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FILE NO. 160721 RESOLUTI01 ~ JO. 

1 [Approval of Recycled Water Pump Station and Two Groundwater Well Stations in Golden 
Gate Park] 

2 

3 Resolution approving construction of a recycled water pump station building, and two 

4 groundwater well station buildings in Golden Gate Park under·Charter, Section 4.113, as 

5 part of the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water and San Francisco Groundwater 

6 Supply Projects. 

7 

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

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

10 (Groundwater Project), Project No. CUW30102, which is a water infrastructure project 
,. 

11 included as part of the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP); and 

12 W~EREAS, The SFPUC has developed and approved a project description for the San 

13 Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Recycled Water Project), Project No. 

14 CUW30201, which is a water infrastructure project included as part ofthe WSIP; and 

15 WHEREAS, The Groundwater and Recycled Water Projects are located in the City and 

16 County of San Francisco and their completion would help the SFPUC achieve the WSIP Level 

17 of Service goal for water supply adopted by the SFPUC in Resolution No. 08-200; and 

18 WHEREAS, The objectives of the Groundwater Project are to create a· new potable 

19 groundwater supply of up to 4 million gallons per day, which will expand and qiversify the 

20 SFPUC's water supply portfolio and increase system reliability by increasing the use of local 

21 water supply sources and reducing dependence on imported surface water, and to also 

22 provide drinking water for emergency supply in the event of an earthquake or other major 

23 ~atastrophe; and 

24 WHEREAS, The objectives of the Recycled Water Project are to produce a new supply 

25 of recycled water up to of 2 million gallons per day for irrigation, lake fill, and other non-
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1 potable uses, which will expand and diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio and 

2 increase system reliability by increasing the use of local water supply sources and reducing 

3 dependence on imported surface water; and 

4 WHEREAS, The Groundwater and Recycled Water Projects are capital improvement 

5 · projects approved by the SFPUC as part of the WSIP; and 
.- . 

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

7 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was prepare.d for the Groundwater Project in Planning 

8 Department File No. 2008.1122E; and 
' 

9 WHEREAS, An EIR as required by the CEQA was prepared for the Recycled Water 

10 Project in Planning Department File No. 2008.0091 E; and 

11 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on December 19, 2013, c~rtified 

12 the Final ~IR (FEIR) for the Groundwater Project by Motion No. 19050, adopted CEQA 

Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and 

14 Reporting Program by Motion No. 19051, found the Project consistent with the (qeneral Plan 

15 by Motion No. 19052, and approved a local coastal zone permit for the Project by Motion No. 

16 19053;and 

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

18 which is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 1402891and which is incorporated herein by 

19 this reference: (1) approved the Groundwater Project; and (2) adopted findings (CEQA 

20 Findings), including a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigatio.n Monitoring 

21 and Reporting Program (MMRP) as required by CEQA; and 

22 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on September 3, 2015 certified 

23 the FEIR by Motion No. M-19442, including a statement of overriding considerations and a 

24 MMRP for the Recycled Water Project by Motion No. 19443, and found the Project consistent 

25 with the General Plan by Resolution No. 19444; and 
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1 WHEREAS, On September 8, 2015, the SFPUC, by Resolution No. 15-0187, a copy of 

2 which is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 1\tol ?\ and which is incorporated 

3 herein by this reference: (1) approved the Recycled Water Project; and (2) adopted CEQA 

4 Findings, including a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a MMRP as required by 

5 CEQA; and (3) authorized the General Manager of the SFPUC to implement the Recycled 

6 Water Project, in compliance with the Charter and applicable law, and subject to subsequent 

7 Commission action and Board of Supervisors approval, where required; and 

8 WHEREAS, The Groundwater Project and the Recycled Water Project FEIRs are 

9 tiered from the WSIP Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) certified by the Planning 

10 Commission on October 30, 2008 by Motion No. 17734; and 

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

12 PEIR MMR.P as required by CEQA on October 30, 2008 by Resolution No. 08-200; and 

13 WHEREAS, the design of the two groundwater wells in Golden Gate Park, included as 

14 part of Phase Two of the Groundwater Project, approved by the SFPUC in Resolution No. 14-

15 0010, includes the capability to provide standby irrigation water supplies for park irrigation 

16 purposes; and 

17 WHEREAS, the purpose of the Recycled Water Pump Station is to deliver recycled 

18 water to the Lincoln Park Golf Course and the Presidio as the primary source of irrigation 

19 water supply, replacing the current potable water irrigation supply; and 

20 WHEREAS, On June 16, 2016, the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission, 

21 by Resolution No. 1606-007, a copy of which is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 

22 ----'-lv~o~!l~d-~\ __ and which is incorporated herein by this reference, found that the construction of 

23 two groundwater well buildings under Phase Two of the Groundwater Project and the· 

24 Recycled Water Project pump station building, all three located in Golden Gate Park, support 

25 a recreational purpose in accordance with Charter Section 4.113(2) and recommended that 

Supervisor Wiener 
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1 the Board of Supervisors approve the construction of the two groundwater well buildings and 

2 the recycled water pump station building in Golden Gate Park pursuant to Charter Section 

3 4.113(1); and 

4 WHEREAS, The Project files, including the FEIR, PEIR, SFPUC Resolution Nos. 14-

5 0010 and 1.5-0187, and Recreation and Park Commission Resolution No. 1606-007, have 

6 been made available for review by the Board and the public, and those files are considered 

7 part of the record before this Board; and 

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

9 and findings contained in the FEIR, PEIR, SFPUC Resolution Nos. 14-0010 and 15-0187, and 

10 Recreation and Park Commission Resolution No. 1606-007, and all written and oral 

11 information provided by the Planning Department, the public, relevant public agencies, 

12 SFPUC, ~ecreation and Park Department and other experts and the administrative' files for 

the Project; and 

14 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors through its Resolution No. 117-14 found the 

15 Groundwater Supply Project FEIR adequate for its use as the decision-making body for the 

16 approval of the Project, and adopted and incorporated by reference the CEQA Findings, 

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

18 Resolution No. 14-0010, and adopted the City Planning Commission's General Plan 

19 consistency findings for the Project in Motion No. 19052; and 

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

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

22 therein; and 

23 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors through its Resolution No. 118-14 approved the 

24 construction of the building housing the Central Pump Station well and related appurtenances 

25 
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1 in Golden Gate Park as part of the SFPUC's implementation of the Phase One of the 

2 Groundwater Project, in accordance with Charter Section 4.113(1 ); now therefore, be it 

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

4 West~ide Recycled Water Project FEIR and record as a whole, finds that the FEIR is 

5 adequate for its use as the decision-making body for the action taken herein including, but not 

6 limited to, approval of the Recycled Water Project and adopts and incorporates by reference 

7 as though fully set forth herein the CEQA Findings, including the Statement of Overriding 

8 Considerations, and the MMRP contained in SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0187; and be it 

9 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that the Recycled Water Project 

1 O mitigation measures set forth in the Project FEI R and the MMRP, and adopted by the SFPUC 

11 and herein by this Board will be implemented as reflected in and in accordance with the 

12 MMRP; a':ld be it 

13 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that since the FEIRs for both the 

14 Groundwater Project and Recycled Water Project were finalized, there have been no 

15 substantial project changes and no substantial changes in Project circumstances that would 

16 require major revisions to the FEIRs due to the involvement of new significant environmental 

17 effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is 

18 no new information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in 

19 the FEIRs: and be it 

20 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board approves the construction of the two 

21 groundwater well buildings and recycled water pump station building in Golden Gate Park as 

22 part of the SFPUC's implementation of the Groundwater Project Phase Two and Recycled 

23 Water Project. 

24 

25 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

City and. County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 08-0200 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approved and 
adopted a Long-Tem1 Strategic Plan for Capital Improvements, a Long-Range Financial 
Plan, and a Capital Improvement Program on May 28, 2002 under Resolution No. 02-
0101; and 

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

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

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public l}tilities Commission staff developed a 
variant to the WSJP referred to as the Phased WSIP; and 

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

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

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

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

WHEREAS, the WSIP and Final PEIR files have been made available for review 
by the San Francisco Public Utilities Conm1ission and the public, and those files are part 
of the record before this Commission; and 

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

WHEREAS, the Phased WSIP includes the following program elements: 1) full 
implementation of a1l WSIP facility improvement projects; 2) water supply delivery to 
regional water system customers through 2018; 3) water supply sources (265 million 
gallons per day (mgd) average annual from SFPUC watersheds, 10 mgd conservation, 
recycled waler, groundwater iit Sail Ffancisco, and IO mgd·conservation, recycled ·wa:tet, 
groundwater in the wholesale service area); 4) dry-year water transfers coupled with the 
Westside Groundwater Basin Conjunctive Use project to ensure drought reliability; 5) re­
evaluation of 2030 demand projections, regional water system purchase requests, and 
water supply options by 2018 and a separate SFPUC decision by 2018 regarding water 
deliveries after 2018; and, 6) provision of financial incentives to limit water sales to an 
average annual 265 mgd from the SFPUC watersheds through 2018; and 

WHEREAS, the SFPUC staff has.recommended that this Commission make a 
water supply decision only through 2018, limiting water sales from the SFPUC 
watersheds to an average annual of265 mgd; and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Phased WSIP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Program Goal 

Water Quality-maintain 
high water quality 

System Performance Objective 

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

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

• Continue to implement watershed protection measures. 
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Program Goal 

· Seismic Reliability -
reduce vulnerability to 
earthquakes 

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

Water Supply- meet 
· customer water needs in 

non-drought and drought 
periods 

Sustainability- enhance 
sustainability in all 

· system activities 

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

An~ be it 

System Performance Objective 

"' Design improvements to meet current seismic standards. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Meet average annual water demand of 265 mgd from the SFPUC 
watersheds for retail and wholesale customers during non -drought 
years for system demands through 2018. · 

• Meet dry-year deliv:ery needs through 2018 while limiting rationing 
to a maximum 20 percent system-wide reduction 'in water service 
during extended droughts. · 

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

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

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

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

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

• Ensure cost-effective use of funds. 

• Maintain gravity-driven system. 

• Implement regular inspection and maintenance program for all 
facilities. 

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

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities 
Commission at its meeting of Oct""o'-"b:..::e"-r'""3c::O.i....=2-=-0~08""-----------------

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO .. 14-0010 

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

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

WHEI~EA~, the object~Ve$ of the Projec~ ~e to construct six groundwater production . 
well facilities and associated pipelines and that would produce up to 4 million g~llons per day of 
groundwater to diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio and increase the use of local water 
supply sources; and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. . ' . . . . 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission 
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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 constmct 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, to diversify the SFPUC's water supply pottfolio and increase the use of local 
water supply sources; and · 

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

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

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 Guideline.s; and · 

WHEREAS, On September 3, 2015, the San .Francisco Planning Commission reviewed 
and considered the Final Env.ironmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project in Planning 
Department File No. 2008.009 IE, 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 Depru1ment 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 
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I 

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

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

WHEREAS, SFPUC staff prepared proposed findings, as required by CEQA, (CEQA 
Findings) and a proposed MMRP, which material was made available to the public and the 
Col!lmission 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 ex.ecute required approvals from State agencies, including but not Hmited 
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 te1ms and conditions of the necessm·y 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 11ecessary for 
the Project; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby approves Project No. 
CUW3020l, 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 seek: 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 constructioi:i contracts. 

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

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission 
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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 

rn 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 Sections 
15091through15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental 
review process for the Project (San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental 
Impact Report, Planning Department Case No., 2008.0091E, State Clearinghouse No. 
2008052133) (the "Final EIR.!' or "EIR"), the approval actions to be taken and the location of 
records; 

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

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

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoideq or reduced to less-than­
significant levels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of 
the mitigation measures; 

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social. 
technological and other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection of 
altematives, or elements thereof. analyzed; and 

1 
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2647 



Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific 

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

into the Project. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that 
have been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Attachment B to Resolution 
No. 15·0187. The 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 Impact Report for the Project ("Final EIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a 

significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency. responsible for 
implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. 

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

These findings are based upon substantial e.vidence 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 Proje.ct identified in the Final BIR. 
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 Anny 
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 lakes; and for irrigation in the 

Panhandle portion of the park; Lincoln Park Golf Course, and various areas of the Presidio. 
The treatment plant would have an annual average production capacity of up to 2 million 
gallons per day (mgd) and sized to meet peak-day demands of up to 5 mgd: 

• Construction of a transmission pipeline primarily along 36th A venue 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 Oceanside WPCP to the areas of use. 

• Conslruction 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 pumpin~ capacity at the Central Reservoir 

site. 
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B. Project 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. l). The WSIP consists 

of over 70 local and regional facility improvement projects that would increase the ability of the 
SFPUC' s water supply system to withstand major seismic events and prolonged droughts and to 

meet estimated water-purchase requests in the service areas. With the exception of the water 
supply goal, the overall WSIP goals and objectives are based on a planning horizon through 2030. 

The water supply goal to meet delivery needs in the SFPUC service area is based on a planning 
horizon through 2018. The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are to: 

• Maintain high-quality water. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 

• Increase water delivery reliability. 

• Meet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP 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. Of this 
amount, the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average would 

be derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up to 2 
mgd of recycled water; currently identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. This Project 
would also enable implementation 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 mgd of groundwater in the first phase and conversion 

of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potabl~ use, providing LO to I.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. 

3 

2649 



-~-~«~~~~~~~;%'i· ,. 

! 
C. Environmental Review 

1. Water System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report 

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

knov:.'Il as the "Phased WSIP") with the objective of repairing, 1eplacing, and seismically 
upgrading the system's aging pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump 'stations, and storage tanks 

(SFPUC, 2008; SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200). The WSIP improvements span seven 

counties-Tuolunme, 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 impacl<; of the WSIP's facility improvement 

projects. The PEIR contemplated that additional project~Ievel 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 20 LO NOP scoping period, the SFPUC in response to public feedback 
evaluated alternative possible sites, resulting in a revised Project proposal for which the Planning 
Department issued a revised NOP/Initial Study (IS) on July 16, 2014 with the scoping period 
ending on August 15, 2014. The 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 Chronfole. 

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 mid operational impacts of the Project, the EIR considered the impacts of the Project 
as well as the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project in combination with other 
past, present, and future actions that could affect the same resources. 

Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR was analyzed with respect to significance 
criteria that are based on EP guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered 
significant. EP guidance is, in tum, 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 court 
reporter was present at the public hearing, transcribed the publ.ic 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 infonnation. The 
Final EIR provided augmented and updated information presented in the Draft EIR, on the 
following topics: Project description, cultural resources, transp01tation 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 
1.5088.5. The Final EIR contains no informatjon revealing (1) any new significant enviroi1mental 
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 ident~fied 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. 
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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 Utili'ties 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 consultation with or required approvals by other local, 

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

• Other San Francisco City entities, including the Department of Public Works, and the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
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• California Anny National Guard (lease amendment) 

• Califomia State Water Resources Control Board (loiln approval; stormwater and recycled 
water discharges) 

• California Department of Transportation {encroachment permit) 

11 California Coastal Commission (coastal permit) 

• Presidio Trust (water supply agreement) 

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

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

E. Contents and Location of Records 

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

• The Draft BIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. (The references 
in these findings to the EIR or Final EIR include b~th the Draft EIR and the Comments and 
Responses document.) 

• The PEIR for the Phased WSIP Variant, which is incorporated by reference in the SFRW 
ProjectEIR 

• AH information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 
SFPUC and Planning Commission relating to the ElR, the Project, and the alternatives set forth in 
the EIR .. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the SFPUC and 
the Planning Commission by the environmental consultant and sub~con.sultants 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. 

• 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 SFPUC's decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the 
public review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final BIR 
are available at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. 
Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department 
Materials concerning approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in 
SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. CUW30 l 02 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate A venue, San Francisco, California 
94102. The Custodian of Records is Scott MacPherson. All files have been available to the 
SFPUC and the public for review in considering these findings and whether to approve the 
Project. 

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II, III, and IV set forth the 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 regarding 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; (ii) the significance thresholds used in the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in 
the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR preparers and City staff; and (iii) the 
significance thresholds used in the BIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing 
the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal 
matter, the SFPUC is not bound by the significance 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 to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact 
contained in the Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and 
conclusions can be found in the Final EIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the 
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discussion and analysis in the 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 all of the mitigation measui·es 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 M1-1RP 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 BIR shall 
control. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the 
information contained in the Final EIR. 

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

II. 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), 
1509 l). Based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the SFPUC finds that the 
implementation of the Project either 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 
Systems: 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; (10) Hydrology and 
Water Quality: expose housing to flooding hazard, impede or redirect flood flows, or expose 
people or structures to harm from flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudflow; (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) Agricultural 
Resources: all issues. These subjects are not further discussed in these findings. 
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The SFPUC further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any s1gnificant 

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

Land Use 

• 

• 

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

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

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

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

Aesthetics 

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

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

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

Population and Housing 

• 

• 

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

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

Cultural Resources 

• Impact CP-1: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, 
including those resources listed in Article I 0 or Article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code. 

Transportation and Circulation 

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

• Impact TR-2: Closure of travel lanes during Project constrnction would temporarily 
reduce roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing 
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temporary and intennittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effect'> would be 
of short duration and limited in magnitude. 

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

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

• Impact TR-5: Project construction would not substantially impair access to alternative 
transpo1tation facilities (public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities), 'although it 
could temporarily deteriorate the perfonnance of such facilities. 

• Impact TR-6: Project operation and maintenance activities would cause some 
increases in traffic volumes on area roadways, but wou~d not substantially alter 
transportation conditions and would not cause conflicts with alternative travel modes, 
including vehicles, emergency vehicles, tmnsit, 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 ~ocal and regional roads. 

Noise and Vibration 

• Impact N0-1: The Project would not result in substantial groundbome vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 

• Impact N0-2: 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 N0-3: 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 nC?ise impacts. 

Air Quality 

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

• 

Impact AQ-3: The Project's construction activities would generate T ACs, including 
DPM, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

Impact C-AQ: The Project could result in cumulative air quality impacts associated 
with criteria pollutant and precursor emis~ions 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 em1ss1ons during 
Project constmction and operation, but not at levels that would result in a significant 
impact on the environment or conflict with any poiicy, 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 Prqject would not have a significant cumulative impact on 
recreation. 

Utilities ·and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-1: The Project would not result in construction or expm1sion of water or 
wastewater treatment facilities, exceed wastewater treatment 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 entitlements. 
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• Impact UT-3: The Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the Project's solid waste disposal needs .. 

