
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
City and County of San Francisco 

R E S O L U T I O N N O . 15-0187 

W H E R E A S , San Francisco PubHc Ut i i i t i es C o m m i s s i o n ( S F P U C ) staff developed a 

project description under the Water System Improvement Program ( W S I P ) for meeting water 

supply demands, otherwise k n o w n as Project N o . CUW30201, San Francisco Westside R e c y c l e d 

Water Project, in the C i t y and Coun ty o f San Francisco , C a l i f o r n i a ; and 

W H E R E A S , The objectives of the Project are to construct a new recycled water treatment 

fac i l i ty , pump station, underground reservoir and associated pipelines and that w o u l d produce 

and del iver up to 2 m i l l i o n gallons per day o f recycled water for i rr igat ion, lake f i l l , and other 

non-potable uses, to d ivers i fy the S F P U C ' s water supply por t fo l io and increase the use o f l o c a l 

water supply sources; and 

W H E R E A S , A F ina l Program Envi ronmenta l Impact Report ( P E I R ) was prepared fo r the 

W S I P and cer t i f ied by the P lanning C o m m i s s i o n on October 30, 2008 by M o t i o n N o . 17734; and 

W H E R E A S , Thereafter, the S F P U C approved the W S I P and adopted f indings and a 

M i t i g a t i o n M o n i t o r i n g and Repor t ing Program ( M M R P ) as required by C a l i f o r n i a Environmental 

Qual i ty A c t ( C E Q A ) on October 30, 2008 by Reso lu t ion N o . 08-200; and 

W H E R E A S , The P E I R has been made available fo r review b y the S F P U C and the pub i ic , 

and is part o f the record before this C o m m i s s i o n ; and 

W H E R E A S , The Planning Department prepared an EIR for the Project that is tiered f r o m 

the P E I R , as authorized by and in accordance wi th C E Q A and the C E Q A Guide l ines ; and 

W H E R E A S , O n September 3, 2015, the San Francisco P lanning C o m m i s s i o n reviewed 

and considered the F ina l Envi ronmenta l Impact Report ( F E I R ) fo r the Project in P lanning 

Department F i l e N o . 2 0 0 8 . 0 0 9 I E , consis t ing o f the Draf t Envi ronmenta l Impact Report (E IR) 

and the Responses to Comments document, and found that the contents o f said report and the 

procedures through wh ich the F E I R was prepared, pub l i c i zed and reviewed compl ied with the 

provis ions o f the C E Q A , the C E Q A Guide l ines and Chapter 31 o f the San Francisco 

Admin is t ra t ive Code , and found further that the F E I R reflects the independent judgment and 

analysis o f the C i t y and County o f San Francisco , is adequate, accurate and objective, and that 

the Responses to Comments document contains no signif icant revisions to the Dra f t E I R , and 

cer t i f ied the comple t ion o f said F E I R i n compl iance wi th C E Q A and the C E Q A Guidel ines in its 

M o t i o n N o . M - 1 9 4 4 2 ; and 

W H E R E A S , The P lann ing C o m m i s s i o n , also on September 3, 2015, adopted C E Q A 

Findings , inc lud ing a statement o f overr id ing considerations and an M M R P by M o t i o n N o . M -

19443. The P lanning Department found the Project consistent wi th the General P lan on 

September 3, 2015; and 

W H E R E A S , Th i s C o m m i s s i o n has reviewed and considered the informat ion contained in 

the F E I R , a l l written and oral in format ion provided by the P lann ing Department, the publ ic , 

relevant pub l ic agencies, S F P U C and other experts and the administrative f i les fo r the Project 

and the E I R ; and 



W H E R E A S , The Project and F E I R fi les have been made available for review by the 

S F P U C and the publ ic , and those f i les are part o f the record before this C o m m i s s i o n ; and 

W H E R E A S , The Planning Department, T i m o t h y Johnston, is the custodian o f records, 

located i n F i l e N o . 2008.009IE, at 1650 M i s s i o n Street, Fourth F loor , San Francisco, C a l i f o r n i a ; 

and 

W H E R E A S , S F P U C staff prepared proposed f indings , as required by C E Q A , ( C E Q A 

Findings) and a proposed M M R P , w h i c h material was made available to the publ ic and the 

C o m m i s s i o n fo r the C o m m i s s i o n ' s review, consideration and action; now, therefore, be it 

R E S O L V E D , That this C o m m i s s i o n has reviewed and considered the F E I R , f inds that the 

F E I R is adequate for its use as the dec is ion-making body fo r the actions taken herein, and hereby 

adopts the C E Q A Findings , i nc lud ing the Statement of Over r id ing Considerat ions, attached 

hereto as Attachment A and incorporated herein as part of this Resolu t ion by this reference 

thereto, and adopts the M M R P attached to this Resolut ion as Attachment B and incorporated 

herein as part o f this Resolut ion by this reference thereto; and be it 

F U R T H E R R E S O L V E D , That the General Manager , or his designee, is authorized to 

apply for, accept and execute required approvals f r o m State agencies, inc luding but not l imi t ed 

to, C a l i f o r n i a Regiona l Water Qual i ty Cont ro l Board , C a l i f o r n i a Department o f Transportation, 

and C a l i f o r n i a Coastal C o m m i s s i o n , and any other regulatory approvals as required. T o the 

extent that the terms and condit ions o f the necessary approvals w i l l require S F P U C to indemni fy 

other parties, those indemnity obligations are subject to review and approval by the San 

Francisco R i s k Manager . The Genera l Manager is authorized to agree to such terms and 

conditions that are wi th in the l a w f u l authority o f the agency to impose, in the public interest, 

and, in the judgment o f the General Manager , in consultation wi th the C i t y Attorney, are 

reasonable and appropriate fo r the scope and duration o f the required approval , as necessary fo r 

the Project; and be it 

F U R T H E R R E S O L V E D , That this C o m m i s s i o n hereby approves Project N o . 

C U W 3 0 2 0 1 , San Francisco Wests ide Recyc led Water Project, and authorizes staff to proceed 

wi th actions necessary to implement the Project; provided, that staff returns to the C o m m i s s i o n 

to seek: approval o f necessary agreements wi th the Recreat ion and Park Department, Pres idio 

Trust, C a l i f o r n i a A r m y Na t iona l Guard , and San Francisco Zoo log i ca l Society; authorization fo r 

State R e v o l v i n g Fund and State Water R e c y c l i n g F und f inanc ing ; B o a r d o f Supervisor ' s 

approval, where required; and award o f construction contracts. 

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

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission 



Attachment A 

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 

California Environmental Quality Act Findings: 
Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and 

Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

In determining to approve the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("SFRW Project" 

or "Project") described in Section I. Project Description, beiow. the San Francisco PubHc Utilities 

Commission ("SFPUC") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions regarding 

mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding considerations" 

based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California 

Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") , Caiifomia Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.. 

particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of C E Q A ( " C E Q A 

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

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

This document is organized as follows: 

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

review process for the Project (San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental 

Impact Report, Planning Department Case No., 2008.0091E, State Clearinghouse No. 

2008052133) (the "Final EIR" or "EIR"), the approval actions to be taken and the location of 

records; 

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

Section IO identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to 

less-than-significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation 

measures; 

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

significant levels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of 

the mitigation measures; 

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

technological and other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection of 

alternatives, or elements thereof, analyzed; and 
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Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific 

reasons in support of the Commission's actions and rejection of the alternatives not incorporated 

into the Project. 

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

have been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Attachment B to Resolution 

No. 15-0187. The M M R P is required hy C E Q A Section 21081.6 and C E Q A Guidelines Section 

15091. Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final 

Environmental Impact Report for the Project ("Final EIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a 

significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency, responsible for 

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

The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B. 

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

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

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

the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the 

evidence relied upon for these findings. 

I. Approval of the Project 

A . Project Description 

By this action, the S F P U C adopts and implements the S F R W Project identified in the Final EIR. 

Specifically, the Project adopted by the S F P U C includes the following: 

• Constmction of a recycled water treatment plant at the S F P U C ' s Oceanside Water 

Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army 

National Guard site. Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Golden Gate 

Park for irrigation and as f i l l water for Golden Gate Park lakes: and for irrigation in the 

Panhandle portion of the park; Lincoln Park Golf Course, and various areas of the Presidio. 

The treatment plant would have an annual average production capacity of up to 2 million 

gallons per day (mgd) and sized to meet peak-day demands of up to 5 mgd. 

• Construction of a transmission pipeline primarily along 36th Avenue that would run 

between the proposed recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside W P C P and the 

existing Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park. The pipeline would deliver the recycled 

water from the Oceanside W P C P to the areas of use. 

• Construction of transmission pipelines between the Central Reservoir and Lincoln Park and 

the Presidio and the adjacent Golden Gate Park Panhandle. 

• Construction of an expanded underground reservoir to provide additional storage capacity 

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

site. 
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B. Project Objectives 

The three main objectives of the S F R W Project are: 

• Diversify the SFPUC' s water supply by developing recycled water. 

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

• Reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for imgation and other nonpotable uses 

by supplying those demands with recycled water. 

In addition, the Project is part of the S F P U C ' s adopted Water System Improvement Program 

("WSIP") adopted by this Commission on October 30, 2008 (see Section C. 1). The WSIP consists 

of over 70 local and regional facility improvement projects that would increase the ability of the 

SFPUC' s water supply system to withstand major seismic events and prolonged droughts and to 

meet estimated water-purchase requests in the service areas. With the exception o f 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 S F P U C 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. 

• xMeet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP levei-of-service goals and system performance objectives. 

These goals include providing a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled 

water, groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this 

amount, the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would 

be derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up to 2 

mgd of recycled water; currently identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. This Project 

would also enable implementation ofthe S F P U C ' s Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the 

SFPUC in December, 2013. The S F P U C ' s Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of 

new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater in the first phase and conversion 

of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable use, providing LO to 1.5 mgd of 

groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot occur until recycled water is available 

for Golden Gate Park landscaping or until another landscaping water source is identified. Thus 

the Project would also help meet the WSIP goal of providing approximately 4 mgd annual 

average of water supply from groundwater. 
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C . Environmental Review 

1, Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report 

On October 30, 2008, the S F P U C 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 S F P U C Resolution No. 08-0200). 

To address the potential environmental effects of the WSIP, the San Francisco Planning 

Department prepared a Program EIR ("PEIR"), which was certified by the San Francisco 

Planning Commission on October 30, 2008 (Motion No. 17734). At a project-level of detail, the 

PEIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's water supply strategy and, at a program 

level of detail, it evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's facility improvement 

projects. The PEIR contemplated that additional project-level environmental review would be 

conducted for the facility improvement projects, including the San Francisco Recycled Water 

Project. 

2. San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report 

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the C E Q A Guidelines, the Environmental 

Planning 0*EP") staff of the San Francisco Planning Department, as lead agency, sent a first and 

then a revised Notice of Preparation ("NOP") to interested entities and individuals to begin the 

formal C E Q A scoping process for the Project on June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, 

respectively. Following the 2010 N O P scoping period, the S F P U C in response to public feedback 

evaluated alternative possible sites, resulting in a revised Project proposal for which the Planning 

Department issued a revised NOP/Initial Study (IS) on July 16. 2014 with the scoping period 

ending on August 15, 2014. The N O P was distributed to interested parties that had received the 

initial NOPs, public agencies, additional interested parties and landowners/occupants located in 

the vicinity of the Project facilities, and was posted on the Planning Department's website and 

placed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle. 

The San Francisco Planning Department received nine comments on the scope of the EIR either 

at the scoping meeting or in writing following the 2014 scoping meeting. The comment 

inventories fora l l three NOPs are included in the Scoping Report in Appendix A of the EIR along 

with the IS. 

EP then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the Project and the environmental setting, 

identified potential impacts, presented mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant or 

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

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

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

component. It also included an analysis of three alternatives to the Project. In assessing 
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construction and operational impacts of the Project, the EIR considered the impacts of the Project 

as well as the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project in combination with other 

past, present, and future actions that could affect the same resources. 

Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR was analyzed with respect to significance 

criteria that are based on EP guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered 

significant. EP guidance is. in turn, based on C E Q A Guidelines Appendix G, with some 

modifications. 

The Draft EIR was circulated for public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 2015. A 

public hearing on the Draft EIR to accept written or oral comments was held at the San Francisco 

Planning Commission meeting at San Francisco City Hall on Apri l 23, 2015. During the public 

review period, EP received written comments sent through the mail, fax, or email. A court 

reporter was present at the public hearing, transcribed the public hearing verbatim, and prepared a 

written transcript. 

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

received on the Draft EIR. The C & R document was published on August 19, 2015 and included 

copies of all of the comments received on the Draft EIR and individual responses to those 

comments. The C & R provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised 

by commenters, as well as S F P U C and Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to 

address Project updates. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Finai EIR, 

which includes the Draft EIR and the C & R document, and all of the supporting information. The 

Final EIR provided augmented and updated information presented in the Draft EIR. on the 

following topics: Project description, cultural resources, transportation and circulation, air quality, 

hydrology and water quality, biological resources, and Project alternatives. This augmentation 

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

altered any of the conclusions of the EIR. 

