PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

City and County of San Francisco

RESOLUTION NO. 15-0187

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission, also on September 3, 2015, adopted CEQA
Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations and an MMRP by Motion No. M-
19443. The Planning Department found the Project consistent with the General Plan on
September 3, 2015; and

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




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

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

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

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

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

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby approves Project No.
CUW?30201, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, and authorizes staff to proceed
with actions necessary to implement the Project; provided, that staff returns to the Commission
to seck: approval of necessary agreements with the Recreation and Park Department, Presidio
Trust, California Army National Guard, and San Francisco Zoological Society; authorization for
State Revolving Fund and State Water Recycling Fund financing; Board of Supervisor’s
approval, where required; and award of construction contracts.

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

[n determining to approve the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("SFRW Project”
or "Project”) described in Section I, Project Description, below, the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission ("SFPUC") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions regarding
mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding considerations,
based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™), California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.,
particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA ("CEQA
Guidelines"), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., particularly Secticns
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 Environimental
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 1T identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

Section 1iI identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to
tess-than-significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitgation
measures;

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced (o less-than-
significant levels and describes any applicabie 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 altematives 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 Reselution
No. 15-0187. The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15091. Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final
Environmental Tmpact Report for the Project ("Final EIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a
significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency responsible for
implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.
The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B.

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

I. Approval of the Project

A. Project Description

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

. Construction of a recycled water treatment plant at the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water
Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army
National Guard site. Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Golden Gate
Park for irrigation and as fill water for Golden Gate Park fakes: 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 WPCP and the
existing Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park. The pipeline would deliver the recycled
water from the Qceanside WPCP to the areas of use.

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

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

The three main objectives of the SFRW Project are:

* Diversify the SFPUC’s water supply by developing recycled water.
. Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant,
. Reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses

by supplying those demands with recycled water.

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

» Maintain high-quality water,

. Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes.

» Increase water delivery reliability.

. Meet customer water supply needs.

. Enhance sustainability.

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

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

b e




C. Environmental Review
1. Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report

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

To address the potential environmental effects of the WSIP, the San Francisco Planning
Department 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 WSIF's facility improvement
projects. The PEIR contemplated that additional project-level environmental review would be
conducted for the facility improvement projects, including the San Francisco Recycled Water
Project.

2, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Environmental
Planning (“EP™) staff of the San Francisco Planning Department, as lead agency, sent a first and
then a revised Notice of Preparation ("NOP") to interested entities and individuals to begin the
formal CEQA scoping process for the Project on June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010,
respectively. Following the 2010 NOP scoping period, the SFPUC in response to public feedback
evaluated aiternative possible sites. resulting in a revised Project proposal for which the Planning
Department issued a revised NOP/Initial Study (1S) on July 16, 2014 with the scoping period
ending on August 15, 2014, The NOP was distributed to interested parties that had received the
initial NOPs, public agencies, additional interested parties and landowners/occupants located in
the vicinity of the Project facilities, and was posted on the Planning Department’s website and
placed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle.

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

EP then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the Project and the environmental setting,
identified potential impacts, presented mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant or
potentially significant, and evaluated Project alternatives. The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts
associated with each of the key components of the Project, and identified mitigation measures
applicable to reduce impacts found to be significant or potentially significant for each key
component. It also included an analysis of three alternatives to the Project. In assessing
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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 te sigaificance
criteria that are based on EP guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered
significant. EP guidance is, in turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some
modifications.

The Draft EIR was circulated for 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 April 23, 2015, During the public
review period. EP received written comments sent through the mail, fax, or email. A cout
reporter was present at the public hearing, transcribed the public hearing verbatim, and prepared a
written transcript,

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

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

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




D. Approval Actions
1. San Francisco Planning Commission Actions
On August 13, 2015, the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR.

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

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Actions

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

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

or his designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements and approvals as set forth in the
Commission's Resolution No. 15-0187 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 CEQA Findings and approves an agreement with
SFPUC for construction, operation and maintenance of recycled water facility structures and
pipelines on park lands.

4. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions

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

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

5. Other — Federal, State, and Local Agencies

Implementation of the Project will involve consuitation 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)

s 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.5. 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 1o 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 EIR or Final EIR include both the Draft EIR and the Commnents and
Responses document.)

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

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

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

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

. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

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

administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6{(e).
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The SFPUC has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the
Project, even if not every document was formally presented to the SFPUC. Without exception,
these documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or
legislative decisions that the SFPUC was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents
influenced the expert advice provided to 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 SEPUCs decisions relating to the adoption of the Project.

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the
public review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR
are available at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.
Jonas P. Tonin, Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department
Materials concerning approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in
SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. CUW30102 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California
04102. The Custodian of Records is Scott MacPherson. All files have been available to the
SEPUC and the pubiic for review in considering these findings and whether to approve the
Project.

E. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following Sections 1L, III, and IV set forth the SFPUC’s findings about the Final EIR’s
determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures
proposed to address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the
SFPUC reearding the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included
as part of the Final EIR and adopted by the SFPUC as part of the Project. To avoid duplication
and redundancy, and because the SFPUC agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the
Final EIR, these findings will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final EIR but instead
incorporate them by reference and rely upon them as substantial evidence supporting these
findings.

In making these findings, the SFPUC has considered the opinions of SFPUC staff and experts,
other agencies, and members of the public. The SFPUC finds that (i) the determination of
significance thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San
Francisco: (i) 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
matier, the SFPUC is not bound by the sigmficance determinations in the EIR {see Public
Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e}). the SFPUC finds them persuasive and hereby
adopts them as its own.

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

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

In Sections IE, HI and 1V below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental
impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to
address each and every significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the
need for such repetition because in no instance is the SFPUC rejecting the conclusions of the
Final EIR or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR for the Project.

I Impacts Found Not To Be Significant and Thus Do Not Require
Mitigation

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

FLand Use

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

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

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

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

Population and Housing

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

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

Cultural Resources

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

Transportation and Circulation

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

. Impact TR-2: Closure of travel lanes during Project construction would temporarily
reduce roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing

10
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temporary and intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be
of short duration and limited in magnitude.

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

o

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

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

iyl

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

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

Neise 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.

11




. Impact AQ-3: The Project’s construction activities would generate TACs, including
DPM, but would not expose semsitive receplors 1o substantial  pollutant
concentrations.

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

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

Wind and Shadow

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

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

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

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

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

Utilities and Service Systems

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

wastewater treatment facilities, exceed wastewater teatment requirements, or
stormwater drainage facilities, exceed wastewater requirements, or result in a
determination by the wastewater treatment provider that there is insufficient capacity
to serve the Project.

. Impact UT-2: The Project would have sufficient water supply available, and would
not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitiements.
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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 aceidental damage to existing utilities.

S

3
. Impact C-UT: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact on
utilities and service systerns.

Biological Resources

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

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

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

Geology and Soils

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

failure.

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

. Impact GE-3: The Project is not located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable. or

that could become unstable as a result of the Project.

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

Hydrology and Water Quality

R

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

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

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

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

SEES R R

. Impact C-HY-1: 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 construcled 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 chemmcal 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 related to hazardous
emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within 14 mile of an existing

school.

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

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

Mineral and Energy Resources

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

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

Il Findings of Potentially Significant or Significant Impacts
That Can Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less-Than-Significant Level
through Mitigation and the Disposition of the Mitigation Measures

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a
project’s identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are
feasible (unfess 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 propesed in the EIR and recommended for
adoption by the SFPUC, which can be implemented by the SFPUC. The mitigation measures
proposed for adoption in this section and referenced foltowing each Project impact discussed in
this Section [II, are the same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR for the
Project. The full text of each mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final
EIR and in Attachment B, the MMRP. The Commission finds that for the reasons set forth in the
Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the imipacts identified in this section would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this
section.

