensuce that the rontrnctor(s) 
Implements measures In the contr.nct 
documonts nnd health and !lafcty plan. 
Report noncompliana.o, and ~nsure 
COJTl::!ctiVI::! action. 

3. Com1truction 

San Franc;sco Groundwaler Supply Pro}aci 



ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l122E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

r· .•.. ·-··-----~---------------

1-----------------M___:o_n~ito_n_·,n~g_a_ndReportingProgram ______ ~---------

"Impact 
No . Impact Summary 

.. ri~A}iu~~!? ~~~8,ij~'.M~]~ii~~~i[tj:R£> . 
HZ-2. I I M-HZ-2c: ~azardous Materials Management Pla.h. The contractor shall, prior to construction, prepare a 
(cont.) hazardous malcrlals management plan that Rpecifies the method for handling and disposal of contilminated soil 

and building debrl!i, should any be encm.mtf:!n:!d during consl:ructinn. C<mtract specifications !'ihall mandate full 
compliance l.vith all applicable local, State, and federal reguJaLions related to identifying, transptjrting, and 
disposing of hazardous materials, including those encountered in excavated soiL and demolition debris. The 
contractor sh.all provide the SFPUC wilh coples of hazardous waste manifests documenting lliatdisposalof all 

i hazardous materials has bcC!n·pcfformcd In accordance with the low. 

DPW Euginccrlng ... Dcpndmcnl of l'ublic Works (CCSf) 
Mfftt""" Bureau of Envimnmef!lal Manr.1gement (SFPUC) 
"C:)San Froncisco Plarmlng Dr::p<1rtmimt, Em•ironmenl<il Plcmnlng Divi&1on (CCSF) 
i5jlC"' San Francisco l'ublic Ulilities Com.mission (CCSF) 
1'::j = Environmental Teview uffice:t (CCSF - EP) 

CCSF'"' City and County of S;m Francisco 
EMB - Etlginee.ring Mm111gement Bu"-eu {SFPUq 
CM.D - Construction Management Durcnu (SFPUC) 

·------------------------------------------··-·------·~ 
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Implementation and Reporting 

1. SFPUC EMB 1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUC CMB/ 3. SFPUCBEM 

1. Ensure that contract documcnl"i include. 
requirements for preparing a hazardous 
materials management plan. 

2. Ensure that contmctor(s) prC!parcs and 
submlts a hi17.ardous materials 
managt.mcnt plan and verify that it 
complies with requir1m1ents cited in 
contract documenls. 

3. Monitor to cmSl.JTe that the contrador(s) 
implcmf.!Ilts measures in the contract 
documents and haardousmaterials 
management plnn. Report noncompliance, 
and ensure corrective action. 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

3. Construction 

San Franciseo Groundwa1er Supply Project 



EXHIBIT A 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 20.08.1122E)-MIDGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

CP·2a The proposed project would M·Cl'·2a: Accidental Discoveiy of Archeological Resources. The following measures shall be implemented 1. SFPUCEMB I. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that the contract doruments 1. Design 
potentially cause a should construction activities result in the accidental discovery of a rultural resource: 2. SFPUC CM.B/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM indude measures related to archeological 

2. Preconstruction and 
substantial adverse change 

Consh;uction activities will immediatelr be suspended within 50 feet of the find if there is any indication of a 
discoveries. 

Construction 
in the significance of an 3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 3. SFPUCBEM 
archeological resource 

potential archeological resource. (Archeologist) 2. Ensure that all project personnel receive 
3. Construction 

4. SFPUC BEM and "Alert'' sheet. Maintain file of affidavits for 
pursuant to Section 15064.5 To avoid the potential for adverse effects on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical i"esources, 

4. SFPUC CMB/BEM ERO submittal to ERO. Monitor to ensure that 4. Construction as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a), the SFPUC shall distribute the Planning Department's 
(Archeologist) the contractor implements measures in the 

archeological resource "ALERT'' sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor firms 
contract documents, report noncompliance, 

(including demolition, excavation, S!'.ading, foundation, pile driving, etc.); and/or to utilities firms involved in 
and ensure corrective action. 

soil-disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to undertaking any soil-disturbing activities, each 
contracto~ shall be responsible for ensuring that the ALERT sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including 3. Ensure that all potential discoveries are 
machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The SFPUC shall provide the reported as required and that the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affida~t from the responsible parties (prime contractor, contractor suspends work in the vicinil)•. 
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the ALEI~T Mobilize an archeologist to the area if the 
sheet. ERO determines that an archeological 

.... If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the SFPUC shall 
resource may be present. 

~ 
retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained 4. In the event al a potential discovery, 
by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeologica.I consulti:lllt shall advise the ERO as to whether the evaluate the potential discovery and 

,;, discovery is an archeo]ogical resource that retains sufficient integril)• and is of potential advise ERO as to the significance of the 
scienti.fic{historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeologic_al consultant shall discovery. Proceed with 
identi.f)r and ev~luate the archeological resource and make a recommendation ·as to what action, if an)', is recommendations, evaluations, and 
warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require specific additional measures to be implemented by implementation of additional measures in 
the SFPUC. consultation with ERO. Prepare and 

Measures could include: .in-situ preservation of the archeological resource; an archeological monitoring 
distribute Final ADRR as required. 

program; or an archeological evaluation program. The ERO might also require that the SFPUC inunediately 
implement a site security program if an archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other 
damaging actions. 

If an archeological resource is discovered, the archeological consultant shall submit an Archeological Data 
Reco".eI)' Report (ADRR) to the ERO which, in addition to the usual ADRR contents, will evaluate the 
historical significance of any discovered archeological resource, as well as describe the archeological and 
his'torical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken, 
and present, analyze, and interpret.the recovered data. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 

Once·opproved by the ERO, copies of the ADRR sh~I be distributed as follows: the relevant California Historical 
Resources Information System Information Center shall receive one copy, and the ERO shall receive a copy of the 
transmittal letter of the ADRR to the Information Center. The San Francisco Planning Deparbnent, Envirorunen~l 
Planning section shall receive three copies of the ADRR along \"\ith copies of any formal site recordation forms 
(DPR 523 series) and/or doruJilentation for nomination to the National Register /California Register. The SFPUC 
shall receive copies of the ADRR in the number requested. In instances of high public interest in or high 
interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a dillerent final report content, forma~, and distribution 
than that presented above. 
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ATTACHMENTB (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

lmplemenlatlon and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

CULTIJRAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

CP-2b Construction of the M-CP-2b: Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within Uie project site, !. SFPUCBEM !. SFPUC BEM /ERO 1. Prepare and implement an Atcheological 1. Precdnstruction/ 
proposed Lake Merced well the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant aQ.verse effect from the proposed {Archeologist) 

2. SFPUC BEM/ERO 
Testing Plan in conjunction with Construction 

facility would potentially project on buried historical resotUces. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified 
2. SFPUC BEM 

SFPUC/ERO. Prepare written report of 
2. Preconstruction/ 

cause a substantial adverse archeological consultant, based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The 
(Archeologist) 3. SFPUC BEM/ERO findings. Construction 

change in the significance of archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the 
an archeological resource consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery progrrun. if required 3. SFPUCBEM 

4. SFPUC BEM/ERO 2. If significant archeological resources are 
3. Construction 

pursuant to Section 15064.5. pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this (Archeologist) 5. SFPUC BEM/ERO 
present, prepare Archeological Data 

measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the 
Recovery Plan and implement data 4. Construction 

consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall 4. SFPUC CMB/BEM recovery Investigation ;;md/or other 
5. Post-construction 

be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or 5. SFPUCBEM 
treatment including consultation with 

data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum (Archeologist) 
descendant communities. 

of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks 3. As determined by Archeologicol 
only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a consultant in consultation with 
significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). SFPUC/ERO, prepare and implement an 

Const1ltation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological site associated with descendant 
Archeological Monitoring Program. 
Document activities in monitoring logs. 