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

• Impact UT-5: The Project's construction would not result in a substantial adverse 
effect related to dismption, relocation, or accidental damage to existing utilities. 

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

Biological Resources 

• Impact BI-2: The Project wquld 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 BI-4: The Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites. 

Geology and Soils 

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

• Impact GE-2: The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the 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 significant cumulative impact related to 
geologic hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• hnpact HY-1: Project construction would not violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or otherwise degrade water quality. 
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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 area in a 

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

• Impact C-HY-1: The :Project would not have a significant cumulative hydrology and 

water quality impact. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

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

materials. 

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

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 

but ex.cavation .activities would not expose workers and the public to adverse effects 

from release of hazardous materials. 

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

workers and the public to hazardous building materials including asbestos.:Containing 
materials, lead-based paint, PCBs, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, 

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

Impact HZ.4: ·The Project would not result in adverse effects related to hazardous 

emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within 1A 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~t: The Project would not encourage activities that result in the use of 

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

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

energy impacts. 

III. Findings of Potentially Significant or Significant Impacts 
That Can Be A voided or Reduced to a Less-Th,an-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 
projecfs identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are 
feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). 

The findings in ·this Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the 

EIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for 

adoption by the SFPUC, which can be implemented by the SFPUC. The mitigation measures 

proposed for adoption in this section and referenced following each Project impact discussed in 

this Section III, are the same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final BIR for the 
Project. The full text of each mitigation measure. listed in this section is contained in the Final 

EIR and in Attachment B, the MMRP. The Commission finds that for the reasons set forth in the 

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

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

section. 

Project Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

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

Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological asse~sment, and survey results, 

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

archaeological resources during Project construction. However, it is possible that previously 

unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during 

Project construction. Excavation, grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and 
equipment could expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources, which would be 

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

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

cultural resources if accidentally discovered. 

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

Impact CP-3: The Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or 11Ilique 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 paleonto!ogical 

sensitivity. Vertebrate fossils, including parts of mammoths and bison, have been found in the 

Colma Fonnation in San Francisco. Given the sensitivity of the Colma Fonnation and the depth of 

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

plant site, a significant impact. The impact would 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 resume. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

discounted. Earthmoving activities associated with Project 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 reduced to a less-than-significant level through 

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

human remains if accidentally discovered. 

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

Impact CP-5: Construction of the Project along Cement Street from 36th Avenue to 
39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park could disturb human remains 
associated with the hlstoric~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 ofremains would be a significant impact. The impact would be reduced to 

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

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

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

requirements and to take mitigation actions to recover historically important data. 
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"' i'vfitigation Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program 

Air Quality 

Impact AQ~2: The Project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and 
criteria air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

When the construction schedules of components of the Project overlap, NOx emissions could 
exceed the BAAQMD's 54 pounds/day significance criterion, a significant impact. Mitigation 
measure M-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 Minimization 

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 arna 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 Califomia 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 Anny National Guard property, 
and in the vicinity of the Central Pump Station, could support native nesting birds. Removal and/or 
relocation of trees with active nests and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during 
bird nesting season could result in nest abandonment, destruction, injury or mortality of nestlings 
and disruption of reproductive behavior during the breeding season, including mortality of 
individual birds, such as red-shouldered hawk, red-tailed hawk, Cooper's hawk, or American 
kestrel, a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measure M-BI- la would reduce potential 
impacts on special-status birds to a Jess-than-significant level by requiring surveys of the Proje.ct 
site to identify nests 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 sign(fi.cant impact. Mitigation measure Bf-lb would require surveys of the 
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Project site within two weeks of tree removal. With implementation of M-BI-1 b, 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-lc would mitigate the effect by requiring pre-construction surveys within 14 days 
of the construction activity. With implementation of mitigation measure M-BI-lc, the impact 
would be less than significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 
• Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status 

Bats 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California 

Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

Cumulative Impacts 

· Cultural Resources 

Impact C-CP: The Project could result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to 
historical, archaeological, paleontological resources or human remains. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

Cumulative proje.cts 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 cu~ulative 
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 a.I).d M-CP-5 would 
reduce Project impacts such that the Project's contributi~::m to this cumulative impact would be less 
than significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources 
• Mitigation lv!easure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Discovet}' of Human Remain 
• Mitigation. Measure M-CP-5, Arclzeological Monitoring Program 

Biological Resources 

Impact C-BI-1: The Project, in combination with past, presentr 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. rt is assumed that the cumulative projects including the past cumulative projects have 

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

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

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

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

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

The Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources would be cumulatively 
considerable, a significant impact. However, with the implementation of Project-level mitigation 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-Bl-la, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 
• Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1b, Avoidarice and Minimization Measures for Special-Status 

Bats 
• Mitigation Measure M-Bl-lc, ·Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California 

Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

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

WSIPimpact 

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 Attachment B. 

The SFPUC further finds, however, that the Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore, 
will contribute to the significant and unavoida:ble 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 2108l(a) (3) and (b), and 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 1509l(a) (3), I5092(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: Impact 5.4,J-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 CJystaJ Springs reservoir (Upper OJ'!d 
Lower); and Impact 7-1-Indirect grovvth inducing impacts in the SFPUC service area. 
Mitigation measures that were proposed in the PEIR were adopted by this Commission for these 
impacts; however, the mitigation measures could not reduce all the impacts to a less than 
significant level, and these impacts were detennined to be significant and unavoidable. This 
Commission has already adopted the mitigation measures propo_sed 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. 
08-0200 are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these 
CEQA Findings. 

Subsequent to the certification of the fEIR, the Planning Department has conducted more 
detailed, site-specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts 
identified in the PEIR. fn 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 

. Bindings 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.J-2, the project level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement 
project Final BIR modifies the PEIR detennination and concludes that the impact related to 
stream flow along Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the confluence with Calaveras 
Creek (PEIR Impact 5.4.1.-2) will be less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific 
modeling and data. Project-level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the 
PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam 
Improvement Project in Resolution No. 11-0015. The CEQA Findings in Resolution No. l.1-0015 
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 

• 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 tenns of 
their significant impacts and their ability to meet Project objectives. This comparative analysis is 
used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing environmental 
consequences of the Project. 

A. Reasons for Approval of the Project 

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

• Maintain high-quality water and a gravit.y-diiven system. 

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

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

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

tt 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 <level.oping 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 WSlP 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 project$ 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. TI1e SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of 
new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater in the first phase and conversion 

of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable use, providing LO to I .5 mgd of 
groundwater in the second phase. The second phase cannot oc.cur 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 supp~y from groundwater. 

This increase in water &upply 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. It 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 t-0 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 economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations described in this section in addition to those 
described in Section VI below under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), that make such Alternatives 
infeasible. In making these infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA 
defines "'feasibility" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and 
technological factors." The Commission is also aware that under CEQA case law the concept of 
;•feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the 
underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is 

"desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 
balancing of the relevant economic, environmenJ:al, 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 recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed 
and 1.6 mgd of recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable 

demand. Existing irrigation demand at Golder1 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 Projdct 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 not 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 ability to 
meet its adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in the San 
Francisco region, because of reduced water supply in San Fr:mcisco. 

Under the No Project Alternative, cmTent 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 
legally-significant prehistoric depositions within the Colma Fonnation at the Oceanside WPCP. 
No constrnction activities means that fugitive dust and criteria pollutant emissions would not 
occur and there would be no construction-related effects or disturbance to special-status species, 
including the Califomia 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 
tl1e 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 Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet any of 
the project objectives, and because it would jeopardize the SFPUC' s ability to meet the adopted 
WSIP goals and objectives as set forth in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200. 

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 lot. Under this Alternative, distribution pipelines 
would avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard and instead, 
distribution pipelines would nm from the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot north to 
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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 anc;l 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 Oceanside 

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 
coruitruction 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. 

Altemative 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 A venue. 
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 Central Pump Station site 
where bats are thought most likely to roost. Finally, the elimination of construction near Lake 
Merced, along Route 35/Skyline Boulevard, and near Harding and Herbst Roads, and elimination 

of most construction around the Central Reservoir site, would reduce impacts on the Western 
Pond turtle and California red-legged frog, which may be found in upland habitat in these areas. 

The only remaining areas where these species may be found, at Metson and 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 
conuibution to cumulative impacts to biological resources also would be reduced as compared to 
the Project. 

This Alternative also would increase certain impacts as compared to the Project and result in 
different impacts than the Project in the areas of noise, traffic, and energy use. Alternative B 

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

by moving the construction activities and facilities approximately 900 feet closer to Zoo facilities 
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as compared to the Project. Increased noise could negatively impact Zoo animals. Operational 
noise impacts might be reduced through noise reduction berms. 

Shifting the location of construction of the recycled water treatment plant could increase truck 
traffic along the Great Highway and potentially require lane detours. Also, relocating distribution 
pipelines from Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and Sunset Avenue to Wawona Street and 34th 
Avenue would cause an increase in traffic on narrower roadways, possibly increasing traffic 

impacts. 

Finally, locating the recycled water storage reservoir at the Zoo parking lot instead of at the 
Central Reservoir site would require additional energy to pump recycled water over longer 
disumces and elevations to customers north of the Central Reservoir site. Under the Project, four 
100 horsepower pumps (one sl:lmdby) would be installed at the Central Reservoir site in a new 
pump station to pump recycled water from the Central Reservoir to users in Golden Gate Park 
and north. There also 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 to 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 to less than significant 
levels under the Project with the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The Project 
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 the 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~Iocated 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 SFPUC has been informed that the Zoo has plans to use the site for necessary Zoo 

operations, including meeting stringent animal isolation and testing requirements. The San 
Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments are therefore, unlikely to readily agree 

to the 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. ln 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 Altemative would result 
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-related 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 constructed at the Central Reservoir site and distribution pipelines north of 
the Central Reservoir would be eliminated. The size of the recycled water treatment plant and 
storage at the Oceanside WPCP would be reduced somewhat and the construction duration would 
be shorter. As a r~sult of these changes from the Project, the recycled water treatment plant would 

have a reduced peak-day capacity of 3.8 mgd instead of 5 mgd and an annual average capacity of 
1. 7 mgd instead of 2.0 mgd. 

. This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. First, as a result of 
eliminating recycled water supply to Lincoln Park, significant potential impacts on human 
remains that may be associated with the former Golden Gate Cemetery site (e.g. Lincoln Park) 
would be avoided. Second, construction of a smaller recycled water supply treatment plant, 
eliminating new storage and pumping facilities at the Central Reservoir site, and eliminating 
distribution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir reduces the area of excavation, reducing 

potential exposure to unknown archeological resources and unknown human remains. Third, 
constructing a smaller recycled water treatment plant reduces potential impacts to paleontological 

resources that may be found in the Colma Formation as less excavation in that area would be 
required. Finally, by reducing cultural resource impacts, the contribution to cumulative impacts 
on cultural resources also would be reduced. 

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

activities are reduced, the total volume of air pollution emitted during construction is less under 
Alternative C than the Project. 

Alternative C would reduce impacts on biological resources. Fewer impacts could occur to 
nesting birds, California red-legged frog and western pond turtle as a result of reduced 

construction activities at the Central Reservoir site where these species could be impacted. As a 
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result of reduced impacts on biological resources under Alternative C, this alternative would 
make less of a contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources as compared to the 

Project. 

Alternative C also would reduce energy 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: R~duced Pr~ject Alternative would meet 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. 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 last of these objectives would be reduced 
somewhat. Alternative C would enable implementation of the SFPUC'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 SFPUC' s 
Groundwater Supply Project, which calls for conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden 
Gate Park to potable use, providing 1.0 to 15 mgd of groundwater. 

However, Alternative C would only gartially 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 w~ter 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 I. 7 mgd annual average and 3.8 mgd peak day tlow. Under the project, 
currently identified customers have a demand of 1.6 mgd annual average and 4 mgd peak-day, 
but customer serV!:!d would be reduced to those with a demand of 1.38 mgd annual average and 
2.81 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 Sail Francisco would be most affected as water supply in the city would be reduced 
during peak demand periods by up to l .2 mgd. As a result, the SFPUC may need to revise the 
WSIP goals and objectives or develop additional water supply projects. 

Environmentally Superior AJternative. 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 cultural 
resources and biological resources. Also, it would reduce energy use and reduce. the total amount 
of air pollution produced by the Project. 

The Reduced Project Alt~mative would still contribute to the WSIP's significant and unavoidable 
indirect impact related to growth, bµt 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, although 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 
groundwater 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 directly 
on the up to 2 mgd of local recycled water supply on the west side of San Francisco that the 
Project would provide to 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 short 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 
serve Lincoln Park and the Presidio, some viable recycled water supply customers on the west 
side of San Francisco would not be able to make use of recycled water and instead would need to 
continue to use groundwater or imported smface 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. 

VI. Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby 
finds, after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific 
overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth 
below, independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is 
an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for 
approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to 
conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will stand 
by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting 
the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference 
into this section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined-in Section 
I. 
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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 Oveniding 
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, paiticularly 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 W esL'iide 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 
from local recycled water. 

• The Project, by providing recycled water for irrigation and lake 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 WSJP'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 unavoidabl~ impacts associated with the 
WSIP. This Statement of Overriding Considerations is relevant to the significant and unavoidable 
impact rel3:ted to growth-inducement to which this Project contributes, The findings regarding the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth in Resolution No. 08-2000 are incorporated into 
these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. In addition, for 
the particular reasons set forth below, this Project helps to implement the following benefits of 
the WSIP: 

• Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes 
many features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water 
system as a means of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake 
scenario or even a disaster scenario not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the 
improvements to assure the water system's continued reliability, and developing it as part of a 
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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. 

• The WSIP would meet SFPUC customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of 

retail and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset 

the remaining 20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail 

· and wholesale service areas. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the 
WSIP, through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, 

and lO mgd would be met through local conservation, recycled water and groundwater 

in the wholesale service area. Of the. 10 mgd that would come from projects in San 
Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from local recycled water. This Project 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 SFPUC's San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd 
of potable groundwater for San Francisco residents, water that is currently used for irrigation 

and lake refill in Golden Gate Park. 

• The WSIP will substantially improve use of new water sources and drought management, 
including use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation. and transfers. A critical part of 
the WSIP is to provide water from new sources other than from imported smface water from 
the Hetch Hetchy Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project 

is important to meeting the WSIP goal of providing local recycled water in San Francisco. 

• The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality 
requirements. This Project, which will produce recycled water by treating sanitary sewage 
with microfiltrationlultrafiltration, reverse osmosis, and ultraviolet light disinfection, will 
provide recycled water that meets or exceeds the California Department of Public He~lth 
requirements for disinfected tertiary recycled water. 

• 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 <luting 
both drought and non-drought periods. 

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section I above, the 

Commission finds that the benefits of the Project and the Project's furtherance of the WSIP goals 
and objectives outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse 
environmental effects are therefore acceptable. 
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1 Responsible Party Appnn·al Patty I Monitoring and Reporting Ac:tioru I Implementation Schedule Adoplod Mitigation Me .. we• 

1~~!1~y~~~,~~,~~¥.'.~~fe1~,~.~~1~~~~~~,~"~·~r.~r:T~~#(~~~ll·~i,f,.,,il\Jrj_!f!!i~J'\11t'l'iii11~'l:f~rill'**~i~·,,'ii.,,:& a copy oi th~ transmitt.:tl of Um· J:'.ARR tut~ NWlC'- 'O\e Enviromnent:al PJ.anJ\ing · 
division .ot lhe Phu,nitlg Ocp.utzncnt sh.:ilt tcCL?ive '-'l\~ bound '°"'PY• one u1l:bourui 
copy and on.e unlocked, ~tch..l:ble topy OJ\ compact .:lisk (CD) lhn.-e copies c1f the 
FA.RR alnt1g with copie& o{ any formal si\f!' rei;otdatl.on furm.i (CA DPK 523 Serl.es) ] 
.md/or s.ln .. 'l.unenbtion for nomin:dion to VlC' Nation.11 Rcgb'ter of Hl!.'t.Oric 
Plaros/("J.lifumiaJtl!~lsler oi Hlstorical k"':iources. In ln:;lante$ Of bi8h publl' intct~iot I 
or intetprelivt.~ value-, the ERO m.ay require ii: dlffexent &1.al report content, fomlat, 
and distribution than Uw presented abQVI!'. 