In certifying the Final EIR, the Planning Commission determined that none of the factors are 

present that would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under C E Q A Guidelines Section 

15088.5. The Final EIR contains no information revealing (1) any new significant environmental 

impact that would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be 

implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental 

impact, (3) any feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 

others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Project, but 

that was rejected by the Project's proponents, or (4) that the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and 

basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 

precluded. This Commission concurs in that determination. 

The Commission finds that the Project is within the scope of the Project analyzed in the Final EIR 

and the Final EIR fuily analyzed the Project proposed for approval. No new impacts have been 

identified that were not analyzed in the Final EIR. 
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D . Approval Actions 

t San Francisco Planning Commission Actions 

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

The Planning Commission also adopts C E Q A Findings, makes General Pian consistency 

findings, and issues a Coastal Development Permit. 

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Actions 

The S F P U C is taking the following actions and approvals to implement the Project: 

• Adopts these C E Q A findings and the attached Mitigation Monitonng and Reporting 

Program. 

• Approves the Project, as described in these findings, and authorizes the General Manager 

or his designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements and approvals as set forth in the 

Commission's Resolution No. 15-0187 approving the Project to which this Attachment A is 

attached. Approvals include entering into an agreement with the San Francisco Recreation and 

Parks Commission ("SFRPD") for construction in and use of SFRPD-managed land for recycled 

water facilities and pipelines. 

3. San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission 

The Recreation and Parks Commission adopts C E Q A Findings and approves an agreement with 

S F P U C for construction, operation and maintenance of recycled water facility structures and 

pipelines on park lands. 

4. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions 

The Planning Commission's certification of the Final EIR may be appealed to the Board of 

Supervisors. If appealed, the Board of Supervisors wil l determine whether to uphold the 

certification or to remand the Final EIR to the Planning Department for further review. 

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopts C E Q A Findings, approves an allocation of bond 

monies to pay for implementation of the Project, and approves the recycled water facility 

structures in Golden Gate Park. 

5. Other - Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

Implementation of the Project will involve consultation with or required approvals by other local, 

state, and federal regulatory agencies, including (but not limited to) the following: 

• Other San Francisco City entities, including the Department of Public Works, and the San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
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• California Army National Guard (lease amendment) 

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

• California Department of Transportation (encroachment permit) 

• California Coastal Commission (coastal permit) 

• Presidio Trust (water supply agreement) 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(NPDES permit) 

To the extent that the identified mitigation measures require consultation or approval by these 

other agencies, this Commission urges these agencies to assist in implementing, coordinating, or 

approving the mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure. 

E. Contents and Location of Records 

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

The Draft EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. (The references 

in these findings to the E f R or Final EIR include both the Draft EIR and the Comments and 
Responses document.) 

The PEIR for the Phased WSIP Variant, which is incorporated by reference in the S F R W 
Project EIR. 

A l l information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 

S F P U C and Planning Commission relating to the EIR. the Project, and the alternatives set forth in 
the EIR. 

A l l information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the S F P U C and 

the Planning Commission by the environmental consultant and sub-consultants who prepared the 

EIR or that was incorporated into reports presented to the SFPUC. 

A l ! information presented at any pubiic hearing or workshop related to the Project and the 
EIR. J 

" The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

A l l other documents available to the S F P U C and the public, comprising the 

administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e). 
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The SFPUC has reiied on ail of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the 

Project, even if not every document was formally presented to the SFPUC. Without exception, 

these documents fail into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or 

legislative decisions that the S F P U C was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents 

influenced the expert advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants, who then 

provided advice to the SFPUC. For these reasons, such documents form part of the underlying 

factual basis for the SFPUC' s decisions relating to the adoption ofthe Project. 

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

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

are available at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. 

Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department 

Materials concerning approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in 

SFPUC files. S F P U C Project No. CUW30102 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California 

94102. The Custodian of Records is Scott MacPherson. A l l files have been available to the 

SFPUC and the public for review in considering these findings and whether to approve the 

Project. 

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II, III, and IV set forth the S F P U C s findings about the Final EIR's 

determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures 

proposed to address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the 

SFPUC regarding the environmentai impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included 

as part of the Final EIR and adopted by the S F P U C as part of the Project. To avoid duplication 

and redundancy, and because the S F P U C agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the 

Final EIR, these findings will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final EIR but instead 

incorporate them by reference and rely upon them as substantial evidence supporting these 

findings. 

In making these findings, the S F P U C has considered the opinions of S F P U C staff and experts, 

other agencies, and members of the public. The S F P U C finds that (i) the determination of 

significance thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San 

Francisco; (ii) the significance thresholds used in the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in 

the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR preparers and City staff; and (iii) the 

significance thresholds used in the EIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing 

the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal 

matted the S F P U C is not bound by the significance determinations in the EIR (see Public 

Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e)), the S F P U C finds them persuasive and hereby 

adopts them as its own. 

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

contained in the Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and 

conclusions can be found in the Final EIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the 
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discussion and analysis in the Finai EIR supporting the determination regarding ihe project 

impact and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts, hi making these findings." the 

SFPUC ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of 

the Final EIR relating to environmentai impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any 

such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified hy these findings. 

As set forth beiow. the S F P U C adopts and incorporates all ofthe mitigation measures set forth in 

the Final EIR and the attached M M R P to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant 

and significant impacts of the Project. The S F P U C 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 M R P , 

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 M M R P fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical 

error, the language of the policies and implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shail 

controi. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the 

information contained in the Final EIR. 

In Sections H, III and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental 

impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to 

address each and every significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the 

need for such repetition because in no instance is the S F P U C rejecting the conclusions of the 

Final EIR or the mitigation measures recommended in the Finai EIR for the Project. 

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

Under C E Q A , no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant 

(Public Resources Code, Section 21002; C E Q A Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3), 

15091). Based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the S F P U C finds that the 

implementation of the Project either does not appiy or will result in no impacts in the foliowing 

areas: (1) Population and Housing: displace existing housing units or people or require neC 

housing; (2) Transportation and Circulation: change air traffic patterns; (3) Noise: expose people 

to airplane noise or be substantially affected by existing noise levels; (4) A i r Quality: create 

objectionable odors: (5) Recreation: create a need for new facilities; (6) Utiiities and Service 

Systems: conflict with solid waste regulations; (7) Public Services: create a need for new or 

altered facilities; (8) Biological Resources: conflict with locai policies protecting biological 

resources, such as trees, or a habitat conservation plan or other similar plan; (9) Geologyand 

Soils: change existing topography or unique geologic features of the site; (10) Hydrology and 

Water Quality: expose housing to flooding hazard, impede or redirect flood flows, or expose 

people or structures to harm from flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudflow: ( i l ) Hazardous 

Materials: create a safety hazard from aircraft or fires; (12) Mineral and Energy Resources: result 

in loss of mineral resource or availability of a resource recovery site; and (13) Agricultural 

Resources: all issues. These subjects are not further discussed in these findings. 
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The SFPUC further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant 

impacts in the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation: 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-1: The Project would not physically divide an established community. 

• Impact LU-2: The Project would not conflict with any appiicabie land use pians, 

policies, or regulations of any agency with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for 

the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

• Impact LU-3: The Project would not impact the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact C - L U : The Project would not have a cumulative impact on land use. 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-1: The Project would not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista, scenic 

resource, or the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

• Impact AE-2: The Project would not result in a substantial source of light or glare. 

• Impact C - A E : The Project would not have a cumulative impact on aesthetics. 

Population and Housing 

• Impact PH-1: The Project would not induce substantial population growth, either 

directly or indirectly. 

• Impact C-PH: The Project would not have a project-specific impact on population 

and housing and, therefore, would not directly result in a significant cumulative 

impact on population and housing. 

Cultural Resources 

• Impact CP -1: The Project would not cause a substantias adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined in C E Q A Guidelines Section 15064.5, 

including those resources listed in Articie 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco 

Planning Code. 

Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR-1: The Project would not result in conflict with an appiicabie congestion 

management program. 

• Impact TR-2: Closure of travel lanes during Project constmction would temporarily 

reduce roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing 
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temporaiy and intermittent conflicts with ali modes of travel, but the effects would be 

of short duration and limited in magnitude, 

• Impact TR-3: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes 

on area roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the 

circulation system. 

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

• Impact TR-5: Project constmction would not substantially impair access to alternative 

transportation facilities (public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities), although it 

could temporarily deteriorate the performance of such facilities. 

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

increases in traffic volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter 

transportation conditions and would not cause conflicts with alternative travel modes, 

including vehicles, emergency vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic. 

• Impact C-TR: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not substantially contribute lo cumulative traffic 

increases on local and regional roads. 

Noise and Vibration 

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

• Impact NO-2: Project operations would not result in the exposure of persons to. or 

generation of, noise levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase in ambient 

noise levels in the Project vicinity. 

• Impact NO-3: Construction of the Project would not result in a substantial 

temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and 

would not expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards 

established in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code). 

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

Air Quality 

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



• Impact AQ-3: The Project's constmction activities would generate T A C s , including 

D P M , but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations. 

• Impact C-AQ: The Project could result in cumulative air quality impacts associated 

with criteria pollutant and precursor emissions and health risks, but the Projecfs 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

. Impact C-GG-1: The Project would generate greenhouse gas emissions during 

Project construction and operation, but not at levels that would result in a significant 

impact on the environment or conflict with any poiicy, pian, or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Wind and Shadow 

• Impact WS-1: The Project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially 

affects public areas. 

• Impact WS-2: The Project would not create new shadow in a manner that could 

substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 

• Impact C-WS: The Project would not have significant cumulative wind and shadow 

impacts. 

Recreation 

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

regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 

deterioration of the facilities. 

• Impact C-RE: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact on 

recreation. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-1: The Project would not result in construction or expansion of water or 

wastewater treatment facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, or 

stormwater drainage facihties, exceed wastewater requirements, or result in a 

determination by the wastewater treatment provider that there is insufficient capacity 

to serve the Project. 

• Impact UT-2: The Project would have sufficient water supply available, and would 

not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. 
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Impact UT-3: The Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the Project's solid waste disposal needs. 

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

• Impact UT-5: The Project's construction would not result in a substantial adverse 

effect related to disruption, relocation, or accidental damage to existing utilities. 

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

Biological Resources 

• Impact BI-2: The Project would not have a substantia! adverse effect on riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 

policies, and regulations or by the C D F W or USFWS. 

Impact BI-3: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally 

protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

• Impact BI-4: The Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of 

any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established native 

resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 

sites. 

Geology and Soils 

Impact G E - i : The Project would not expose people or structures to substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a 

known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced ground 

failure. 

• Impact GE-2: The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the ioss of 
topsoi I. 

• Impact GE-3: The Project is not iocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that could become unstable as a result ofthe Project. 

• Impact C - G E : The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact related to 
geologic hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-1: Project construction would not violate any water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements or otherwise degrade water quality. 



. Impact HY-2: Project operation would not contribute runoff water that would exceed 

ihe capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide substantial an 

additional sources of polluted runoff, or. with the exception of potentially violating 

water quality standards, otherwise substantially degrade water quahty. 

. Impact HY-3: The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit 

in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. 

• Impact HY-4: The Project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area in a 

manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off the site. 

. Impact C-HY-I: The Project would not have a significant cumulative hydrology and 

water quality impact. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

. Impact HZ-1: Project construction would not result in a significant hazard to the 

public or the environment through the routine transport, use. or disposal of hazardous 

materials. 

• Impact HZ-2: The Project would be constructed on a site identified on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 

but excavation activities would not expose workers and the public to adverse effects 

from release of hazardous materials. 

. Impact HZ-3: Reconfiguration of the chemical building interior would not expose 

workers and the public to hazardous building materials including asbestos-containing 

materials, lead-based paint, PCBs, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, 

or result in a release of these materials into the environment during construction. 

• Impact HZ-4: The Project would not result in adverse effects reiated to hazardous 

emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materiais within V* mile of an existing 

school. 

. Impact HZ-5: The Project would not impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

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

to hazardous materiais. 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

• Impact ME-1: The Project would not encourage activities that result in the use of 

large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these resources in a wasteful 

manner. 



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

III. Findings of Potentially Significant or Significant Impacts 
That Can Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less-Than-Significant Level 
through Mitigation and the Disposition of the Mitigation Measures 
C E Q A requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a 

projecfs 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 S F P U C . which can be implemented by the S F P U C . The mitigation measures 

proposed for adoption in this section and referenced foliowing 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 M M R P . The Commission finds that for the reasons set forth in the 

Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts identified in this sectton would be reduced to a 

less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this 

section. 