Project Impacts

Cultural Resources

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

Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results,
there is generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering
archacological resources during Project constmiction, However, it is possible that previously
unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during
Project construction. Excavation, grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and
equipment could expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources, which would be
a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through
mitigation measure M-CP-2, which requires avoidance measures or appropriate treatment of
cultural resources if accidentally discovered.

& Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archaeclogical Resources

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

can restune.,

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

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

Mitigation)

Based on the background research, geological assessment, and survey results, there is a low
potential for Project construction (o uncover human remains, except for the Project area adjacent
to the Golden Gate Cemetery (see Impact CP-5). Although no known human burials have been
identified within the Project site, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely
discounted. Earthmoving activities associated with Project construction could result in direct
impacts on previously undiscovered human remains. Therefore, the disturbance to human remains
could be a significant impact. The impact would be teduced 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.

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

Impact CP-5: Construction of the Project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue fo
39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoin Park could disturb human remains
associated with the historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

The Project borders the boundary of Lincoln Park, the location of the historic-period Golden Gate
Cemetery where 19th century inhabitants of San Francisco were buried. Past projects in the area
have uncovered human remains, which have provided a wealth of information about the overall
health of these former inhabitants. While there 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-3, which
requires the development of a monitoring program o monitor for the presence of human remains
in the historic-period during construction and to take specific steps to comply with legal
requirements and to take mitigation actions to recover historically important data.
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»  Mitigarion Measure M-CP-5, A reheological 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 componernits of the Project overlap, NOx emissions could
exceed the BAAQMD’s 54 pounds/day significance criterion, a significant impact. Mitigation
measure M-AQ-2 would reduce the Project’s combined construction-related criteria pollutant
emissions below the significance criteria by using construction equipment with Tier 3 engines or
better, reducing the impact to less than significant,

»  Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Emissions Minimizeaion

Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: The Project would potentially have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the CDFW or USFWS, (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The overall potential of the Project area to support special-status fish or plant species is
considered low because the Project area lacks suitable habitat. Several special-status animals
might use habitat in certain parts of the Project area or vicinity for roosting, foraging, or breeding
purposes, including California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, Yuma myotis, western red
bat, and hoary bat. In addition, there are a number of native resident and migratory bird species
protected under federal and State legislation with the potential to use trees, shrubs, and other
habitats as well as buildings within the Project area for nesting and foraging.

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

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

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

s Mitigation Measure M-BI-Ia, Nesting Bird Protection Measures
o Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status

Bats
e Mitigation Measure M-BI-1¢, Aveidance and Minimization Measures for California

Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle

Cumaulative 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 camulative
cultural resource impact, a significant impact. The Project’s impacts, however, are site specific and
implementation of site-specific mitigation measures M-CP-2, M-CP-3, M-CP-4 and M-CP-5 would
reduce Project impacts such that the Project’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be less

than significant.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archaeclogical Resources
s Mirigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources
Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Discovery of Human Rentain

Mirigation Measure M-CP-3, Archeological Monitoring Program

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

foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulative
impacts on biological resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation}
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Construction of the Project has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, if present.
including California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and native nesting
birds. 1t 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-refated impacts if construction occurs at
the same fime 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 significans 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).

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

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

o Mitigation Measure M-Bl-Ic, 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 SFPUC finds that.
where feasible, changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the SFRW Project
to reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR for the Project. All
Project-specific impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation

of the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth in the MMRP, attached hereto
as Adachment B,

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

The WSIP PEIR and this Commission’s Resolution No. 08-0200 related to the WSIP water
supply decision identified three significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: fmpact 5.4.1-2-
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Stream Flow: Effects on flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Division Dam;
Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources in Crystal Springs reservoir (Upper and
Lower); and Impact 7-1-Indirect growth inducing impacts in the SFPUC service area.
Mitigation measures that were proposed in the PEIR were adopted by this Commission for these
impacts; however, the mitigation measures could not reduce all the impacts to a less than
significant fevel, and these impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable. This
Commission has already adopted the mitigation measures proposed in the PEIR to reduce these
impacts when it approved the WSIP in its Resolution No. 08-0200. This Commission also
adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as part of that approval. The findings
regarding the three impacts and mitigation measures for these impacts set forth in Resolution No.
08-07200 are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these
CEQA Findings.

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

In the case of Impact 5.4.1-2, the project level analysis In the Calaveras Dam Replacement
project Final EIR modifies the PEIR determination and concludes that the impact related to
stream flow along Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras
Creek (PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2) will be less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific
modeling and data. Project-level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the
PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam
Improvement Project in Resolution No. 1[-0015. The CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015
related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects are incorporated into these
findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings.

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

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operation
Impact

e Growth: Indirect growth-inducement impacts in the SFPUC service area.
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V. Evaluation of Project Alternatives

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

A. Reasons for Approval of the Project

The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are to;
. Maintain high-quality water and a gravity-driven system,

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

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

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

. Enhance sustainability,

. Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

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

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

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

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

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

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the
Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of econonic, tegal,
social, technological, and other considerations described in this section in addition to those
described in Section VI below under CEQA Guidelines 15091 (a)}3), that make such Alternatives
infeasible. In making these infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA
defines “feasibility” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social. legal, and
technotogical factors.” The Commission is also aware that under CEQA case [aw the concept of
“feasibility” encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the
underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (i1} the question of whether an alternative is
“desirable” from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.

Alternative A: No Project

Under the No Project Alternative, the SFRW Project would not be constructed or operated. The
proposed recycted 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 irvigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well
as lake refill would continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater. The two
existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park that are part of the second phase of the SFPUC's
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Groundwater Supply Project would not be converted to potable groundwater well facilities unless
and until another source of water for irrigation and lake fill can be found.

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, which are to diversify
the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San
Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water and
groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled
water. Also, it would fail to meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely directly on the
contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. If the Project is not
constructed, the SFPUC’s water supply portfolio would net include up to 2 mgd of recycled
water. It would also prevent the SFPUC from implementing the second phase of SFPUC's
Groundwater Supply Project, which would produce 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. This phase of
the project cannot be implemented until another source of water besides groundwater is provided
to Golden Gate Park for irrigation and lake refill. The SFPUC would be limited in its abitity o
meet its adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in the San
Francisco region, because of reduced water supply in San Francisco.

Under the No Project Alternative, current conditions would continue and all construction-related
impacts would be avoided. Consequently, there would be no potential to encounter previously
unrecorded and buried archaeological deposits, archeological resources, human remains, or
legafly-significant prehistoric depositions within the Colma Formation at the Oceanside WPCP,
No construction activities means that fugitive dust and criteria poliutant emissions would not
occur and there would be no construction-related effects or disturbance to special-status species,
including the California red-legged frog. western pond turtle, nesting birds and roosting bats.
While the No Project Alternative would avoid or reduce impacts that would occur compared to
those of the Project, the Project impacts would be fully mitigated through the adoption of
identified mitigation measures. The only unmitigated impact that would occur with the Project is
the Project’s contribution to the WSIP impact of indirect impacts related to growth. To the extent
that the 2 mgd of water supply from the Project contributes to growth, the Project’s contribution
to the indirect impacts associated with growth would not occur with the No Project Alternative.