-~r::3F1J: proj.;;;·~~uld ~:<tly or 1-~liti~on M.;~~:;;"M.Cy:3, Acd~~~ Di~;;;very of P;.onl<ll:;;iuJ ite.owce., ·-r) SFPt:c:.'00--'"·r) ·;;;;;uc;j;M---·r> ~nrure lhat cuntr•rt doL~;•nL• .in:i~~~;;;;;--11 I) D<»igi;---·"----
b,dttectly de•lr•Y a uruqµc 111< following meo."""" •hall be Implemented. •l\culd construdlmt al the recyclau waier 2) SPPUC CMB[BliM 2) Sl•PUC llEM •nd ERO mu<;ires rel•~d to pal•~lological resourl>!s, , 2) Precon.structio11 and 
p>1leont.olor.1cal teso1':1C'l" or U'Ccltment plant site result 1n the a«id.e.utol dlsi:overy of pal~tologfr;d resolll'teS: (Paleontologist) > , 2) Obtatn and IE'Vlew n?su~ or other dorument.J.tion on Co['IStructJ.on 
slie or unique geolog>c , " • 3) SFl UC Blil>1 and ERO paleontologl.i's quollilcaticns. linsure th.at contTa.cl<>r's . 
tt!ature. To redu~ tl~e potcttliill for tht.~ pwpo~d ptOft!Cl to re.'> ult in .a SJgJUitc.anl imp.A·'' on 3) SFl'UC. CMD/8£M .r.talf partiop_,te in lh~ envirooment.U training pnor to 3) Construction 

paleon~i.'lug1rnl Nsoucces, ~ 5Fl'tJC shu.ll c.1.mmge Jor a paleonlo)ogkal tr.;tlning by lt~nnblg work and sign I.he tri:Uui~g sign--in ':i\leet. 
a quaUfied paleonloJogist regarding the potential for !illch resources to exist in the Maintain file of sigtl--ln sheets. 
pto}ect. ~itl" and how to identify ~i.1ch resources:.~ t.r-aining could consist (1( 11 

ret.'On.l~d pn!'J~ntaLfon ol' thf" fnill.~:1 lraining that «ouJd l:oe n:u!><:U ft)r new pe-rsannol. 
1he trt1lning shall alsQ indudie ol review t)t penalties iilr looting anU dlsturb.inl.'e o.f 
lh.ese TeS(1Lr.rces. An nlerl sheet shall be prep~re<l by the qualU:icd paleontologist and 
sluAU lnc.h.tdc the folknvlng-: 

1. A 1..b.s1.:\ls5io11 -0£ lh.~ potentl.tl la~ncvunler palt>u11l0Iogical rt"$oUrc.-es. 

2. ltlstntctions lot rl!portmg observed lootinS"of a pi.tleontologkul reuouro:!; and !' 
ins1rui.1ions that tf a paleontological deposit is eru:o.unteted within a project area, 
all ~C',iJ-distu.tbing .:i(tivltii:.s. ~ 1he vidn1ly of tm: tlt'poslt sluilJ ce-'lSe aml t~ 
Enlttronmental Review O!tlct.!r (l~RO) '!oh.all benoti!ied iJDJru:diatcl.y. I 

3. Who to L"t>ntact in the event Q.E an unanticipated dlsc:overy. 

lf poicl:ttlol1 fusslh •• ll'e Jiscovt!:tc-U by construction CTeW!', all eurth worl< or cdlwr typ1!S. 
uf g;rnunJ disu:n:b.in..:e l'fitllin 5(1 feet a{ the lind wn ~top lmmr:dt.Jtely unril the I 
qualUied ptofession.al pafoantolo~'t can assess the natu:te and jmportanc.:.i:~ o! the 
find. lht."l>d on the scJentilic value ot uniqu\!1\$ 0£ thl" find, lhe p.Ucanlalog:ist may 
record the find and ,dlow work h.1 ronlinu~ or recommt.'Tldsal11agr and recovtry of 
the fo:;;sil. 'rhe pakontologist m<zy al.stl prupo~e m"'Xlilicattons lo.l the stop·~-.·ork 
radiU.'i based on the na-tute of the Iin.d,, sil'e geology, ~md thtHlCtl\'1ti~ occu.rrins an 
lhe ?lite.. Ii trea.Unem and saJvnp: .Is required.. recommendations shalJ Pe- consb:tr:nt 
with SVI> 1995 gu1Jdint's and ("UT'h".ntly acl·eptedsc1enlificprilr1it."C, and shiill be 
;(iUbjecl t<r tcvi.ew .,mJ .approv'11 by lN! ERO or de~lf.t\tt. H tequ1rrd, treat:J:nent for 

nonethelt;l"ss ensure thai~ inf1mn..1tion. on lh"~ natUl"et loca.1i.on, and depth of all finds is 

3~ tTI th1t t-vcni of a di,i;cuvef)·· canfum :ru$11eru.ion o{ 
w.ork,. examine fossil,. cmd advise~ .liOR tu thr. 
si~nificance ol the dbco'fety. Enrthworl<. and &round 
di•turl>anco in the vicinity of find shall stop unlil 
qu;djJJcd palei"mtofogist run as!iti$ natureJimporlanre J 
ut find and make il rec(lrnmendatia11 regarding furtl~er 
atno.n. 

4} MonJt:or to el\!."Ut't!- th.al the conl1'31.1ur tmplen,i:-nts 
measures In conti:act J.:JL"UV.enhl ind11'1.ing in$uting­
l:h.:it all potential discoveries are reported as tt<J_u~d 
al\d that conb:".tr;J:Ot' suspends worlc In u~e viclnlty. 
~l)Ort noncomplinnre ~ml ealSUre ~orrecti.ve- .tclion. 

l 
fos5il rein.ah\S may juclude pi:cpara.lian and rer.:ovcry of fo"ssll ru<1t:erials so lhat they 1· 

am be 11~.od lt\ an ~pproprlatu museum or \mivetsi1y wllectlon., and may also 
include pr\.·p~ration or a tcpor1 tor publiLJllinn dt.>sL:ribi.ng the finds. The SFl'tJC shaJJ I 
be respur\-;ibJc (or t?il!,-uting. llwl tr~atm..:!nl ~ implt!m~riled itnJ tl'.!pt)tted to lh'! San j 
From:ls<u .Plonning Deparl:mon~ 11. uo "'purl: ls required, the SF!'UC •holl 

__ ,_l _______ __L,, :;~~~~~:~!=~~.::::=:~~· tlttou~::~-~~tration oruther ·---··M--... ____ .... L .. --·--·-··-..... _...l ____ .. _ .. _ .... _. 
BE.Mp; (SFPLJC) Bureau of EnvJronfJ\l!t1lal M~f\a(}ttmont 
COfW==Cnlifdmi&DepartroorllofftStl iHKIVVikJJife 

.S''"' Ffancillco~IQO R4M;YelelfW.d.vs Pro;uQI 
MMRP 

CMB: (SFPUC) CDnstruc:llan Man.ig.emer.t Suraa1.1 
EMS.= (SFPUCJ .Engineertng Ma.na.oement Bureau 

2 

fF\o .i::: .SF Planning Depanmont E11vlronc1lamal R&Vle.w Officer 
SFf'UC ,; 5QI) Frant'.'8co P11olic UtHAlc.s Commlsr.iun 

USFVV9 ~ Unl\ed stal6s Fish end 'MklllfD S&Mce 
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. SAN .FRANCISCO WESTSIDE JtEC\'CLED WATER PROJECT (SF En<'ironmental Pwming C•se No. l008.009UEl -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Contlnuedl 

---------· 
r-·l~pactS~a:y--i---··----·---·Adap~~~~~atia:~=--··--·· ----F~:: Monitoring and Kepocling Program -···--···-·-··---·1-· ---·-··-··-··--·· -·-··--····-·--··- --- . ·····-····--··--·-- ... 

Re\'fawing and I 
Approval Party Monitoring .and Reporting Actions I lmplernent,.tion Schedule 

CP-4 J Th~ proposed.proj<:ct tau Id ~-ligation Measllt1! M-CP-4:Accidenlal Pi>cov•<r of Unknown HWPa:n llemllina~ l) SFI'UC EMJ! l) SFroc BEM !ti" Ensme that o.1ntrocl documents im:lud< meo»ures 11) TJe•ign 

accdcntaTly c.t~tur.~ • • nu.~ fo\lvwins tnl!&:t:'.U~·~h.dl be implP.m(!rHtd ~1ould cunstnirtlan a..:bvities,. .:1U o( wluc:h 'I 2) SI•ruc CM.ll/BEM 2.l 5-FPUC allM I rebled I~ discover)' ofh?"i•n '""'"'""· . : 2) (:unstruction 
unkno~-m tu.m n l"l!nl.tms, Jre outsiJe a dedic:~tcd cemett."l')', ~:i'ult in tlte accidental disci!vezy of previousl}• (Arclt~l~gist) • , , 2) If po1'!ntial l\Umilll f"llmams oi ftmera.ry i)bject$ are I 
indudin.g th.09! intero::J un.knOWTI hum~n remains .ind &tSSO(.'ialL>d o1ltumlm"leria.ls; . • 3) SFI UC BEM .:uu.1 ERt) i encnul\tend, mobUl.c"'° an gttf1~ologi&l to t.'onfirm 3) Construt.-tlon 
outsidt.• 0£ fom..i.t cemcl~ri~ . . 3l SFPUC C.M~/.B£M I t:;i..istr-nce of hum.:in rt?l'rudn:;. Ji h111n.~m l'f"llldiru;; an: 

TI1\? lro1tlmen1 l'1f hum;in ro.aMn\!> ~llld -0! £SOCliHtd ur und!i!ioOnt'<!'J fu11er.11·y obj.c.di; 

1

1 
xi fumed perlo · cl n.lin lion nd 

Cf·S Construction of ihe proposed 
project nlDng Clement Sb:eet 
from 31.tlhAvien\\f;' 1n '39th 
Avenue on Ult! !.U"Ulh :riJ1: of 
LU::tcoln J•axk cau..lcl dlstafh 
human rematns as:;odatcJ 
with the histurk-pc:rk1J 
Goldt!ll Gate Cemetery. 

discovered d\ufog nny 9oil-dislurbiog: a ... 1.ivilies shul..1 ®mply with applkabl.e slate . ~ll~ficatlo~. rnt J«!'qtl1r"e wo u a 
laws. Th.is s:h.:.11 include irnn'ledi.&tc noil/i("aticm o( the corunt.'T of thq COWlty wilhln 
which the projt.•ct ji:; tm·Ja..>d WT (i)"' d.C'tl"Tlnindllon thal 110 inYestigatlo.n uf ihe c::a.u:;e r i 3) M onilor 1..~ cru.ur~ tholl the conl:coiiclor '":1pleroirn~ 
of dl'.ith ls req~d; and (ti) in lhr:.even1 of U1e et'roner'a Jete~l:ion that the I I measures m CQntr.1ct documents lndud1ng f:ru;urmg 
human r1?tnaius ~re Native Anwrican,.. mXi.6caUon of the Califomi<J. Native: Amerlcom that ~D poh?ntial htnniln tem.lins are r(!ported as 
~ritJgc Cou\Dl.isshm, wh1d\ ~}ldl\ \\pr1.1int .:i Mt1s\ 1..il<.el,,· o,•scendo)nl (MLD) {fl\C .

1 

Jf!'\\lll~d i'll'ld tho.ct 1.·<1.ntr..o.c.l?t :.u!tpends weir> m tht:. 
Secthm 5097 ,98). 'the 4r...:haeologu:aJ COll.'iUlt.1.nt... SFPU(' ... .ar.d M.LD shall m~e .all vkJitlly. Re1•0rt no1u:omplitm~ arid ettsu.re cor~tr'i'e 
nitl.!ionnble efforts lo dc~J.op an agrecnuml for the treatment, wlth .lpprop03te actilln. 
illgntl}". Of hu1nJn TI:"m.uns .:ind .i~sodat2d or uruc1~o."Jtial~c.l fun"r.iry ob\e1.·b; (CS!QA. } . 
Gw<lL•lines:SccbQi:t 15t.16!1.S[dJ}. The agt'("'-'.tnent !ohould lakt.• into con!i-ider.ttiup. the ! I 
appropriate ~'avaUon, temav<JL recordJtion,. an.ilysJsi custodiaruih1p, t..'Ufoitlon, and. t 
fm.:.I disposition o! the humtin remnin:. <md ru;srJdil.ted or unolSS"Qcidt~d funet.try \ 
-Objl!'d!f. TI1C! PRC.: ailow..o. 24 hours to- t!!.it.:h agreerrttnf on lh~m01llt-JS. If the M1.D • 
and the othei:- partfos. do nol agree on th.e reburial method, lht- SF PUC shall follow I t 

Secthin.5091.<JS{b) of 1h,~ PRC which s;li.11~ ·that "'the h1ru..:hw .. 'ller or his or her • ) 
aU~t>ri.zed reptt:s:iml.Jli'VE= shall ~inter th~ hum.l.n ct?n1ains ilOd i1~n:1s .astrod..1Wd with I 
Native Ameri.:an. burlals with •pproprlatc dignity OI\ the properly in a lowtio11 not 
subj(•.:! lo £urth.e:r subwrfi.lee di~lurbi1.t\cc."" · , 

Miti;;;;;;;M • ..,.,.,., M:;;;:;;~lo~kal. ~onitori,,;; l'rog,,;m. l) SFl'UC CMU/llliM I) :>"JIPUC B1lM and ERO l) Prep.,.. and lmpJ.,;;~>nt an Atclioologlc~ring I 
~don the potential that h~an. nm1~ns Jssvciated w. lth ~ historl~4pt~tod Gold.en Gat.P. I (Arcl11 .• "0l1Jg1.St} 2) SJiPlJC e EM aud ERO hu~m in ~I\Wl\.'1ti1Jn witl'i .SRO. Submit AMt~ t-o lhe 

1

. 
(.•""'"''Y mo.yl1'>ph>""'I (buried) wllhur Ur• pn>)ed•11ta, lht!lollnwin~ me.isures •IWlbc 2) >.fl'tJC P~M. '.i SF.l?UC UnMarui PRO ERO torre,,cw an.! ,1pprov.d. llhwnon temam.>""' 2 Prooo . 
undl!rlakcn IX> avoid Mypmtmllally sig:nlfit:aTil odv'"'"' cffeL't from tho proposed pruject on (!ut:he<rlosJsl) • l , . · . enc~untered, perform :requi.red co?tdlnotion ar.d l nsh:l!clion/ 
the ~wnan renud~ if expu~t:d. d~~cons~clioJ.L The project spcm$QT .. hall retlin the. J) SFPUC CMB/SEM 4} SF)?UC llli'.M. anc...l ERO I now1c-atioru.. Document •u::th'1tieS-m monilorlng logs. ! Construction 
WNJ.:xr!>Uf a qu.a.bficJ .udicoit~9cal cnn!>-ulrant.. b~J on stand.mh dev~lo~ by Ute: I . . , , 2) lf n:qwrcd by the JU{O, pti!p.zire ..Archi:nloglC411 D~ta 13) Con-structaon 
.1'1.>nnlng Uepartm<.'lll·archL'>lloglst 1he •r:cheolog>cal eor1sullan1 •holl undertake an 4.) S~ PUC BliM Recovery PL>n atld submll for review and i'pproval lo . 
atcheo1ogi~ monitoring. pr\"'gnut\ {A~ll)) a.'i !>pecified l1e.mn. In .addiiior1, the COl\~;ullant (Arclteolu.b'1.5l} I ERO. 1 4} P.1:JSl"'C\lllS"ltUclion 
:itlJll 00 uvuJfoble lo c1.u'l.duc.t .I.I\ Utdte1.1l\lpc.U d;)t<l lt..'\:P\>~ty prngr11im \ADR1') if required 3 Mo . . l \ 
pursunnl tc> 1h1s mE""1i:rute. TI1c archcological Ct'll"tsultanf:> woxk ,.hall be conducted m I ~) n~tor (o ,:~-ure t11.st cotl1..Tador imp cm en ts 
zu:rord.mcc wlth this mensmc at the direction o( the £ovlronm.cr1hll :Rev Jew Officer {liW). applkable mE'asures: in contra1-1 d04..-umen~s. Repori: 
All plan.~ ~md repciru ptc.."'Villt'd.hy the 1.."\lnS\llt.JntilS specified ~rein shall ho:- ..ubmitted first I non..:cnnpli~i and.~\.iun ..:on~ctivr.: .o.i.:tJon. l 
.mddirectly ~the lm.o ior~view and <:onumrnt, andsJwll be considered draft reports Ir 4) Prepare Ein.:.l Aicheolor,.iCD.I Resources lteport \FARR) I 
~1bject l"O rcVJSi.an 1'Jltll final .approv~l by the- Jffi.O. Archclllogir.o.1 moultoring and/llr data lo document historical signlficunce of uny disco\'cred 
re.."Overy f'J(lgtat"l"U noq1WEU by tbis aw.lSure 1.'.l\uld snsl"-"11d rot\:itrut::Uon of the prt:1ji!1.""tior 1l' arC".hcoingkal ~atm.:c tltld submit. \u E.llO.. 1 

-o.·mslntlticm can be extended bl>yond four ¥.>eeks only if sucll a sU5peru;ion is the only 

O:m~tna.:1w1\ 

lo.t;ible n10.1n.1 l'1 re.Jure lo• l•S> lhan slgni/lc.u11 J~vel P"''"'tiol cifu<.1s ,., • signifu..onl I 
1

. [ 
.m:heolug;.rnl.resourn: as df'f.Ut~d m Cs.QA Cu.ideli:n~ St..oe.t.150M.5 {a)\(\. I l 

Arc~lugical Monitoring !~gram. The Mchcologkal oonsuJtuTit shn.U prepare and I >-uhmlJ to u,. llROtot,,.vi•w and •pprnvol <1l AMl' forlh• &•<"11td dioturbihgo<tn-iti<> I J 
.. llp tu a m.1x1mut1l of lour: \"-·ct!ks. Al lhc: din:cUon of Uk! ERO, ille suspension of 1 I 

L :r,,~oclal~ with ci.'n~tructicm of di\tribu.lion lnpelines .i.IOflg Cement Street from L _J { · 
· 36th Avenueto39thAve11w: on the south sid&! of Uno:ilnPatk and a arnnection point to · -- - ---. ··-··---·-----·--·-··-··-- ·-·-··· -·---·· -····-···---·. ..·-··--··-·--·····-·-··-·-··--· ····--· .. ···- ... --1 ... -.- ··-·--···-····-· ·--

l3:EM = (SFPUC) Bureau Qf EnvJrcmmenlal ManQgement 
COFW 1:11 Cnhtcmta De:p.aiimeal Gf Fish and WiJd(IJe 

sun Fr1:1111:1eati Wai1tvfdm R~ed W4ler ~Jed. 
MMRP 

CMS# (SFPUC) Construction Mnttageme(1( Bt.U"UolU 
EMS ~ (SFPUC) Eng111earlog Mdnagernent 8Ufl!!illl 

.ERO= SF Plannrng Oepa.r.ment En"VU"Onmonraf RevfllW OffiCGr 
SFPUC-= San Francl&co Public UbMies Cumm\ss;mt 

USFWS =: Unn.ed Stares Flsb and VVlldPrt1 SaMt"ll 

Em1ranrnon~ Plamtino c..s11 No.. :Ji;JB,00911:' 
Augi,ist2.01!i 
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT (Sf Environmental Planning Case No. l008.00911E) - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Contlnuerll 

Impact 
No. Impact Sununary Adapted Mitigation Measure& 

---i-- --.--. ·---. ---· ·--- ·----. --. _____ ,, ___ l- Res:~::le P~-1 !;;;;~:~~ Mo~!.~~ng an~~~portlng_1'.~-~am-···:=-=~~==-=-=-~= 
!Jnplementation Schedllle Monitoring and Reporting. Actions 

CP-s r th.e Lincoln.1•<Jrk Pump Slo:ltfon. ~AMP sh,'11 \,e .:onducted in oacco.rdance with the 
(conL) approved AMP. The AMP shall minim"11y include the following provisions: 

• The ard1cnlogieal ron;;uli.:mt;. pro}ect i,ponsor, ,irhi RROshoJI meet and carumlt ~m 'hi! ~ 

$Cope oi lhe AMP ~.1~on.:.ibly prior ln ;;i.ny pm~:t.~tc:la'feJ ~!Jilc; disturbing a:c:tivfties. 
commencing. 1'hc I!.1<0 h'1 consult..ttion with the 4uclJeologii.-.i.l ronsultant !J1all 