Proiect Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation} 

Based on the results ofthe background research, geoarchaeo logical assessment, and survey resuits 

there is generally, throughout the C E Q A 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 couid be discovered during 

Project constmction. Excavation, grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and 

equipment could expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources, which would be 

a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 

mitigation measure M-CP-2 , which requires avoidance measures or appropriate treatment of 

cultural resources if accidentally discovered. 

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

Impact CP-3: The Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 



Ground-disturbing activities associated with the constmction of the recycled water treatment plant 

would extend about 23 feet into the Colma Formation, a geologic unit with a high paleontological 

sensitivity Vertebrate fossils, including parts of mammoths and bison, have been round m the 

Colma Formation in San Francisco. Given the sensitivity of the Colma Formation and the depth ot 

excavation, the Project could adversely impact paleontological resources at the water treatment 

plant site a significant impact. The impact would be reduced lo a less-than-sigmficant level through 

mitigation measure M-CP-3. which requires the contractor to stop all ground disturbance within ^0 

feet if a paleontological resource is encountered and to implement actions to investigate the 

discovery and recover fossil remains by a qualified professional before ground-disturbing activities 

can resume. 

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

Impact CP-4- The proposed Project could accidentally disturb human remains, 

including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with 

Mitigation) 

Based on the background research, geological assessment, and survey resuits, there is a low-

potential for Project construction to uncover human remains, except for the Project area adjacent 

to the Golden Gate Cemetery (see Impact CP-5). Although no known human burials have been 

identified within the Project site, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely 

discounted Earthmoving activities associated with Project constmction could result m direct 

impacts on previously undiscovered human remains. Therefore, the disturbance to human remains 

could be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 

mitigation measure M-CP-4, which requires avoidance measures or the appropriate treatment of 

human remains if accidentally discovered. 

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

Impact CP-5: Construction of the Project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 

39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park could disturb human remains 

associated with the historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery. (Less than Significant 

with Mitigation) 

The Project borders the boundary of Lincoln Park, the location of the historic-period Golden Gate 

Cemetery where 19th century inhabitants of San Francisco were buried. Past projects m the area 

have uncovered human remains, which have provided a wealth of information about the overali 

health of these former inhabitants. While there is a slight potential for the Project to uncover human 

remains, the disturbance of remains would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to 

a less-than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation measure M-CP-5 , which 

requires the development of a monitoring program to monitor for the presence of human remains 

in the historic-period during construction and to take specific steps to compiy with legal 

requirements and to take mitigation actions to recover historically important data. 



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

Air Quality 

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

criteria air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant 

with Mitigation) 

When the construction schedules of components of the Project overlap, NOx emissions could 

exceed the BAAQMD's 54 pounds/day significance criterion, a significant impact. Mitigation 

measure M - A Q - 2 would reduce the Project's combined con struc tion-related criteria pollutant 

emissions below the significance criteria by using construction equipment with Tier 3 engines or 

better, reducing the impact to less than significant. 

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

Biological Resources 

Impact B M : The Project would potentially have a substantial adverse effect, either 

directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate 

sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations' 

or by the C D F W or USFWS. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The overall potential of the Project area to support special-status fish or plant species is 

considered low because the Project area lacks suitable habitat. Several special-status animals 

might use habitat in certain parts of the Project area or vicinity for roosting, foraging, or breeding 

purposes, including California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, Yuma myotis, western red 

bat. and hoary bat. In addition, there are a number of native resident and migratory bird species 

protected under federal and State legislation with the potential to use trees, shrubs, and other 

habitats as well as buildings within the Project area for nesting and foraging. 

Existing trees at the Oceanside W P C P facility and the California Army National Guard property 

and m the vicinity ofthe Central Pump Station, could support native nesting birds. Removal and/or 

relocation of trees with active nests and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during 

bird nesting season could result in nest abandonment, destruction, injury or mortality of nestlings 

and disruption of reproductive behavior during the breeding season, including mortality of 

individual birds, such as red-shouldered hawk, red-tailed hawk. Cooper's hawk or American 

kestrel, a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-la would reduce potential 

impacts on special-status birds to a less-than-significant level by requiring surveys of the Project 

site to identify nests and protection of nesting birds. 

Vegetation clearing (including tree removal) at the Oceanside W P C P and the Central Pump 

Station could result in direct mortality of special-status bats. Direct mortality of special-status 

bats would be a significant, impact. Mitigation measure Bl- lb would require surveys of the 



Project site within two weeks of tree removal. With implementation of M-BI-lb, the impact on 

roosting bats would be reduced to less than significant. 

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

Station well facility sites, western pond turtle and California red-legged frog could utilize upland 

habitat where the Project construction activities will occur. If California red-legged frog or 

western pond turtle are present, they could be injured or killed, a significant impact. Mitigation 

measure M - B M c would mitigate the effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days 

of the construction activity. With implementation of mitigation measure M - B I - l c , the impact 

would be less than significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-la, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 

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

Bats . 
. Mitigation Measure M-Bl-lc, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Califorma 

Red-legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Impact C-CP: The Project could result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to 

historical archaeological, paleontological resources or human remains. (Less than 

Significant with Mitigation) 

Cumulative projects in the Project vicinity could adversely affect the same cultural resources 

affected by the Project and the Project could make a considerable contribution to a cumulative 

cultural resource impact, a significant impact. The Projecfs impacts, however, are site specific and 

implementation of site-specific mitigation measures M-CP-2 , M-CP-3 , M-CP-4 and M-CP-5 would 

reduce Project impacts such that the Projecfs contribution to this cumulative impact would be less 

than significant. 

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

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

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

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

Biological Resources 

Impact C-BI-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulative 

impacts on biological resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 



Construction of the Project has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, if present, 

including California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and native nesting 

birds. It is assumed that the cumulative projects including the past cumulative projects have 

already caused substantial adverse cumulative changes to biological resources in San Francisco; 

the Project area was converted from its original sand dune habitat to current uses. Current and 

reasonably foreseeable projects could have construction-related impacts if construction occurs at 

the same time as the Project. These projects include the Vista Grande Drainage Basin 

Improvement Plan, the Parkmerced Project, and the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. 

The Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources would be cumulatively 

considerable, a significant impact. However, with the implementation of Project-level mitigation 

measures to reduce impacts to these species, the Project's incremental contribution to potential 

cumulative impacts on biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable (less than 

significant). 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-la, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 

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

* 
Mitigation Measure M-Bl-lc, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California 

Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

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

WSIP Impact 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the S F P U C finds that, 

where feasible, changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the S F R W Project 

to reduce the significant environmentai impacts as identified in the Finai EIR for the Project. A l l 

Project-specific impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation 

ofthe mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth in the M M R P , attached hereto 

as Attachment B. 

The S F P U C 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 W S i P impact iisted below, the effect remains significant and unavoidable. The 

SFPUC determines that the foilowing 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 

C E Q A Guidelines Sections 15091(a) (3). 15092(b) (2) (B). and 15093, the S F P U C determines 

that the impact is acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in Section V I below. 

This finding is supported by substantia] evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

The WSIP PEIR and this Commission's Resolution No. 08-0200 reiated to the WSIP water 

supply decision identified three significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: Impact 5.4,1-2-
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Stream Flow: Effects onflow along Alameda Creek below ihe Alameda Creek Division Dam: 

Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources in Crystal Springs reservoir (Upper and 

Lower); and Impact 7-1-lndirect growth inducing impacts in the SFPUC service area. 

Mitigation measures that were proposed in the PEIR were adopted by this Commission for these 

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

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

Commission has already adopted the mitigation measures proposed in the PEIR to reduce these 

impacts when it approved the WSIP in its Resolution No. 08-0200. This Commission also 

adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as part of that approval. The findings 

regarding the three impacts and mitigation measures for these impacts set forth in Resolution No. 

084)200 are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these 

C E Q A Findings. 

Subsequent to the certification of the PEIR, the Planning Department has conducted more 

detailed, site-specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts 

identified in the PEIR. hi 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 S F P U C adopted C E Q A 

Findings with respect to the approval of the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement Project in 

Resolution No. 10-0175. The C E Q A 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 fuily set forth in these C E Q A Findings. 

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

project Finai EIR modifies the PEIR determination and concludes that the impact reiated to 

stream flow along Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras 

Creek (PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2) wili 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 S F P U C adopted C E Q A Findings with respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam 

Improvement Project in Resolution No. 1 i-0015. The C E Q A Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015 

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

findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these C E Q A 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 S F P U C service area. 
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V. Evaluation of Project Alternatives 

This section describes the Project as well as alternatives and the reasons for approving the Project 

and for rejecting the alternatives as infeasible. C E Q A 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. C E Q A requires that every EIR also evaluate a 

"No Project" alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of 

their significant impacts and their ability to meet Project objectives. This comparative analysis is 

used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing environmentai 

consequences of the Project. 

A . Reasons for Approva l of the Project 

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

• Maintain high-quaiity water and a gravity-driven system. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes - deliver basic service to the three regions in the 

service area within 24 hours and restore facilities to meet average-day demand within 30 

days after a major earthquake. 

• Increase delivery reliability - allow planned maintenance shutdown without customer 

service interruption and minimize risk of service interruption from unplanned outages. 

• Meet customer water supply needs through 2018 - meet average annual water purchase 

requests during non-drought years and meet dry-year delivery needs while limiting 

rationing to a maximum 20 percent systemwide; diversify water supply options during non-

drought and drought years and improve use of new water resources, including the use of 

groundwater, recycled water, conservation and transfers. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fuily operational system. 

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

• Diversify the S F P U C ' s water supplies by developing recycled water. 

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

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

The WSIP aims to provide a total of iO mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water, 

groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount. 
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the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annua! average would be 

derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up to 2 mgd of 

recycled water: currently identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. Also, this Project 

would enable implementation of the S F P U C ' s Groundwater Supply Project, approved by the 

S F P U C in December, 2013. The SFPUC ' s Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of 

new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater in the first phase and conversion 

of existing irrigation wells in Goiden Gate Park to potable use. providing i.O to 1.5 mgd of 

groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot occur until recycled water is available 

for Goiden Gate Park landscaping or until another landscaping water source is identified. Thus 

the Project would aiso help meet the WSIP goal of providing approximately 4 mgd annual 

average of water supply from groundwater. 

This increase in water supply would improve the S F P U C ' s ability to deliver water to its 

customers in San Francisco during both drought and non-drought penods. The Project wil l help 

the S F P U C to diversify its water supply portfolio, which largely consists of imported surface 

water. It would add up to 2 mgd from recycled water to the S F P U C water supply, and enable 

implementation of the second phase the S F P U C ' s Groundwater Supply Project, which would 

provide 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater to the S F P U C ' s potable water supply. The proposed 

Project is a fundamental component of the S F P U C ' s WSIP and is needed to fully meet WSIP 

goals and objectives, in particular those for seismic reliability, delivery reliability, and water 

supply reliability. 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

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

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

sociai, technological, and other considerations described in this section in addition to those 

described in Section V I beiow under C E Q A Guideiines 15091(a)(3), that make such Alternatives 

infeasible. In making these infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that C E Q A 

defines "feasibility" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 

reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmentai, social, legal, and 

technological factors." The Commission is aiso aware that under C E Q A 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 pohcy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 

balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, sociai, legal, and technological factors. 

Alternative A: No Project 

Under the No Project Alternative, the S F R W Project would not be constructed or operated. The 

proposed recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed 

and 1.6 mgd of recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable 

demand. Existing irrigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well 

as lake refill would continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater. The two 

existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park that are part of the second phase of the S F P U C ' s 
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Groundwater Supply Project would not be converted to potable groundwater well facilities unless 

and until another source of water for irrigation and lake f i l l can be found. 

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to diversify 

the SFPUC' s water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San 

Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water and 

groundwater for imgation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled 

water. Also, it would fail to meet the WSIP goals and objectives that reiy directly on the 

contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. If the Project is not 

constructed, the SFPUC' s water supply portfolio would not include up to 2 mgd of recycled 

water, it would aiso prevent the S F P U C from implementing the second phase of S F P U C s 

Groundwater Supply Project, which would produce 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. This phase of 

the project cannot be implemented until another source of water besides groundwater is provided 

to Golden Gate Park for irrigation and lake refill . The S F P U C would be limited in its abiHty to 

meet its adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in the San 

Francisco region, because of reduced water supply in San Francisco. 

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

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

unrecorded and buried archaeological deposits, archeological resources, human remains, or 

legaily-significant prehistoric depositions within the Colma Formation at the Oceanside WPCP. 

No constmction activities means that fugitive dust and criteria pollutant emissions would not 

occur and there would be no construction-related effects or disturbance to special-status species, 

including the California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, nesting birds and roosting bats! 

While the No Project Alternative would avoid or reduce impacts that would occur compared to 

those of the Project, the Project impacts would be fully mitigated through the adoption of 

identified mitigation measures. The only unmitigated impact lhat would occur with the Project is 

the Project's contribution to the WSIP impact of indirect impacts related to growth. To the extent 

that the 2 mgd of water supply from the Project contributes to growth, the Projecfs contribution 

to the indirect impacts associated with growth would not occur with the No Project Alternative. 

The Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet any of 

the project objectives, and because it would jeopardize the S F P U C ' s ability to meet the adopted 

WSIP goals and objectives as set forth in S F P U C Resolution No. 08-0200. 

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative 

Alternative B : Project Design Alternative, would locate the recycled water treatment plant at the 

San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot, a 2.3 acre site north of the Oceanside W P C P and east of 

the Great Highway. Under the Project as proposed, the site would be used for construction 

staging. Storage and pumping facilities that under the Project would be located at the Central 

Reservoir site in Golden Gate Park would instead be located with the recycled water treatment 

plant at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot. Under this Alternative, distribution pipelines 

would avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard and instead, 

distribution pipelines would run from the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot north to 



Wawona Street, then east to 34th Street, and north up 34th Street into Goiden Gate Park. 

Construction activities would be sequenced and staggered, reducing the amount of concurrent 

construction and extending the overall Project constmction duration. Staging would not occur at 

Harding Road and Herbst Road. Other aspects of the Project would remain unchanged and the 

Projectwould be abie to produce the same 5 mgd peak fiow amount, or 2 mgd annual average 

amount of recycled water. 

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. A s a result of decreasing 

the area of construction activities slightly by consolidating the treatment and storage facilities to 

one area at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot instead of at the Oceanside W P C P and 

Central Reservoir sites, the impacts on unknown archaeological resources and human remains 

would be reduced. This Alternative would eliminate the potential impacts to paleontological 

resources because it would avoid constmction in the Colma Formation beiow the Oceanside 

W P C P site. As a result of reducing impacts on cultural resources, the Alternative would make 

iess of a contribution to cumulative impacts on cultural resources. 

The daily impact on air quality wouid be iess under Alternative B than the Project. By 

construction sequencing and staggering constmction activities, Alternative B wouid reduce the 

amount of fugitive dust and criteria pollutants emitted at one time, thereby reducing the potential 

to exceed reguiatory thresholds based on emissions per day. However, the total amount of 

construction would not be reduced and the total amount of air pollution would be the same as for 

the Project. 

Alternative B would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to 

nesting birds because trees wouid not need to be removed between the Oceanside W P C P and the 

California National Guard property. Also, vegetation clearing at the Central Reservoir site would 

be avoided as would disturbance of trees on Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset Avenue. 

Pipeline construction that would instead occur on Wawona Street and 34th Avenue wouid disturb 

few trees. Alternative B also wouid reduce impacts on roosting bats by reducing construction near 

trees in the vicinity of the Oceanside W P C P , Lake Merced, and the Centrai Pump Station site 

where bats are thought most likely to roost. Finally, the elimination of constmction near Lake 

Merced, along Route 35/Skyline Boulevard, and near Harding and Herbst Roads, and elimination 

of most construction around the Central Reservoir site, would reduce impacts on the Western 

Pond turtle and California red-legged frog, which may be found in upland habitat in these areas. 

The only remaining areas where these species may be found, at Metson and Lioyd Lakes^ in 

Goiden Gate Park would have minimal constmction nearby, limited to installation of pipeline 

distribution lines. As a result of reduced impacts on biological resources under Alternative B , the 

contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources also wouid be reduced as compared to 

the Project. 

This Alternative aiso would increase certain impacts as compared to the Project and result in 

different impacts than the Project in the areas of noise, traffic, and energy use. Alternative B 

would increase construction and operational noise levels in the vicinity of the San Francisco Zoo 

by moving the construction activities and facilities approximately 900 feet closer to Zoo facilities 
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as compared to the Project. Increased noise could negatively impact Zoo animals. Operational 

noise impacts might be reduced through noise reduction berms. 

Shifting the location of construction of the recycled water treatment plant could increase truck 

traffic along the Great Highway and potentially require lane detours. Also, relocating distribution 

pipelines from Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset Avenue to Wawona Street and 34th 

Avenue would cause an increase in traffic on narrower roadways, possibly increasing traffic 

impacts. 

Finally, locating the recycled water storage reservoir at the Zoo parking lot instead of at the 

Central Reservoir site wouid require additional energy to pump recycled water over longer 

distances and elevations to customers north of the Central Reservoir site. Under the Project, four 

100 horsepower pumps (one standby) would be instailed at the Central Reservoir site in a new 

pump station to pump recycled water from the Central Reservoir to users in Golden Gate Park 

and north. There also wouid be three pumps with motors of up to 200 horsepower to pump 

recycled water from the treatment facility to the Central Reservoir site. Under Alternative B . a 

new pump station would be instaiied instead at the Zoo parking lot site, with three or more up to 

400 horsepower pumps installed to pump recycled water to ali the planned distribution points. By 

comparison, Alternative B would require more energy to distribute the recycled water to the same 

planned distribution points. 

The Project Design Alternative wouid meet all of the Project objectives and WSIP goals and 

objectives, although completion of the Project would be delayed due to a longer construction 

schedule, it is also possible that future treatment plant operations would be restricted because of 

proximity to the Zoo facilities and concern by the Zoo of disruption to Zoo activities and 

disturbance of animals. 

The S F P U C rejects the Project Design Alternative as infeasibie. While the Project Design 

Alternative wouid reduce some impacts to cultural resources, biological resources, and air 

quality, all of the Project impacts that it would reduce wii l be reduced to less than significant 

levels under the Project with the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The Project 

Design Alternative wiii increase other impacts in the areas of noise and traffic. It is possible that 

such effects, if significant, could be mitigated but may affect Project operations. Alternative B 

aiso would increase energy use by requiring the pumping of recycled water over a longer 

distances and elevations than under the Project, resulting in energy waste. Thus, the Project 

Design Alternative does not have a clear environmental benefit over the Project as the Project 

would mitigate its impacts and it is unclear whether the increased impacts ofthe Project Design 

Alternative can be fully mitigated. 

Most problematic from a feasibility perspective is the fact that the S F P U C does not have control 

over the proposed site for the co-located recycled water treatment plant, pump station, and water 

storage facilities at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking iot. The parking lot is under the 

management of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department with the premises leased to 

the nonprofit San Francisco Zoological Society. The S F P U C would need the consent of the San 

Francisco Zoo and the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Departments to obtain use of the site. 



The S F P U C has been informed that the Zoo has plans to use the site for necessary Zoo 

operations, including meeting stringent animal isolation and testing requirements. The San 

Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments are therefore, unlikely to readily agree 

to the S F P U C taking over use of the site. 

Under the circumstances, the S F P U C finds that the Project Design Alternative is not feasible as 

the site is currently and in the future projected to be needed by the San Francisco Zoo for its own 

operations In addition, even if the San Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments 

mi*ht eventually agree to the S F P U C ' s use of the site, the S F P U C is faced with an unpredictable 

period of delay in implementing the Project. Finally, the Project Design Alternative would result 

in minimal to no benefit to the environment. A l l Project impacts, with the exception of the WSIP-

related impact to growth are mitigable. On the other hand, the Project Design Alternative would 

cause energy waste and it would have the same WSIP-related impact to growth. For all of these 

reasons, the S F P U C rejects the Project Design Alternative as infeasibie. 

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative 

The Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate recycled water supply to Lincoln Park and the 

Presidio. Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a new underground storage reservoir and pump 

station would not be constructed at the Central Reservoir site and distribution pipelines north of

the Central Reservoir would be eliminated. The size of the recycled water treatment plant and 

storage at the Oceanside W P C P would be reduced somewhat and the construction duration would 

be shorter. As a result of these changes from the Project, the recycled water treatment plant would 

have a reduced peak-day capacity of 3.8 mgd instead of 5 mgd and an annual average capacity of 

1.7 mgd instead of 2.0 mgd. 

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. First, as a result of 

eliminating recycled water supply to Lincoln Park, significant potential impacts on human 

remains that may be associated with the former Golden Gate Cemetery site (e.g. Lincoln Park) 

would be avoided. Second, construction of a smaller recycled water supply treatment plant, 

eliminating new storage and pumping facilities at the Central Reservoir site, and eliminating 

distribution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir reduces the area of excavation, reducing 

potential exposure to unknown archeological resources and unknown human remains. Third, 

constructing a smaller recycled water treatment plant reduces potential impacts to paleontological 

resources that may be found in the Colma Formation as less excavation in that area would be 

required. Finally, by reducing cultural resource impacts, the contribution to cumulative impacts 

on cultural resources also would be reduced. 

Alternative C would not reduce the daily impact on air quality, but because total construction 

activities are reduced, the total volume of air pollution emitted during construction is less under 

Alternative C than the Project. 

Alternative C would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to 

nesting birds, California red-legged frog and western pond turtle as a result of reduced 

construction activities at the Central Reservoir site where these species could be impacted. As a 
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result of reduced impacts on biological resources under Alternative C, this alternative wouid 

make iess of a contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources as compared to the 
Project. 

Alternative C aiso would reduce energy usage as compared to the Project because it wouid 

eliminate the need to pump recycled water to Lincoln Park and the Presidio from the Centrai 

Reservoir site. Alternative C would also reduce the contribution to the WSIP's indirect growth 

inducing impact by reducing the amount of water that could be supplied to a growing population. 

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative would meet the Project objectives, which are to 

diversify the S F P U C ' s water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply 

in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water 

and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotabie uses by supplying those demands with 

recycled water. However, by reducing the capacity of the recycled water treatment plant. 

Alternative C would not provide the full amount of recycled water supply provided under the 

Project so the degree to which it would meet the iast of these objectives would be reduced 

somewhat. Alternative C wouid enable implementation of the SFPUC' s Groundwater Supply 

Project, approved by the S F P U C in December, 2013. because it wouid provide recycled water to 

Golden Gate Park, facilitating the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC' s 

Groundwater Supply Project, which calls for conversion of existing irrigation weiis in Golden 

Gate Park to potable use, providing 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. 

However. Alternative C wouid only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely 

directly on the contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives The 

WSIP aims to provide a totai of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water, 

groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount, 

the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annuai average would be 

derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. The Project would provide up to 2 mgd of 

recycled water on an annuai average basis, and 5 mgd peak day fiow, but under Alternative C this 

wouid be reduced to 1.7 mgd annual average and 3.8 mgd peak day flow. Under the project, 

currently identified customers have a demand of 1.6 mgd annua! average and 4 mgd peak-day' 

but customer served would be reduced to those with a demand of 1.38 mgd annuai average and 

2.81 mgd peak day. Customers at Lincoln Park and the Presidio that could use recycied^water 

would continue to use potable water sources for irrigation. 

To the extent that Alternative C fails to fully satisfy WSIP identified water supply goals and 

objectives as approved under S F P U C Resolution 08-0200, it would limit the SFPUC' s ability to 

provide water to customers during both drought and non-drought periods and may prevent the 

S F P U C from limiting rationing during drought periods to a maximum 20 percent systemwide. 

Customers in San Francisco would be most affected as water supply in the city would be reduced 

during peak demand periods by up to 1.2 mgd. As a result, the S F P U C may need to revise the 

WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. The Reduced Project Alternative would be the 

Environmentally Superior Alternative, other than the No Project Alternative. The Reduced 



Project Alternative would not increase any impacts and it would reduce impacts on cultural 

resources and biological resources. Also, it would reduce energy use and reduce the total amount 

of air pollution produced by the Project. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would still contribute to the WSIP's significant and unavoidable 

indirect impact related to growth, but to a lesser degree than for the Project, as it would provide 

0.3 mgd less of water supply on an annual average basis that could contribute to growth. 

The Commission rejects the Reduced Project Alternative as infeasible because it wi l l not allow 

the S F P U C to ful ly meet WSIP goals and objectives. Additionally, although this alternative 

would generally meet the S F P U C ' s objectives for the Project it would not satisfy the Project's 

third objective to the same degree as the Project, namely to reduce the use of potable water and 

groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled 

water. Likewise, it would only partiaiiy meet the WSIP goals and objectives, which rely directly 

on the up to 2 mgd of local recycled water supply on the west side of San Francisco that the 

Project would provide to fulf i l l systemwide level of service objectives. The total average yield 

under normal operations for the Reduced Project Alternative wouid be 1.7 mgd, causing the 

SFPUC to fall short of the 2 mgd annuai water supply designed for the Project and the WSIP 

identified supply need of 4 mgd from local recycled water supply by 2018. Although the S F P U C 

originally envisioned that the 4 mgd of recycled water would supply customers on the west side 

of San Francisco and now the S F P U C expects the west side recycled water demand to be 

somewhat reduced, the S F P U C has not revised its originally WSIP goal of obtaining 4 mgd from 

recycled water and is exploring recycled water supply options on the east side of the City. Thus, 

if the Project were sized below the Project size of 2 mgd annua) average, and designed not to 

serve Lincoln Park and the Presidio, some viable recycled water supply customers on the west 

side of San Francisco would not be able to make use of recycled water and instead would need to 

continue to use groundwater or imported surface water for irrigation and other nonpotable uses. 