'"-'" Nntive Americans or the Overseas Chinese, an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO 

D shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor 4. Monitor to ensure that contractor 

~ 
archeologicaJ field Jnvestigations of the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological implements applicable measures in 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the contract documents. Report 
associated archeological site. A copy of -the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the noncompliance, and ensure corrective 
representative of the descendant group. action. 

Archeologictd Testing Program .. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and 5. Prepare Final Archeological Resources 
approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance Report (FARR) to document historical 
with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that significance of any discovered 
potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations archeological resource. 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent 
possible the presence or absence of archeologi.cal resources and to identify and to evaluate whether an)• 
o.rcheological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At U1e completion of the archeological tesfuig program, the archeological consultant shall submit a written report 
of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the orcheological consultant 
shall detemrine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include 
additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. If the 
ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant archeologicnl 
resource; or 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the archeological resource is 
of greater interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementalion and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party ~eporting Actions Schedule 

CULTURAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

CP-Zb Archeologicrd Afonitoring Progrnm. H the ERO in consultation with the archeological c~nsultant determines that 
(cont) an archeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program shall 

minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archeologlcal consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the Al\1P 
reason·ably prior to any project-related soils-disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant shall detennine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, 
any soils-distu.rbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, 
foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological 
monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and to their depositional 
context; 

• The archeologkal consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence of the presence 
of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate 
protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by the .... archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant, 

c:::> determined that project consbuction activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 
c,, • The ardleological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil-samples and artifactual/ecofactual en material as warranted for analysis; 

• U an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-dishlrbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall 
cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving 
activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity 
may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate 
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultatton with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall 
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeologlcal deposit. The archeological consultant shall make 
a reasonable ~ffort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered artheological deposit, 
and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

Whether o.r not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

Arclreological Data Rec:ovenj Program, The archeological data recovery progra,m shall be conducted in accord 
with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological cons\.dtant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation qf a draft ADRP. The archeological consultant 
shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will 
identif)~ what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the 
resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research 
questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of 
the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Fidd MethCtds and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and ope.rations. 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. zoos:nzzE) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implemen~a!lon and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

CULTURAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

CP-2b • Cataloguing and Laborato111 Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact ;:malysis procedures. 
(cont) 

• Discard nnd Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and deaccession 
policies. 

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during the course of the 
archeoJogical data recovery program. 

• Security Menst{res. Recommended security measures to protect the archeologicaJ resource from vandalism, 
looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Finnr Report. Description of proposed r~port format and distribution of results. 

• Curntion. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the ruration of any recmrered data having 
potentia1 research value, identification of appropriate ruration facilities, and a summary of the accessic:m 
policies of the ruration facilities. 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological 
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 

~ resource and describes the archeologkal and historical research methods employed in the archeological 

0 testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeo1ogica1 

Ol resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 

i:n • Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as foUoWs: California Archeological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of 
the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department 
shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with 
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In in,stances of high public 
interest in or the high interpretive value of the reso~rce, the ERO may require a different final report content, 
format, and distribution than" that presented above. 

CP-4 The proposed project would M-CP-4: Accidental Discoveiy of Human Remains. The foJlowing measures shall be implemented should 1. SFPUCEMB J. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that Contract Documents indude 1. Design 
potentially dishrrb human construction activities result in the accidental discovery of human.remains and associated cultural materials: 

2. SFPUCCMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
measures related to discovery of human 

2. Construction 
remains, including those 

The treatment of human reinains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil- (Archeologist) 
remains. 

interred outside of formal 
disturbing activities shall comply with applicable state laws. lltls shall include immediate notification of the 

3. SFPUC B EM and 
2. H potential human remains are 

3. Construction 
ce~eteries. 

coroner of the county within which the project is located and, in the event of the coroner's determination that the 
3. SFPUC CMB/BEM) ERO 

encoilntered, mobilize an archeologlst to 
human remains are Native American, notification of the California Native American Heritage Commission, confirm existence of human remains. H 
which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). The archeological consultan~ human remains are confirmed, perform 
SFPUC, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment, with appropriate required coordination and notifications. 
dignity, of human remains and associated or unassociated .funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
Section 15064.S[dJ). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 

implernents measures in contract 
recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or 

documents induding insuring that all 
unassociated funerary objects. The PRC il11ows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters. II the l\1LD and the 

potential human remains are reported as 
other parties do not agree on the reburial method, the SFPUC shall follow Section 5097.98(b) of the PRC, which 

required and that contractor suspends 
states that "the landowner or his or her auU1orized representative shall reinter the human remains and items 

work in the vicinity. Report noncompliance 
associated with Native American burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 

and ensure corrective action. 
further subsurface disturbance." 
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ATIACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

.. Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

NOISE 

N0-1 The proposed project would M-N0-1: Administrative and Source Controls. The SFPUC shall ensure that a noise controJ plan is prepared, I. SFPUCEMB I. SFPUCBEM 1. Incorporate appropriate language Into 1. Design 
result in the exposure of reviewed, and approved by SFPUC, and is prepared and implemented by a qualified noise consultant, defined as 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2 SFPUCBEM 
contract documents including requirement 

2. Preconstruction 
persons to, or generation of, a board-certified Institute of Noise Control Engineering member or other qualified consultant or engineer for contractor(s) to prepare noise control 
noise levels in excess of appmved by the project engineer. The SFPUC shall verify that the noise control plan contains at least the 3. SFPUC Communications 3. SFPUCBEM plan. 3. Preconstrucfion and 
standards established in the following elements: 

4. SFPUC CMB/BEM 4. SFPUCBEM 2. Ensure that the noise control plan is Construction 
local general plan or noise • Daytime: Construction noise levels shall not exceed the San Frandsco Noise Ordinance daytime fureshold of prepared in accordance with the contract 4. Construction ordinance or result in a 
substantial temporary or 

80 dBA at 100 feet (or 66 dBA at 50 feet) at all locations between 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. at all residential receptors documents. 

periodic increase in ambient 
(except where construction activities occur for two weeks or less at one Jocation). 

3. Designate project liaison responsible for 
noise levels in the project The noise control plan shall identify sensitive receptor locations and include measures that could be employed to responding to noise complaints. Ensure 
vicinity above levels maintain noise levels at or below these performance standards, which could include, but not be limited, the that liaison's name and phone number is 
existing without the project. following: included on posted notices. As necessary, 

• hnplement best a:vailable noise control techniques such as mufflers, intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, 
develop a reporting program for tracking 
complaints received and for documenting 

acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds. 
their resolution. 