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

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative, would locate the recycled water treatment plant at the
San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot, a 2.3 acre site north of the Oceanside WPCP and east of
the Great Highway. Under the Project as proposed, the site would be used for construction
staging. Storage and pumping facilities that under the Project would be located at the Central
Reservoir site in Golden Gate Park would instead be located with the recycled water treatment
plant at the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking fot. 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 nerth
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Wawona Street. then east to 34th Street. and north up 34th Street into Golden Gate Park.
Construction activities would be sequenced and staggered, reducing the amount of concurrent
construction and extending the overall Project construction duration. Staging would not occur at
Harding Road and Herbst Road. Other aspects of the Project would remain unchanged and the
Project would be able to produce the same 5 mgd peak flow amount, or 2 mgd annual average
amount of recycled water.

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

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

Alternative B would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to
nesting birds because trees would not need to be removed between the Oceanside WPCP and the
California National Guard property. Also, vegetation clearing at the Central Reservoir site would
be avoided as would disturbance of trees on Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset Avenue.
Pipeline construction that would instead occur on Wawona Street and 34th Avenue would disturb
few trees. Alternative B also would reduce impacts on roosting bats by reducing construction near
trees in the vicinity of the Oceanside WPCP, Lake Merced. and the Ceniral Pump Station site
where bats are thought most likely to roost. Finaily, the climination of construction near Lake
Merced, afong 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 arcas where these species may be found, at Metson and Lloyd Lakes in
Golden Gate Park would have minimal construction nearby. limited to installation of pipeline
distribution lines. As a result of reduced impacts on biological resources under Alternative B, the
contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources also would be reduced as compared to
the Project.

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

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

The SFPUC rejects the Project Design Alternative as infeasible. While the Project Design
Alternative would reduce some impacts to cultural resources, biological resources, and air
quality, all of the Project impacts that it would reduce will be reduced 1o less than significant
levels under the Project with the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The Froject
Design Alternative will increase other impacts in the areas of noise and traffic. It is possible that
such effects, if significant, could be mitigated but may affect Project operations. Alternative B
also would increase energy use by requiring the pumping of recycled water over a longer
distances and elevations than under the Project. resulting in energy waste. Thus, the Project
Design Alternative does not have a clear environmental benefit over (he Project as the Project
would mitigate its impacts and it is unclear whether the increased impacts of the Project Design
Alternative can be fully mitigated.

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

Under the circumstances, the SFPUC finds that the Project Design Alternative is not feasible as
the site is currently and in the future projected to be needed by the San Francisco Zoo for its own
operations. In addition, even if the San Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments
might eventually agree to the SFPUC’s use of the site, the SFPUC is Faced with an unpredictable
period of delay in implementing the Project. Finally, the Project Design Alternative would resuit
in minimal to no benefit to the environment. All Project impacts, with the exception of the WSIP-
related impact to growth are mitigable. On the other hand, the Project Design Alternative would
cause energy waste and it would have the same WSIP-refated impact to growth. For all of these
reasons. the SFPUC rejects the Project Design Alternative as infeasible.

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative

The Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate recycled water supply to Lincoln Park and the
Presidio. Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a new underground storage reservoir and pump
station would not be coustructed at the Central Reservoir site and distribution pipelines north of
the Central Reservoir would be eliminated. The size of the recycled water treatment plant and
storage at the Oceanside WPCP would be reduced somewhat and the construction duration would
be shorter. As a result of these changes from the Project, the recycled water treatment plant would
have a reduced peak-day capacity of 3.8 mgd instead of 5 mgd and an annual average capacity of
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,
efiminating 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 would
make less of a contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources as compared to the
Project.

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

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative would meet the Project objectives, which are to
diversily the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply
in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant, and reduce the use of potable water
and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with
recycled water. However, by reducing the capacity of the recycled water treatment plant,
Alternative C would not provide the full amount of recycled water supply provided under the
Project so the degree to which it would meet the lfast of these objectives would be reduced
somewhat. Alternative C would enable implementation of the SEPUC's Groundwater Supply
Project, approved by the SFPUC in December, 2013, because it would provide recycled water to
Golden Gate Park, facilitating the implementation of the second phase of the SFPUCs
Groundwater Supply Project, which calls for conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden
Gate Park to potable use. providing 1.0t 1.5 mgd of groundwater.

However, Alternative C would only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely
directly on the contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives, The
WSIP aims to provide a total of 10 mgd annual average of water supply from recycled water,
groundwater, and conservation projects to meet retail demand in San Francisco. Of this amount,
the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would be
derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. The Project would provide up to 2 mgd of
recycled water on an annual average basis, and 5 mgd peak day flow, but under Alternative C this
would be reduced to 1.7 mgd annual average and 3.8 mgd peak day flow. Under the project,
currently identified customers have a demand of 1.6 mgd annual average and 4 mgd peak-day,
but customer served would be reduced to those with a demand of 1.38 mgd annual average and
2.8] mgd peak day. Customers at Lincoln Park and the Presidio that could use recycled water
would continue to use potable water sources for irrigation,

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

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

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

The Commission rejects the Reduced Project Alternative as infeasible because it will not allow
the SFPUC to fully meet WSIP goals and objectives. Additionally, afthough this alternative
would generally meet the SFPUC’s objectives for the Project. it would not satisfy the Project’s
third objective to the same degree as the Project, namely to reduce the use of potable water and
aroundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled
water. Likewise. it would only partially meet the WSIP goals and objectives, which rely dircetly
on the up to 2 mgd of local recycled water supply on the west side of San Francisco that the
Project wouid provide to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. The total average yield
under normal operations for the Reduced Project Alternative would be 1.7 mgd, causing the
SFPUC to fall shoit of the 2 mgd annual water supply designed for the Project and the WSIP
identified supply need of 4 mgd from local recycled water supply by 2018. Although the SFPUC
originally envisioned that the 4 mgd of recycled water would supply customers on the west side
of San Francisco and now the SFPUC expects the west side recycled water demand to be
somewhat reduced. the SFPUC has not revised its originally WSIP goal of obtaining 4 mgd from
recycled water and is exploring recycled water supply options on the east side of the City. Thus,
if the Project were sized below the Project size of 2 mgd annual average, and designed not to
cerve Lincoln Park and the Presidio, some viable recycled water supply customers on the west
cide of San Francisco would not be able to make use of recycled water and instead would need to
continue to use groundwater or imported surface water for irrigation and other nonpotable uses.
Such a situation would be contrary to the WSIP goal of diversifying water supply options and
improving use of new water resources, such as recycled water. For these reasons, the SFPUC
rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible.

VL Statement of Overriding Considerations

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby
finds. after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific
overriding economic, legal. social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth
below, independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is
an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for
approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to
conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will stand
by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting
the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference
into this section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Section
L.
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On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this
proceeding, the Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in
spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding
Considerations. The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project
approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been
eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final
EIR for the Project are adopted as part of this approval action. Furthermore, the Commission has
determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are
acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social, and other
considerations.

The Project will have the following benefits:

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

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

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

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

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

* Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes

many features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water
system as a means of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake
scepario or even a disaster scemario not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the
improvements fo assure the water system’s continued reliability, and developing it as part of a

29




larger, integrated water security strategy. is critical to the Bay Area’s economic security.
competitiveness and quality of life. This Project provides a critical source of water - local
recycled water ~ that will be available even if it is not possible for a period of time to obtain
imported surface water from the SFPUC’s regional water system.

o The WSIP would meet SFPUC customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of
retail and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset
the remaining 20 mgd through conservation, recyc led 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 med 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 focal recycled water. This Project would provide
up to 2 mgd of this critical 4 mgd of local recycled water. In addition, by providing recycled
water to Golden Gate Park. this Project will enable implementation of the second phase of
the SFPUCs 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.

e The WSIP will substantially improve use of new water sources and drought management,
including use of groundwater, recycled water. conservation. and transfers. A critical part of
the WSIP is to provide water from new sources other than from imported surface water from
the Hetch Hetchy Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project
is important to meeting the WSIP goal of providing local recycled water in San Francisco.