_ determlne-wh.i.t project activities shall be ardi.eologically monitored ~nd.1he 
frequency. In mosl ca:,e~. a11y soil!i~ Jisturbing •~·tivitles, l:iUdl as demolition, 
found.lti1m n"movat o . .:.:1v.:lfion, grading;. utilities insio.lfotiu~ fuundaunn W(lrk,, 
drlvU.1g o1 pU.es {!uunJ.:Jlian, :!;hvring, rte.), S:ite rcmediaUoo. f!lc.:., sh.all ~"\uire 
aitl\eological monitoring bearuse ~f the rl<k th<se activities pose to potenual human 
remains and to the.Ir deposltlonal Cl'tntext; 

' The ar<hcological 1:trnsull.1ni shall .ld \ise all project contrilt.1Ur:; to Won tb(' alert for 
evidt.rru.1! of the ptei;.l."nn! vf ihe ~Jlec:tcd f'eS()Uf<:e(~). o! h'''"' \u ide11.W}' t1t\: cvlden.:.t! 
of 1hc OXl'<Cb."1 resouri:e(s), and of the appxap11•te protocul in 111'! evr.nt ol Jipparent 
discover;· of hUDltUl remaJ.ns.; 

• The iU't.lieologkal nHmitar{s) sh.lll bcpreseni on the project sifo according to a 
5chetluJ~ dgrced tljJ\)ll by the n.n;.hcul1;,gica1 t;e1nsult&1.nt Md 1h1: F,HO until the F.RO }t.'l$, 

in t;onsu.ltit.tion with project archeolugical con!:ruliant-1 delennin.ed. lh~i pcuject 
consttUctton. activities could have no cff<=cts on human :remains; 

' 1he atdlt!<>logicalmonitur shall te<:~rd and b:- ..iuthorizf!d to \.·ollect soil ~mnples <md 
actU •. u:1ualfe<:ofa.l!t1Ul ro..ih?rial as \lfarranted for a1J.aly.sit>; 

Jf human remains Dre ~ncountered, all soi.Js..dii;lurbing, acb.\o·lbcs in -the vidnity gf the I 
find shall cease. The ~rcheologlcal monitor t>J1aJJ. be e.mpawr.'Ted lo lemporarily 
redirert tfomolition/f!'.(Gwatlon/pilt sJtivingfron~truclion urh,rities and i:qu.lpmt.on1 
u.n:til the rind is t•valu.11\.-d. Th£- .in:la.e1>J•'.Si~.d 1.-ora.1JJ1im' J.lt:JJl Jmmediately notify the 
ERO of the ei:u:oun~t.~d human r,e:mq.ins. I 

H hum;m ren'lainr:i are encounten."<i, tlu!re shall he no fw:tht."t excavation or disturbance of I 
the site or ~ny nearby <ITT!.J reason.ably suspected In overlie adj.:tccnt human l'C'Jllail\S until: t 
thlf SFPUC in10\t!diaLdy nutLllcs the s.,n FrnnCi::ito C(.'Unty cmrmcr fnr (H 11 dc1-crD'11Mtfon l 
\hut tU) Uwt"Stit;J.tion ol lhl" cause t>i Ji:.llh.is requiredi ~md (i1J n 4..k.1~inauun whether 
the hunwL r.~rnains ace N.itive Ami:..·1ii:..1n. lf the h"U.mai\ remain:> are not Native Americom, 
nnd jf the i.!oraner. determines fue r.emi.lin& are no1 >ttb}ec.t to his or her auth<lrity, the ERO 
in ronsultalion with the an:heoJogic.al 1."'0nsulbml ~hall d~termine if addlUono:m~ mea~-uro5i 
are warr..Ullt'd. AddlthJt\,\l m\?11SUI"Cit that ma;t bt! und~laktin indudl!" addiuonal 
<ll"dwologic.1f testing and/l.l.r an ADB.l'. lf the ER.Cl dctetrnin~ \h\lt the hunulfl rem.ains 
could be ~dversely afle<i.d by the proposed pro)Cct. at !he dlscreUon of the project 
$pcrtSOt cilh1.-r; 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemenled, unless lhe JlRO dctermiru?S Iha! \he 
find fs f.Ji i;reater inl...-rprelive tlum r~earch significance am.{ that interpretive use of 
1he fmJ is fo.1Sibk. · 

• , A) :~:.t.:;~::•t •lMIJ be r.-..Je<igncd>o »lo Jvold ony •d-.r.>o efled on th• L. 

Archeologit:"-1 Data Rt!'a."(1vcrty Prog..-JJ't1. Jf requit-e..1 by the li.H..tl, I.he archeiJlog:i"•ll data 
i;ecovcry program shall be ~ouducl~4 m a.."'Cotd with. an ADll.P. l'he ar(heologlcal · ---·---··'.:_~~~-d'. ~oje<tsp1~'..~~'.and Elt?, .. •~t~-::'.'.~~-t!~-o~'.1:•ADllP .. ---··---···-l··--··-· 

BEM = (SFPUC) auraau ot Envrronmontal Management 
COFW""' caaromia Department .of FJSh and Wi~llln 

CMS =< (SF?UC) ConsUuctton Manai;iemeot Bureau 
EMB = (SFPUC) Engtoe•rlog M•oag•men1 euroau ----------------------· .,. ________ _ 

Ban r:1nna11coWD!l1.!11c1.I R1cyetedW~ta, PrQJ~ 
MlllRP 

4 

ERO 111. $f P\atmlng Department Envlroomantal R.evlaw O~r 
SFPUC = San Francisco Public IJtuKlas commission 

I 
_J_ __ :_ ... ----

USFWS : United Slates Fp,h and V\llldUia SeiMca 

£rr..11w1rni11ntaJ Pfannl/lg t'asc Na. 2G013 OU91E 
,\uyusll015 
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SAN FRANCISCO WFSTS!DE RECYCLED WA Uil PROJECT (SF :Envlxonmenlal Plann;ng ~e No. 2006.D01ll2£)-MIT1CATION MDNlTORJNG AND REl'ORTING PJ\OGRAM (Continu,,d) 

--·------i -· ·-· --·------·-·--··-··- -·-···-··"·-·· 
. I r···--·--.. ·--·;l·--· ·--.. ---... -,M~?~'.'gandReporlin&.'..~illll-- ... --. ·--,--·--·--·--· 

Reviewing and 1 
• I Adopted Mitigation Meaaurts , Responsible !'arty , Approval Party 1 Monit.iufog and Reporting Actions I Implementati11n Schedule Impact Summary 

~"'""""',.;""""r~~;~~~~;;r~:~~~~~.:2:~"'"li>t,,\l,.~:w•(''~'" "'lJi'~"'' .,,>,>··.;r,·1. •w1··iif%'(i\'1il' .'ili,t•.:•t&l'-''it··1;J.'1'4"'[~''i'.:"f,''''' 

1 
willpt°"ervetbesignifio=tinfortnationthearchoologicaln"owwisexpect«ito I I I l 
~':Onlaln That lo,. thi? r\DRI' will id:~nUfy what 'Scil.-nlltk(histritkal r<.-se.irch l.{U~Uons- aie I . 
apphi:'able to d'b! t.oX.pec.t.eJ Tesowcc, whal Jata cla.!_;>es the rcsour«: b e>.pccb;·d to poF$ess, ; 
and how the expected. dat.'1 c1as::."'e:S would nddre.s:s ihe appJi,1ablf! r~l\tclt questions. Data I 
n.'OOvery; in..gen-e:r1il. s .. uuld be-bmut>d to the portion:; 0£ the hislunl.lil property th.d 
L'luld be adv•r.,dy affoclccl l>y ttie propa>od proje<l. Deswcrivo dal• recowry molhous , I 
shaU not be appned. to poTtlons of1he Grdu.mlogiQtl resouro?S lI nondestrocUYe mcllivds: I ' 

l ~~~ l 
I I

' 'l11'!seopeoftb• ADRP shall Include lheiullowing o!ements: . 

• fieM Merhml~ .md PnxL'lfUrt!9. Dt.!!icrlptturi-"i of proposOO fh~ld stnlt~~les, prOl"ed\lre!-, I I 

and 1Jpur.tt1<""1\5. I 
• Cur.ifog,14i11g "'"''' LJ1boratur:y .Anal'ysia. De~oip lion of sel.ed.ed c.a.~nlo~ S)'·stem and , 

arlif~d • .maly~1::1 prm-edures:. ! l i 
• Di~td. ~ml Dcuci;estfon Polli:y. Descriptiou of and ration.1le for lit?ld and post· field I ·1 

disa:srd. :md dr:act:ess.IL>tl pullcii1.''S-

Inlt1711"Cliui: Pnig.rinn. Co~t.lcro1.lionoi .in on--sitc/ofl'·sih: public intt.·.rpretive- pra¥.T-1m ,, Ii • 
duri1lgthe cows~of tbe ADRI.'. I 

• Sct'~ri·ry Mt.'l1~11res ... Rcc:ommendffisecun1rmea-.uresto pr1•lect Ihe .m:)\llmlo&~cal , 1 
nu.011rc.:e from vandali!.111, loalin.g. and nl>11~inte1'1ionall.)• Jamagin.g:acti\'it.i.es I I 

" Final Rt'JXlrf. Desa:iptiun of prop~d report format and distn"bulion ol re:.'Ults. I 

C:rmllfon. lh.~l·rlptlun oi lh~piu ... ~Ju.n.-s and wrmnmen.tUiiia:ns for the curation o( Jny I 
recovered dalah.aving polt?nti.J tcsca.n:b v;::alue, Adentification of dppropnate-(!U.t'ntion I . 
fDcilill.es,. nnd .a snnnn.lly of thlf' m ... 1."'C!SSiLln polkic:> of tht ... 'Uration fucilitl~s. 

Eiual Arrheolosjca] Rf-'smm~ Ki.'Purt· 11li:l' .urcheulCJgical Ct>t\$\dlan.1 ~hall submit a Dr'1f.t . I 
Jilnal Archeolugil~I Re~ources Se port (FA.RR) ta tl~ BRO tlu1t ev-.UU01te.s the hjs"lorlcaJ 1 , 
:s1gnlflCOJn.i.1!: of omy diso:>vt>red ardl.?Ologkal re.,our~~ and dcsco"be:t ihtl a.rdU!.:ilogkill •md ! I 
hJ.s.torkJJ FC$(!1U't:h nwthods employed in tlw \'lT<'hwlugkaJ ht:rtinglmnnitorinyjdat11 
scc:ovcry program(!I) undert.aken. lnformal\on Ul.clt may put at risk a.i1y archealogk:al 1 
resol.!ru: shall be .Ptovi.ded In a scp~rale rclTI<>VablC! insert wllhin the final rep.Jrt. ! ,. 
I
. Once approved, ~y the ti.llO, cop.lb of lhe FA.RR sh,lll be db~rib1~ted ll:l lollo"t\'11"! CaUJ<1mla 

Archac:otogical Site Survey NWlC shall reC'eive om'! {l) copy and the ERO sh011I ret.-eive a j 
~upy qf the lransmll1a.l of lhf' FARR lll llW: NWIC'. Th.: Enviromn~t.al Pla.nmng J.ivis1on 
ol the l'l.uming Dcpartm .. mt shall l'l!ooive ttne bound,. one unbound .m.d. Ohe urJ1)ckCd. 

I 
..,an:habl• PDF C"PY on CD oftl10 FARR along wilh copi•• of any fonnal ,;1• rucordation . I 
forms (C:.i.ltlurnl.A Depart.n\l.!l\l o[ Parks ;Jt1t.C RE>cr.e.HiL1n 523 s~rlas) an1Jj1,,1r dorun·mnto:iti.Jn I ' 
for nonuna.tion tu the N¥.b.-Vnal Kc&i&te:r or J llstork rlcU.'es,iCtlilomi.i l«!gisler t>f I 

J HlstorJcal RP.source:;, In insta.ru::eo.s (If high public ini~!i'1' in m• the high inteqn:clive value 
Jf the R.'t(.luroe, t~~ RRO mJy requL~ a different finoll ~p<:m ..:ontent. t.:innat., .ind l i 

-------· ~~~thutpJ\."!"l'nh!d.1huve. . J ________ ,_ ·------· ---N·-4--· 

6EM = {SFPUC) auro~u g£Env1rn1Jman1.a.t M~nageme111 
COFW=-Cantomla Department afFiSband WIJdlfhl 

Sao Francbc:o W~~ldt fl~dl!l<fW1.1lal' P[ojoC'I 

"""" 

CMB = {SFPUC} Construollon Management BU/Dau 
EMB =- (SFPUC) En9ineer111g. M~na"~munt au1a.uu 

·------------
5 

ERO= SF Planning: Oepf.lrttnent Envinmmantal Re\lf$w Off)Oat 
SFPlJC =sun Francisco PoPrll: UUnllias. Commission 

USFWS-=- UOlJ-"'rl St~les Fli>h and WikUlfe Sf.MOO 

Envlr.mmama( Planning; CU!o- No. 20U8.0091E 
llugu>l 2015 
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SAN FRANC[SCO WESTS1DE RECYCLED WA TllR PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. ZOOS.00912El-MlTlGATION MONlTORlNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Continued) 

Monitoring and Reporting rro _ _,,grc...am _____ _ 
Impact . I Revfowingand ·------ 1:----------