• Limit continuous operation of heavy equipment near sensitive receptors. 
4. Monitor to ensure fuat the contractor(s) ... • Locate stationary noise sources (e.g., generators, fans, pumps) as far from sensitive receptors as possible and implements noise control requirements, 

:::> use noise controls (e.g., enclosures, bi;lrriers) as necessary. report noncompliance, and ensure 
n • The name and phone number of a SFPUC designated project liaison shall be posted at project facility corrective action within timelines specified 
.J construction sites so that the public can contact the liaison if noise disturbance occurs. 'Th.is liaison shall in contract. 

immediately take steps to resolve any complaints received, including modifying construction practices as 
necessary to address the noise complaint. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTIMS 

UT-3 Project construction would M·Uf·3a: Preconstruclion Utility Identification and Coordination. Prior to construction activities, the SFPUC or J.SFPUC EMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final construction plans and 1. Design 
potentially result in a its contractor(s) shall determine the locations of overhead and underground utility lines, such as natural gas, 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 
specifications during the design phase . 

2. Construction 
substantial adverse effect electricity, sewer, telephone, cable, fuel, water, and 1'1uni lines, that may be encountered during construction including obtaining, as necessary, 
related to disruption of work. Pursuant to State law, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall notify USA North so that utility companies may agreements and/or permits. Ensure that 
utility operations or be advised of the work and may field·mark or otherwise protect and warn the contractor of their existing utility the contract documents include the 
accidental damage to lines. fu.formation regarding the location of existing utilities shall be reviewed before construction activities begin. requirement for contractor(s) to coordinate 
existing utilities. Utilities may be IOaited by customary techniques such as geophysical methods and hand excavation. with utility service providers. 

The SFPUC or its contractor{s) shall notify all affected utility service providers in advance of the project 2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 

construction plans and schedule. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall make arrangements with these entities implements measures in the contract 

regarding the protection, relocatiol\ or temporary disconnection of services prior to Ute start of construction, and documents. Report noncompliance, and 

·prompt reconnection of services, as required. ensure corrective action. 

M·Uf ·3b: Protection of Other Utilitie9 during Con9truction. Specifications shall be prepared as part of the 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
design plans. These specifications shall include procedures for the excavation, support, and fill of areas around 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 
applicable measures for protection of 

2. Construction subsurface utilities, cables, and pipes. If the project encounters overhead electric and/or telephone lines during utilities during construction, including 
pipeline construction, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate with SFMTA and appropriate requirement for contractor to coordinate 
telecommunication service provjders to de-energize overhead electric lines as required by the federal and State with affected utility owners and protect 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations. affected utilities, as appropriate. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in contract 

·, documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 
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ATIACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

UTILITTES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (cont.) 

UT-3 M-UT~3c: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidenb Related to Underground Utilities. While any excavation 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUC BEM 1. Coordinate final construction plans and l.Design 
(cont.) is open, the SFPUC or its contractors shall protect, support, or remove undergroWld utilities as necessary to 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB specifications during the design phase 2.. Construction 
safeguard employees, As part of contractor specifications, the contractor(s) shall be required to provide updates on including obtaining, as necess;:uy, 
excavations planned for the upcoming week and to specify when conshuction will occur near a high-priority utility. agreements and/or permits. Ensure that the 
At the beginning of each week when this work will take place, per California OSHA, the contractor is required to contract documents include the requirement 
hold safety tailgate meetings and to document contents of meeting. The SFPUC is not required to attend these for contractor(s) to coordinate with utility 
contractor tailgate meetings, but may attend. service providers and to provide SFPUC 

with advance schedule notification. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in fue contract 
doa.unents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

M-UT-3d: Notify San Francisco Fire Deparhnent. H construction activities r~sult in damage to high-priority utility 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
lines the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall immediately notify the San Francisco Fire Department to protect worker 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB applicable measures, including 2. Construction 
and public safety. requirement for conlractor(s) to pro"ide 

SFPUC with advance schedule notification. 
I-lo 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 1p imp]ements measures in contract 
IP°) documents. Report noncompliance, and 
1!:o ensure corrective action. 

M-UT~3e: Emergency Respon9e Plan and Notification. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall develop an emergency 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure thilt con'lract documents include 1. Design 
response plan prior to commencing construction activities. The emergency response plan shall identify measures to 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 

applicable measures including requirement- 2. Prior to commencing 
be taken in response to a leak or explosion resulting from a utility rupture. In addition, the SFPUC or its to prepare emergency response plan (ERP). any excavation · 
contractor(s) shall notify the appropriate emergency response deparb:p.ent whenever damage to any utility :r:.esults in 3. SFPUCCMB 3. SFPUCCMB 

2. Ensure that contractor prepares the Eru>. activities. 
a threat to public safety. 

3. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 3. Construction 
hnplements measures in contract 
documents and emergency response plan, 
and notifies local fire deparb:nent in the 
event of damage to a gas utility line that 
results in a leak or suspected leak or 
damage to another utility line that could 
result ln a threat to public safety. Report 
noncompliance, and ensure corrective 
action. 

M-UT-3f: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities. The SFPUC or its conlractor(s) shall promptly notil)• utility 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM l. Coordinate final construction plans and 1. Design 
providers to reconnect any disconnected utility lines as soon as it is safe to do so. 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 

specifications during the design phase 2. Construction 
including obtaining, as necessary, 
agreements and/or permits. Ensure that the 
contract documents include the 
requirement for contractor(s) to coordinate 
with utility service providers. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
implements measures in the contract 

_documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 
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ATTACHMENTB (continued) 
SAN FRANOSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.llZZE) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

UTILffiES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (cont.) 

UT-3 M-UT-3g: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall !. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final construction plans nnd 1. Design 
(cont.) coordinate final construction plans and specifications with affected utilities. 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 
specifications during the design phase 

2. Construction 
including obtaining, as necessary, 
agreements and/or permits. Ensure that 
the contract doruments include the 
requirement for contractor(s) to coordinate 
with utility service providers. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in the' contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Bl-1 Construction of the M-Bl-la: Av_oidance and Minimization Mea.suresfor California Red-legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle. 1. SFPUC EM.B I. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract doruments include 1. Design 
proposed project would During construction at the Lake Merced, North Lake, and Central Pump Station well facility sites, the SFPUC 

2. SFPUC CM.B/BEM. 2. SFPUCBEM 
applicable avoidance and minimization 

Z. Preconstruction and .... potentially adversely affect shall ensure a biological monitor is present during installation of exclusion fencing and initial vegetation clearing measures for California red-legged frog, 

:::> species identified as a and/or grading, and shall implement the following measures: (Biologist) 
3. SFPUCBEM western pond turtles, and incidental, Construction 

n candidate, sensitive, or 
• Within one week before work at these sites begins (including demolition and vegetati0n removal), a qualified 3 SFPUC CMB/BEM 

4. SFPUC BEM. 
common wildlife, including requirement 3. Preconstruction and 

0 special-status species in 
biologist shall supervise the lnstallation of exclusion fencing along the boundaries of the work area, as deemed (Biologist) for exclusion fencings. Construction 

local or regional plans, 
necessary by the biologist, to prevent Calilomia red-legged frogs, western pond turtles, and incidental, 4. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. Develop worker training program and 4. Construction policies, or regulations, or 

by the CDFW or USFWS. 
common wildlife from entering the work area. The construction contractor shall install suitable fencing with a ensure that all construction personnel 
minimum height of 3 feet above ground surface with an additional 4-6 inches of fence material buried such participate in the environmental training 
fuat species cannot crawl under the fence. prior to beginning work at the job site(s). 