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

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

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

The proposui Profect could
canse & substantial adverse
change in he significance o1
an archeological resource
pursuant to Section
15064.5(f).

Mm;;atwn Meastre M- CP% Accidental DlBCDVi'I}‘ of A::heologlcal Resaurces,

he follvwing mieasires shadl be implemented shouhd cunstnietion sctivities resull in the
accidental discovery of an archeological tesource:
The foliowing mitigation meastre s equired 10 aveid aity potential adverse effect
fram the proposed project on accidentally discoversd buried or submerged historical ;
resvuzces ay defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a) and (c}. The project
gpunsor shall distribule the Planning Department archeclogical resource “ALER
sheet 1 the project prime coplracior; o any projec subcentractor {induding
demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, cte. tirms); or utilities firm mvoived m
soils distrbing activities within the project site. Prior ta any soils disturbing
aclivifies being undertaken each contrecior is responsible for vasuring that e !
“ALERY" sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, Held |
crew, stepervisory persormel, ele, The project sponser shall provide the [
Enviraninental Review Officer {ERO) with a signed zifidaviy from e responsible
parties {prime contractor, subconfractor{s), and utilities finm} fo the ERO confirming E
H
!

that all field persoanel have recetved copies ai the Alert Sheet

Shoutd any indication af an artheological resouree be encountered during aay soils
disturbing activity of the preject, the project Bead Foremun andfor project sponsor
shall immedintely notily the ERQ and shall immediately suspend any soils
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the $RO has determined
what addivonal measures should be undertakern.

H the ERC determines that an archeological resouree may be present within the
propect site, the projedt sponses shalk retain the sevviges of # qualibed archeslogival
consuitant, based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist
The archeslogical consaltant shall evaluate the discovered material and advise the
BROD s to whether the diseovery historical or unigue retains sufficient integrity and
is wl potential scientific/istoncalioultural sigraficance. i & sigmficant archeclogical
resource is present, the azcheological consuliant shall make a recommendation as o [
what action, if any. i warranted. Baved on this intormation, the ERO may require, o |}
warranted, specific additional Toeasures 1o be implemented by the project sponsor
including svoidance measures or other appropriate mitigation

Measures might inchude: preservation sn situ of the archeofogical resource, an
archeclogical menitoring programy; or an archeclogical testingfdata recovery
program. If on archeological monitoring program or arvheological testing program is
Toquized, i shall be consistent with the BY division goidelines for such programs.
The ERO may alse require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site
secutity program if the archevlogical nesource is at rish. from vandalism, keoting, of
other demaging sctions,

i The project archeological consuliant shall submit a Final Azcheological Resources

[ Repaort {FAKR) 1o the ERO that evabuates the histerical significance of any

I diwoverad archeological resonrce and describing the archeckagical and hisorical

I research methods employed in the archeological testing/data recovery programis)
undertaken. Mfarmation thal may put at visk anv archeological esource shall be

x provided in g separale removable issert within the final report.
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. 2008.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Monitoring and Reporting Frogram.
Reviewing and E
Responsible Party Appruval Party [

Adopted Mitigation Measures Monitoring and Reporting Actions

Copies of the Dratt FARK shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval One
approved by the RO, coples of the FARK shall be distributed as follows. California
Archeological Site Survey NWIC shall receive one (1) copy and the ERQ shall receive
a copy of the transmiital of the FARR 0 the NWEC The Environmental Planning !
division ot the Planning Departnent shall receive une boundd wopy, one unbound
capy and one uniocked, searchable copy on compact disk {CD) three copies of the
FARR along with copies of any lormal site recordation forms (CA DPE 523 series)
andlfar dovumentation for neminatien to the National Register of Historic
PMaces/C alilornia Register of Misturcal Resouroes. In instances of high. public interest l

or interpretive value, the RO inay require o different final report content, format,
and distribution than that presented abave

cpa ‘The project could directly or | Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Accidental Discavery of Paleontological Resources 1} SFPLC EMB 1 SFPUC BEM 1} Ensure that contzact decumenis indude the listed P Besign

indirec o i i . i X - - r . - s . =
;‘?““:ﬁ;‘“ 1;“)‘ ANBIGUE | g fllowing measures shall be implemented should constraction at the recyclad water | 2) SFFUC CMB/BEM 2} SEPUC BEM and ERO 2 g;:suri‘é"::w‘ivt”rg;’i:":tgg‘iﬁ:j AESSI‘;:;-MUH on Prevongtrizction and \5}
sleon Acal resouite Or : 3 5 Ti s ¢ 3 4 S Vi L Al -, + i

i treatrnent plant site Tesult in the acodental dis of paleontatogical resources: Faleontologist) - . Canstruction i
Site o unigae geologic a plant site Tesult in the accidend rovery o1 pale - R : TS 5: {Pal e?n ogist) 3 SFPUC BEM and ERO paleontologist’s gualifications. Ensure that contractos's ' }}};
teatuze. To reduce the puteriiial for the p.mPoscd project to result in a wgmh(?m mpact en 3} SFPLC CMB/BEM stalf puriaipate in the environmentat training prior to 3y Constraction i%;
paleontological resourses, fhe SFPUC studl arrange for a paleontolugical tratning by bwginning work and sign the fraining sigi-in sheet. i
a qualified paleontologist regarding the putential for such resources to exist in the Maintain Ble of sign-in sheets. %f‘?
project site and how to identify such resources. The training could consist of a : Eég
¢ recerded presentation of the inttial traiving that could be rewsed tor new persennel. 3} In the event of a discovery. conflam suspension of ‘3
The tratning shall alse indude 3 review of penalties lor losting and distarbance of ] swark, examine Fossil, and advise the LOR o the v-}%
these reseurces. At alert sheet shall be prepared by the qualified paleoniologist and significance of the discovery. Earthwork and ground ;\%
P ¥ o 5. - .. . B i
shall inciude the following: disturbance in the vicinity of find shail stop unsl -
fiied

qualiied paleonlologist cun assess naturefimportonce
Wt (ind and make a recornmendation regarding erther
action.

R

=

1. A discussion of the potentid to encounter paleonlological resources.

2. instructions for reporting observed footing of a paleontolopical resourcs; and
instructions that of a paleontological deposif is encoumtered within a project arca,
A1) soil-disturbing activibies in the vicnaty of the deposit shall cease and the 4}
Envirormental Review Olficer (ERO) shall be notilied immediately.