No. Impact Summ.ary Adopted Mitigation M~asure• R~•paruible Party ) ApplOval Party Monitoring and Reporting Aclion> i Implementation Sch.,dule 

~~~~~~;~~1a1
\lil.;;@;!1'11.,;l>)i!ii!,)ilifi11,,;..,~'!!',)1'"~;:!!:'~~~~··'"t'""' ,;~.,,, •. 8f,,,,..\\)k. ,,,.,,,,, 

AQ·:Z Tho proposed pr<>jer.t's 
c.:onstruc1u .. ,n ,1..:tivilie(I wat1.Jd 
gene.tale fugitive dust ltnd 
criteria air pollutants, and 
1..:ouJd violate ,in air q1.:1.dily 
stand~rd dr cont.rlbub:! 
subSblntlally to an.e-xisting 
or projected .m: quality 
Vtt..,lalion. 

Miti.glttion Mea1\lre M-AQ-2: Conllr"clioll EnutaionJ Miniruimfion, 1) SFPUC J!MB 1} SFPllC Hl!M 1.) ~nsuc~ ~l ..s.pprop~iJbe t.mgwige jm:orporatt"d into I J) Desi~ 

A. Additional fxha.utf. Co.b.trol Meuu1~ Ju. add1hun to complying 'With the Clean 2) SF1'UC CMts/.bBM 2) SF.PUC OEM/ contrai.;t douurnmt~ , 2} Construr.tiott 
Constructl.o11 Ordinance tequlremeius (use uf bJ,odiC!Sel fuE!f grade B10 Qr hlgher, a11d 2) Monitor to wsure that contractor lmpk.~ents m~-ure.s : 
t.•ither meets or exo3eds Tier 2 engines or opcral\! with the most efiecl:i.v~ VDECS for off- in conlxa:ct docw.nents including. the update .and I 
rc.:tJ l!!}ldp1111mt), a11er.igc- ... 'l'"11Structi.o~·relatL'<l NO'l;;emn.i.ion,'t frQm olll lh•eT'lapping. monthly s.ubmUtal of Cl)tnpzeheru.ive inventories to the 1 
pro:iect cu.r:nponimts .sh.ill notv::a:w!d 54 polttld$ per dil)'. Du?" construcdc:m l"OT'1lta..:l Sf PUC throughout the dw.:s.tii:m of the pro1'."CI. l 
~pedfi:catioxis shall reqi.1ire the co:ntr4ctor to submit a rompmhens:lve inventory of Jll 
t>ifwroad ron:>tructian equlpmcnt gr~:atet than 25horsepoWPr 11nd opei:ating for more 
th.m 20 (ot..tl huurs ov~r tht~ entln- dur .Jliim of construction adiv.iiles. 'the J.nvenlury I 
shall i11duJe each. vchklc's Jietro:{~ pld.tt: nuinbi:!r~ lwrsepow~r rating, ~ns.me p.rc.1Juction 
year, aaci projectedhou rs of uoo or fuel throughput foreac.h piere of equipment. llie 
>nwniory shall dem<1n.,ttalf, ihr<lu&h !he use ofTier 3 ~ (or engines re!J:Olltled I I 
wHh CAR» 1A?vel 3 Ven.tied. Dit.-sel Emission~ C'onb:ol Strilt.cgy ), that tl1e ~~ombhX!J. 
.w<:rage e1ro.s~1uns irl)m ull ove.dJppUlg proj~ct cOmponen.t:. shalf uiit t!-~C{"Cd 54 pounds I 

Y,i~!ii~~-.L.-;;;;r.-::-.J;:'. · ::. ..:;,!!}:··, '.--~~1~;#~~!7f ,;;:;;;~:b:;~;;:.:~-'.:;;;:::;'1!f?. ;·:. ··;_i!fit.·:·; :'.'i"m1:·,,:l _,.,,i~tr'~'i\';~~"· .'~7·w;,%~' '.:_:~~~;~~r,~'111:11,~~i~ ... ~i1;1;;~i:~·, ··:u~?iE!_ 1'..~¥t: .. ,~;,11&/''~~'foil1:~ 
llr-1 I 111eproject would Mitigation Me.1ure M•lll-1.a: N .. i!ng llinl P1alcdion~11t••· ;f) SFPUC EM6 [ 1) &'Fl'UC: BEM l) Enrunt thAI requiren>ontstel•toJ la M•ilng bi{<{ l J) Design 

potE'.{ltially have. a subs:t.mtial N~tin.g birds u.nd \heit i1e:.L .. shall be proh.-cted during c:ons.trudion by use o{ the follo"'ing; 2) SFPUC CMB/BEM 2) SFPU(' llliM prole.cllon are included in wntrat.~t documents. 2) Preronstructioh and 
adv • .,,.,cl!•c~"tlierd1rudlv IQ-"~ d!!i I,,., I) I 2 Ob· " · • )t d , · f C tr cti ur thr01~gh habitat , • ConducUng v~getuhLlU orlllJ ttC'C' n.-muv.tl .i.n .. i t..vrutru"'"tit>n i\\:ilvitlcs outside the bird UiW1.1t! L' of.9.s: J) SFPUC lfJiM J lnut J.lll~ ~ev1e~ :e!!um~ o~ ot l!C Oettml!~t~1t1on.o. ong u on 

dill · ·• nesting sesison (.F~bru.iry l lo Au,gust30), to lh~extenl foasible. 3} SJ.t"PUC CMli i.-onsuhlng b1ologii;t 5 quail.ficiltl0t1!!.. ConduLt ~urvey!i .. tl '3) CuMb'u.ctlon 
tno calio.ns, on :'fl:!CJ.Cs I required. Jf .ildive nests are located durinf} ~-l.U"\'tty, 
iJ.eotlfi.ed a!I can~d;;tle, • rt constmctian OCCW'$ during tbe bird nesting season. a qualified wildlife biologist es-tabUsh bu.Her zones, COJ.lSUltb:tg ~..-Uh lJSFWS/CP.1-'"W 
~n!-~tiv;. or Sj.'l\.~1ah;!,itu!< w<.1uld condm.:.t preo>nslrLtclion .'iUT\•eys within Sl'Ve:J'.1 day~ of the Stil.tl of conslmdion 115 nea.-ssary, and mani1orregu1ur1y. Documi:nt 
s.pcoes m _l~e<1J or ~gtorwl or a.fter .my coJ\St.nJ.\:lii>n b1eaki; ar 14 d~~ ur mor~ to it.Wnttfy activ~ n~ts. A nest is ownituiini acti.viUes in bigs. 

regula.tlo~~, ot by the CDFW behavior {I.e., courting) at the ne1>l nnd/or iJ ti~ nei>t oon.tal.ns eggs or chkks. Suf11ey&: 3) Monitor t'~ ensure th.at contractcu-(s) implem~nlS 
plans. polk·1cs, or defined to he active !or raplal'S u u~ere b a pat.r elf raplors displaying teproducb.ve II 

'l'f us1iws. :.hall bi: performed for lhci pro~:l :c.jie iltld mi1able habitat within 250 fret of the mP.arures ~r\ contract dQOJ.Jnenls. ~port 
ptujec.t t.Uc ii\ order to l<~l.e any .activ~ pa..,.;ert1\e nests ..J(\d w.tthin 500 J°t!el of lhe noru.'Qmpli~mcr., ancl ensure c.orrL"!'1.11ve action. 
project sib.~ lo tbe extent ac:cem;: is gran«:d by athcr propeny owne.rs tu locale any 
aclive rapt<'r {blr:ds of prey) nests 'll' double-crested cormar.mt or heron rookeri.e3. 

• Jf ..trtivr. n~1~ .c1re lc>caled during lhr pe'el"O~ltuction bird ne~ting ~ut'\lf.'f; the wtldlife 
biulogisl f'h..tU evalu.:i~ i! the s:dt~lule of con.~trur.tion ~'ti ~ilies cL1ul.:l aUect tht" ::ict1 ve 
nesl nnd the following n\ea.imres shall 001mplem.ented based an t~ir delenn.lnati.on: 

1. 1f f!OtU.1.rucUon is nuf llkely to itffect 1he adive nest,. it may procoo<l without 
re,o;:trJL·t.um; haweverf;, bjoJogisl shaU n.-guJarly ml')nilot the nc:s11u tnnlinn thttr 
is no .iJ.ven;(!' effect und may n."Vise their dt!~nnin.niun ut llilY 1hni:= J.ur1ng the 
nestin~ t;:easmt- In lh.is case. th!.! following measure wuuid apply. 

ew .= (SFPUC.) euuntu Of Envlronmentaf Man11go1nent 
CDFW = Ca!ikimbi D&pa11mon1 or Flsh Md WJ"1!1fe 

CMS.:: (SFPUC} Con$lttJct1Un."Maoagcmttnl Bureau 
EMB = (SFPUC) Enl)i1u!12rtn51 Mana.gnmem aucea.u 

ERO :a Sf: P~nnlng Oapartmant EM11ru11meri1al ~ti.vtew Otfk;f:r 
SFPUC • San fmrici!co Pub~ Ullliht$ Co!TKfliQjt<m 

USFWS = United Slatlts Fist\ and Vlllldtlfe Service 

!!.~1Frtsnci$coW1t,.~Rot:ycl'"'1~tor Pitrjl!l.1 

"'"""' 
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Impact 
No. 

SAN FRANClSCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATllR PROJECT (SF Environmental Planning Case No. ZOOB.00912E)- MffiGATJON MONITOIUNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM{C<Jntinued) 

Impact Summary 

r-----· 
I Adopted Mitig•tfon Mea&ures 

! Monitoring and Reporting Program 
t------····-·T---.. ·--··--· . --·-.. ·----- ..... 
j · 1 Reviewing and 
• Responsible !'arty j Approval Party I Manltodng and R•patt!ng Action• I lmplem::·;:·~on Sch:::· 
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disturbance l1uii~.r:~ for pas~nnl!:t typiw.lly '1.\ry from 25 c~ct and f;r~al'C!t' .md (o; l ofproJE.•L-t <1nd .unbient activily{i.e. <1JJaceqt to a road oructi1t'11 lta.il).Na. I ' 
rapton:. Jrllm 300 fo<:t and gre.lt~t t=or hird :;, pedes th.al an· fede-r.i.llly and/or stilh:.'-
listed sen~il1vt !i.pecics (i.e., threiflened, eadan~ered, CttlJy prt'..lft!ded, species oi 
special conccmJ, an Sf PUC represi!'TJWive, suppo<led by tlu: wildlife biologist, 
sball commll with tb• USliWS ond/or CDFW regarding nest l>u.lt.rs. 

Rtm.lovlng inactivt> pabserlne nests may <k~t .at any time. Ina,~ti'-'e raplur nests shall 
not be remow:U urdt.>SS ;i.ppti;>ved. by th~ UtlFWS cmd/Qt C'DFW. 

n.ecnoving ur n·ICJc:'1ting rlc.'tive nf'st;, ~hall IJ<.t coordinated by lht= SFI'UC repr.e,\!'.nt.d"·F. l 
1 

• 
wllh the USl•WS/.an~l ur CO.FW, a~ approprIOJ.W, giVt.'11. f.h" lle!YIS th.Jit arC:" Cound tll) lhe I l 
site, ~ 

I 
a Any blrds that begin nesUng \\1thin the pmject area andsur'1ey but.fers amid } 

(Dnstru~\fon ~tivil11S .oire assumed lo be hublluated tll o:mstrucli.on-rclak-d or similar l 
.noise and di:1tutlM1K2 lcvehtand :ao work exclusion z:ones shall be ~i.abllshed around f 

active nests in thesi: care.;, 

Mitigation 'M< .. ure M-at-1.b: .Ayoi<lancnnd Minlmizatlun Meau1"' for Special· I) Sl"PUC llMH 1) SF!'irc 8EM 1) Ensur. lh.ll mnlr°'i olucumenL< include applU:•bkl , t) D•~1g11 

. Stal'US lats. 2) SFPUC CM.ts/6F.M 1) SFPUC llEM avt>idilnl!e o.nd mitumizalion ITu-...._sures. \ 2) .r1.~constna:1iun and 

I ln coor:dhlatfon wiU1 thlJ l>FPUC, a qualified wUdlife biologist :Shall Gmduct (Qualified ffio-fo.gi!.t) J) 51.puc DE.'°' 2} Obtu.in ~nd review n.'SUrm?C,T ulher documentation of I Conslnh."bon 
l pn.,"'OI'lSb:uc:tion sp1:duh·1atus bat su:rv<.."}':S. N!fore trees and structuro that are suiWble for 1 3) SF PUC CMB/J.H:'..M consulting blologlst'.s qu.ahfi-caUons. Collduct pre· 3) Construction 
bat toasting (Le., excluding. tempa~::cy trailers, retaining waUs~ etc.) are J't!I{loved. Ii I t:cm&bll(;lion survey. l'f roos-t.s a.re found,. implement 
acUve d.uy or night mosts are found, Lhe w1ldJife biologist shall takt! actions to make ~uch appropriate measures. Donm1ent activities in monitoring: 
roosts um:ultable hJbf lat before ttees .al\d strudt11e.s are removed. A no~distm:bance ' Jetg."1-

b~«er o~ 100 Cwt shall be cn:atcd atoUnd attivc.-_l'ittt roosts beina ••::,.cd for1m1temiJy ot 3) M-unitorto ensure th.:ltf..On:uu.:.1,t.lr(s) implement measures 
hibi!malion p1uposes lf.1t roosts thiit hi;>s,m duryng '-'1;1orattuchvn are pn.·wmed to be- m rot\\J'.1.C.l JoL'\ltllf!'nts. ~port 1\1.11...._....,_mph.mr...v .. .;:mJ i 

r-~~~~..:~.~~~:_~~l~\1(-ii'~:~JY· •• ·------·-··· -----·-.. __ ,. _____ •••• ---- 0 • • ••••• ,___ -~.~~-~onel.."ti~~'tior:. - - .. --~H----·-·------· 
Mitig.ation Mo .. urr M-111-1<: Avold=ee and Minimir.•licn Mc .. oro• for California l) SF PUC BMll 1) Sl'P (JCUl:M 

L/CBEM 

LICllEM 

UCHtiM 

Red-Legged &og >Jld. W.,l<lnl'ond Tm:llc. 2) SFPUC C.MD/llEM l) SFP • , , , , .. .. , ... 
Owing constru.c:W:m on Ruutc3S/Skyline BQulevan:l~ at the: Central llump Sl:a!iOJl sit(:, on. (61ologisl) 3J SFP 
the pipelil1e route within G(llden l"ark near ..iqu~lic habjtat; .lhd during use of the 3) SFPUC CM.8/8€~·1 
Harding Road a:ii.d. Herb;tRoadstagingurei.I._., lheSFPUCllhaU \.'TlSUrc.:.blologkaJ (lliologh-t) 41 SFP -, --- . -··-r .. ---·-----·--·a ... :~·--·----- --- --- -·-- 1 ~r;m~mu:uun 
moni1or is prt~nl <luring itt'ilallalf<m of «.?>idu~ion f~nclng- .and iniUJ.1 \'o:"S,C:-t<ltian d<.:.-uing. • • 1.:on.~tru\."lil)n pers;onnel parucipatt- in the--.!nvltoruncnl..ll l .. . 
and/or gl'ading. ,u.ld shdll hnplem.ent the following measures; 4} SF PUC C"l\1UlHEM lri1ining prior to be~inning work ~t the job ::,ite(s.). ~ 4} loi\!>tru~1mn 
• 'Within one WC\"'k before work at these- sit~ begins (including df.molition nnd keqwn.• workers .to sign ':11r: tra~'ling progtan1 sign·m 

vcgeta.l:ion .romLw~l}, a qutlll6~(i biolo&ist sh;i11 supe:tvis.e-the lftjlioll2lion of exdusfon ~ shttt- Maintai11 file of lrammg :ngn~h\ .!ihects. 

fencing along the bound.arle~ o{ the work area,. as d1:.'eXne4 ue~ary by the biologist;. I 3) Obtain and i::evie':" resum~ or o~er doc:umentation of 
to provenl Caliiamia .rod~Ieggl?d ftogs "'nd western. pond ltutle:1 f:rom en001.1ng the con.ntltln.g biolopsl's quoihO~"ltionz;. Co.ndud 
work area. ThC' C.1'.tl'\:Jltu.etlon contrad:or sh.ill install suit.;ible b.:ndng with a mfnianwn prccm1'truction surveys, species .relocation (if it i~ nLJt 
height Of 3 .feet .d:.H.Wt! SOOUI1d swfa('¥. With .Ut .olddiliona.l 4-b i.m:h~:; ~)f fence m.a.teri~J puusible for tl\e ~o;:ies (tS TtlU\!~ .:tUt Of thfJ proJC~l .lt'~.l 

. j buried !or ~Opdvt:d.surfa~ And ! .. mcJ~b.;tggcJ. .:it the Jower~d~t: ~·her .. ~ needed fr.tr out of lb 1.lti.'O volihun, .imf.. itt d~ .;,ase r1! .m idtnlifit.-d , 

l ... ··H---··----· .~.ivcd sud.ic~~~:~-~~~ ~ped.~ cannot~~ ... ~~~~-- ..... .. .-.-... __ --·-------··-· .-.. ~-Jcgg~ t:rog(s), "Pf.~~~~~-~~ the USFWS and/or __ .• J ____ ............ _ .... _______ _ 

BEM • (SFPUC) Dureau or EnvlronrnontaJ M•nagemenl 
CDF\N. Ca/Jfomfa O•fl-'llmlt•l •r Fish •mt Wildlil• 

Son ~sncfeClo Wfl~btde Ra<.y~O\i W<lt4f P10Jad 
MMRP 

CMa :i:= (SFPUC) COmj:tnJCtion M'-$rn~geme.nl Bureau 
EMS= (SFPUC) Engfneenng Ma11ngernon1 aureau 

7 

ERO n SF PJanning Depllrlment EnVi11:mmoru:llf RevlEW Officer 
SFPUC! ~ San Francisco Publie UUfltle-s CommJsskm 

USFWS = Unilefl states Rsh aud W11<U1ra- Sorvice 

t:ll'~ltonnWfll:el PlannnQ Cna.e Nu. 200fW091E 
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER l'ROJECT ISF F.nvironmental PlA1111ing Case No. 2008.001112El-MlTIGATJON MONITORJNG AND REPORTING ['II.OGRAM (Continued) 

----~-·------

Monltorlng and Reporting Program 

hnpaci 
No. lmp•ct Summary Adopted Mitigalion Measures 

f 

l···--· 
Responsible Party 

Reviewing ond 
Approv;tl Party I Monitoring and Reporting Actions ·-· ~emeJ\tation Schedul~ 

:B1~~~ir.~,~~~.~~~tWlf~!V.il~i,; · 'j~::;i;~;~=~;~f~~~~~:,;;~~~~;;~:~~~~~~i~;~i··:~ ... .';;~~ictf.YfffiIT~~(i::,. 
efforts on the pro~ct 1be tr~ining shalJ indude lnformation on ~pecfos Identification, 
avoidance """"u"'s lo be implemented by Uio project, and th<- t%01latory 

C-111-1 "l'he proie,:1, in c:omblntition 
with p;is.t, pn!se-nt, ~nd 
reasonably fote"eeabfo 
future projeels in the 
-.icinily, couldresu1i in 
slgnilic.mt o.unu1ativ~ 
impacts oo l:>iologknl 
le~)UTt.~ .. 

n."1t.'{Uirem1mlS 11ndpcn~lties.ior11oru:omplit)f)~. lfuecessary, th~ o.">nlcntshall vary 1

1 
..ic<.:ording to:ipt"(lfict:un!itructWn .:.trc..s (<!.g .. wmbn; on city ~tn:'t:rt!i wW ~e1ve 
ltalnlng on r,i~J.mg bmb but not on Cnlifom~ red--leggcJ fmg: identification). 

A q:uaUfied Piofogi~t s.ballsurvey the pn)jed· acea within 48 h .. "'IUrs before the onset of 1 
initlal.grow1d-distutblng acllvit!es and "11.Ul be present during initial vegetation I 
clearing. ~nd ground-disturbing .activities. Tlte biological monih.•r shall monitor th\? 
exclu:>ion kncing "'miY to confirm pta}~r mainlenunce and Inspect for frogs and 
turtlcs. lfCaJHomii1 IY.d-Jegged frogs or Wi'~tem pond turtl~ are iow1d, the SFPUC 
sh...1ll IM'lli:ccmslru,tiun jn tl1e vicinity lhiil p1.'~S. ~ thxeat· lo Ow b.t,ii.,iduaJ rei ! 
Jt?terminied by the quAlli1:d biol"gist. U possible, the indh·idu.il slicifl be aUowL.J to 
move out of lht! projeL"t .area of ll.s 0\'1,'ll volition (te., if i1 i!; n..?ar Ult! ex.1tlusiQn fem .. ~ 
that can be te.rnporo1rily removed to let it po1SS) .. For wes1em p1.-.nd turtles, a qualified 
biologhit s11all relomte. lt\rllea to the nearest suitable habitat. F(lr Calitomla red·legsed 
frog. u SFl'UC represenlntive •holl_cantac.t the USJ?WS ond/or CDFW fat instructions 
on how to pro<a.>d. Construction slulll rr.'t'ume afler lhc lndivldual is out ofharm's 
way. 

During proJ•:i:t i\L"tivilles., l"!CCa.V.atiQns de~~, th,:m tJ i"ndu ... -.... sMU b~ 1."'0vcred ovtlm1ght 
or ilO escap~ tamp u! l!attb ora w,1,•dcn plank ata3:1 ti~ sh:.i:llbc m~t.:J.lled; '-lpcnint;:s 
s\u:h i1!1 pipes "'hl're CaJifontia led l.i!~gt.>d frCJgs or- we.'Ytem p(1nd turtles migh.t set1k 
refuge shall be ('ovcred will!n not h\ use, and all tr.lSh that mJy aUraet pt1.!dators or 
hide California n?d·legged frogs or westem pond turtles shall be properly contalned 
on a dally basis, 11!ttlovt.-d fi:om the worl;,...;,ite, and d.1$posad of regularly. FPllowing 
construction, the t'On&-truction contractur shaU remove all tra;h .md construction 
debris from wud .• u~.1s. 

lmpll~mc:nt Mingalion A-foasurcs M·:Bl·lJ (Ncstini. Hird: Pn">tei'iion M'~a~ures), M-Hl·H1 
(Avf~idanre &1nd Minimi~.-4dion Mea...ur.s for Sp1:"Ci1d-Stqtu~ li:.1ts).·.\od ·'1-81-lc (Avo11.idI1('i! 
and Mln\mization ~ie .. ..,,... for Califonuo R•1H.e.gged Frog and w .. 1em Pond Turli•). I 

_____ .,. ________ _ I 

BgM t( (SFPUC) Buraau of EnvitQnroootal Managomenl 
COFW i:i Calitom~ Oepnrlment of f{sb ttnd Wik1llnt 

CMB : {SFPUC) Conslrucfit!ln Mana.gem&nt Bureau 
EMB ~ (SFPUC) fn9lnoarlng Man•a•men1 SIJJllaU 

···----·-· --··-----· 
s~irrFntr.ent:0Wast11QeA~W-itvtP1oied 
.,!.1RP 
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I CDFW)lllldmonitarlng.includln11weeklyfen.,, l 
lnspeci:ion. OoctU'Jlenl acl.1\i.l1es 1n monitoring Jogs. 

4} MonJtot lo ensure tlmt contractor:{s) implenleills 
rru:atsures in [.'QJltmct d°'-"Unu'n.ts . .Report 
tllln.:oniplbmcx., anJ ~ru.u.rr cDTrective aC'tion • 

t 

Sec ~pet."fivt: mitig.ution ml!d..,µrc."i · 

~: .. :,;:;i1ihf~.~f ff}~!, 

EllO = SF Pl•nnlng Dopa11mont Environmental Roviaw Otncor 
SF'PUC a $qn F1aneisoo Public Utilitfe.li Commission 

USFWS = Un~acl Sla1e.s Fish ana W1lllUfe Se1\lice 

E11Y11onm11nlld Ph~n1i.ng Caisa No. :Wr.« VCAil1E • 
~11\~t2a1s 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19050 

HEARING DATE: December 19, 2013 

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

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

Staff Contact: 

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

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

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

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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

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

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

Case No. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion No. 19050 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

Case No. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

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

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

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Jonas Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
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Motion No. 19050 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013. 

AYES: Antonini, Borden, Hills, Moore, Sugaya, Wu 

NOES: none 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: December 19, 2013 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Name: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 19, 2013 

December 12, 2013 
2008.1122E 

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

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Jeff Gilman 
525 Golden Gate A venue, 101h Floor 

, San Francisco, CA 94102 
Staff Contact: Michael Smith-(415) 558-6322 

michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Pranning 
Information: 
415.558.ti377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, 
INCLUDING FINDINGS REJECTING ALTERNATIVES AS INFEASIBLE, ADOPTING A 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND ADOPTING A MITIGATION, 
MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM, RELATING TO THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 
UTILITY'S PROPOSED PROJECT TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERA TE ON THE WEST SIDE OF SAN 
FRANCISCO A GROUNDWATER PROJECT TO SUPPLY UP TO 4 MILLION GALLONS PER DAY 
OF GROUNDWATER FROM THE WESTSIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN FOR SAN FRANCISCO'S 
'MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM 

PREAMBLE 

On August 3, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC") submitted an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department ("Department"), Case No. 
2008.1122E, in connection with a project to provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day ("mgd") 
of groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin to augment San Francisco's municipal water 
supply. The project, consisting of six groundwater wells, a pipeline distribution system, and a pH 
adjustment facility and chlorine analyzer, is located on the west side of the City on land owned by the 
City ("Project"). 

On December 30, 2009, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report ("NOP") for the Project, and, in response to comments received, revised the location of certain 
project elements and published a revised NOP on March 2, 2011. 
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On March 13, 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" or "Draft 

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

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

2013. 

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

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

regarding the DEIR. 

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

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

DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that became available during 
the public review period. This material was presented in a Draft Comments and Responses ("C & R") 

document, published on October 30, 2013, and distributed to the Planning Commission and all parties 
who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the Department. 

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

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

Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for review by this Commission and 
the public. These files are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, and are 
part of the record before this Commission. 

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

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

reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code 
section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of Regulations section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). 

The Planning Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the 
independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Planning Commission, and that the 

summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and approved 
the Final EIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

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

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

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the Project 
and these materials were made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 

consideration and action. 

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

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

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

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

Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and adopts the :M1V1RP attached as Exhibit A based· on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the Preamble above, and having heard ail testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

In determining to approve the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project ("SFGW Project" or "Project") 
described in Section I, Project Description, below, the Planning Commission makes and adopts the 
following findings of fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the 
statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding and under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), California Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq., particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of 
CEQA ("CEQA Guidelines"), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., particularly 
Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

This document is. organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review process 
for the Project (San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project Environmental Impact Report, Planning 
Department Case I\[o., 2008.ll22E, State Clearinghouse No. 2009122075 (the "Final EIR" or "EIR"), the 
approval actions to be taken and the location of records; 

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

Section III identifies potentially significant impacfs that can be avoided or reduced to less-than­
significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels 
and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, technological and 
other considerations that support approval of the project and the rejection of alternatives, or elements 
thereof, analyzed; and 

Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of 
the Commission's actions and rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have 
been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit A. The :M1V1RP is required by 
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· CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit A provides a table setting forth each 

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

required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit A also specifies the agency responsible 
for implementation of each measilre and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The 

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

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

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

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

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

these findings. 

a. Project Description 

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

following: 

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

groundwater well facilities south of Golden Gate Park and one new facility in Golden Gate Park as part of 
Phase 1 of the Project, and, as part of Phase 2 of the Project, the conversion of two existing irrigation well 

facilities in Golden Gate Park to potable groundwater well facilities, if the SFPUC's Westside Recycled 

Water Project is also approved and constructed. Each of these facilities would include a groundwater 

well and a pump station. Disinfection equipment would be included at two of the groundwater well 
facilities, and pH adjustment equipment would be installed at one well facility. 

• Construction of a distribution system (including pipeline and connection points) to connect five of 
the groundwater well facilities to the SFPUC' s existing Sunset Reservoir. The sixth well would connect to 
the SFPUC's Lake Merced. Pump Station (which pumps water to both Sutro and Sunset Reservoirs) and 

would require a short length of new distribution piping. 

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

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

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

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

conversion of the two existing irrigation well facilities and operation of the converted irrigation wells to 
provide an additional annual average of approximately 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. Phase 1 includes 

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

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

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

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

Lake Merced Putnp Station. 

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

Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, which is currently undergoing separate environmental 
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review. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project proposes to provide recycled water to 