Such a situation wouid be contrary to the WSIP goal of diversifying water supply options and 

improving use of new water resources, such as recycled water. For these reasons, the S F P U C 

rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible. 

VI. Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Pursuant to C E Q A Section 21081 and C E Q A Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby 

finds, after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific 

overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth 

below, independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is 

an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for 

approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to 

conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission wi l l 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 incoiporated by reference 

into this section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Section 

I. 
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On the basis of the above findings and ihe substantial evidence in the whole record of this 

proceeding, the Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits ofthe 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 ofthe Project have been 

eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. A l l 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 wil i have the following benefits: 

» The Project wil l expand and diversify the SFPUC' s water supply portfolio to increase system 

reliability, particularly for retail customers in San Francisco. The Project provides an 

additional 2 mgd of water supply from other than imported surface water, the main water 

supply source in the S F P U C water system. 

• The Project will increase the use of local water supply sources. The Project provides 2 mgd 

of recycled water to irrigators on the Westside of San Francisco who are now using imported 

potable surface water or groundwater for irrigation. 

• The Project wil l reduce dependence on imported surface water. The Project provides 2 mgd 
from local recycled water. 

• The Project, by providing recycled water for irrigation and lake refill in Golden Gate Park 

wil l enable the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUC' s San Francisco 

Groundwater Supply Project, which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd of potable groundwater 

supply. 

In addition, the Project will further the WSIP's goals and objectives. As part of the approval of 

Resolution 08-2000, the SFPUC adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations as to why the 

benefits of the WSIP outweighed the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the 

WSIP. This Statement of 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 C E Q A Findings. In addition, for 

the particular reasons set forth below, this Project helps to implement the followine benefits of 

the WSIP: 

• Implementation of the WSIP wiil reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes 

many features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water 

system as a means of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake 

scenario or even a disaster scenario not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the 

improvements to assure the water system's continued reliability, and developing it as part of a 



larger, integrated water security strategy, is critical to the Bay Area's economic security, 

competitiveness and quality of life. This Project provides a critical source of water - local 

recycled water - that wil l he available even if it is not possible for a period of time to obtam 

imported surface water from the S F P U C ' s regional water system. 

. The W S I P w o u l d meet S F P U C customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of 

retail and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset 

the remaining 20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail 

and wholesale service areas. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the 

WSIP, through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, 

and 10 mgd would be met through local conservation, recycled water and groundwater 

in the wholesale service area. Of the 10 mgd that would come from projects in San 

Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from local recycled water. This Project wouid provide 

up to 2 mgd of this critical 4 mgd of local recycled water. In addition, by providing recycled 

water to Golden Gate Park, this Project wil l enable implementation of the second phase of 

the S F P U C s San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd 

of potable groundwater for San Francisco residents, water that is currently used for irrigation 

and lake refill in Golden Gate Park. 

• The WSIP will substantially improve use of new water sources and drought management, 

including use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. A critical part of 

the WSIP is to provide water from new sources other than from imported surface water from 

the Hetch Hetchy Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project 

is important to meeting the WSIP goal of providing local recycled water in San Francisco. 

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

requirements. This Project, which will produce recycled water by treating sanitary sewage 

with microfiitratioiVultrafiltration. reverse osmosis, and ultraviolet light disinfection, will 

provide recycled water that meets or exceeds the California Department of Public Health 

requirements for disinfected tertiary recycled water. 

• The WSIP wi l l diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought periods. The 

Project supports this WSIP objective by providing up to 2 mgd of local recycled water during 

both drought and non-drought periods. 

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section 1 above, the 

Commission finds that the benefits of the Project and the Projecfs furtherance of the WSIP goals 

and objectives outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse 

environmentai effects are therefore acceptable. 
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S A N F R A N C I S C O W E S T S I D E R E C Y C L E D W A T 1 R P R O J E C T (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) - M I T I G A T I O N M O N I T O R I N G A N D REPORTING ri lOGRAM 

Impact 
No. Impact Summary Adopied Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

I Monitoring and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedule 

Cultutal and Paleonfologicil Rtr»ouites 

cp-a 'Flic p r o p o s e d project c o u l d 

cause a substantial adverse 

change in s ignif icance ol 

an archeological resource 

pursuant io Secl ion 

i M M .5(f). 

Mitigation Measure M-CF-£ Accidental Discover)' of Archeological Resources. 

I lw following measures shai l be i m p l e m e n t e d shou ld construction activities result 111 the 

accidental d iscovery n i <«i archeological resource: 

T h e fo l lowing mit igat ion measure is required lo a v o i d any potential adverse effect 

f r o m lhe proposed project on accidentally d iscovered b u n e d nr submerged historical 

resource;; as d e f i n e d i n C E Q A G u i d e l i n e s Sections 15064.5(a) a n d (c). The project 

sponsor sl\all distribute tlie P lanning H e p a r i n lent arc heoiogical resource " A L E R T " 

sheet lo the project pr ime i cn lrac tor ; lo .my project subcontractor ( inc lud ing 

demol i t ion, excavation, grad ing , foundat ion, i:te. tirms!; o r utilities firm i n v o l v e d i n 

soils d i s turb ing activities wi th in ihe project site Prior ta any soils d i s turb ing 

activities tie ing u n d e r t a k e n each contraclor 11 responsible tor ensur ing lhat the 

" A L E R T " sheet is circulated to ail f ie ld personnel inc luding , machine operators, he ld 

crew, supervisory personnel , etc. 'Ihe project sponsor shail p r o v i d e the 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l R e v i e w O f f i c e r ( E K O ) w i t h a s igned aff idavit f r o m lhe responsible 

parties (prime contractor, subcontract or(s), a n d utiiities firm} tu the E R O c o n f i r m i n g 

that ail f ie ld personnel have received copies o f t h e Alert Sheet 

S h o u l d any indicat ion o l an archeologii a) resource be encountered d u n n g any =ods 

d i s turb ing activity of the project, tlie project H e a d f o r e m a n a n d / o r project sponsor 

shal l immediate ly not i fy the P R O and shall immediate ly suspend any soils 

d i s turbing activities i n d ie vicinity of lhe d iscovery unti l trie lUtO has de termined 

w h a i add i t i ona l measures shou ld be undertaken. 

If (lie E R O determines that an archeological resource may be present within ihe 

project sue, the project sponsor shall retain the services of a qual i f ied aicheological 

consultant, based o n standards d e v e l o p e d b y tlie P l a n n i n g Department archeologis t 

T h e archeological consultant shali evaluate the discovered material a n d advise the 

f j K O as to whether Ihe discovery f u s i o n cal d unitjUc retains sufficient integrit) a n d 

ts ol potential sc ienldie/histoncal /eul tural s igmfkartce. If a significant archeological 

resource is jireseni, the archeoiogical consultant shal l make a recommendat ion as lo 

what action, it any. is warranted. Based on tins m l or mat ion, tlie f U O may require, i l 

warranted, specific addi t iona l measures to be i m p l e m e n t e d b y the project sponsor 

i n c l u d i n g avoidance measures o r other appropriate mit igat ion 

Measures might include: preservation in situ of Ihe archeological resource, an 

archeological m o n i t o r i n g p r o g r a m ; or an archeological testing/data recovery 

program. If an archeological m o n i t o n n g p r o g r a m o r archeological testing p r o g r a m is 

required , M shal l be consistent with the E P d n is ion guidelines for such prugrarrts. 

l l ie E R O m a y also require that the project sponsor immediate ly implement a site 

security program if the archeological resource is at nsS. f rom v a n d a l i s m , l o o t i n g or 

other d a m a g i n g acnons. 

The project archeological consultant shall submit a f i n a l Archeo log ica l Resources 

Report ( F A R R ) to il ie E R O that evaluates ihe historical significance of any 

discovered archeologii a l resource a n d descr ib ing tlie archeotogkat a n d historical 

research methods e m p l o y e d in the archeological testing/data recovery program(s) 

undertaken Information tha i may put ai risk any archeological ivsourcc shall be 

p r o v i d e d in a separale removable insert within the tmal report. 

S F P U C E M B 

S H ' U C C M K 

S F P U C C M l S / t f E M 

(Archeologist) 

S f P U C C M ft B E M 

(Archeologist) 

11) S F l ' U C B E M 

'2) S f P U C B E M 

j 3) S F l ' U C B E M a n d E R O 

4) S F P U C B E M a n d fcRO 

I 3) 

Ensure that measures related to archaeological [ II 

discovers are i n c l u d e d in contract documents . j 

tsnsure trial ait personne l attend e n v i r o n m e n t a l t ra in ing j 

pr ior to beg inn ing work, receive ' ' A l . f s K T ' sheet, and [ ^ 

sign the training sign-il l sheeis. M a i n t a i n hie of j 

s ignalure sheets for submittal to fcRO. M o n i t o r io j ^ 

ensure that the contractors i m p l e m e n t measures in 

contract document , report non-compl iance a n d ensure ! 

corrective action- ! 

Evaluate llie potential d iscovery a n d adv i se Ihe fcRO as [ 

to lhe s ignif icance of the discovery . If warranted, 

proceed with measures that may inc lude the fo l l owing: 

a On-s i te preservat ion o!" resource, 

b. Archaeo log ica l m o n i t o r i n g p r o g r a m ivith pr ior 

r e v i e w / a p p r o v a l of E R O ; or 

c. Archaeo log ica l festrngidatu recovery p r o g r a m with 

p r i o r r e v i e w / a p p r o v a l of E R O . 

Prepare a Final Archaeo log ica l Resources Report. 

Submit to £ R O for review a n d a p p r o v a l . Submit to 

others as required once a p p r o v e d by E R O 

Des ign 

Pre construction a n a 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

i'osf Cons truct ion 

B £ M - (SfPUC} Bureau of Environmental Manayement C M B = tSFPUCj Constfuction Munaaernenl Bureau E R O = SF Planhtog DeparMoonT EtMfon mental Review Orlic*r U 3 F W 3 = UndeO States l : e n arid WlKJMe Service 

C D F W ••• California Department ot Fish and Wildlife tMEt = ISFPUC) Eriginesnng Management Bureau S F P U C = San FfanctscQ Pufcltc Utilities Commission 

'i WsstsHta Ke^yHaU WatetE Preset 1 Enfirsnmsntal '̂ Emrii-.g Cose No. J6US.M913S: 

toaust XOtb 



S A N F R A N C I S C O W E S T S I D E R E C Y C L E D W A T E R P R O J E C T (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 200S.OQ912E) - M I T I G A T I O N M O N I T O R I N G A N D R E P O R T I N G P R O G R A M (Continued) 

J j Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact 
No. [ Impact Summary Adopied Mitigation Measures ; Responsible Party | 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

i 
1 
| Monitoring and Reporting Actions j Implementation Schedule 

Cultural and Pakontological Reaources (cont) 

CP-2 

(cont.) 

T h e project c o u l d directly or 

indirectly destroy a u n i q u e 

paleontological resource o r 

site or u n i q u e geologic 

feature. 

C o p i e s ol Ihe Dealt 1 A R K shal l be sent to the E R O lor review a n d a p p r o v a l O n c e 

a p p r o v e d by the E R O , copies ot the F A R R shall be distr ibuted as fol lows: C a l i f o r n i a 

Archeo log i ca l Site Survey N W 1 C shali receive one (1) c o p y a n d tlie E i t O shal l receive 

a c o p y of the transmittal of the F A R R to the N W I C 'Hie E n v i r o n men tai P larming 

d iv i s ion ot Ihe F l a n n i n g Department shall receive one b o u n d opy, one u n b o u n d 

c o p y a n d one unlocked , searchable copy on compact disk (CD) three copies of the 

F A R R a long with copies of any formal site recordat ion forms ( C A D P R 523 series) 

and/or documentat ion for nominat ion to ihe Nat ional Register of 1 l i s ioric 

1'laces/Call Iornia Kegisler o i 1 hs luneai Resources. In instances of h igh pub l i c interest 

or interpret ive value, the E R O may require a different f inal report content, format, 

a n d d i s tr ibut ion than thai presented above-

M i t i g a t i o n M e a s u r e M - C P - 3 : A c c i d e n t a l D i s c o v e r y nf Fa l eonta log i ca l Resources 

The. fo l lowing measures i h a l l be i m p l e m e n t e d shou ld construction at the recycled water 

treatment plant site result i n the accidental d iscovery of paleontological resources: 

To reduce the potential lor the proposed project fo result i n a significant impact o n 

paleontological resources, the S H ' U C shal l arrange tor a paleonlologieaS tra in ing by 

a qua l i f i ed paleontologist regarding the potential for such resources to exist in the 

project site a n d hoiv to identify such resources. T h e training cou ld consist ot a 

recorded presentation o f t h e initial training that c o u l d be reused lor new personnel . 