• A qualified biologist shall conduct environmental awareness training for all construction workers prior to 
Require workers to sign the tt:aining 

construction workers beginning their work efforts on the project. The training shall include information on 
program sign-in sheet. Maintain file of 

species identification, avoidance measures to be implemented by the project, and the regulatory requirements 
training sign-in sheets. 

and penalties for noncompliance. If necessary, the content shaH vary according to specific construction areas 3. Obtain and review resume or other 
(e.g., workers on city streets will receive training on nesting birds but not on California red-legged frog dorumentation of consulting biologist's 
identification). qualifications. Conduct preconstruction 

• A qualified biologist shall survey the exd~ded area within 48 hours before the onset of initial 
surveys, species relocation (if appropriate 

ground-disturbing activities and shall be present during initial vegetation clearing and ground-disturbing 
and approved by CDFW and/or USFWS), 

activities. The biological monitor shall monitor the exclusion fencing weekly to confirm proper maintenance 
and monitoring, including weekly fence 

and inspect for frogs and turtles. H frogs or turtles are found, the SFPUC shall halt construction and contact the 
inspection. Document activities in 

USFWS and/or CDFW for instructions on how to proceed. Conshuction shall resume after approval from the monitoring logs. 

USFWS and/or CDFW. 4. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 

• During project activities, exc~vations deeper than 6 inches shall be covered overnight or an escape ramp of 
implements measures in con1T<1ct 

earth or a wooden plank at a 3:1 rise shall be installed; openings such as pipes where California red legged 
doruments. Report noncomplian'Ce, and 

frogs ·or western pond htrtles might seek refuge shall be covered when nOt in use; and all trash that may attract 
ensure corrective action. 

predators or hide California red-legged frogs or western pond turtles shall be properly contained on a daily 
basis, removed from the worksite, and disposed of regularly. Following construction, the construction 
contractor shall remove all trash and construction debris from work areas. 
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ATTACHMENT ·B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

lmplemenlallon and Rep~rllng 

Impact Reviewing and MonitQring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (conL) 

M-BI-~b: Avoidant"e and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats. A qualified wildlife biologist shall 1. SFPUCllMB I. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
conduct preconstruction special-status bat surveys when large trees are to be removed, or when occasionally used or 

Z. SFPUC CMB/BEM Z. SFPUCBEM 
applicable avoidance and minimiz~tion 

2. Preconstruction and vacant buildings are to be demolished. H a·ctive day or night roosts are found, the wildlife biologist shall take actions 
(Qualified Biologist) 

measures. 
Construction to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building demolition. A no-disturbance buffer of 100 3. SFPUCBEM 2. Obtain and redew resume or other 

feet shall be created around active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes. Bat roosts initiated 3. SFPUC CMB/BEM documentation of consulting biologist's 3. Construction 
during constntction are presumed to be unaffected. and no buffer would necessary. qualifications. Conduct pre-construction 

survey. If roosts are found, 'implement 
appropriate measures. Document 
activities in monitoring logs. 

3. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

M-BI-lc: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Monarch Bulterfly. Construction activities in and around 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 

.i.,... 
potential butterfly overwintering sites shall occur outside of the overwintering season (October to March),, to the 

Z. SFPUC CMB/BEM Z. SFPUCBEM 
applicable avoidance and minimization 

2. Preconstruction and 

t:> 
greatest extent feasible, to avol.d potential impacts on monarch butterfly at the Golden Gate Park sites. However, 

(Qualified Biologist) 
measures. 

Construction 

...... 
when it is not feasible to avoid the overwintering season and construction activities take place during th.is time. the 3. SFPUCBEM 2. Obtain and review resuine or other 
following measures shall apply: 3. SFPUC CMB/BEM documentation of consulting biologist's 3. Construction 

:::> 
• Preconstruction surveys shall be conducted for overwintering monarch butterfly sites within 100 feet of the qualifications. Conduct pre-constn1ction 

construction areas. survey. If overwintering site is located, 

• If an active overwintering site is located, work activities shall be delayed within 100 feet of the site location until 
implement appropriate measures. 

avoidance measures have been implemented. Appropriate avoid~nce measures shall include the following 
Document activities in monitoring logs. 

measures (which may be modified as a result ?f consultation with the CDFW to provide equally effective 3. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 

measures): implements m~asures in con tract 

- If the qualified wildlife biologist determines that construction activities shall not affect an active oven\lintering 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 

site, activities may proceed withciut restriction. 
ensure corrective action. 

- A no-disturbance buffer mily be established nround the overwintering site to avoid disturbance or destruction 
until after the overwintering. 

- The extent of the no-disturbmce buffers shall be determined by a qualified wildlife biologist in consultation 
with the CDFW. 

BI-3 Construction of the M-BI-3: Plant Replacement Trees. The SFPUC shall replace the trees removed within SFRPD-managed lands with 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract doruments include 1. Design 
proposed project would trees of equivalent ecological value (i.e., similar species) at a 1:1 ratio. If plantjng trees of equivalent ecological valu~ 

Z. SFPUC CMB/BEM Z. SFPUCBEM 
tree replacement measures. 

2. Construction 
conflict with applicable at a 1:1 ratio is not feasible or such trees are not available, removed trees shall be replaced at a ratio of l inch for 2. Ensure that the coritractor implements tree 
local policies or ordinances every 1 inch of the removed tree's cliameter at breast height If the project site does not have adequate room for 3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 3.SFPUCBEM replacement measures in accordance with 3. Post-Construction 
protecting biological replanting trees, the SFPUC shall coordinate with SFRFD to identify acceptable replanting locations in the vicini~· of (Quolilied Biologist or SFRPD coordination. Monitoring (at ]east 
resources, such as a tree the project site. The SFPUC shall monitor tree replacement plantings annually for a minimum of three years after Arborist) three years, depending 
preservation policy or completion of construction, to ensure the plantings have become established and, if necessary, shall replant to ensure 3. Monitor to ensure that contraCtor on success) 
ordinance. the success of the replacement plantings. implements measures in contract 

documents. Report rioncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

Case No. 2008.1122E Page 8of19 San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 



ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

HY-1 Project construction would M·HY·l: Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake Merced Well Facility. If groundwater produced 1.SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Incorporate appropriate language into 1. Design 
possibly violate water during construction of the Lake Merced facility is not ilischarged to the sewer system, the SFPUC shall include a 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
contract documents including 

2. Preconstruction 
quality standards and waste requirement in construction contracts that its construction contractor(s) deivelop and implement standard BMPs development of Dewatering Plan. 
discharge requirements or for the treatment of sediment-laden water produced during groundwater dewatering. BMPs could include 3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 3. SFPUCBEM 

2. Review contractor's Dewatering Plan. 
3. Construction 

othenvise substantially discharging water through filtration media, such as filter bags or a similar filtration device, or allowing the 
degrade water quality. filtered·water to infiltrate into the soil. If infiltration is used, application of the groundwater shall be conducted at 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 

a rate and location that does not allow runoff into Lake Merced or drainage conveyances such as storm drains implements measures in Dewatering Pl.an, 
LIIld does not cause flooding or runoff to adjacent properties. The discharge of groundwater shall also be report noncompliance, and ensure 
conducted at a rate that does not allow ponding, unless the ponding is a result of implementing BMPs to reduce corrective action within tlmelines specified 
the velocity of the flow and ocrurs within constructed containment, such as an excavation or bemrwith no outlet. in contract. 
The discharge must also be applied at a sufficient distance from building foundations or other areas that could be 
damaged from ground settling or swelling. No chemicals shall be added to the discharged groundwater: 
Alternatively, rather than discharging groundwater, fil~red 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. 