Golden Gate Park and nearby golf courses.· If this Project is approved and constructed, SFPUC would 

convert two existing groundwater well facilities in Golden Gate Park that now supply groundwater for 
park irrigation and lake fill to municipal water supply. Phase 2 includes extension of groundwater supply 
pipelines to the well facilities in Golden Gate Park. The existing irrigation piping system would be 
retained to serve as a backup irrigation supply for Golden Gate Park 

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

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

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

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

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

c. Environmental Review 

On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water System Improvement Program (also known as the 
"Phased WSIP") with the objective of repairing, replacing, and seismically upgrading the system's aging 
pipelines, tunnels, reservoirs, pump stations, and storage tanks (SFPUC, 2008; SFPUC Resolution No. 08-
0200). The WSIP improvements span seven counties-Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa 
Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco (see SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200). 
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To address the potential environmental effects of the WSIP, the Planning Department prepared a 
Program EIR ("PEIR"), which was certified by the Planning Commission on October 30, 2008 (Motion No. 
17734). At a project-level of detail, the PEIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's water 
supply strategy and, at a program level of detail, it evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's 
facility improvement projects. The PEIR contemplated that additional project-level environmental review 
would be conducted for the facility improvement projects, including the San Francisco Groundwater 

Supply Project. 

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

prepared a NOP and conducted a scoping meeting for the SFGW Project EIR. The San Francisco Planning 
Department released the NOP on December 30, 2009, and held a public scoping meeting on January 20, 
2010, at Golden Gate Senior Center in San Francisco. 

The NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, and notices of the availability of the NOP were 
mailed to app~oximately 3,700 contactS for local, State, and federal agencies, as well as regional and local 
interest groups, and property owners and tenants within 300 feet of the proposed Project. The scoping 
meeting was noticed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle. Approximately 30 

people attended the meeting. 

The Planning Department received six verbal comments on the scope of the EIR at the scoping meeting 
and 13 organizations and individual submitted written comments. The comment inventory is in~uded in 
the Scoping Report in Appendix A-1 of the EIR. Subsequent to publishing the NOP, the SFPUC revised 
the Project to move certain pipeline alignments, eliminate some alternative well.facility locations, and 
clarify certain project elements. The Plamring Department published a revised NOP on March 2, 2011, 
which it distributed to the recipients of the initial NOP and additional recipients in the vicinity of a 
revised pipeline alignment, posted the revised NOP on the Planning Department website, and noticed it 
in the San Francisco Chronicle. Seven organizations and individuals submitted written comments in 
response to the revised NOP during the scoping period, which ended on April 1, 2011. (Appendix A-2 of 
the EIR.) 

The Planning Department then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the Project and the 
environmental setting, identified potential impacts, presented mitigation measures for impacts found to 
be significant or potentially significant, and evaluated Project alternatives. The Draft EIR analyzed the 
impacts associated with each of the key components of the Project, and identified mitigation measures 

applicable to reduce impacts found to be significant or potentially significant for each key component. It 
also included an analysis of four alternatives to the Project. In assessing construction and operational 
impacts of the Project, the EIR considered the impacts of the Project as well as the cumulative impacts 
associated with the proposed Project in combination with other past, present, and future actions that 
could affect the same resources. 
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Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR. was analyzed with respect to significance criteria 
.that are based on Planning Deparbnent guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered 

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

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

Clearinghouse on March 13, 2013. 

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

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

public libraries on San Francisco. 

The Draft EIR. was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and 
individuals for review and comment on March 13, 2013 for a 45-day public review period, which closed 

at 5:00 p.m. on April 27, 2013. A public hearing on the Draft EIR. to accept written or oral comments was 

held at the San Francisco Planning Commission meeting at San Francisco City Hall on April 18, 2013. 

During the public review period, the Department received written comments sent through the mail, fax, 
or email. A court reporter was present at the public hearing, transcribed the public hearing verbatim, and 

prepared a written transcript. 

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

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

provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well as 
SFPUC and Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to address project updates. The Final EIR, 

which includes the Draft EIR. and the C&R document, and all of the supporting information, provided 
augmented and updated information on many issues presented in the Draft EIR, including (but not 

limited to) the following topics: project description, land use, aesthetics, cultural and paleontological 
resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation, utilities and service systems, 

biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and Project alternatives. This augmentation and 
update of information in the Draft EIR. did not constitute new inforn;i.ation or significance that altered any 

of the conclusions of the EIR.. 

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR., certIBed said 
Final EIR. as complete, and found that the contents of said Final EIR. and the procedures through which 

the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and review3ed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA 

Guidelines, and Chapter 31. 

The Planning Commission determined that none .of the factors are present that would necessitate 
recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The Final EIR. contains no 

information revealing (1) any new significant environmental impact that would result from the Project or 

from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity 

of a previously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental 

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

comment were precluded. 

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

d. Approval Actions 

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

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

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

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

the well facility structures in Golden Gate Park 

• Approves the exterior design of structures on City property. 

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

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

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

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

e. Contents and Location of Records 

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based ("Record of 
Proceedings") includes the following: 
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• The Draft EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. (The references in these 
findings to the EIR or Final EIR include both the Draft EIR and the C & R document.) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the Planning 
Commission and the SFPUC relating to the EIR, the Project, and the alternatives set forth in the EIR. 

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

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

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program . 

All other documents available to the Commission, the SFPUC and the public, comprising the 
administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6( e ). 

The Commission has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the Project, 
even if not every document was formally presented to the Commission. Without exception, these 
documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or legislative decisions 
that the Commission was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents influenced the expert 
advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants. For these reasons, such documents form 
part of the underlying factual basis for the Commission's decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the public 
review period, the administrative record, background documentation for the Final EIR, and materials 
related to the Planning Commission's adoption of these findings and its approval of the Project are 
available at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, 
Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for these Planning Department documents and 
materials. The SFPUC is the custodian of Project documents and materials contained in SFPUC files, 
SFPUC Project No. CUW30102 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate A venue, San Francisco, California 94102. The Custodian of 
Records is Yin Lan Zhang. All files have been available to the Commission and the public for review in 
considering these findings and whether to approve the Project. 

f. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

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

Jn making these findings, the Commission has considered the opinions of City staff and experts, other 
agencies, and members of the public. The Commission finds that (i) the determination of. significance 
thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City; (ii) the significance thresholds used in 
the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR 
preparers and City staff; and (iii) the significance thresholds used in the EIR provide reasonable and 
appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, 
although, as a legal matter, the Commission is not bound by the significance determinations in the EIR 
(see Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e)), the Commission finds them persuasive and 
hereby adopts them as its own. 

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

As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures set forth in the 
Final EIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant and 
significant impacts of the Project. The Commission intends to adopt each of the mitigation measures 
proposed in the Final EIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR 
has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby 
adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. Jn addition, in the event the language 
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the M:MRP 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 

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

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

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Public 
Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3), 15091). Based on 
the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that the implementation of the 
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Project will result in no impacts in the following areas: wind and shadow; public services; and 
agricultural resources. These subjects are not further discussed in these findings. The Commission 
further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts in the following 
areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation: 

Land Use 

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

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

Aesthetics 

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

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

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

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

Cultural Resources 

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

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

Transportation and Circulation 

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

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

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

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

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

Noise and Vibration 

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

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

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

Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-1: Project construction activities would not generate erruss10ns of criteria 
pollutants and precursors such that a violation of air quality standards and substantial 
contribution to an e:Xisting air quality violation would occur. 

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

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

• Impact AQ-4: Project operation would generate erruss1ons of criteria pollutants and 
precursors, but would not violate air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 
existing air quality violation. 

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

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

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

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

Recreation 

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

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

Utilities and Service Systems 

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

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

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

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

Biological Resources 

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

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

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

Geology and Soils 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Hydrology and Water Quality 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

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

• Impact HZ-3: Project construction would not cause hazardous emissions or handle acutely 
hazardous materials within 114 mile of a school. 

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

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

• Impact HZ-fi: ~roject operation would not cause hazardous emissions or handle acutely 
hazardous materials within 114 mile of a school. 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

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

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

III. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT OR SIGNIFICANT IMP ACTS THAT CAN BE A VOIDED OR 
REDUCED· TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND THE 

DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless 

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

Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the EIR. These findings discuss 

mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for adoption by the SFPUC, which can be 
implemented by. the SFPUC. The mitigation measures proposed for adoption in this section and 

referenced following each Project impact discussed in this Section III, are the same as the mitigation 
measures identified in the Final EIR for the project. The full text of each mitigation measure listed in this 

section is contained in the Final EIR and in Attachment B, the MMRP. The Commission finds that for the 
reasons set forth in the Final EIR.and elsewhere in the record, the impacts identified in this section would 

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

Project Impacts 

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

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

scenic quality of the lake as viewed from the pedestrian path around the perimeter of the lake, adjacent 
roadways, trails, picnic areas, docks, and golf courses. The lowest estimated lake level, predicted at the 
end of the design drought, is approximately -10 feet City Datum, which would be below the bottom of 

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

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

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

paved path around the lake perimeter and the picnic areas on John Muir Drive and Lake Merced 
Boulevard. While Lake Merced conditions would be reduced naturally (under modeled existing 

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

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

would therefore be degraded substantially. Thus, operation of the proposed Project could result in a 

significant aesthetic impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-9, Lake Level Management for Lake Merced 
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Impact CP-2a: The proposed project would potentially cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) · 

Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results, there is 
generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering archaeological 
resources during project construction. However, it is possible that previously unrecorded and buried (or 
otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during project construction. Excavation, 
grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and cause impacts 
on unknown archaeological resources, which would be a significant impact. 

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

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

Ground-disturbing activities associated with the Lake Merced well facility include excavation with 
recompaction to a depth of 5 to 8 feet throughout most of the site. Some areas could require 
vibrocompaction/stone columns (up to a depth of 24 feet) to stabilize potentially liquefiable soil. In 
consultation with San Francisco Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer, it has been 
determined that based on the geologic profile of the Lake Merced well facility and archaeological site 
distribution in the Lake Merced vicinity, ground-disturbing and -modifying activities associated with the 
proposed Project may adversely impact legally-significant prehistoric deposits, a significant impact. 

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

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

Based on the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results, there is a· 1ow 
potential for project construction to uncover human remains. Although no known human burials have 
been identified within the project site, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely 
discounted. Earthmoving activities associated with project construction could result in direct impacts on 
previously undiscovered human remains. Therefore, the disturbance to human remains could be a potentially 
significant impact 

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

Impact CP-5: The proposed project would potentially cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

$AN fRANGISC() 
PLANNING DIEPARTMENT 17 

2705 



Motion No. 19051 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

CASE NO. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

Under existing conditions projected to occur with Project groundwater pumping, the estimated mean 
monthly Lake Merced· lake level would be reduced and more of the lakebed would be exposed. One 
archaeological resource has been identified along the shore of Lake Merced. The site consists of an 
undetermined area of shell midden with one isolated milling stone tool. Reduced lake levels resulting 
from Project pumping would not impact the known archaeological resource (the unnumbered Lake Merced 
site). However, reduced lake levels from Project pumping could result in the exposure of and damage to 
currently undiscovered archaeological resources, which would be a significant :impact. 

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

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

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

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

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

Even during high precipitation periods when overall lake levels and lake acreages are predicted to be 
much less under Project conditions than under modeled existing conditions, the available surface areas of 
North and South Lakes are not predicted to. decrease substantially with operation of the Project and 
floating and stationary docks would not be disconnected from the lake water surface at the predicted 
surface acreages. However, groundwater pumping during a high precipitation period is predicted to 
result in a substantial reduction in the overall size of Impound Lake, a recreation resource, and the 
shallow southern end of this lake would be entirely dewatered as a result. If such conditions occurred, the 
proposed Project would result in a substantial degradation of this recreational resource, as compared to 
modeled existing conditions, a significant impact. 

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

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

Construction activities for the proposed Project could result in damage to or interference with existing 
water, sewer, storm drain, natural gas, electricity, and/or telecommunication lines. A majority of the 
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project facilities are located along transportation rights-of-way, which frequently serve as utility 
corridors. Although the exact location of underground utilities is not known at this time, utility lines of 
varying sizes are located along and across several of the groundwater pipeline routes and at the proposed 
well facility sites. Accidental rupture of or damage to these utility lines during project construction could 
temporarily disrupt utility services and, in the case of high-priority utilities, could result in significant 
safety ,hazards for construction workers and the public. For the above reasons, impacts on existing 
utilities and utility services during Project construction could be potentially significant. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The proposed alignments for the SFGW Project pipelines would cross beneath existing utilities at several 
locations, including but not limited to the MUNI light rail crossings. The SFGW Project does not propose 
to relocate utilities, but it is possible that relocation would be necessary once the locations and 
characteristics of any potentially conflicting utilities are confirmed. Consequently, installation of the 
project pipelines could require the temporary relocation of utility lines that are owned and operated by 
other utility companies. For the above reasons, impacts related to utility relocation could be potentially 
significant. 

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

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

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

The. overall potential of the Project area to support special-status plant species is considered extremely 
low, based on the lack of native plants and native plant communities, and on the high degree of 
disturbance associated with ongoing and past uses of the Project construction areas. All of the proposed 
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facility sites are located in areas that experience recurrent disturbance associated with human use of the 

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

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

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

number of native resident and migratory bird species protected under federal and State legislation with 
. the potential to use trees, shrubs, and other habitats as well as buildings within the Project area for 

nesting and foraging. 

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

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

sites for dispersal or migratory movement to other aquatic features in the immediate area. Because Project 
construction at the these sites could adversely affect these species, should they be present, by direct 

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

Vegetation clearing (including tree removal), irrigation well facility demolition, and exterior construction 
activities at the Sunset Reservoir Chlorine Station could result in direct mortality of special-status bats at 

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

Non-native trees in Golden Gate Park, such as eucalyptus and Monterey cypress, could be used for 
migrating monarch butterflies between October and March. While none of the recorded overwintering 

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

this species to utilize trees within the Golden Gate Park project sites. Vegetation clearing, including tree 
removal, could destroy or impact overwintering sites in these areas. The loss of an active overwintering site 

would be a significant impact. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged Frog and 
Western Pond Turtle 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Monarch Butterfly 

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

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

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

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