The training shal l also i n d u d e a review ot penalties lor loot ing a n d disturbance of 

these resources. A n alert sheet shai l be prepared by the qual i f ied paleontologist a n d 

shal l inc lude the fo l lowing: 

1. A discuss ion of the potential to encounter paleontological resources. 

2. Instructions for report ing observed loot ing of a pa leonio logk al resource; a n d 

instructions that if a paleontological deposit is encountered wi th in a project area, 

all soi l -disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposi t shall cease a n d the 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l Review O l l i c e r ( E R O ) shal l be not i f i ed immediate ly . 

3. W h o to contact i n the event of art unant ic ipated discovery . 

If potential fossils aie d iscovered b y construction crews, all earthwork or ether types 

of g r o u n d disturbance within 50 feet oi the h n d shal l stop immediate ly u n n l the 

qua l i f i ed profess ional paleontologist can assess the nature a n d importance of tlie 

f i n d . Based o n the Scientific value or uniqueness of ihe f ind , the paleontologist m a y 

record the f i n d and al low work to continue o r r e c o m m e n d salvage a n d recovery of 

the fossil Ihepaleontoiogis t may also propose modi1'uations lo the s lop -work 

radius b a s e d o n the nature o f t h e f i n d , site geology, a n d the acii vtties occurr ing o n 

the site. If treatment a n d s a l v a g e d required , recommendat ions shall b e consistent 

with S V T 1995 guidel ines a n d currently accepted scientific pradn-c . and shall be 

subject lo review j n d a p p r o v a l b y the E R O or designee If required , treatment for 

fossil remains may inc lude preparat ion arid recovery of fossil materials so that they 

can be h o u s e d i n an a p p r o p n a t e m u s e u m or univers i ty collection, a n d may also 

inc iude preparat ion ol a report tor publ icat ion descr ib ing the (inds T h e S F l ' U C shall 

be respon-ahle lor ensur ing lhal treatment is implemented a n d reported to the San 

Francisco P l a n n i n g Departmeni . if no report is required , dte S F P U C shal l 

nonetheless ensure thai in format ion o n Ihe nature, location, and d e p t h of a)! f inds is 

readily available to the scientific communi ty t h r o u g h u iuvers i iy curation or other 

a p p r o p n a t e mean.-. 

1) Si-PVC E M B 

2) S F P U C C M IS/BE M 

(Paleontologist) 

3) S F F U C C M B / B E M 

1) . S F l ' U C H F M 

2) S F P U C B E M a n d E R O 

3} S F l ' U C B E M a n d E R O 

1} bnsure fhat contract documents m c l u d e the l isted 

measures related to paleontological resources. 

2) O b t a i n a n d rev iew resume or other documenta t ion o n 

paleontologist 's qual i f icat ions. Ensure that contractor's 

staff participate in the env ironmenta l training p n o r to 

beg inn ing w o r k a n d s ign lhe f r a m i n g s ign-m sheet. 

M a i n t a i n fiie of s i g n - i n slieets. 

3) In the event ol a d iscovery, c o n f i r m suspens ion of 

work, examine fossil , a n d advise the F O R to ihe 

significance of the d i scovery . Kar thwork a n d g r o u n d 

disturbance m the vic inity of f i n d shal l stop unt i l 

qua l i f i ed paleontologist can assess na turp / im por lance 

nl l i n d a n d make a r e c o m m e n d a t i o n regarding further 

action. 

4} M o n i t o r to ensure thai Ihe contractor implements 

measures in con irac i documents i n t r u d i n g i n s u r i n g 

that a l ! potential d i scovenes are reported as r e q u i r e d 

a n d ihat conlractor suspends work i n ihe vic inity . 

Report n o n c o m p l i a n c e a n d ensure corrective action. 

Des ign 

^reconstruction . 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

B E M == i S F P U C ) Bureau ot Environmental ManaQemont C M B = (SFPUC) Construction Management Bureau E R D - S F Planning Department Environmental Reviuw Officer U S F W S s united States Fish and VWMirfe Service 

C D F W - California Department of Fish and Wikilife E M B = (SFPUC) Engineering Management Bureau S F P U C = San Francisco PuBlic Utilities Commission 

Sai* Francisc" Wi?staiOe K&tyclpd VValfi Piquet 
MMHF' 

2 Environmental Planning Cass No. S J M I . O S S I E 
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Impact 

No. 

Cultural and Paleontalogicil Rescmices (cont.) 

CP-4 T h e p r o p o s e d project c o u l d 

accidentally dL-turb 

u n k n o w n h u m a n remains, 

i n c l u d i n g those inferred 

outs ide of forma! cemeleries. 

Cons truct ion nf the p r o p o s e d 

project a l o n g C l e m e n t Street 

f r o m 3*ith A v e n u e to TJrh 

A v e n u e on the south side of 

L i n c o l n P a r k c o u i d d i s t o r t 

h u m a n remains associated 

w i t h the histunc- per iod 

G o l d e n Gate Cemelery . 

Mitigation Measure M-CF-4: Accidental Discovery of Unknown Human Remains. 

Tlie following measme:- shal l be implemented shou ld cunstnict iun activities, all o l which 

are outs ide a dedicated cemetery, result in ihe accidental discover}' of prev ious ly 

u n k n o w n h u m a n remains a n d associated cul tural materials; 

T h e treatment ut h u m a n remains . m d of associated or unassociated iunerary objects 

d iscovered d u r i n g any so i l -d is turbing activities shall c o m p l y with appl icable state 

laws T h i s shall inc lude immediate notif ication ot the coroner of the county wi th in 

w h i c h tiie project i i located lor (1) a determination l h a l no investigation e l the cause 

of death is required; a n d (ii) in lhe event of tlie coroner's determinat ion that the 

h u m a n remains are Nat ive A m e r i c a n , notification of tiie C a l i f o r n i a Native A m e r i c a n 

Heri tage C o m n u s s t i n , which shall appoint a Most Like ly Descendant ( M L D ) (PRC 

Section 5097.98). ' ihe archaeological consu l tant S F P U C , a n d M L D shali m a t e all 

reasonable efforts to deve lop an agreement for the treatment, with appropnate 

dignity, of h u m a n remains a n d associated or unassociated tunerary objeits t C E Q A 

G u i d e l i n e s Section 15(Mi4.Sjdj) 'Ihe agreement s h o u l d take into cons iderat ion ttie 

appropriate excavation, removal , recordation, analysis, custodianship, curaf ion , a n d 

final d ispos i t ion o f t h e h u m a n remains a n d associated or imassociated funetary 

objects. The F K C al lows 24 hours to reach agreement o n these matlers. If the M L D 

a n d the other parties d o not agree o n the reburlal method , tlie S F P U C shal l fo l low 

Sectmn 5097 9S(bj of the P R C , w h i c h suites thai "the l andowner or his o r her 

author ised representative shall i t m i e i tiie h u m a n remains a n d items associated with 

N a t i v e A m e r i c a n bur ia l s wills appropriate dignity o n the property i n a location not 

subject to further subsurface disturbance." 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: ArchEoIogkal Monitoring Program. 

K a s e d o n the potential that h u m a n remains associated v. i th if ie hi stone-period G o l d e n Gate 

Cemetery m a y be present (buned) w ithm the project aiva, ihe fo l lowing measures s i i a l lbr 

undertaken to a v o i d any potentially significant adverse effect f r o m the proposed project on 

the h u m a n remains if e s p o s t d d u r i n g construction. T h e project sponsor shall retain the 

sei-viccs of a qual i f ied archeological consultant, based on standards deve loped by ttie 

P l a n n i n g Department archeologist. Ihe archeological consultant shall undertake an 

archeological moni tor ing p n ' g r a m ( A M P ) as specified h e r e i n In addition, the consultant 

shall be available lo conduct an .itchedlogical data recovery p r o g r a m 1 A D K V ) it required 

pursuant to this measure. H i e archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in 

accordance with this measuie at the direction o i the Environmenta l Review Off icer ( F K C ) . 

All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted fitst 

a n d directly So tile t ' R O for review a n d comment, a n d sliall be considered draft reports 

subject to revision unti l final a p p r o v a l by the l iRO. Archeological m o n i t o n n g and/or data 

recovery programs required by Ellis measure could suspend construction o f t h e project for 

up tu a m a x i m u m of lour weeks. A l the direct ion of the F R O , the suspension of 

construction can be extended b e y o n d f o u r weeks only it such a suspension is the only 

feasible means fo reduce to a less than ssgnifir ant level potential effects cm a significant 

archeolugi ial resource as def ined m C E Q A Guidel ines Sect. 150M 5 (ai(c) 

Arc/teoiojj ic i i i Aic ini for inj; I'mgram The areheologieal consultant shal l prepare - m d 

submit lo llie E R O for review a n d a p p r o v a l an A M P for the g r o u n d d i s t u r b i n g activihes 

associated with construction of d is tr ibut ion pipel ines along C l e m e n t Street f r o m 

lififh A v e n u e fo 39ih A v e n u e o n the souih side of L i n c o l n Park a n d a connect ion point io 

; 2) 

S F P U C E M B 3) S F P U C B E M 

S F P U C C M B / B E M t 2) S F P U C B E M 

(Archeologist) j 3 ) S F P U C BEM anJ K80 

S F P U C C M B / B E M 

1) Ensure that contract documents inc lude measures 

related iu discovery of h u m a n re-mains. 

2) If potential h u m a n remains or funerary objects are 

encountered, mobi l i ze an archeologist lo con l i r in 

existence uf h u m a n remains i l h u m a n remains are 

c o n f i r m e d , p e r f o r m required coord ina t ion and 

notifications. 

3) M o n i t o r io ensure thai the contractor implement s 

measures i n contract documents i n c l u d i n g i n s u r i n g 

that al! potential h u m a n remains are reported as 

required a n d that contractor suspends w o r k in the 

vicinity. Report n o m o m p l i a n c e a n d ensure corrective 

action. 

1) Des ign 

2} C o n s t r u c t i o n 

3) Cons truct ion 

i ) S F P U C C M B / B E M 

(Archeologist) 

21 S F P U C tifcM 

(Archeologist) 

3) S F l ' U C C M i S / M M 

*) S F P U C B h M 

(Archeologist) 

1) S F P U C B E M a n d E K O 

2) S F C U C B E M a n d H K O 

3) S F P U C ISBMand F R O 

4) S F T U C B E M a n d E K O 

Prepare a n d i m p l e m e n t an Archeo log i ca l M o n i t o r i n g 

P r o g r a m in consultat ion with E R O . S u b m i f A M P io lhe 

E K O lor review a n d approv. i l . If h u m a n remains are 

encountered, p e r f o r m requ ired coord inat ion a n d 

notifications. D o e u m e n i a e t i n ties i n m o n i t o r i n g logs. 

11 n ' q m r e d by the E K O , prepare A r c h e o l o g i c a l D a t a 

Recovery Plan a n d submi t for review a n d a p p r o v a l lo 

E R O . 

M o n i t o r to ensure ihat contractor implements 

appl icable measures i ° contract documents . Report 

noncompl iance , a n d ensure corrective act ion 

Prepare Final Archeo log i ca l Resources K e p o r i (f A SII) 

to d o c u m e n t historical s ignif icance of any d i scovered 

a r r h e o l n g k a l resource a n d s u b m i t to E R O . 