..1.HY-8 Project Operations would M-HY-Ba: Expand Coastal Monitoring Network. A minimum of one year prior to operating the South Windmill 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUCWater 1. Locate and rehabilitate existing 1. Design and 

:::> poss~bly result in seawater Replacement well, North Lake welL or Central Pump Station well facilities in Golden Gate Park, the SFPUC shall 
2. SFPUC Water Enterprlse 

Enterprise monitoring wells. Ensure that new wells construction 

.... Intrusion due to decreased rehabilitate existing gronndwater wells in the western portion of the park or install new groundwater monitoring 
2. SFPUC Water 

are installed if existing wells cannot be 
2. Construction, .... groundwater levels in the wells between the Pacific Coast and the South Windmill Replacement weU and North Lake well facilities. The 

Enterprise 
found or rehabilitated. 

minimum of 1 year Westside Groundwater SFPUC expects that existing wells NL-1 and SF-1, which are screened similarly to the North Lake irrigation well, 
2. Monitor grmmdwater quality. prior to operation of 

Basin. can be rehabilitated, and wells SWM-3 and NWM-3 may also be able to be rehabilitated, if found. If the wells 
Golden Gate Park cannot be rehabilitated, the SFPUC shall coordinate with the SFRPD and install new wells in the same 
well(s). approximate location in areas of Golden Gate Park that are not highly used by the public and are currently 

developed/disturbed or are substantially devoid of vegetation in order to minimize the effects of installation. 
These monitoring wells shall be located a maximum of 100 feet inland to provide a coastal monitoring location in 
both the Shallow Aquifer nnd Primary Production Aquifer for the detection of seawater intrusion. These wells 
shall be included in the coastal groundwater monitoring network and monitored as p;;ut of the SFPUC's ongoing 
mOnitoring program for the detection of seawater intrusion. 

To establish a baseline of groundwater quality, these wells (which have not been previously monitored as part of the 
SFPUC's groundwater monitoring program) shall be monitored on a quarterly basis for a minimum of one year 
prior to operation of the South Windmill Replacement well, North Lake wel.L and Central Pwnp Station well 
facilities. For each monitoring event, a groundwater sample from each well shall be ana1yzed for the same 
parameters as are measured under the existing groundwater monitoring program {chloride, TDS, and specific 
conductilrtce). 

M-HY-8b: Continuous Groundwater Monitoting in the Primary Production Aquifer. The SFPUC shall install 1. SFPUC Water Enterprjse J. SFPUC Water 1. Install transducers and conduct 1. Project operation 
pressure transducers in coastal monitoring wells Kirkham MW-255, Kirkham MW-385, Ortega h1W-265, Ortega Enterprise continuous groundwater-level monitoring. 
MW-400, Taraval MW-240, Taraval MW-400, anc:J San Francisco Zoo MW-450, which are completed in the Primary 
Production Aquifer, and shall conduct continuous groundwater-level monitoring in these monitoring wells. These 
groundwater levels shall be monitored as part of the ongoing monitoring program for the detection of seawater 
intrusion. 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 

SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Resppnsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (cont.) 

HY·B Mitigation Measrue M-HY-Bc: Adaplive Management Program for Seawater lnhusion. The SFPUC shall 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUC Water 1. Begin groundwater pumping at a 1. Project opera ti on 
(cont.) implement the Groundwater Supply Project in a stepwise manner, conduct monitoring to detect seawater intrusion1 2. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

Enterprise maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd, 
2. Project operation 

and alter pumping to prevent seawater intrusion from advancing to. the coastal monitoring nehvork in accordance 
2. SFPUC Water 

and monitor groundwater quality. 
with the process described below and shown in Figure MMRP-1. 3. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

Enterprise 2. Increase pumping capacity if chloride 
3. Project operation 

Prior to beginning full operation of the proposed project, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a reiduced rnte and 4. SFPUC Water Enterprise 
3. SFPUC Water 

concentration thresholds are not exceeded, 4. Project Operation 
continue monitoring the expanded coastal monitoring network (including the new wells added wtder Mitigation-

Enterprise, SFPUC 
and continue monitoring groundwater 

Measure M-HY-Ba) for evidence of seawater intrusion according to the following procedure: 
BEMand ERO 

quality. 

• At initial startup, the project wells shall be operated at a maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd. 
4. SFPUC Water 

3. Redistribute, reduce, or stop pumpJng if 

• The SFPUC shall continue semiannual groundwater quality monitoring of the coastal network (including the Enterprise, SFPUC 
chloride concentration thresholds are 
exceeded1 and continue monitoring 

new wells added under Mitigation Measure M-HY-Ba) in accordance with the ongoing monitoring program as BEMandERO 
groundwater quality. 

revised by Mitigation Measure M-HY-Bb. 

• After One year of monitoring, the SFPUC may increase annual pumping by 1 mgd each ye~r, up to a total of 3 4. Submit North Westside Basin 

mgd during Phase 1 of the pmject and 4 mgd during Phase 2 if none of the chloride concentrations detected in 
Groundwater Basin Management Plan to 

the coastal monitoring network equals or exceeds 142 mg/L. H this limit is not met, semiannual growtdwater 
Plann:ing Department. 

...... quality monitoring of the coastal network shall continue . 

C) • . In the event that the chloride concentration in any of the coastal monitoring wells equals or exceeds 142 mg/L, 
.....i the SFPUC shall increase the coastal gcoundwater quality monitoring frequency to quarterly. 

~ • If there is an upward trend in chloride levels after three quarterly monitoring periods such that projected 
chloride levels could reach the secondary MCL of 250 mg/L in three years (based on a trend analysis using the 
most recent three quarters of groundwil.ter sa~pltng), the SFPUC shall either temporarily redistribute 
pumping to decrease pumping rates closest to the affected monitoring well, or decrease the overall pumping 
rate. 

• However, if the SFPUC can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the San Francisco Planning Department 
Environmental Review Officer, with independent 3rd party ronrurrence. that the upward trend is not due to 
the project, the SFPUC may continue pumping subject to the requirements of this mitigation measure. 

• Pumping may continue at the adjusted production rate and pattern as long as none the coastal monitoring 
wells exhibit chloride concentrations that are projected to reach 250mg/L1'Vithin three years (based on a trend 
analysis using llie most recent three quarters of groundwater sampling). 

• The total annual pumping rate may be increased 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 indicate that none of the chloride 
concentrations at the coastal monitoring locations are projected to reach 250 mg/L within the next three years. 

• If the chloride concentration reaches 250 mg{L at any of the coastal monitoring points, the SFPUC shall stop 
pumping at the nearest project well, and stop all groundwater pumping if necessary to prevent seawater 
intrusion from progressing further. Pumping shall not be resumed until chloride concentrations at the affected 
weJI have been below 142 mg/L for one year based on quarterly monitoring. 

• The monitoring frequency may be reduced to semiannual once the chloride ~oncentration in an affected well 
decreases to 142 mg/Lor lower for one year b!3sed on quarterly monitoring. 

Mitigation Measures M-HY-Ba through M-HY-Bc could be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westside Basin 
Growtdwater Management Plan. The Groundwater Management Plan would be submitted to the Planning 
Department prior to the operation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review of consistency 
with the mitigation requirements for this project. 
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ATTACHMENTB (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.llZZE)- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring· and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (cont.) 