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

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

with similar. species. Consequently, the removal of trees within SFRPD-managed lands without 
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replacement in-kind, would conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, resulting in a significant impact. 

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

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

The proposed Project is predicted to result in water levels that are approximately 7 to 10 feet lower than 
levels expected under the modeled existing conditions for most of the modeled time period. During 
drought periods, water levels expected as a result of operating the project are predicted to fall as low as -
10.4 feet City Datum, or 9.6 feet lower than the predicted rriinimum under the modeled existing 
conditions. Decreasing water levels could substantially reduce aquatic habitat and degrade water quality, 
thereby negatively affecting fish populations through impacts on fish habitat-related beneficial uses, 
which could be a significant impact. 

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

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

Simulated Lake Merced lake levels under the project and cumulative scenarios were compared to the 
results of the modeled existing conditions scenario to assess whether wetland impacts would occur. The 
predicted vegetation response to declining water levels ·would differ depending on the water level without 
the project for a given period, which changes annually due to natural hydrological variation that would 
remain independent of project operation Modeling results show that the proposed Project would alter lake 
levels in a manner that would result in net loss of wetlands, a potentially significant impact. 

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

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

The Lake Merced well facility would be constructed within approximately 100 feet of Lake Merced in an 
area served by the separate storm sewer system at the lake. While the provisions of Article 4.1 of the San 
Francisco Public Works Code would apply if groundwater produced during construction of this well 
facility were discharged to the sewer system, groundwater could also be discharged into Lake Merced. If 
the water were discharged to Lake Merced, these discharges could degrade water quality, resulting in a 
potentially significant water quality impact. 

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

Impact HY-8: Project operations would possibly result in seawater intrusion due to decreased 
groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater Basin. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
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Because operation of the SFGW Project would increase groundwater withdrawals from the groundwater 
basin and the project wells are located relatively close to the Pacific Coast, there is the potential for 

seawater intrusion in the Shallow Aquifer. If seawater intrusion into the Shallow Aquifer were to occur, 
intrusion into the Primary Production Aquifer could also occur where these two aquifers are in hydraulic 

communication. Increased pumping in the North Westside Groundwater Basin under both Phases 1and2 
of the Project could result in the landward migration of the seawater/freshwater interface to a greater degree 
than would occur under existing conditions and may not be detected with the existing coastal groundwater 
monitoring system. If the landward migration of the interface were to adversely affect the identified 
beneficial uses of the North Westside Groundwater Basin, impacts related to seawater intrusion would be 

significant. 

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-8a, Expand Coastal Monitoring Network 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-HY-8c, Adaptive Management Program for Seawater Intrusion 

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

The Project has the potential to affect Lake Merced due to groundwater/surface water interacti9ns. Lake 
Merced water levels are predicted to be lowered to below 1 foot City Datum for 73 to 76 percent of the 
simulation period in the model used in the analysis due to project-related pumping, compared to 
4 percent predicted under the modeled existing conditions. If water levels were reduced to this extent, 
more of the lake bed would be exposed, making it susceptible to erosion and associated sedimentation of 
the lake, and the four individual lakes would separate hydraulically. Further, Impound Lake could be 
entirely dewatered if lake levels were tq drop below -6 feet City Datum. This scenario could occur briefly 
at the end of the hypothetical design drought, and lake levels are also predicted to approach or exceed 
this level during the dry years 4 through 16 in the simulated period. Groundwater inflows to the lake are 
also predicted to be reduced relative to the modeled existing conditions. Reduced water levels and 
groundwater flows into the lake could increase eutrophication because nutrients discharged to the lake 

. would be concentrated in a smaller lake volume. Also, with a smaller volume, the lake would likely mix 

more frequently, and, as a result (based on the patterns described above), would .likely experience an 
increase in time-averaged dissolved oxygen levels in the hypolimnion. Because the project is predicted to 
cause Lake Merced water levels to fall below 0 feet City Datum substantially more frequently than is 
predicted to occur under modeled existing conditions, the resulting water quality changes under the 
Project could cause exceedences of water quality objectives in the San Francisco Bay Basin Plan related to 
warm and cold freshwater habitat (e.g., dissolved oxygen), which in turn could affect associated 
beneficial uses. Changes in dissolved oxygen levels and pH could also exacerbate the conditions 
responsible for Lake Merced's listing as an impaired water body. These changes affecting water quality 
would be a potentially significant impact. 

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

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

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

identified include the sewer system as well as illegal dumping and a number of land uses such as 
housing, parks, dry cleaners, historical gas stations, transportation corridors, golf courses, existing gas 

stations, fire stations, fertilizer/pesticide/herbicide application, and contractor or government storage 
yards. In addition, a leaking underground storage tank site with documented groundwater 

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

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

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

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

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

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

standards would be potentially significant. 

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

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

The potential to encounter hazardous materials in soil and groundwater at the project sites resulting from 
migration of offsite contamination is considered low, based on a review of environmental databases 
conducted during preparation of the EIR, existing groundwater levels in the Project area, soil sampling 

results, and the maximum depth of excavation during project construction. The project sites are not listed 
as hazardous materials sites. 

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

In addition, although the potential to encounter hazardous materials in soil or groundwater arising from 
offsite sources is low, site conditions could change prior to construction if new contaminated sites are 
identified in the project vicinity or if there are substantial changes in the extent of contamination at known 

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

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

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

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

Project operations would involve routine maintenance of groundwater facilities. Project operations 
associated with groundwater pumping would result in the lowering of the estimated mean monthly Lake 
Merced lake level. Because the project would result in lowering of Lake Merced water levels, there is the 
potential for the project to result in a smaller volume of water in the lake. The SFPUC maintains Lake 
Merced as a nonpotable emergency water supply for the city to be used for firefighting or sanitation 
purposes if no other sources of water are available. In the event of a major disaster (i.e., catastrophic 
earthquake}, Lake Merced water could be pumped into the city's drinking water distribution system to 
maintain firefighting, basic sanitary (i.e., toilet flushing}, and other critical needs, as part of the emergency 
respon5e. Decreased lake levels could result in less available water for firefighting and sanitation 
purposes, which would be considered a significant impact. 

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

Cumulative Impacts 

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

The geographic scope for cumulative aesthetics impacts includes all projects that would be located within 
the publicly accessible viewshed of the proposed project. With operation of the identified cumulative 
projects, including the Daly City Vista Grande Basin Improvement Project and the Regional Groundwater 
Storage and Recovery Project, the estimated Lake Merced water levels are expected to be mostly higher 
than under existing conditions projected to occur without operation of the cumulative projects. However, 
during some years, Lake Merced water levels would likely be less than levels that would be expected to 
occur without operation of the cumulative projects. Under cumulative conditions, Impound Lake would 
likely be substantially reduced during the design drought, reducing the visual quality of that lake as seen 
from the paved pedestrian path around the lake perimeter and the picnic areas on John Muir Drive and 
Lake Merced Boulevard. Lake Merced water level conditions would be naturally reduced under modeled 

existing conditions. But, groundwater pumping associated with the proposed Project and the Regional 
Gro~dwater Storage and Recovery Project would' worsen the hydrologic conditions and the scenic 
qualities of Lake Merced, which would likely be substantially degraded under cumulative conditions at 
the end of the design drought. Therefore, cumulative impacts on Lake Merced, as a scenic resource, and 
on the visual character and quality of the Lake Merced area would be significant. However, the Project's 
contribution to this cumulative aesthetic impact would be reduced to a less-than-cumulatively 
considerable level with implementation of Project- level mitigation measures (less than significant). 

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

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

remains during project excavation. Cumulative projects in the proposed project vicinity that would also 
involve excavation include the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project, the Murphy 
Windmill/Millwright's Cottage Restoration Project, and the San Francisco Botanical Gardens Center for 
Sustainable Gardening Project. These· Projects could also encounter previously unrecorded 
archaeological resources or human remains; which would be a potentially significant cumulative impact. 
However, with project-level mitigation, the Project's contribution to impacts on archeological resources due 

to Project construction would be not cumulatively considerable. 

With operation of the identified cumulative projects, including the SFPUC's proposed Regional 
Groundwater Storage and Recovery- project and Daly City's proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin 
Improvement project, estimated Lake Merced water levels are expected to be mostly higher than under 
existing conditions projected to occur without operation of the cumulative projects. However, during 
some years, Lake Merced water levels are predicted to be less than levels that are predicted to occur 
without operation of the cumulative projects as a result of groundwater pumping under the proposed 
project and the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. Reduced lake levels resulting from 
cumulative project operations could result in exposure and damage of currently known and unknown 
archaeological resources, which would be a significant cumulative impact. However, the Project's 
contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less-than-cumulatively considerable level with 
implementation of project-level mitigation measures (less than significant). 

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

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

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

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

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

Specific· additional proposed and existing projects that would affect lake levels include the SFPUC' s 
Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project and Daly City's proposed Vista Grande Drainage 
Basin Improvement Project. With operation of the identified cumulative projects, the estimated Lake 
Merced water levels are expected to be higher than under the modeled existing conditions. However, with 
operation of the identified cumulative projects, estimated lake levels would only be below the modeled 
existing conditions for years 2 through 8 .of the simulation period and after year 32 during the modeled 
drought conditions. Under cumulative conditions, the available surface area of North and South Lakes 
would not decrease substantially as compared to modeled existing conditions and the water depth under 
cumulative conditions would likely be sufficient to support existing boating uses in all years. Further, based 
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on the GIS analysis of shoreline changes, floating and stationary docks would not be disconnected from the 
lake water surface. However, under cumulative conditions, Impound Lake water levels are predicted to be 
substantially reduced during an extended drought, as compared to modeled existing conditions. The dep!h 
and size of Impound Lake are predicted to be reduced naturally under modeled existing conditions during 
an extended drought. But, the combination of the groundwater pumping associated with the proposed 
project and the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project, along with other ongoing ground"":ater 
pumping activities, is predicted to exacerbate the effects described above during the years of an extended 
drought. Therefore, cumulative impacts on Lake Merced, as a recreational resource, would be significant. 
However, the Project's contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less-than-cumulatively 
considerable level with the implementation of a project-level mitigation measure Oess than significant). 

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

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

Construction of the SFGW Project could damage existing utilities, disrupt utility services where utility lines 
would be crossed during construction, and require the temporary relocation of some utilities. Seven 
cumulative projects would be located adjacent to or near the proposed well facilities and/or pipeline routes, 
including: the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, the San Francisco State University Campus 
Master Plan, Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project, Significant Natural Areas Management 
Plan, Lake Merced Pump Station Essential Upgrade, and the 371119th Avenue ("Parkrnerced") Project. 
However, most of these projects would either not overlap geographically with the SFGW Project or would 
not occur within the same timeframe as the proposed Project; therefore the likelihood for potential 
disruption of the same utility lines would be minor. But, two of the projects listed above could also damage 
existing utilities, disrupt utility services, or cause relocation of utilities. Therefore, potential cumulative . 
impacts related to disruption of utility operations or accidental damage to existing utilities and relocation 
of regional or local utilities could be significant. The Project's contribution to this potential cumulative 
impact could be cumulatively considerable. However, the proposed Project's contribution wol!ld be 
reduced to less than cumulatively considerable with implementation of project-level mitigation measures 

Oess than significant). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Construction of the Project has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, if present, including 
California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and monarch butterfly. It is assumed 
that the cumulative projects including the Murphy Windmill/Millwright's Cottage Restoration, the Beach 
Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project, the Parkmerced Project, and the San Francisco Botanical 
Garden Center for Sustainable Gardening Project; and construction of new pipelines and facilities 
associated with the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, and the Lake Merced Pump Station 
Essential Upgrade Project, could affect at least some of the same special-status species. If so, these 
projects, along with the SFGW Project, could result in a potentially significant cumulative impact on 
biological resources. However, with the implementation of project-level mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to these species, the Project's incremental contribution to this potential cumulative impact on 
biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant). 

The proposed Project could conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources 
because_ project construction would require the removal of trees that are under the jurisdiction of the 
SFRPD. It is also assumed that several of the cumulative projects are likely to require the removal of trees 
within Golden Gate Park In particular, the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project would 
require the removcll of a number of Monterey pine and Monterey cypress trees. Therefore, the potential 
exists for tree removal rerulting from these multiple projects to rise to the level of cumulative 
significance. However, with the implementation of project-level mitigation measures to replace trees, the 
Project's contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant). 

Water levels decreasing below 0 feet City Datum could substantially reduce aquatic habitat and degrade 
water quality, !hereby negatively affecting fish populations and fish-related beneficial uses of Lake 
Merced as well as potentially iridirectly impacting special-status birds by reducing their food source. 
Cumulative project operations including SFPUC' s Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 
and Daly City's proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project are predicted to result in 
lake levels above 0 feet City Datum for about 90 percent of the model period and during that time would 
have no adverse impacts on fisheries or fish habitat. However, during pumping associated with the 
SFPUC' s proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project, combined with pumping 
associated with the SFGW Project during the simulated design drought, lake levels are predicted to fall as 
low as -4.9 City Datum, or 4.1 feet lower than the corresponding predicted lake surface elevation for 
modeled existing conditions. Relative to the modeled existing conditions, this would likely result in a 
further potential for a decrease in the water quality of Lake Merced, as compared to modeled existing 
conditions. This suggests that the proposed Project could have a cumulatively considerable incremental · 
contribution to the significant cumulative impact on the water quality of Lake Merced. However, with the 
implementation of project-level mitigation measures to address lake level management, the Project's 
cumulatively considerable contribution to water quality and related significant cumulative impact on 
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fisheries and fish habitat, and potential indirect impacts on special-status birds, would not be 
cumulatively considerable (less than significant). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The potential for seawater intrusion under cumulative conditions with the operation of the Groundwater 
Storage and Recovery Project and the Daly City Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project would 
likely be similar to or less than what is predicted with operation of just the proposed project, except in the 
area south of the West Sunset well facility where the potential for seawater intrusion would likely be greater 
in the Deep Aquifer due to pumping under the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. 
Therefore, cumulative impacts related to seawater intrusion could be significant The Project's contribution 
to this impact could be cumulatively considerable because the Project would be almost entirely responsible 
for causing any seawater intrusion that would occur. However, with implementation of project-level 
mitigation measures, the Project's contribution to the significant cumulative impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable (less than significant). 

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

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

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

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

The conservatively estimated lake levels under cumulative conditions including the operation of the 
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project and the Daly City Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement 
Project are predicted to be below 1 foot City Datum for 13 percent of the simulation period compared to 4 
percent under the modeled existing conditions. In addition, as noted above, the lake levels are predicted 
to be below the levels predicted under the modeled existing conditions for years 2 through 8 of the 
simulation period and after year 32. Therefore, cumulative impacts on Lake Merced water levels could be 
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significant because water level declines below 0 foot Oty Datum could occur. These water level declines 
could potentially cause :increased eutrophication of the lake, and could also affect the pH and dissolved 

oxygen levels (the parameters responsible for the listing of Lake Merced as an impaired water body) as 
well as other water quality parameters, potentially resulting in significant cumulative water quality 

impacts. 

The Project's contribution to this potentially significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively 
considerable because the lake level declirtes would primarily be due to declines in groundwater levels 

resulting from project-related pumping during years 2 through 8 and due to all groundwater pumping 
after year 32. However, the Project's contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less-than­
cumulatively considerable level with implementation of a project-level mitigation measure to address 
lake level management (less than significant). 

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

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

With the operation of the cumulative projects, the SFPUC' s proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and 
Recovery Project and Daly City's proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project, the 
estimated Lake Merced water levels are expected mostly to be higher than under modeled existing 
conditions (i.e., those that are projected to occur without operation of the cumulative projects). However, 
during some dry years, Lake Merced water levels are predicted to be less than those that would occur 
without operation of the cumulative projects. In the event of a major disaster (i.e., catastrophic 
earthquake), Lake Merced water could be pumped into the city's drinking water distribution system. to 
maintain firefighting, basic sanitary (i.e., toilet flushllg), and other critical needs. Decreased lake levels 
could result in less available water for firefighting and sanitation purposes, thereby resulting in a 
significant cumulative impact. However, the Project's contribution to this impact would be reduced to a 
less-than-cumulatively considerable level with the implementation of a project-specific mitigation 
measure to address lake level management. 

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

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

WSIPimpact 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Commission finds that, 
where feasible, changes or alterations have been required or :incorporated into the SFGW Project to 
reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR for the Project. All project-
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specific impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of the mitigation 
measures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth in the l'vfMRP, attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

The Commission further finds, however, that the Project is a component of the WSIP and, therefore, will 
contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact caused by the WSIP water supply decision. For the 
WSIP impact listed below, the effect remains significant" and unavoidable. The Commission determines 

that the following significant impact on the environment, as reflected in the Final PEIR, is unavoidable, 
but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) (3) and (b), and CEQA Guidelines Sections 1509l(a) 

(3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the Commission determines that the impact is acceptable due to the 
overriding considerations described in Section VI below. This finding is supported by substantial 
evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