1} PieeonstruetioiV 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

2) Preconstruct ion/ 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

3) C o n s t r u c t i o n 

4) P' js l -aHistruct ion 

B E M = (SFPUC) Bureau of Environmental Management C M B ~ (SFPUC) Coristmaian Management Bureau E R O = SF Planning Department Environmental Review OfBcer U S F W S = United States Fish anO vvlkilife Servile 
G U F W ~ California Dspartmenl ol Fish and WiWiflO LMB = (SFPUC) knguieering Management Bureau S F P U C = San Frands&o Public. Utilities CummlsSKiii 

ErH.nnfncntsi Planning Casa fsc losa.OQ9i£' 
f*U9L16l 20f s-



S A N F R A N C I S C O W E S T S I D E R E C Y C L E D W A T E R P R O J E C T <SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.009HE) - M I T I G A T I O N M O N I T O R I N G A N D R E P O R T I N G P R O G R A M (Continued) 

Impact 
No. Impact Summary Adopted Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Moni iur ing and Reporting Program 

Monitoring and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedule 

Cultural and FaleontelAgica] Resources (cunt) 

the L i n c o l n Park P u m p Station. T h e A M P shali be conducted m accordance with the 

a p p r o v e d A M P . T h e A M P sha l l m i n i m a l l y inc lude the f o l l o w i n g provis ions: 

• T h e archeological consultant, project sponsor, a n d F R O shall meet and consult on the 

scope ot the A M P reasonably pr ior lo any project-related joiis d i s turb ing activities 

c o m m e n c i n g . I h e E K O in consultat ion with the archeological consultant shall 

determine w h a t project activities shal l be archeoiogically m o n i t o r e d a n d the 

frequency fn most cases, any soils d i s turb ing activities, such as demol i t ion , 

f o u n d u f i u n removal excavation, g r a d i n g utilities installation, foundat ion work, 

d r i v i n g of piles ( foundat ion, s h o r i n g etc.), site remediation, etc., shal l require 

archeological m o n i t o n n g because of the risk these activities pose io potential h u m a n 

remains a n d to their deposit ional content; 

• T h e anheolcsgical consultant shall advise all project contractors to b e on the alert for 

evidence of the pre&etue of tlie e< pec ted resou reels!, of hoiv to identity the evidence 

of ihe expected resoui i.e(s), a n d ot the a p p r o p n a t e protocol tn tiie event ot apparent 

d iscovery of h u m a n remains; 

• l h e an.heoli igieai unmilorfs) shall be present on tlie project site according to a 

schedule agreed u p o n by the archeological consultant a n d the E K O unOl the E K O lias, 

i n consultat ion with pruject archeological consultant, d e t e r m i n e d lhat project 

construction activities c o u l d have no effects on h u m a n remains; 

• l h e arcl ieological m o n i t o r shal l record artd be author ized to collect soil samples and 

artifactuaf/ccofaclual material as warranted for analysis , 

• If h u m a n remains are encountered, all so i l s -dis turbing activities in the vic inity of ihe 

f i n d shall cease. T h e archeological moni tor shall be e m p o w e r e d to temporari ly 

redirect de inoht ion /e i cava l ion /p i l e d r M n g i c o n s t r u c i i o n activities and equipment 

unt i l (he l ind is evaluated i h e areiieologici) consultant shal l immediately not i fy ihe 

E1KQ ot the encountered h u m a n remains. 

l i h u m a n remains art* encountered, there shal l be n o further excavat ion or disturbance ot 

the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overl ie adjacent h u m a n remains u n b l 

the SFPLiL" immediate ly nut dies Ihe San Franchito C o u n t y i M o n e r for (i) a determinat ion 

lhal no investigation ot the cause o l death is required , a n d (u) a de i er in inauon whether 

the h u m a n remains are Nat ive A m e n c a n . lf ihe h u m a n remains are not Nat ive A m e r i c a n , 

a n d if ihe coroner determines the remains are not subject to his or her authority, the E R O 

in consultation with the archeological consultant shal l determine if addit ional measures 

are warranted A d d i t i o n a l measures thai may be undertaken m c l u d e addi t iona l 

archeological testing and/or an A D R P tf the E R O determines lhat the h u m a n remains 

c o u l d be adversely affected b y the proposed project, a i the discret ion o£ the project 

sponsor either: 

A) (he p r o p o s e d protect shall be re-des igned so as lo avo id any adverse effect on the 

h u m a n remains; o r 

li) A data recovery p r o g r a m shal l be implemented , unless ihe E K O determines i h a i the 

f ind is ot greater interpretive than research significance a n d that interpretive use of 

the f ind is leasihle. 

ArcJieologi.-td Oat* Reci'very P r o g r a m , ii" r equ ired by the E R O , the archeological data 

recovery p r o g r a m shall be conducted i n accord with an A D R P l h e archeological 

consultant, project sponsor, a n d E K O - h a l l meet a n d consult on the scope ol the A D R P 

B E M = (SFPUC) Bureau of Environmental Management C M B = (SFPUC) Construction Management Bureau ERO = SF Banning Department Environmental Review Officer U B P W S = United States Fisft ano WiktUie Service 

C D F V V ^ CatitomiaDepattnwnlof Fish and Wildlife E M B = (SFPUC) Engineering Management Bureau S F P U C = San Frandsco Public Utilities Curnmisssofi 

EnviiuumBJilai Planrins Caae fie ilSCS iWSIE 
Aiiyuit 2915 



S A N F R A N C I S C O W E S T S I D E R E C Y C L E D W A T E R P R O J E C T (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2O08.D<m2E) - M I T I G A T I O N M O N I T O R I N G A N D R E P O R T I N G P R O G R A M (Continued! 

Impact 
No. lmpaci Summary Adopted Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Monitonng and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedule 

Cultural and Paleonliilagical Resources trontd 

CP-5 p n o r to preparation o l a drutt A D R P T h e archec.lsigicai consultant sha l l submit a draft 

A D R P fo the L R U . t h e A D R P shal l identity h o w thi; p r o p o s e d data recovery p r o g r a m 

wi l l preserve the significant in format ion the archeological resource is expected fo 

contain l h a l is. the A D R P wi l l identify what seientitiefhis tor teal research questions are 

apphcable lo tbe expected resource, w h a t data classes the resource II. expected to possess, 

a n d h o w Ihe expected data classes w o u i d address the appi icabie research questions. O a i a 

recovery, in general, shou ld be l imited to the port ions of the h is toncal property that 

c u u l d be adversely a f f e c l e d b y the p r o p o s e d project. Destructive data recovery methods 

shal l not be a p p l i e d to portions of ihe archeological resources if nondestruct ive methods 

are pra i tical. 

l l i e scope of the A D R P shall inc lude Ihe f o l l o w i n g elements. 

- f'idd Method* ami Pju.ciitvres. Descript ions of proposed he ld strategies, procedures, 

a n d operations 

• Cataloguing ami Laboratory Analysis. Descr ipt ion of selected cataloguing system a n d 

arlitact analysis pro i edures 

• Discard, nnd Deucststuen Polity. Descr ip t ion of a n d rationale lor f ie id a n d post-f ie ld 

d i scard a n d deaccession policies. 

• hifiTprt'lii*' I'rvgrjm. C o n s i d e r a t i o n ui an on-site/ofl-sitc pub l i c mte ipret ive p r o g r a m 

d u r i n g the course of tbe A D R I ' . 

• Security Mfvisiiera. R e c o m m e n d e d security measures fo protect the .ireheoloj-ic.il 

resource from vandali'.rit, looting, and rum-inlet!tjonaHy d a m a g i n g act iut ies 

• /'iiiiii Report Descnpt ion of p r o p o s e d report format a n d distr ibution of results. 

• Curniion. Descript ion ol tlie p iocedures a n d res n m m e u d a l i o n s lor the curation of any 

recovered data h a v i n g potential research value, identif icat ion of a p p r o p n a t e curat ion 

facili lies, a n d a s u m m a r y of the accession policies of the curat ion facilities. 

final Arrhcotvgi tui Resources Report, l l i e arcbeoiugical cwisul iant shall submit a Draf t 

F i n a l Archeo log i ca l Resources Report ( F A R R ) to tlie F R O fli.it evaluates the historical 

significance of a m d i scovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and 

j historical research methods e m p l o y e d i n Ihe archeological testmg/mnni toon ft/data 

I recovery program(s) undertaken. Informat ion (hat m a y put at risk any archeological 

resource shal l be p r o v i d e d in a separate removable insert within tbe l inal report. 

O i tee a p p r o v e d by the F R O , copies of the F A R R shal l be d is tr ibuted as fol lows' C a l i f o r n i a 

Archaeologica l Site Survey N W 1 C shali receive one (1) copy a n d the K K O shal l receive a 

copy of tiie transmittal ol the F A R K to five N W i C the E n v i r o n m e n t a l P lanning d iv i s ion 

of the P l a n n i n g Department shal l receive one b o u n d , one u n b o u n d a n d one unlocked , 

.searchable i ' D F c o p y o n C D of the F A K R a long with copies of any formal site recordat ion 

forms (Cal i fornia Department ot Parks a n d Secreal ion 523 series) and /or documenta t ion 

for nominat ion to the N a t i o n a l Register ol I l istoric I'lacesA'alsfornia Register of 

i i i s i o r i c a l Resources, h i instances of h igh pub l i c interest in or the h igh interpretive value 

of: live resource, the E R O may reuuire a different f inal report ..ontent, turmat, and 

dis tr ibut ion itian i h a i pn-senied above. 

B S M = (SFPUC) Bureau uf Environmental Management C M B = (SFPUC) Construction Management Bureau E R O = S F Planning Department Environ mental Review Officer U S F W S = Uniieti States Fish arid Wikllife Service 
C D F W = California Department of Fish and WHrjlifa E M B - (SFPUC) Engineering. Management Bursaii S F P U C = San Francisco Public Utiiilms Commission 

EiiviiMmeniaf Planning Cose Ho. ZMS.ncojg 
August 20",^ 



S A N F R A N C I S C O W E S T S I D E R E C Y C L E D W A T E R P R O J E C T (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2u0S.0Q912E) - M I T I G A T I O N M O N I T O R I N G A N D R E P O R T I N G P R O G R A M (Continued) 

Impact 
No. Impact Summary Adopted Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Monitoring and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedule 

Cultural and Paleontologies! Resources (cont) 

c-cp l h e proposed project t o u i J ! Implement Mit igat ion Measures M - C P - 2 (Accidenta l Discovery ot Archeotop 

result i n c u m u l a t i v e l y 

cons iderable impacts related 

to historical , archaeological , 

or paleontological resources 

oi h u m a n reinains. 

:ical 

Resources), M - C P - 3 (Accidenta l D i scovery of Paleontological Resources). M - C P - 4 

(Ai. cidental D i scovery of U n k n o w n H u m a n Remains) , a n d M - C P - 5 (Archeological 

M o n i t o r i n g Program). 

See respective mit igat ion measures 

A u Quality 

AQ-2 I h e proposed projert s 

construct ion activities w o u l d 

generate t u g m v e uust ano 

criteria air pollutants, a n d 

cou ld violate an air quality 

s tandard or contribute 

substantial ly to an exist ing 

o r projected air quality 

violation 

Mihgauon Measure M-AQ-2: Coiutruction kmi&Bions Minimization. 

A . Additional Exhaust Cuatrol Measures, i n addi t ion to c o m p l y i n g witn the Clean 

Construct ion O r d i n a n c e requirements (use of biodiesel fuel grade B20 or higher, and 

cither meets or exceeds Tier 2 engines or operate wirl i tlie most effective V D E C S for off-

road equipment), average construction reiated N O ' emissions from all over lapping 

project components shall not exceed .">! p o u n d s per day. Tl ie construction contract 

specifications shall require the contractor to submit a comprehensive inventory of all 

of f -road construction equipment greater than 25 horsepower a n d operating for more 

than 20 total hours over the entire durat ion oi construction activities, l h e hiveniory 

shall mc lude each vehicle' 1; license plate number , l imsepower rating, engine product ion 

year, a n d projected hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece of e q u i p m e n t T l i e 

inventory shall demonstrate, through the use of Tier 3 engines (or engines retrofitted 

with C A R B l e v e l 3 V e r i f i e d Diesel Emissions C o n t r o l Strategy ), that tlie combined 

average emissions i r o m all over lapping project t o m p o n e i u i shail not exceed 54 pounds 

per day. T l i e contractor shall update the inventory a n d submit it month ly fo tlie S F P U C 

throughout tlie duration of tne project. 

S F P U C E M B 

S F P U C C M i J / I J E M 

| 1) S F P U C K K M 

:2] S F P U C H E M / 

hnsure all a p p r o p n a t e language incorporated into 

contract documents 

M o n i t o r to ensure that contractor implements measures 

i n contract documents i n c l u d i n g tlie u p d a t e a n d 

m o n t h l y submitta l o l c o m p r e h e n s i v e inventories to tlie 

SE1 [ 'UC throughout the durat ion of tfie project 

Des ign 

C o n s true, tion 

Biological Resources 

81-1 I l h e project w o u l d 

potentially have a substantial 

adverse effect, c i titer d i r c l k 

or through habitat 

modifications', o n species 

ident i f ied as candidate, 

sensitive, ur "-pedal-status 

species i n locai or regional 

plans, policies, or 

regulations, or b y the C D F W 

or U S F W S . 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-la; Nesting Bird Protection Measures. 

Nest ing b i r d i and their n e s t shall be protected d u n n g construction b y use of the fol lowing: 

• C o n d u c t i n g vegetation and iree r e m o v a l a n d construction acrrviiies outside the b i r d 

nest ing season (February 1 to A u g u s t 30), to the extent feasible. 

• If construction occurs d u r i n g die b i r d nest ing season, a qual i f ied wi ld l i fe biologist 

w o u l d conduct pre ions lruc t ion s u r i e y s within seven days cf Ihe start ef construction 

or after any construct ion breaks ol 14 days or more to identify active nests. A neat is 

def ined to be active for raptors if there is a pair of raptors d i s p l a y i n g reproduenve 

behavior (i.e., courting) at the nest and/or if the nest contains eggs o r chicks. Surveys 

shall be p e r f o r m e d for the project site a n d suitable habitat within 250 (pet o f t h e 

project site ui order to locate any active passerine nests a n d wi th in 50X1 leet of the 

project site to tlie e i tent access is granted h y other property owners tu locate any 

active raptor (birds of prey) nesis or double-crested cormorant o r h e r o n rookeries. 