HY-9 The proposed project would Mitigation Measure M-HY·9! Lake-LeVel Management for Lake Merced. The SFPUC shall implement n lake 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise !. SFPUC Water 1. Begin groundwater pumping at a 1. Projectoperation 
possibly have a substantial, level management program in accordance with the process described below and shown in Figure lvll\1RP-2. The 

2. SFPUC Water Enterprise 
Enterprise maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd, 

2. Project operation 
adverse effect on water program requires SFPUC to implement the Groundwater Supply Project in a stepwise manner; conduct 

2. SF PUC Water 
nnd monitor groundwater and lake levels. 

quality that could affect the monitoring to detect changes in lake level and water quality as w~ll as groundwater-level elevations, and shall 3. SFPUC Water Enterprise 
Enterprise 2. Increase pumping capacity if lake level 3. Project operation 

beneficiaJ uses of respond to project-related changes. Lake levels may be augmented by adding supplemental water (SFPUC 
Lake Merced. system water, treated stormwater, or recycled water), if available. TI1e SFPUC may also alter or redistribute 4. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

3. SFPUC Water 
triggers are not exceeded, and continue 4. Project operation 

pumping as necessary to avoid adverse effects on Lake Merced in the event a supplemental water source is not Enterpi;ise 
monitoring g[oundwater and lake levels. 

-available or is insufficient to restore lake levels. Implementation of this measure shall be coordinated with the 
4. SFPUC Wnter . 

3. Redistribute, reduce, or stop pumping if 
SFPUC's ongoing Lake Merced Jake-level, lake water quality, and groundwater monitoring programs to 

Enterprise, SFPUC 
. chloride concentration lake level triggers 

document and maintain the database of these parameters throughout project operations. 
BEMandERO 

are exceeded, and continue monitoring 

Prior to beginning full operation of the Groundwater Supply Project, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a groundwater and lake levels. 

reduced rate and continue lake-level and groundwater monitoring for the purpose of detecting adverse effects on 4. Submit North Westside Basin 
Lake Merced according to fue following procedure: Groundwater Basin Management Plan to 

• ~t initial startup, the wells shall be operated at a maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd. Planning Department. 

.... • The SFPUC shall continue to maintain Lake-Level Model so as to be able to evaluate what lake levels would be 

;::> without implementation of the project based on the actual hydrologic conditions that occurs during project 

.J implementation. The SFPUC shall use the model to determine the amount of lake-level decreases that are 

'A) attributable to .the project rather than to hydrologic or other factors, and: 

- If lake levels are projeded to be within the range that would occur without the project, based on 
m.aintemmce of the Lake-Level Model, then no project impi."lct is indicated and no corrective action shall be' 
required. 

- U project-related lake levels are projected to be below the range.that would occur without the project, the 
allowable deviation from naturally occurring lake levels is dependent on what the naturally occurring lake 
levels would be without the projecl Corrective action shall be implemented if the trigger levels identified in 
Table MMRP-1 ar:e projected to be exceeded. 

• If after one yecir of monitoring, lake levels are above the trigger levels specified in Table MMRP-1, the SFPUC 
may increase pumping by 1 mgd per year, up to a total of 3 mgd during Phase l, and up to a total of 4 mgd 
after Phase 2 is implemented. 

• If project-related lake levels are projected to be below the range that would occur without the project, the 
allowable deviation from naturally occurring lake levels that would prevent significant wetlands and water 
quality impacts from occurring is dependent on what the naturally occurring lake levels would be without the 
project. Corrective action shall be implemented.if the trigger levels identified in the final colwnn of Table 
MMRP-1 and shown on Figure MlvIRP-3 are projected to be exceeded, compared to water levels that would 
occur without the project. 

• If, alter one year of monitoring, lake levels drop below the trigger levels specified in Table MMRP-1, and 
groundwater monitoring in combination with the Lake-Level Model results indicates that the decline is due to 
project-related pwnping, the SFPUC-shall augment lake levels by adding supplemental water of suitable quality 
(such. as surplus potable water that is dechloraminated at the Lake Merced Pump Station, storm water from the 
Vista Grande Canal, recycled water, or stormwater diver.ted .from other development in the Lake Merced 
watershed) if available, to maintain lake levels at the specified trigger level based on Lake-Level modeling. At the 
end of the subsequent year of monitoring, the SFPUC may increase pumping by 1 mgd (up to a total of 3 mgd 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (cont.) 

HY-9 during Phase 1 and up to 4 mgd after Phase 2. is impJemented) if water levels can be maintained at the above-
(conl) specified trigger levels. The SFPUC shall continue lake-level and groundwater monitoring, lake water-quality 

monitoring, and maintenance of the Lake-Level ModeL and if warranted based on monitoring data and mocJel 
results, continue supplemental water additions. 

The rate of surplus water additions shall be controlled such that water surface elevation increases are no greater 
than 0.5 feet over a 25-week period in any single ne~g season (conservatively March 1 through August 15) and 
no greater than 3 feet in any given year to avoid impacts to fll~'sting birds and western pond turtle. 

• If a supplemental water source is not availab1e or is insufficient to maintain lake levels above the trigger levels 
specified in Table MMRP-11 implement other corrective actions such as redistributing pumping to reduce or 
eliminate groundwater withdrawals near Lake Merced or decreasing the overall pumping rate to maintain 
lake levels at or above fue specified trigger levels. The SFPUC shall continue lake-level and groundwater-level 
monitoring, Lake Merced water quality monitoring, and maintenance of the Lake-Level Model to determine 
the effectiveness of the corrective nieasures such that lake levels shall be maintained at the above-specified 
trigger levels. 

__. As shown in Figure MMRP-2, the SFPUC sh.all continue to monitor lake levels and shall continue 

C) supplemental water additions or redistribution/reduction of groundwater pumping to maintain Lake Merced 

-....J water levels at the above-specified trigger levels. 

.i::.. lvlitigation Measure M-HY-9 could be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westside Basin Grolllldwater 
Management Plan. The Groundwater Management Plan would be submitted to the Planning Department prior to 
the operation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review of consistency with the mitigation 
requirements for this project. 

.HY-11 Project operation would M·HY-11: Prepare a Source Water Protection Program and Update Drinking Water Source Assessment. ~- SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUC Water 1. Develop source water protection program 1. Construction, prior to 
possibly cause a violation of Because the DWSAP reports for each proposed well facility identified potentially contaminating activities with a 

2. ·SFPUC Water Enterprise Enterprise in accordance with Mitigation Measure project operation 
wa~r qualify standards. vulnerability score of 8 or higher, fue SFPUC shall develop and implement a source water protection program M-HY-11. 

indudfug the following components to be implemented to prevent contamination of the well facility: 3. SFPUC Water Enterprise 
2. SFPUC Water 2. Project operation 

Enterprise 2. Implement sou.rce water protection 
3. Project operation 

• ~tegration wifu fue Westside Basin Groundwater Monitoring Program to identi_fy changes in water quality 
3. SFPUC Water 

program in accordance with Mitigation 
that would warrant further study and response. 

Enterprise, SFPUC 
Measure M-HY-11. 

• Continued cooperation with the San Francisco Department of Public Health in that depa[bnent's BEMand ERO 3. Submit North Westside Basin 
implementation of the existing well construction and well destruction permit program. The goal of protecting Groundwater Basin Management Plan to 
and preserving groundwater quality requires that all weUs be prnperly constructed and maintained during Planning Department. 
their operational lives, and properly destroyed after their useful lives. ' 

• Continued cooperation with the San Francisco Department of Public Health in that department's management 
of cases in the North Westside Basin where spills or leaks of chemicals (e.g., leaking underground fuel tanks) 
could threaten groundwater quality to ensure fuat the responsible party adequately investigates and cleans up 
any contamination that could threaten drinking water quality. 