&

Monitor tr ensute that the contractor smplements
measures it contract documents incfuding insuring
. . - th, otenlial discoveries are reported a5 required
4. WHhe to contact in the event of an wmanticipated discovery. ax::lt :?lz]al:con iﬁ::tfr suspeljl ds workpin the vid;jl;y.
1f potential fossils are discoveted by construction crews, all earthwork or ather types Repert noncompliance and ensire corrective action.
of ground distarbance within 30 feet of the hnd shall stap immediately unal the
qualifivd professional palesntologist can assess the nature and importance of the
find. Based on the scientific value or unigueness of the find, the paleoniclogist may
record the find and allow work te continue. or recommend salvage and recovery of
the fussil. The paleontulogist may also propose medilications 10 the stop-work
radius based on the nature of the find, site geology, and the activities ocoarming on
the site. I treatment and selvege is requined, recomanendations shall be consistent
with SV P 1995 gindelines and currently accepted saenlific practice, and shall be 1
sitbjeut Lo review and approval by the ERO or designee. I required, treatment for i
fousil rernains may melude preparation and recovery of fossil materials so that they
can be housed in an appropriste museum or university collection, and may also ]
\
\
1
1

include preparation ol a report for publication describing the finds. The SEFPUC shall
be respansible for ensuging (hal treatmaont 15 implemented and reported to Lthe San
Francisco Planning Department. I no report i required, the SFPUC shall
nonetheless ensane that information on the mature, location, and depth of )l finds Is
H readily available to the scientific comumunity through wriversity varation or other |
i AppropRat: means

BEM = (SFPUC) Burean of Envimnmental Manageinent CME = (SFPUC) Constrattion Management Suraau ERD = SF Planning Depanimeont Egvirnnmenta! Review Officer LISFWS = United States Fish and Wikdide Seivice

COFW = Califormia Department of Frsh and Wikllife EMB = {SFPUC) Engincering Management Bureay SFPUC = San Francisoe Public Utiflies Commission
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BAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (5F Environmental Planning Case No. 2068.60912F) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

i |r— Maonitoring and Reporting Program
Emypact ! ; i Reviewing and i
No. | Impact Sumemary ! Adopted Mitigation Measures J Responsible Party ‘ Approval Party Manitering and Reparting Actions i implementation Schedula
" comt. ’ ) . ; . - P i /
CP-4 | The proposed project could | Mitigation Measuwse M-CP-4: Accidental Discovery of Unknown Human Remaing. ’ 1} SEPUC EMB l 1} SFPUC BEM ! 1} Ensure that contract decaments inchude measures 1} Dresign
;:)I\:f;mw:ig;:i:?\wzfm - The following measures chalt by implemented should constrachun actvities, all ol whach | 23 SEPUC CMB/BEM | 2)  SFPUU BEM 2 ;‘f’hl;’: t;;il;scovery of human ;;‘mams. N 2y Construclion
E FORILEA , . 4 sk, " - - 3 oty of e 1l H | . . . N . atentzal human emaims o lencrapy objects are . X
i o s sy ot hescnden) gy sipreionly | o)y sirocsmand 50 |7 ot oo b 9 Comsmr
outside of formal cemeleries, X o ! 3 SFPLC CMBEEM eaistence of human remaing. I human remains are
'ﬂ.m ITeaiment l‘ll hmasn remains and of J.ssm;m(ed oF unasieciated funerary objects : confirmed, perform reguired coordination and I
i discovered during any soil-disturbing mtivites shall comnply with applicable state l l notifications. i
H Liaws. This shall indude immediate notifivation of the coruner of the county within . . !
which the project i ocated {or (i} 2 determination that ne investigation of the capse ! i #  Moniter 1u ensure that the coniractor m’.;piﬁ‘rz\en!.:,\ ]
of duath i required; and (i} in \he event of the coroner’s determination that the ; ; measises in contract documents inclading insuring 4
{ { human remaing are Native American, notfication of the California Native American l l that al} potential human remains are reported as i
Hleritage Commission, which shall appoind o Most Likely Destendont (MLD) PR ) ] revuired and thal contraclor naspends vak n Lh{ !
] Section 5097 98). ‘the archaeological consultant. SFPUC, and MLD shalt make afl ; } V{cptty. Report noncomplise and ensure corrective |
i i reagsonable efforts to develop an agreement. for the freatment, with appropnate l action. l
i digrily, of human remains and assectaled or unassoriated funerary dbjects (CEQA l H !
Ginlelines Secnon 150e4.5(d]). The agreement should take into consideration the 1 ! ; :
appropriate gacavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, cuzation, and § H l i
: final desposition of the human remaire and assodated or unassociated funerary ! }
objects. Th PRC allows 24 heurs w reach agieement on these matters. 1f the MLD B |
‘ ‘ and the other parties do not agree on the reburial method, the SFPUC shail follow i :
H Section 5897 98(b) of the PRC, which states that “the landowner or his or her
antheinzed representative shall yeinter the human emains and stems associated with |
Native Americin burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a lucation not !
sublect to further subsurface disturbance.” !
<5 Construction of the proposed | Mitigation M M-CP-5: Archeclogical v Program. b} SFPUC CMB/BEM 1} SEFUC BEM and ERC ! 1) Prepare and implement an Archeological Monitoring i} Preconstruchiont
fproj:e ‘;‘“gloig Chm‘"’“;;"&r‘“ﬂ Based an the petential that human remaing associated with the historic-period Golden Gate (Archeologist) 2] SFPLC BEM and ERQ t; ;’g’! a1 C”"s”i’:“"" W“: E;?;) Submit AME l“;ﬁ“’ Canstruction
TaHI VETINE 16 Cemetery may b present (buried) within the project area, the follawing meesuses siwallbe | 2} SFPUC BEM N SEPLEC BE i PRLfOF 28vieh Atud APPTOVAL Il TN 1emalns ime o reconsTLCE
Avere on the suulhls,;du O | andertaken wy avoll)d any potentisly 5ignit'zcani aci«dw effect from the};:mposed project on (Archeologist) A Eﬂjj bL. M?_Mmd ERO i em:u_gmgmd, perlorm qu,m cagxnhnagnn ‘and %) Preconsiruciiont
Lircoln Park could disterb | o bynan remaine i exposed during construchon. The project spunsor shall retain the 3 SEPLC OMBBEM 4) SFPUC BEM and ERG notficatiors. Dacament activities in manitoring logs. Corstraction
h1_1man remains assog:atuﬂ services of 3 gualified axcheologival consaltant, based on standurds developed by the ! o 2} IFrequired by the ERO, prepare Archeological Data 3} Constructon
weitly the histunc-periad Planning Department archeologist. The archeotogicat consuliant shalf undertake an 4) SEPUCBEM Recovery Pion and submit for review and approvalto | 40 poooo
Golden Gate Cemelery. archeslogical monitering program {AMP} as spedfied herein. Tn addition, the consultant {(Archealogist) H ERQ. b Pustennstaction
shall be available Lo cunduct an srchealugical data recovery program {ADRVL Y required i 3} Manitor b ensure that contractor implements
pursuant to tips measuze. The arc}wolp@c-al crvnmlm‘rln".v- work shalf be gondug‘f?d n applicable measures in contract decusents, Report
aceordance with this easare at the direction of the Environmenial Review Offiver (ERO) ! poncotrpliane, and ensure corrective sction
All plans and reports prepared by the wonsultant a5 specified berein shall be submitted fest ) - : X )
and disecily o the ERG far seview and commend, and shell be considened draft reports 4} Frepare Final Arcleological Rescurces Report \FARRY

subject to revision until final approvat by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data
revovery progratms requised by this measure couldd suspend construction of the project for
ug to 2 e of lour wechs, Althe divection of the ERG, the suspension of
construetion can be extanded bryend four weeks only # sadh a suspension is the only
frasible reans o reduce to a Tess than significand level poteniial effects o o significant
archeolugical rescarce as defined in CRA Guidelines Sect 15004 5 {ajiu)

Archeologiond Monitoring Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and
subimit to the ERC tor review and appraval an AMT for the ground disturbing activities
awsociated with construction of distribution prpetines along Clement Street from

361k Avenue to 39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park amd a connection point 1o

BEM = (8FPUC) Bureau of Envicesynentai Management

CMB = (SFPUC) Construction Manageniert Buraau
GUFW = Caltarnis Depdrtinent of Fish and Wildéife

EMB = (SFPUG) Engineering Management Bureau

1

£RO = 5F Plaoning Department Envwonmental Review Officer
SFPUC = Ban Franulsco Puble, Ubhties Gommission

to document historical significance of any discoversd
archeologivasl resaurve and submit to RO