• It active nc-sts are located d u r i n g tlie precons lrucf ion b i r d nesting survey , the wi ld l i f e 

biologist shal l evaluate if the schedule of construct ion activities c o u l d aifect tlie active 

nes l a n d the f o l l o w i n g measures shall be i m p l e m e n t e d based o n their determinat ion: 

1. If construct ion is not l ike ly lo affect the active nest, it may proceed without 

n'Slnction; however , a bitilojjisl shal l regularly moni tor the nest tu * on l i rn i then-

is no adverse e l fecl a n d m a y revise their determinat ion at any l ime d u r i n g lhe 

nest ing season, i n this case, the fo l lowing measure w o u l d apply . 

S F P U C E M B 

S F P U C C M B / B E M 

(Qual i f i ed tfiologisi) 

S F P U C C M S 

S F P U C B E M 

S F P U C M M 

S F P U C H U M 

Ensure that requirements related to nest ing b i r d 

protect ion are i n c l u d e d m contract documents . 

Lib tain and review resume or other d o c u m e n t a t i o n of 

consul t ing biologist's qual i f icat ions C o n d u c t surveys a 

required . If active nests are located d u r i n g survey; 

establish but ler /ones , consul t ing w i t h U S F W S / C D F W 

as necessary, a n d moni tor regularly D o c u m e n t 

m o n i t o r i n g activities m logs-

M o n i t o r to ensure that contractor^) implement s 

measures i n contract documents Report 

n o n e o m p bance, a n d ensure corrective action 

Des ign 

f reconstruction a n d 

C o n s t r u e d o n 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

B E M = ( S F P U C ; Bureau ol Environmental Management 
C D F W = California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

C M B = ( S f P U C ) Coaslnictron Management Qureau 
EMB = (SFPUC) Ensjineenng Manafls merit Bureau 

E R C = SP Plannina Department Environmental Review ONkei 
S F P U C = San Francisco Pubiic Utilities Commission 

U S F W S = United Slatas Rati atiO Wildlife Service 

'San Francisco WiHtaiOe KecyijMl Waist pidjej 6 EiiviFuismeniaS Planning Case Mo. 20oa.K91E 



S A N F R A N C I S C O W E S T S I D E R E C Y C L E D W A T E R P R O J E C T (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2Q08.0(»12E) - M I T I G A T I O N M O N I T O R I N G A N D R E P O R T I N G P R O G R A M {Continued) 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact I t Reviewing and 
No. j Impact Summary j Adopted Mitigation Measures ; Responsible Party Approval Party Monitoring and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedule 

Biological Seiouicts (cont.) 

2. il construction may attect the active nest, the biologist shall establish a no 

disturbance buffer . T h e biologist shall determine the appropriate buf fer taking 

into account tbe species i n v o l v e d , the presence of any obstruction, such as a 

b u i l d i n g , is within l ine-of-sight between tlie nest a n d constmct ion, a n d the leve l 

of project and ambient activity Ii e. adjacent to a r o a d or active trail). No 

disturbance buffers for passerines typically vary f r o m 25 feet a n d greater a n d tor 

raptors f r o m 3DO feet a n d greater For b i r d •,pedes thai are federally and/or state-

listed sensitive species (i.e., threatened, endangered , fully protected, species o l 

specidl concern), an S F P U C representative, supported b y tlie wi ld l i fe biologist, 

sl iaii consult with the U S F W S and/or C D F W regarding nest buffers . 

R e m o v i n g inactive passerine nests m a y occur at any time. ina . tive raptor nests shal l 

not be r e m o v e d unless a p p r o v e d by the U S F W S and/or C D F W 

R e m o v i n g or relocating active nests shall be coordmated by the S F P U C 1 representuhvE 

with the L ' S P W S / a n d or C D F W , as appropriate , g i v e n tbe nests tiiat are f o u n d on the 

site. 

A n y birds that beg in nesting within the project area a n d survey buffers a m i d 

construction activities are assumed io be habituated to construction-related or s imilar 

noise a n d disturbance levels a n d no work exclusion zones sliaii be established a r o u n d 

active nests in these cases. 

Mitigation Measure M-B M b : Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-
Status Bab) 

In coordinat ion with the S F P UC! , a qual i f ied wi ld l i fe biologist shall cr induct 

preconstruct ion special-status b a l surveys before trees a n d s tructure , that are suitable tor 

bat roost ing {i.e., exc lud ing temporary trailers, retaining wails, etc I are r e m o v e d . If 

active d a y or night roosts are f o u n d , the wi ld l i fe biologist shal l take actions to m a k e such 

roosts unsuitable habitat before trees a n d stmetures are r e m o v e d A no-disturbance 

buffer af 100 feet shall lie created a r o u n d . n t i v e b a l roosts be ing used lor maternity or 

hibernation purposes Bat roosts that beg in d u r i n g construction are p r e s u m e d i o b e 

unaffected, a n d no b u i f e r w o u l d b e necessary. 

Mid ga tion Mcasmv M-HI-lc: Avoidance and Minimisation Measures for California 
Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

D u o n g construction o n Route 35/SkyHne Bou levard , at the C e n t r a l P u m p Station site, o n 

the p ipe l ine route within G o i d e n P a r k near aquatic habitat, a n d d u n n g use of the 

H a r d i n g Road a n d Herbst R o a d staging areas the S F P U C shall ensure a bio logical 

monitor is present d u r i n g installation of exclusion (cueing a n d initial vegetation c l eanng 

andVor grading, .uid shal l implement tlie fo l lowing measures. 

• W i t h i n one week before w o r k a l these sites begins {including demol i t i on a n d 

vegetation removal) , a qua l i f i ed biologist shal l supervise the installation of exc lus ion 

fenc ing a l o n g the boundaries of the work area, as' d e e m e d necessary b y the biologist, 

to prevent C a i i f o m i a red- legged (togs a n d western p o n d turtles f r o m entering the 

w o r k area 'Ihe con- 8 traction contractor shal l install suitable fencing with a m i n i m u m 

height of 3 feet above g r o u n d surface with an addi t iona l 4-6 inches o f f ence material 

bur ied for u n p a v e d surlaces a n d sand bagged at the lower edge where needed fur 

p a v e d surl.ices such tli.it species cannoi crawl u n d e r ihe fence 

1) 
I 
! 2) 

S F l ' U C 1'iMB 

S F P U C C M B , H E M 

{Quahf ied Biologist; 

S F l ' U C C M B / B F M 

S F l ' U C E M U 

S F P U C C M B / B E M 

(Biologist) 

S F P U C C M B / B K M 

(Biologist] 

S F l ' U C C M B / B E M 

S F P U C B E M 

S F P U C B E M 

S F P U C B E M 

S F l ' U C : B i i M 

S F P U C B E M 

S F P U C B F M 

S F l ' U C H E M 

3) 

i i 

Ensure that coniract ducumenl s include applicable 

avuidance a n d minimizat ion measures. 

Obta in a n d review resume or other documentat ion ot 

consult ing biologist's qualifications. C o n d u c t p n - -

constniction survey. If roosts an? f o u n d , implement 

appropriate measures. Document activities; in moni tor ing 

logs. 

Moni tor to ensure that contractor^) implement measures 

in contract documents . Report I V M c o m p l i a n c e , a n d 

ensure corrective ac t ion 

i insure that contract d o c u m e n t s inc lude appi icabie 

avo idance a n d m i n i m i z a t i o n measures for C a l i f o r n i a 

red- legged frog, western p o n d turtles, i n c l u d i n g 

requirement fbr exclusion fencings. 

Deve lop worker tra in ing p r o g r a m a n d ensure that all 

construction personnel participate in the env ironmenta l 

training pr ior to beg inn ing work a l the job site(s). 

K e q u i n ' workers lo sign the training p r o g r a m s ign- in 

sheet M a i n t a i n file of tra in ing s ign- in sheets. 

O b t a i n a n d rev iew resume or other documentat ion of 

consul t ing biologist's qual i f icat ions. C o n d u c t 

preconstruct ion surveys , species relocation (it it is not 

possible for Uie species to m o v e out of the project area 

out ot i t . o w n v o i i h o n . a n d . in die case of an ident i f ied 

red-legged trog(s), a p p r o v e d by the U S F W S and/or 

Des ign 

i'l-econstrutuc 

Construct) o n 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

D e s i g n 

Preconstruct ion a n d 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 

Preeonstructici t a n d 

C o v l m i t K i 

4) C o n s t r u i t i i 

B E M ~ (SFPUC) Bureau of Environmental Management C M B = (SFPUC) Construction Management Bureau E R O = S F Planning Department Environmental Review Officer U S F W S = United States Rsti and Wjcfjife Service 
C D F W = California Department "I Fish ana Wildlife E M B = (SFPUC) Cngineeraa Management Bureau S F P U C = San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

7 [•nwonroental Plannmo Case i*i 20G6.eogit 
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S A N F R A N C i S C O W E S T S I D E R E C Y C L E D W A T E R P R O J E C T (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E> - M I T I G A T I O N M O N I T O R I N G A N D R E P O R T I N G P R O G R A M (Continued! 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Summary Adopted Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party Monitoring and Reporting Actions Imp! em em a lion Schedule 

Biological Resources (cant) 

'Ihe project, in combinat ion 

with past, present, a n d 

reasonably ioteseeable 

future projects i n Uie 

vicinity, c o u i d result i n 

s ignif icant c u m u l a t i v e 

impacts on bio logical 

resources . 

A q u a h f i e d biologist shall conduct env ironmenta l awareness tra in ing tn person or v ia 

v i d e o foi al l construction workers p r i o r to construction workers b e g i n n i n g their work 

efforts o n the project. T h e training shall inc lude i n for mat i on o n species identif ication, 

avo idance measun's to be i m p l e m e n t e d by tbe project, a n d the legulatory 

requirements a n d penalties for nun compl iance i( necessary, tlie content shal l vary 

accord ing to i p e c i d c construction areas (e g , workers on city streets will receive 

training o n nesting b irds but not on C a l i f o r n i a red-legged rnig identification). 

A qua l i f i ed biologist sha l l survey the project area w i t h i n 48 hours before the onset ol 

init ial g r o u n d - d i s t u r b i n g activities a n d shall be present d u r i n g initial vegetation 

c learing a n d g r o u n d - d i s t u r b i n g activities T b e bio logical moni tor shal l moni tor the 

exclusion fencing w eekly to c o n f i r m proper maintenance a n d inspect for frogs a n d 

turtles. If C a l i f o r n i a red- legged frogs or western p o n d turtle', are found , the S F P U C 

shal! halt construction i n tlie vicinity lhat pose- a threat lo tlie u i d i v i d u a l as 

de termined by the qua l i l i ed biologist. II possible, the i n d i v i d u a l shall be a l lowed tu 

m o v e out ot the protect area of its o w n volit ion (i.e., if it is near tlie exclusion fence 

that can b e t emporar i ly r e m o v e d to let it pass). F o r western p o n d turtles, a qual i f ied 

biologist shal l relocate turtles to tlie nearest suitable habitat. For C a l i f o r n i a red-legged 

f rog , a S F l ' U C representative shal leontact the U S F W S and/or C D F W for instructions 

on h o w to procix-d. Cons truct ion shal l resume after the i n d i v i d u a l is out of harm's 

way. 

D u r i n g proiect a eth ities excavations doepei than fi inches shall be covered overnight 

or an escape tamp of earth o r a w o o d e n plank at a 3 d nse shal l be mstalled; openings 

such as p ipes ivbeie C a i i f o m i a r e d legged hogs or western p o n d turtles might seek 

refuge shal l be covered w h e n not i n use, and a l l trash that m a y attract predators or 

h ide C a l i f o r n i a red- legged frogs o r western p o n d turtles shall be properly conta ined 

o n a da i ly basis, r e m o v e d f r o m tiie worksite , a n d d i s p o s e d of regularly . F o l l o w i n g 

construction, the m n s t r u c t i o n contractor shall r e m o v e ali trash a n d construct ion 

debris f r o m work aieas. 

Implement Mit igat ion Measures M 81-1 a (Nest ing B i r d Protection Measures), M B l - l b , 

( A v o i d a n c e a n d M i run n a t i o n Measures fer Special-Status Bars), a n d M - H I - l c ( A v o i d a n c e : 

a n d M i n i m i z a t i o n Measures for C a l i f o r n i a R e d - L e g g e d F r o g a n d Western P o n d Turt le) 

C D F W ) a n d moni tor ing , i n c l u d i n g weekly fence 

inspection. D o c u m e n t activities m m o n i t o r i n g logs. 

M o n i t o r to ensure that contractor!*) implements 

measures i n contract documents . Report 

noncompl iance , and ensure corrective action. 

Se t respective mjbgat ion measures 

B E M s (SFPUC) Bureau of Environ mental Management C M B ~ (SFPUC) Constiuf.tton Management Bureau E K O = S F Planning Department Environmental Review Officer U S F W S = United States Fish ana 
C D F W = California Department of Fisli and Wiliiiil« EMB * (SFPUC) EnaineBfing Management Bureau S F P U C = Sail F i a n d s o i Public Utilities Commission 

WosBide n«Tdua VVator Piapa 8 Eimionrreniol Rarm..--g Case No. 2Qt,f- CiMiir 
August 2015 