• Continued cooperation with the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise's Urban Watershed Management Program in 
the implementation of guidelines to maintain appropriate buffers between low impact development 
stormwater facilities and drinking water wen facilities. 

• Continued coordination with the San Francisco Planning Deparhnent to ensure SFPUC review of and 
comment on CEQA planning documents for proposed projects in the North Westside Groundwater Basin to 
ensure that groundwater quality would not be degraded as a result of project implementation. 
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ATTACHMENTB (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.l122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (cont.) 

HY-11 The source water protection program shall specify that in the event that potentinl contamination is identified, the 
(conl) SFPUC shall increase the monitoring frequency at the potentially affected well, investigate the potential source of 

contamination, coordinate wjth the San Francisco Department of Public Health or RWQCB to require responsible 
parties to address identified sources of contamination, and shut down the affected well or provide additional 
treatment for the groundwater if contamination of the drinking water supply cannot otherwise be avoided. 

In addition, the SFPUC shall update the drinking water source assessment for each well facility every five years 
to review existing and planned land uses as well as to jdentify potentially contaminating aC:tivities, as required 
by the California Department of Public Health, and revise monitoring requirements, if necessary to addrei;;s 
additional potentially contaminating activities. 

The SFPUC shall encourage public participation in the development of the source water protection program and 
shall update the program every five years along willi the drinking water source assessments for each project well, 
to prevent contamination that could cause an exceedance of drinking water MCLs at the project wells. 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-11 could be Incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westside Basin Gcoundwater 
Management Pion. The Groundwater Management Pion would be submitted to the Planning Deportment prior to .... the operation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review of consistency with the mitigation 

::::> requirements for this project. 

~ARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

HZ-2 Project construction would M-HZ-2a: Preconsltuction Hazardous Materials Assessment. Within three months prior to construction, the 1. SFPUC CMB/BEM 1. SFPUC BEM 1. Update environmental database within 3 1. Preconstn.iction 
possibly result in a SFPUC shall retain a qualified environmental professional to conduct a regulatory agency database review to update (environmental months of start of construction and perform 
significant hazard to the and identify hazardous materials sites within Y4 mile of the project sites and to review appropriate standard professional) follow-up analysis as required in this 
public or the environment information sources to determine the potential for soil or groundwater contamination at the project sites. Should this measure. t>orument findings in a report or 
through reasonably review indicate a high likelihood of encountering contamination at the project sites, follow-up sampling shall be technical memo to SFPUC. 
foreseeable upset and conducted to characterize soil and groundwo.ter quality prior to construction to provide nece:ssary dntn for the site 
accident conditions health and safety plan (Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b) and hazardous materials management plan (Mitigation 
involving the release of Measure M-HZ-2c) .. Ifneeded, site investigations or remedial activities shall be performed at the project site~ 
hazardous materials present accordance with applicable laws. 
in soil and groundwater. 

M-HZ-2b: Health and Safety Plan. The construction contractor shall, prior to construction, prepare a site-specific 1. SFPUCEMB I. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include the 1. Design 
health and safety plan in accordance with federal OSHA regulations (29CFR1910.120) and Cal-OSHA regulations 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
requirement for preparing a health and 

2. Construction 
(8 CCR Title 8, Section 5192) lo address worker health and safety issues during construction. The health and safety safely plan. 
plan shall identify the polentially present chemicals, health and safety hazards associaled with U1ose chemicals, all 3. SFPUC CMB/ 3. SFPUCBEM 

2. Ensure that contractor(s) prepares and 
3. Construction 

required measures to protect construction workers and the general public from exposure to harmful levels of any 
submits a health and safely plan and verify 

chemicals identified at the site (including engineering controls, monitoring, and security measures to prevent 
that it includes information cited in contract 

nnauthorlzed entry to the work area), appropriate personal protective equipment, and emergency response 
documents. 

procedures. The health and safety plan shall designate qualified individuals responsible for implementing the 
plan and for clirecting subsequent procedures in the event that unanticipated contamination is encountered. The 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
plan shall include requirements for management of soil on the east side of the North Lake Pump Station (near implements measures in the contract 
boring SB-4), from the ground surface to a depth of about 0.5 feet, that contains elevated levels of lead: shallow documents and health and safety plan. 
soil in this area shall be excav:ated and temporarily stockpiled for additional testing to determine offsite disposal Reportnoncompliance, and ensure 
requirements. Altemath··ely, affected soil shall be isolated beneath building fm,mdations or pavement areas d~ring corrective action. 
construction, pending approval from the San Francisco Department of Public Health. 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (cont.) 

HZ-2 M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan. The contrnctor shall, prior to construction, prepiue a 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUC BEM 1. Ensure that contract documents includ~ 1. Design 
(cont.) hazardous materials management plan that specifies the method for handling and disposal of contaminated soil 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
requirements for preparing a hazardous 

2. Construction 
and building debris, should anr be encountered during construction. Contract specifications shall mandate full materials management plan. 
compliance with all applicable local, State, and federal regulations related to Identifying, transporting, and 3. SFPUC CMB/ . 3. SFPUC BEM 

2. Ensure that contractor(s) prepares and 
3. Construction 

disposing of hazardous material_s, including those encountered jn excavated soiL and demolition debri!?. The 
submits a hazardous materials 

contractor shall provide the SFPUC with copies of hazardous waste manifests documenting that disposal of all 
management plan and verify that it 

hazardous materials has been performed in accordance with the law. 
complies with requirements cited in 
contract doruments. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
doaunents and hazardous materials 
management plan. Report noncompliance, 

DPW Engineering= Department of Public Works (CCSF) 
mt"" Bureau of Envirorunental Management {SFPUC) 
E) San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division (CCSF) 
~C"' San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (CCSF) 
6"J' .. Environmental review officer (CCSF - EP) 

CCSF =City and County of San Francisco 
EMB =Engineering Management Bureau (SFPUC) 
CMB = Construction Mnnrigement Bureau (SFPUC) 
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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 EFFECTS" 

Water Surface Corresponding Allowable Project-Related Water 

Elevation Surface Elevation Range (feet City Datum) Trigger Level 
Without the Allowable Increment of for Additional 

Project Water Change as a Result of Actions (feet 
(feet City Datum) Wetlands Quality Combined Rangeb Project City Datum) 

13 13 to -10 0to13 0to13 Up to 13 feet of decline 0 

12 4to12 0to12 4to12 Up to 8 feet of decline 4 

11 9to11 0to11 9to11 Up to 2 feet of decline 9 

10 9to10 0to10 9to10 Up to 1 foot of decline 9 

9 8 to9 0 to 9 8 to 9 Up to 1 foot of decline 8 

8 7to 8 0 to 8 7to 8 Up to 1 foot of decline 7 

7 4 to7 O to7 4 to 7 Up to 3 feet of decline 4 

6 5 to6 0 to 6 5 to 6 Up to 1 foot of decline 5 

5 
4 to5; 

0 to5 4 to 5 Up to 1 foot of decline 4 
-6 to -10 

4 
3 to4; 

O to4 .3to4 Up to 1 foot of decline ·3 -5 to -10 

3 
2 to 3; 

0 to 3 2 to 3 Up to 1 foot of decline 2 -5 to -10 

2 
1 to2; 

O 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 water levels vary seasonally due to. 
hydrologic and climatic conditions; therefore, an annual range in water surface elevation from about 1 foot above and below the mean is 
assumed; for example, an elevation of 6 feet Gty Datum, as seen in the table, actually represents a range in water surface elevation 
between of 5 and 7 feet Gty 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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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

D lnclusionary Housing (Sec. 315) 0 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

D Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 313) 0 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 314) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 139) 0 other 

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, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties (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 

www.sfP1~g.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Motion No. 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 
on the DPEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons 
requesting such notice and other interested parties. 