USFWS = United States Fish and Wildife Senvice

San Francisca YWestside Récycied Wetet Project
MIRP

SRR S

Ervvraninental Menning Cage No. J038,609TE
August 2075




SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environumental Planning Case No., 2068.80912F) - MITIGATEON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

Mondturing and Reporting Program

Impact i i - RE’i;.lji;Wiﬂg and

No, Tmygact Sammary Adopted Mitigation Measures Responsible Party Approval Party ' Monitoring and Reporting Actions Implementation Schedule

£ tllhu'd aﬂd l‘almmnlng:ml Rzudu;éfé&' teonL) ) :

CP-5 the Lincoln Fark Pamp Statien. The AMP shal} be conducted in awcsrdance with the

{eont.) approved AMP. The AMP shall minimally inchade the following provisians:

i+ The archeclogical consultant, project sponsoy, and BRCY shall meet and conswldt on the
scope of the AMP reasonably prior \o any projectrelated soils disturbing activities
commencing, The ERD in consaltation with the archeslogival consulient shall
deternine what project activities shall be archestogically menitered and the
frequency. I most cases, any soily- distirbing ertivities, such as demotition,
Joundafion remeval, excavation, grading uhlities mstatiation, foandavon work,
driving of piles (frandalion, shuring, eic]), site remediation, ke, shall requine
azchectogical monitoring because of the visk these activities pose to potental human
remaing and o their depositional context;

v The archeological consullant shall advise all project contractors to be un the alert for i
eviderwe of the presetce of the expected resourcets), of how to ideniny the evidence ’
of the expected resourie(s), and ot the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent
diseovery of human remains;

+  The archrological monitor{s) shall be present on the project site according to a
schedule agreed upon by the archeolugicst consultand and the EXC untl the ERO has,
in consultation with pruject aycheological consultant, determingd that project
constrisciion activities could have no effects on human remains,;

»  The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to vollect soil samples and
artifactualfecotaciual material as warcanied for aoalysis;

« Jf human remaing are encountered, all soils-distusbing activities in the vidinity of the
find shall cese. The srcheological mondtor shall be empowered to lemporarily
redirect demalitionfexcrvation/pile drivingfconstruction activities and cquipment
until the find is evaliated. The ardwolegicd vconsuliant shall immediately notify the
ERO of the envoutitered buman remains.

I human setnains are encountered. thie shall be no further excavation or disturbanee of
1he site or any nearby arca reasanably suspected to overlie adjacent human remaing urihl
the SFPUC inmnediately notifies the San Franeisoe Coundy coreher fot (i) a defermination 3
thal no vestigation of the cause ol death is required; and (1) o determination whether
the human remaing aee Native American. IF the human remaits are not Native American,
and if the coroner determings the remoins are not subject to his or her authority, the ERO
L in comsaltation with the archeslngical consultent shall determine if additional measures
are warranted. Addiionst measures that may be unddertaken include additonsd
archeologieal testing and/for an ADRI [F the ERC) determings that the human remains
could be adversely atfectsd by the proposed project, al the discretion of the project
sponsor either:

A} The proposed preiect shall be re-designed so a5 W aveid any adverse effect on the
human remains; or

By A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERC determings that the:
find. is of greater inlerpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of
the find is feasible.

Archeclogecal Data Recovery Program. 3 required by the BRQ), the archeological data

secovery program shall be conduted m accord with an ADRF. The archeclogical

i consultant, project sponsor, and ERC shadt meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP

BEM = (SFPUC) Bureau of Enviranmental Management CMEB = {SFPUC) Gonstugtion Management Bureau ERC = GF Planning Depadment Envirnmental Reviave Gificer USEWS = United Siates Fish and Willite Service

CRFW = Cadifomia Deparimant o1 Fish and Wildiile EMB = (SFPUL) Engineering Maniagement Buroau SFPUC = San Franciseo Public Utiities Cemmissien

San Fiancmee Wastsida Recycisd Vater Frosct 4 Erivnmental Flanrng Caae No. 200

MR Avgust 25
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATEK PROJECT (5% Environmenial Flanning Case No. 2008.06912E) ~ MiTIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued}

] I Monitoring and Keporting Program

Reﬁcwing and { o T
Responsible Party Approval Party ! Monitoring and Reporting Aclions
"

|

Impact
| No.

S——

Impact Summar: i Adapied Mitigation Measures
p ¥ P

rulalamil' eonmingwalﬁesum [goni

CP-5 prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeclogical consuitant shall submis a dran
{cont)

ADRP te the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program
will presesve the significant information the archeological resource is expected fo

1 contain That is. the ADRP will idenlify whar seientificfhistarical researdh guestions are

apphicable to thy expecivd resource, what Jata classes the resouree 1 expecied to possess,
and how the sxpected data classes would address the applicable research questions, Data

: recayery, m general. shuuld be limited to the portions of the historical property that
conld be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data tecovery methods
shall not be applied to povtions of the ardheological resources if nondestructive methads
are prasical.

[ The scapts of the ADRF shall include the following elements.

and vperations

I Cataloguing and Leborstory Anulysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and
artifact apatysis procedures

*  Discard and Deaccession Polivy, Description of and rationale bor tivid and post-field
discard and deaceession policies.

during the course of the ADRL.

~  Security Meistures. Recorunendad security measures o protect the archeological

miree from vandalisat, logting, and nen-dntentionally damaging acivities

|
»  dnferpreiive Progron, Considetation of an cresitefolbsite public mtespretive program
l ¥ Fingl Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.

*  Eurstion. Description of the proceduzes and recommendations for the curatien of any
recovereid data having potential tesearch value, identification of appropriate cauration
fucilities, and a smmary of the accession pulicws of the curation fadlities.

Final Arckeological Resources Beport. The archeviogical consultant shall submit a Dragt

Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the BRO that evaluates the historical

sigriflcance of any discovenad grcheological resource and describes the archeological and

historical research metheds employed in the archeological kesting/inonttoning/data
recovery progrands) undertaken. Information that may it @t risk any archeologicat

i
E
i
H
E
< Fiekd Methods und Proceires, Doscriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, i
:
|
1
1
I
3
!
resouree shall be provided in a separate remaovable insert within the (nal report. \
i
!
H
:
H
H

{ Onee approved by the ERG, copies of the FARR shall be ditibuted as follows: Calitomia
Archagotogical Site Survey NWIC shall recidve one (1) copy and the ERC shall receive a
vopy of the fransmiltal oi the FARK to the NWIC, The Environunental Planiung, division

; of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound und one urdecked,

searchable FOF copy on CD of the FAKR along with copies of any forinal site recordation

furms (California Department of Parks and Recreation 523 series) andjor documentation

Jur nenunation {o the Nanenal Register of Historic Placesialitornia Kegister of

Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value

af the resatieee, the BRO may requite & differeat final repor( vontent, tormat, and

distribution than that prosented above,

BEM = (SFPLIC) Bureau of Envirenmental Matagemsat = |{SFPLC) Construction Management Bureau FRO = OF Planning Departrment Ervironmental Review Othcer LISFWS = Uniled Stales Fish and Wikllite Servics
CDFW = Sabfomia Department of Fish and Wildlife (SFPUL) Fngineenng Managerment Buréaa SFPUC = San Freacisco Public Utilies Commission
San Francisen Wastiide fiscycled Walts: Project ) Erirenmenial Planning Cage No, 2008.000

MR

August 4078




BAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROFECT (SF Environmental Planning Case Nao. Z068.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

lmpact
No.

Impact Summary

Adopted Mitigation Measures

-

Monitoring and Reporting Program

Respunsible Pasty "

Rev:i-;wing and
Approval Party

Munitoring and Reporting Actions ¢ Implementation Schedule
1

c-Cp

The proposid project couhd
tesult in cumulatively
cumgiderable impacts relared
16 histogical, archaeclogical,
or paleontelogival resources
o human remains.

Implenent Mitigation Measures M-CP-2 {Accidenal Discovery of Archeclogical
Resources), M-CP-3 (Accidental ihsuovery of Paleontological Resources), M-CP4
(Accidental Discovery of Linknowr: Human Remains), and M-CP.5 (Archeclogical
Monitoring Program].

See respertive mitigation measures

AQ2

The proposed project’s
construcnon awhvities would
generate fugitive dust and
<riteria air poilutants, and
vould vivlate an air qualily
slandare or comtribute
spbstandiatly w an existing
or projectedd air quality

1 violation

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Emissions Minimizatio,

A. Additional Exhaust Cantrof Measures. in addition to complying with the Clean
Construction Ordinance requt Qusez of biadiesel fuel grade B20 ar higher, and
cither meets or exceeds Tier 2 engines or operate with the most effective VDECS fer off-
road equipent}, average consiroction- refated NOv emissions from all ovetlapping,
project compunents shall not exceed 54 pounds per day. The construction consract
specifications shall requize the conttacior to submit a compivhensive inventory of all
off-road construction equipment greater than 25 horsepower and aperating for more
than 20 totul hours over the entite duration of construction activifies. The inventory
shall iclude each vehichs's licesse plate number, harsepawer rating, engine production
year, and. projecied hours of use or (el throughpmt for each plece of equipment. The
mventory shalt demonstrate, through the use of Tier 3 engines (or engines retrofitted
with CARB Level 3 Ventied Diesel Emissions Control Stralegy ), that the combined
average emssiozs trom all overlapping project components shudl not exceed 54 pounds
per day. The contractor shall update the inventory and subout it monthly to the SEPUC
throughont the duration of the project.

1}
2

SFPUC EMB

SEPUC CMB/BEM

B
2

SEPUC BEM
SFPLC BEM/

Ensure all appropriate language incorporated into
coniract docwiments

B Design
2

Construchon
Mamiter to ensure that contractor implements measures
im, contract documents including the update and
monthly submittal of comprehensive inveriories to the
SEPUC throughout the duration of the project

#1-1 r'l‘he project would Mitigation Measure M-81-1a; Nesting 8ird Protection Measures. SFPUC EMB 1} SEPUC BEM Exwuze that requirements telated to nesting bird 1) Design
jv:;tenﬁalig/; I“we; S“b;_l““tlf’l Nmnng, birds und sheir pests shall be protecied during construction by use of the following: | 2)  SFPUC CMB/BEM  $2)  SFPUC BEM pratection ar inchided in contract dacunents. 2y Preconstruction and
adverse effect, cither ditectlly . . s o N e g o .
ur throsgh habitat o Condusiing vegeiation angl troe nemoval and construction activibies outside the bird 1Qualified Blalogist) ‘ 3 SFPLC BEM b L:}::tﬁ‘umn:b?o‘(;;?:::E;;t;:::: (é?::;t'l'[:';:zz;’f " Construction

icationg SDOCIeS e e Al 0}, 10 the extent i 3 SFRUCOMB v # - =3y Constructon
mmh‘lthdhﬂHs, on species nesting season {(February 1 to August 30}, 10 the extent fcasible. . . ) SFPU ; recuired. Tt active fests are localed daring survey, 3]
;denf#md as candidate, +  Hcorstruction oocurs during the bird nesting season, 3 qualified wildlife bivlogist establish buffer zones, consulting with USFWS/CDEW
s&-nsmvle, or spregial-status wotld conduct preconstruction surveys within sever: days of the start of constravtion a5 pecessary, and monitor zegitlarly. Document
spocies mrlocul or regional ar after uny construction breaks aff 14 days or more to wenify active pests. A nest is ‘ menitoring sctivities in lugs.
Plans, pelicies, or defined o be active for rapiors if there 15 & pair of vaptors displaying reproduchve 3) Monitor i that contractor(s) implements
regulations, or by the CDFW behavior Le., courting) at the nest and/or if the nest centains eggs or chicks, Surveys ) ar ox; = E"“’m;"’ -:;-I Comy aLi:(]';i} im;; RS
or UBFWS, “hall be perfurmed for the project site and suitable habitat within 250 feet of the m‘-“-"“"-bi;“ ‘:0“' "‘;j 9?"-“:“?“ i f}“’ son
Pruject sue in arder W Jovte any dctive passetine nests and within 500 feet of the ! AOFCOMPUWNCE, &1 ERSUIE COTTECTIVE &C
project sihe Lo the extent acoess is granted by ather property owners to locate any }
active raptor (birds of prey) nests or double-crested cormorant oy heron rockeries. i
] st active nests are focated during the precanstruction bird nesting survey, the wildlife !
bivtogist shall evahuate if the schedule of construction activities could affect the active
nest and the following measures shali be implemented based on their determination;
1. If construction is not Hiely to affect the active nest, it may procesd witheut }
restriction; howover, a biologist shall regularly monilor the nest t confirm there 1
4 is mo adverse etfect apd may revise their determination at any tine during the H
I niesting seasor: fn this case, the fellowing measure would apply. | J |
BEM = (GFPULC) Buttau of Edviconmental Management CME = (BFPUC] Construction Managemen! Bureau ER{ = 5F Planning Departmert Ecvirunmental Review Officer UBFWNS = Unlted Slatas Fish and WWikiils Sefvice

CORW = Califomia Depanme: of Fish and Wiidlite

EMB = {SFPLIC} Erypineering Management Burgay

SFPUC = San Francisce Pubfic Utilities Commission

San Franeisco Waslsitde Recyrded Water Proect

Mur

Enyifansnental Flanning Tese No. Z008 0041k
Augst 2035
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmental Flanning Case Na. 2008.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued)

S

!
Impact E

Monitoring and Reporting Frogram

[ Adopted Mitigation Measures
i

Responsible Party

ileviewi}\g and

Mopitoring and Beporting Actions

| Tmplementation Schedule

Approval Party

Bi-1
{vont.}

A Hconstruction may affect the active nest, the binlogist shall establish a no
dhisturbance hulfer. The bictogist shall determine the appropriate buffer taking
into account the species involved, the presence of any obstruction, such as a
building, s within lne-of-sight belween the nest and construction, and the level
of project ond ambient activity (r.e. adjacent £o 4 read or active wail). No
disturbance bubivrs far passeruws typially vary from 23 feet and greater and for
raptars lroin 300 feet and greater. For bird species thal are federally andfor stare-
tsted sensitive species {Le., threatened, endangered, fully protected, species of
special coneernyg, an SFPUC representalive, supported by the wildiife biclogist,
shall consult with the USFWS andtor CDFW regarding nest buffers.

Removing mactive passerine Rests may 00cur at any fime, Bactive raptor nests shall

stol be removed unless approved by the USEWS and/or CIEW

Removing or relocating active nests shall be coordinated by the SFPUC representabive

with the LSFWS/and or CDFW, 2= appropriate, given the nests that are found on the |

site.