C. Notices of 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 (Le., Alameda, San Frar:i.cisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, 
Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties) in July 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 and 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 
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Motion No. 17734 
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Pre>gram 

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 do"cument 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 
conclusory. 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 Dam 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 darn 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 i9-entified 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: 

L.and Use and Visual Quality 

Temporary disruption or displacement of land uses during 
construction periods. 
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Existing land uses 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. · 

5 
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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 ~ue 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 b~e~annlZ'n k. m ission 
at its regular meeting of October 30, 2008. _:-- ~ . ~ 

· Linda A very ~ 
Commission Secretary 

A YES: Commissioners Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Moore, and Lee 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

EXCUSED: Commissioner Sugaya 

ADOPTED: October 30, 2008 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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 demands, otherwise known as Project No. CUW30102, San Francisco Groundwater 
Supply, in the 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 
weII 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 equipme<nt 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 Environmental hnpact 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 

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

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

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2013, the San Francisco Planning Commission reviewed 
and considered the Final Environmental hnpact Report (FEIR) for the Project in Planning 
Department File No. 2008. I I22E, consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
and the Responses to Comments document, and found that the contents of said report and the 
procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the 
provisions . of the CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter· 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code, and found further that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment and 
analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that 
the Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and 

"' 
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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 

"W1IEREAS, 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. 2008.1122E, 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 FEJR, 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 the 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 
constrnction 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, California 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 R.ESOLVED, that this Commission hereby approves Project No. CUW30102, · 
San Francisco Groundwater 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 Utilities Commission 
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RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION 
City and County of San Francisco 

Resolution No. 1403-006 

SFPUC GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT - WELL CONSTRUCTION AND 
OPERATION IN GOLDEN GATE PARK, AND SOUTH SUNSET AND WEST 

SUNSET PLAYGROUNDS 

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) approved a 
project lmown as the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project ("Project'') in SFPUC 
Resolution No. 14-0010 adopted on January 14, 2014, as a component of the SFPUC's Water 
System Improvement Program (WSIP); and 

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

WHEREAS, a Final Program Environmental Impact Repo1t (PEIR) was prepared for the 
WSIP and certified by the Planning Commission on October 30, 2008 by Motion No. 17734; and 

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

WHEREAS, the PEIR has been made available for review by the Recreation and Park 
Commission 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 co11sidered the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project in Planning 
Department File No. 2008.l 122E, consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact Repmt (BIR) and 
the Responses to Comments document, and found that the contents of said rep01t 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 flilther that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment and 
analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the 
Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the Draft Effi., 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 lVfMRP by Motion No. 
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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 Plamling Depa1tment, the public, 
relevant public agencies; SFPUC and other experts and the administrative files for the Project and. 
the BIR; and 

WHEREAS, the Project and EIR files have been made available for review by the 
Recreation and Park Commission and the public, and those files are pa1t of the record before this 
Commission; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department, Timothy Johnston, is the custodian ofrecords, 
located in File No. 2008.1122E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California; 
and 

WHEREAS, the SFPUC as part of its Project approval, adopted findings as required by 
CEQA (CEQA Findings) and an MMRP, which have been made available to the public and the 
Commission for the Commission's review, consideration and action; 

WHEREAS, Phase One of the Project includes three well facilities proposed to be 
located on three City parks under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Department (SFRPD) at South Sunset and West Sunset Playgrounds and in Golden Gate Park; 
and 

WHEREAS, the SFPUC's Project approval resolution authorizes the SFPUC General 
Manager to obtain the necessruy agreement from the SFRPD regarding construction, operation 
and maintenance of Phase One Project weJl facilities on land under the jurisdiction of SFRPD, 
and to seek Board of Supervisor approval for construction of well facilities in Golden Gate Park 
following approval by this Commission, the latter in accordance with Chatter Section .4.113; and 

WHEREAS, the design of each of the Phase One well facilities sited on park lands 
includes components that are anci11ary to, oi that directly suppo1t, recreational use, including 
construction of equipment and materials storage areas at the South Sunset and West Sunset 
Playgrounds, connections to make groundwater available as a standby source of irrigation water · 
supply to Golden Gate Park in the event of an outage of existing iITigation water supplies or an 
outage of recycled water, should such supplies become available in the future, and generally 
increasing the reliability of SFPUC water supplies available for park i11·igation in San Francisco; 
and 

WHEREAS, extensive public outreach regarding the Project as a whole and the Ph_ase 
One well facilities was conducted by the SFPUC and the Planning Department; and 

. WHEREAS, the proposed Phase One Golden Gate Park well facility adjacent to the 
Central Pump Station is consistent with the Golden Gate Park Master Plan, specifically policies E 
and H the1:eot; now, therefore, be it 

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

FURTHER RESOLVED. that this Commission authorizes the General Manager, or his 
designee, to negotiate and enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the SFPUC, 
in substantially the fonn of the draft exchanged between the departments and attached to this 
Resolution as Exhibit C, regarding construction, operation and maintenance of the SFPUC's San 
Francisco Groundwater Supply Project Phase One well facilities at the South Sunset Playground 
and West Sunset Playground, and near the Central Pump Station in Golden Gate Park; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission approves the placement of the SFPUC's 
three Phase One Project well structures on South Sunset Playground, West Sunset Playground, 

. ·and in Golden Gate Park near the Central Pump Station as presented in the FEIR; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission does find that the placement of 
SFPUC's.three Phase One Project well structures on South Sunset Playground, West Sunset 
Playground and in Golden Gate Park directly supports and/or is ancillary' to recreational use of 
park lands in accordance with Charter Section 4.113 in the following respects: ( 1) the footprints 
of the Project well facilities do not inte1fere with active recreational uses; (2) the South Sunset 
Playground well facility will include a recreational equipment storage room for the future 
exclusive use of the SFRPD; (3) the West Sunset Playground well facility will include material · 
ston1ge partitions for the future exclusive use of the SFRPD; ( 4) the Golden Gate Park well 
facility will include connections to the park iITigation system to allow use of the well for 
irrigation purposes in the event of an outage of existing irrigation water supplies or an outage of 
recycled water, should such supplies become available in the future; and (5) water from all of the 
wells will be blended with the existing SFPUC surface water supply, increasing the reliability of 
the supply of water available to consumers, including City pai1cs generally and West Sµnset 
Playground and Golden Gate Park; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission recommends that the Board of 
Supervisors approve the construction of the Phase One Project well structure in Golden Gate Park 
in accordance with Charter Section 4.113. · · 

Adopted by the following vote: 
Ayes 4 
Noes 0 
Absent 2 

I hereby ce1tify that the foregoing resolution 
was adopted at the Recreation and Park 
Commission meeting held on March 20; 2014. 

Margaret 
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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 Economic 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 of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

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

IZI I. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Chaiier 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 

D 5. City Attorney request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

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

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. 

D 9. Reactivate File No. j._ _____ __, 

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

' 

inquires" 

ease check the appropri'!-te boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D . Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Mar 

Subject: 

Resolution approving construction of a building in Golden Gate Park housing a groundwater well and related 
appurtenances under Charter Section 4.113 as part of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Please see attached. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 
-------..iii?. 

; Clerk's Use Only: 
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