Any birds that begin nesting within the project ares and survey butfess amid

construction activities are assumed to be Tabituated fo construclion-relaied or similar |
notse and distazbance levels and no work exchision zones shall be established around !
active niesty in these rases, H

. ;

SEPLIC EMB

SFPLC BEM

Ensure thal contract duocuments inchide applicabk:

Deaign

Mitigation Measure M-BE-ib: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special- 1 1) 1
! Status Bats 2y SFPUC CMB/BEM |2} SFPUC BEM avoidanes and mEUmIZaGon Masures. 7 Preconstruction and
¢ In coordination with the SEPUC, a qualified wildlife bialogist shall conduct {Qualified Biclogist) 3 SEFLC BEM 231 Obtain and review resume or viher documentation of Construchon
| preconstruction special-status bat surveys before trees and structures that are suitable for | ) SFPLC CMB/BEM consulling biologist's quahfications. Conduct pre- 3} Construdion

bat reosting {Le., exchuding tenporary trailers, retaindng walls, etc ) are removed. If ] construction survey. If roasts are found, implement

active day or night roosts are found, the wildlife biologist shall take actions to make such | appropriate measures. Docunent activities i moritonng

roasts unsuitable habilat before trees and structieres are temoved. A no-disturhance logs.

hgbffer uf'mi) feet sl\.)lt ;u (.rimb:r} amuhnd .n”r;v‘c.hd!'fso:qls being used m.r malerf‘bity or 3} Monilar to ensure that contractur(s} fmplement measures

hil cr'n‘?iwn purposes Har roosts that egin during consiTuchivn are presumed o be n cotract documents. Report noncomphisice, and

unatiecied, and no tulfer would be nevessary. AT corective acbhon
f Mitigation Measure M-Bi-1: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California 1} SFPUC EMB T} SFPUC BEM 3} Ensure that contrace documents inclide applicable 13 Design
{ Red-Legged Frog and Weslern Pond Tuxtie 2 SFPUC CMB/BEM 2} SFRUC BEM avrm.ida:w;d.lnd mmnl-mzauon ;nea&t;reslfa; Ca.hfamm 7} Preconstruction and
| During construction on Route 353/Sky line Boulevard, at the Central Pump Station site, an (Binlogist) 3 SFPUC BEM red-legge fr})g, We‘sie_‘f“ pon ,mﬂt s, includlng Construstion

the pipeline route within Golden Park near aquatic habitat, and during use of the DLIC OB ) requirement for exclusion fencings: 3 Prec ctivm ;

h . \ N 3y SFPUC CMB/BEM 4 SEPUC BEM i 33 Preconstruction and
Harding Read al Herbst Road staging arees. the SEPUC shull ensure a biological (Biologist) ) - 2)  Develop worker training program and ensute that ali Cansirickion
manilor is present during instabiation of exclusion fenaing and iniwal vegetation ceadng s . construction personnel participate in the sovizonmental .
andfor grading, and shall implement the following measures: 4} SFPULCMB/BEM training prior to beginning work at the job siteqs). 4 Construction
*  Within one week belore work at these sites begins (including demolition and Regquine _‘Ycrk?m 1o sign the (mil_'smg. p;t;)\gram sghn

vegeiation removal}, a guaiified biologist shall supervise the msiallation of exclusion sheet. Maintdn file of training sign-in sheets.
fencing along the boundaries of the work area, as deemed necessary by the biologist, 3 Obtain and review résumé or other documentation. of

to prevent California red-legped frogs and western pond turtles from entering the
work area. The conslruction contractor shall instal] suitable fending with a minimum
height of 3 feet abvove ground surface with an additional 46 inches of fence matenial
buried for unpaved surfaces and sand-bagged at the Jower edge where needed for
puved surlaces such that species cannol crzwl undet the fence.

consuliing bislogist's qualifications. Conduct
preconstruction surveys, species relovation (i itis not
pussibie (or the speries bz move atst of the project area

aut ol ks own voliion, and, in the case of anidentificd

red-Jegged rogls), approved by the DSEWS andfor 1

BEM = (SFPUC) Bureau of Etwironimestal Management
CDFW = Caillomia Depattment of Fish and Wikglife

CMB = (SFPUC) Constiucdon Managemen! Buieak
EME = {SFUCT Engineering Managsrment Bureau

ERO = 8F Planning Depariment Environimertel Review Officer

SFPUC = San Francisco Public Utifties Commission

USFWS = Unied Siates Fish and Wikilile Sofvice

Sar: Francisce Wasthde Recyded Water Projacd
MMAP

Erwbropmantsl Plannng Case No. 20082094

Buagrust H0YS
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIRDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (SF Environmentat Planning Case No. 2608.00912E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING FROGRAM {(Continued)

Tmpact
MNo.

Impact Summary

—

” T

Adopied Mitigation Measures

Moenitering and Reporting Frogram

Review.ing and

Responsible Party | Approval Party Monitoring and Reporting Actions
; !

Empiementation Scheduie

BE-1
{cont.}

+ A qualified biclogist shall conduct enviranmental awareness training in person. or via

v A gualified bioiogist shall survey the project ares within 48 hours before the onset of

video for alt consttuction workers prior fo construchion workers beginaing their work
efforts on the projed. The maining shall indude information on species identification,
avioidance measutes to be implemented by the project, and the veyulatory
regquirerments and penalties for noncompliance. i necessary, the comtent shall vary
aveotding to spedific construction areas (e.g., workers on cty streets will recerve
tzaining or nesting birds but not on California red-legged frop identilication).

initial ground-tisturbing activities and shall be present during initial vegetation
clearing and ground-disturbing activities. The bialogical monitor shall monitor the
exclusion fencing weekly o confirm proper maintenance and inspact for frogs and
turtles. 1f California red-legged frogs or western pond turtles are found, the SFPUC
shall halt constnuction in the viginily thai poses a threat 1o the wdividual as
determined by the gualitied biologist. If povsible, the individual shall be allowed to
move oitt of the project area of s own voliton e, H it is near the exclusion fence
that van be terporarily removed to let it pass). For western pond hastles, a qualified
rologist shall relocate turties to the nearest sujtable habitat. For California red-legged
frog. @ SFPUC sepresendative shidl contact the USFWS andfor CDRIFW for nstructions
on how to provevd. Construction shall resume after the individual is out of hann's
way.

During projrct activities. excavations deeper than 6 inches shall be covered overmight
or af escape tamp of carth or 2 wooden plank at a 21 rise shall be nstalled; openings
such as pipes where California red legged Frogs or westemn pond tuztles might seek
refuge shall be covered when tot in use, and 2l trash that may altract predators or
hide California red-legged frogs or western pond tartles shail be properly contained
on a daily basis, resneved from the worksite, and disposed of regularly, Following
constriction, the construction contractor shall retnove all trash and constriciion
debris from work areas.

COFW) and menitoring, inchading weekly fenoe
nspection. Pocument aclivities in monitoring logs.
4} Monitor to ensure that contractor(s] implements
medasures in contract decuments. Report
nencompliance, and enisure corrective achion.

C-81-1

The project, in combination
with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the
victnity, conld resual i
significant cumuiative
rpacts on biclogical
TELOUTUEE.

arsd Mindmization Measres for California Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle),

Implement Mitgalion Measures M-B1-1o (Nesting Bird Protection Measures), M-Bl-To
(Avoidance and Minimivation Measures tor Special-Stams Bas), and M-Bl-1c (Avordancs

See respectivi miligation measures

BEM = {SFPUC) Bureau of Envitanmental Managomant
CDFW = California Depaclinent of Fish and Wikifism

CMB = {BFPUC) Constieciion Management Buread
EME = [(SFPUC) Enpinearing Managenmen! Bureay

ERG = SF Planring Depattiment Enviconmenial Review Officar
SFPUC = San Francisco Public Uiilites Commission

UBFWS = Uniled States Fish and Wildiife Ssnice

Jarr Frercisca Wostde Recyced Weater Frapct
MMRE
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