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

Subsequent to the certification of the PEIR~ the Planning Department conducted more detailed, site­
specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts identified in the PEIR. In. 

the case of Impact 5.5.5.-1, the project-level fisheries analysis in the Lower Crystal Springs Dam 
Improvement project Final EIR modifies the PEIR impact determination based on more detailed site­
specific data and analysis and determined that impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects 
would be less than significant. Proje~t-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. 11-0015. The 
CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015 related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation 

SAN HIAl'ICl$CO 
PLANNINQ D-ARTMENT ·30 

2718 



Motion No. 19051 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

CASE NO. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

effects are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA 

Findings. 

The remaining significant and unavoidable water supply impact listed in Resolution No. 08-0200 is as 

follows, relating to Impact 7-1: 

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operation Impact 

• Growth: Indirect growth-inducement impacts in the SFPUC service area. 

V. EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

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

rejecting the alternatives. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the 

Project or the project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts of the Project. 
CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a "No Project" alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of 

comparison to the Project in terms of their significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives. 
This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing 

environmental consequences of the Project. 

a. Reasons for Approval of the Project 

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

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

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

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

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

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. 

The Project would help meet WSIP goals by increasing water delivery reliability and helping to meet 
customer water supply needs. In addition, the project would provide up to 6 mgd of potable 
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groundwater for up to 30 days as an emergency water supply in the event of an earthquake or other 
major catastrophe. Specific objectives of the Project are to: 

• Expand and diversify the SFPUC' s water supply portfolio to increase system reliability. 

• Increase the use of local water supply sources. 

• Reduce dependence on imported surface water. 

The Project would provide 3 to 4 mgd of groundwater to San Francisco's municipal water supply, thereby 
increasing the water supply over existing conditions using local groundwater. Titls increase in water 
supply would improve the SFPUC's ability to deliver water to its customers in San Francisco during both 
drought and nondrought periods. The Project will help the SFPUC to diversify its water supply portfolio 
by adding up to 4 mgd from local groundwater to the SFPUC water supply, which largely consists of 
imported surface water. The proposed Project is a fundamental component of the SFPUC' s WSIP and is 
needed to fully meet WSIP goals and objectives, in particular those for seismic reliability, delivery 
reliability, and water supply reliability. 

b. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the 
Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, social, 
technological, and other consideratiorts described in this section, in addition to those described in Section 
VI below, under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3) that make such Altem~tives infeasible. In making these 
infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors." The Commission is also aware that 
under CEQA case law the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular 
alternative promotes the underlying goals and objective.s of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an 
alternative is /1 desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the SFGW Project would not be constructed or operated: Proposed 
well facilities and associated disinfection facilities, distribution pipelines and pH-adjustment facilities 
would not be constructed, and the two existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park would not be 
converted to potable groundwater well facilities. The existing test wells would not be utilized as 
production wells and would be decommissioned in accordance with the well destruction requirement of 
the California Water Well Standards promulgated by the California Department of Water Resources and 
implemented by the City's Department of Public Health. Existing groundwater pumping in the Westside 
Groundwater Basin would continue at approximately 9.74 mgd - with 8.232 mgd outside of San 
Francisco, and 1.508 mgd in San Francisco (1.14 mgd of irrigation pumping in Golden Gate Park, 0.009 
mgd of pumping for irrigation at the Edgewood Development Center, 0.32 mgd of pumping at the San 
Francisco Zoo, 0.004 mgd of pumping to maintain Pine Lake water levels, and 0.035 mgd of irrigation 

SA!j HWiCJSC() 
PLANNING DE;PARTMENT 32 

2720 



Motion No.19051 
Hearing Date: December 19, 2013 

CASE NO. 2008.1122E 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

pumping at the San Francisco Golf Oub). The modeled existing groundwater basin conditions as 

described in the EIR would be predicted to continue under the No Project Alternative. 

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

diversify the SFPUC's water supply portfolio to increase system reliability; increase the use of local water 

supply sources; and reduce dependence on imported surface water. Also, it would fail to meet the WSIP 

goals and objectives that rely directly on the contribution of the Project to fulfill systemwide level of 

service objectives. If the Project is not constructed, the SFPUC' s water supply portfolio would not include 

3 to 4 mgd of a local groundwater resource. The SFPUC would be limited in its ability to meet its 

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

region, because of reduced water supply in San Francisco. The No Project Alternative would leave San 

Francisco without a high-quality emergency water supply during emergencies. If the regional water 

delivery system is damaged during an earthquake or other disaster, up to 6 mgd of local groundwater 

from the Project would not be available for up to 30 days following the event. Lake Merced, which is 

identified as an emergency water source for San Francisco for firefighting, sanitation and other 

nonpotable uses, would not be available for potable uses without boiling the water, in contrast to the 

Project, which would provide potable groundwater. 

Under the No Project Alternative, groundwater pumping would continue at existing rates. 

Consequently, there is a low probability of long-term effects related to seawater intrusion, no impact to 
municipal supply wells from contaminating activities that could affect groundwater quality, and no need 

for additional energy use. The No Project Alternative would lessen the potential to lower Lake Merced 

water levels and lessen the resulting related effects on water quality, recreational resources, aesthetics and 

freshwater marsh wetlands. Lake levels would continue to respond to hydrologic conditions and 

fluctuate but are predicted to be higher by approximately 10 feet than under the Project. Consequently, 

effects on water quality, recreational resources, scenic resources, aquatic habitat and special status 

species, freshwater wetlands, archeological resources, and availability of Lake Merced water for fire and 

sanitation purposes would still occur but at a much lower frequency than with the Project. The No 

Project Alternative would not require use of hazardous materials, and all construction-related effects to 

archeological resources, :i;10ise levels, utility lines, biological resources, tree removals, hydrology or 
hazards would be avoided. 

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

the Project, the Project impacts would be fully mitigated through the adoption of identified mitigation 

measures. The only unmitigated impact that would occur with the Project is the Project's contribution as 

part of the WSIP to indirect impacts related to growth. To the extent that the 3 to 4 mgd of water supply 

from the Project contributes to growth, the Project's contribution to the indirect impacts associated with 

growth would not occur with the No Project Alternative. 

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

Project objectives, and because it would jeopardize the SFPUC' s ability to meet the adopted WSIP goals 

and objectives as set forth in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200. 
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Under the Reduced Yield Alternative, the same facilities would be constructed as for the Project, except 
only four well facilities would be constructed instead of six. The Lake Merced site and the South Sunset 
site would not have well facilities and the existing test wells at these sites would not be converted to 
municipal supply wells. Pumping would be shifted away from Lake Merced and would occur northward 
and in Golden Gate Park. As a consequence, the Phase 1 production rate under this alternative would be 
approximately 1.75 mgd, compared to 2.5 to 3 mgd under Phase 1 of the Project. The Phase 2 production 
rate under the Reduced Yield Alternative would be 2.9 mgd, compared to 4 mgd under Phase 2 of the 
Project. 

The four wells that would be part of the Reduced Yield Alternative would be capable of producing up to 
4 mgd during a catastrophic emergency for up to 30 days, with the use of portable generators to provide 
backup power. The Project, by comparison, could produce up to 6 mgd of water for up to 30 days during 
a catastrophic emergency. The distribution system under Alternative 2 would be the same as for the 
Project, except a pipeline connecting the South Sunset well facility to the West Slinset well facility would 
not be constructed. 

The Reduced Yield Alternative at full implementation results in the same yield as Phase 1 of the Project, 
but unlike Phase 1 of the Project, full implementation of the Reduced Yield Alternative relies on the 
provision of recycled water to Golden Gate Park, a project that has not been approved by SFPUC. 

The Reduced Yield Alternative would meet all of the Project objectives but would only partially meet the 
WSIP goals and objectives. The total average yield for the Reduced Yield Alternative under normal 
operations would be 2.9 mgd compared to 4 mgd under the proposed Project, and it would provide less 
water following an earthquake or other catastrophic event. The SFPUC would be unable to fully meet 
WSIP goals and objectives related to customer water supply needs. SFPUC would have 1.1 mgd less of 
water supply available than identified as needed to meet WSIP goals and objectives, including projected 
water demand. In addition, SFPUC could be restricted from conducting planned maintenance without 
interrupting customer service. In an emergency, the Reduced Yield Alternative would provide 2 mg<?­
less of potable groundwater in the first critical 30-day period than under the Project. 

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

The Reduced Yield Alternative would lessen the potential to lower Lake Merced water levels and result 
in related effects on water quality, recreational resources, aesthetics and freshwater marsh wetlands 
because Alternative 2_ would eliminate pumping in the vicinity of Lake Merced and at the South Sunset 
Playground site. As a result, as compared to the Project, the Reduced Yield Alternative would have the 
same adverse effects but to a lesser degree, on Lake Merced water levels and associated impacts on water 
quality, biological resources, aesthetics, recreational resources, archeological resources and the 
availability of Lake Merced water for firefighting and sanitation purposes and the potential for seawater 
intrusion effects. Construction impacts would generally be less as well because a 4,460-foot distribution 
pipeline would be eliminated and 2 test wells would not be converted to production wells. All of the 
significant impacts of the proposed Project would remain significant under the Reduced Yield 
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Alternative, but the magnitude of significance would generally be less. Like the Project, all Project 
· impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the same mitigation 

measures specified in the EIR. 

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

impact related to growth, but to a lesser degree than for the Project, as it would provide 1.1 mgd less of 

water supply that could contribute to growth. 

The Commission rejects this alternative as infeasible because it will not allow the SFPUC to £ully meet 

WSIP goals and objectives. Although this alternative would meet the SFPUC' s objectives for the Project, 
it would only pal'tially meet the WSIP goals and objectives, which rely directly on the 4 mgd of local 

groundwater supply that the Project would contribute to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. 
The total average yield under normal operations for the Reduced Yield Alternative would be 2.9 mgd, 

causing the SFPUC to fall short of its WSIP identified supply need of 4 mgd from local groundwater by 
2018. In a catastrophic emergency, the SFPUC would also be limited in its ability to meet WSIP seismic, 

delivery, and water supply reliability goals, particularly in San Francisco, because the, total amount of 
potable groundwater available during an emergency would be 4 mgd instead of 6 mgd. For these reasons, 

the Commission rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible. 

The Local Desalination Plant Alternative would construct a small seawater desalination plant in San 

Francisco at or near the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant ("Plant"), to provide a sustained 
capacity of 4 mgd and an emergency capacity of 6 mgd of desalinated water, consistent with the amount 

of groundwater pumping provided under the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would provide year-round 
supplies during all hydrologic year types to blend into the regional system. It would require construction 

of a small desalination plant; an associated seawater intake structure 40-50 feet in depth off-shore; an 
intake pipeline located one to two miles off-shore; treatment facilities; and raw and treated water pump 

stations. It would also require construction of approximately 2.4 miles (12,700 feet) of distribution 
pipelines betwe~n the Oceanside Plant and the Sunset Reservoir. 

It would be constructed within undeveloped portions of the existing Plant or on undeveloped land 
nearby, which may require improvements such as earthwork and concrete demolition to make the site 

geotechnically able to support the desalination facilities. The construction of improvements and 
operation and maintenance of the desalination plant at any of the potential undeveloped locations at or 

near the Plant could interfere with Plant operations. Other issues associated with undeveloped land at or 

near the Plant :include the possibility of disturbing hazardous materials, the possible need to relocate 
overflow Zoo parking, or to demolish structures, some of which may be historic resources. 

Alternative 3 would include a pretreatment process to remove pathogens and suspended solids, a dual­

stage reverse-osmosis system to remove salts, and post-treatment to stabilize and disinfect the water. 

Brine from the treatment process would be discharged to the Plant and after treatment from the Plant to 
the ocean. Permits and approvals would be· required from the California Department of Public Health, 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service, Regional Water Quality Control Board 

and California Coastal Commission. Alternative 3 would cost considerably more than the Project. It 
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would take considerably additional time to complete a design, prepare possibly additional environmental 
review, and obtain necessary permits and approvals. 

The proposed well facilities and associated disinfection facilities, distribution pipelines, and pH­
adjustment facility that are part of the Project would not be constructed, and the two existing irrigation 
wells in Golden Gate Park would not be converted to potable groundwater wells. Existing groundwater 
pumping in the Westside Groundwater Basin would continue at approximately 9.74 mgd as described for 
the No Project Alternative. ' 

Alternative 3 would meet all Project objectives and all WSIP goals and objectives that rely on the 
contribution of the Project to £ul£ill systemwide level of service objectives. 

Under Alte:i;native 3, long-term impacts associated with the Project would decrease. Groundwater 
pumping would continue at existing rates; consequently, there is a low probability of seawater intrusion, 
and no impact to municipal supply wells from contaminating activities that could affect groundwater 
quality. Alternative 3 would lessen the potential to lower Lake Merced water levels and result in related 
effects on water quality, recreational resources, aesthetics and freshwater marsh wetlands. Lake levels 
would continue to respond to hydrologic conditions and fluctuate but are predicted to be higher by 
approximately 10 feet than under the Project. Consequently, effects on water quality, recreational 
resources, scenic resources, aquatic habitat and special status species, freshwater wetlands, archeological 
resources, and availability of nonpotable Lake Merced water for firefighting and sanitation purposes 
would still occur but at a much lower frequency than with the Project. 

Alternative 3 would introduce several additional short-term and long-term impacts that would be 
different than impacts associated with the Project. Depending on location, it could impact scenic 
resources viewed from the Great Highway, affect historic resources and disturb hazardous materials ill 
buildings or soil. It could require removal of mature trees and habitat for the western pond rnrtle, 
California-red legged frog and special status bats at different locations than would occur with the Project. 
It could subject animals at the Zoo to construction-related noise, dust and vibration. Operation of the 
desalination plant could entrain or imprnge on marine organisms in the intake pipeline, potentially 
adversely affecting special-status species, although the facility would be sited and designed to minimize 
sediment intrusion. and impingement of marine organisms as well as to maximize water quality. The 
intake structure and pipeline could be subject to fault rupture given its location in or near the San 
Andreas Fault and would be in an area along the coast subject to instability and erosion. High-salinity 
discharges from the ·treatment facility into the Pacific Ocean could degrade water quality. Plant operation 
would increase the use, storage, transport and disposal of chemicals for pH adjustment, disinfection, 
particulate removal, control of mineral deposition, prevention of biological fouling, cleaning and reverse­
osmosis to remove salts, thereby increasing risks associated with hazardous materials. Plant operation 

would substantially increase energy consumption for desalination and pumping. It could disturb 
hazardous building materials or hazardous materials in soil. 

Construction impacts could be less or more intense than those of the Project. The total length of pipeline 
construction would be less than half that of the Project and wollld affect fewer residents, businesses and 
utilities, but could cause noise, dust and vibration impacts to Zoo animals. On the other hand, the 
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location of the Alternative 3 could affect more cultural resources in the vicinity of the desalination plant 
and distribution pipeline, and Alternative 3 would require construction in the ocean environment. 

In sum, while the Local Desalination Plant Alternative would avoid long-term groundwater-related 
impacts of the Project, it would require a significant increase in hazardous materials use and long-term 
energy use compared to the project. It could be subject to hazards such as fault rupture and unstable 
slopes. Marine organisms could become entrained or impinged in the intake pipeline, and water quality 
effects could result from discharges of saline water from the desalination plant. Noise from construction­
related impacts would affect fewer residents but could expose Zoo animals to construction-related noise 
and dust. Some construction-related effects from the Project would be avoided, but Alternative 3 wquld 
result in other construction-related impacts. 

The Commission rejects Alternative 3 as infeasible because it would not result in fewer environmental 
impacts than for the Project and it creates implementation challenges becatlse of regulatory and 
permitting requirements that it would have to meet. While the Project would mitigate all of its significant 
project-level environmental effects, as part of the WSIP, it would contribute to a significant and 
unavoidable indirect impact related to growth. Alternative 3 would likewise make the same contribution 
to a significant and unavoidable indirect impact related to growth as the Project. While some impacts 
associated with the Project would be avoided - mitigable impacts to Lclke Merced and construction­
related noise and utility impacts in residential areas - Alternative 3 would result in many new impacts not 
associated with the Project. These include a substantial increase in energy use to operate the desalination 
facility, and increased use of hazardous materials and associated possible effects of handling, storing, 
transporting and disposing of such materials. Alternative 3 would impact marine organisms and water 
quality because of the need to construct facilities, operate an intake pipe and discharge brine in the Pacific 
Ocean. Construction of the facility would occur in or near the San Andreas Fault and along a shoreline 
area susceptible to instability and 'erosion, resulting in geological impacts. Construction-related noise 
and dust impacts could adversely affect Zoo animals, and the facility could possibly have significant 
impacts to historic and scenic resources. 

Alternative 3 would also need to meet regulatory and permitting conditions for brine disposal and for 
minimiZing impacts on aquatic resources that pose challenges, making implementation of this alternative 
uncertain. For all of the above reasons, the Commission rejects Alternative 3 as infeasible. 

Alternative 4, Pipeline Location Alternative, would construct 8,800 feet of pipeline on Sunset Boulevard 
instead of along 41st Avenue between Martin Luther King Jr. Drive in Golden Gate Park and Vicente 
Street and along 40th A venue between Vicente Street and Wawona· Street. In other respects, Alternative 4 
would be the same as the Project. 

Alternative 4 would meet all of the Project objectives and help meet the WSIP goals and objectives to the 
same degree as the Project. 

Alternative 4 would result in similar impacts compared to the Project, with these exceptions. It would 
result in three increased impacts: it could temporarily disrupt recreational resources along the Sunset 
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Boulevard footpath, it would result in greater construction-related traffic impacts because Sunset 
Boulevard is a major thoroughfare and has more traffic than 41st Avenue and has bus stops that would 

need to be temporarily relocated, and it would increase the potential for inadvertent rupture of 

underground utilities because more utilities are located in Sunset Boulevard than 41st A venue. It would 

result in one decreased impact: it would lessen construction-related noise :impacts on residential 

receptors by moving pipeline-related construction further away from residences. 

The Commission rejects this Alternative as infeasible because this Alternative would not result in fewer 

environmental impacts than for the Project. While reducing the temporary noise :impacts to residents 
along portions of 41st and 40th Avenues, it would increase temporary impacts on recreational resources, 

utilities, and traffic along Sunset Boulevard. · 

VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby finds, 

after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project ~s 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 reforence into this section, and in the documents found in the Record 

of Proceedings, as defined in Section I. 

On the basis of the above findjngs 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 elimirlated or substantially lessened where 
feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR for the Project are adopted as part of this 

approval action. Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant effects on 
the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overriding 
economic, technical, legal, social, and other considerations. 

The Project will have the following benefits: 

• The Project will expand and diversify the SFPUC' s water supply portfolio to increase system 
reliability, particularly for retail customers in San Francisco. The Project provides an additional 4 
mgd of water supply from other than imported surface water, the main water supply source in the 
SFPUC water system. 
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• The Project will inc;rease the use of local water supply sources. The Project provides 4 mgd of potable 
groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin, located in San Francisco and the San Francisco 
Peninsula area. 

• The Project will reduce dependence on imported surface water. The Project provides 4 mgd from 
groundwater. 

• The Project will provide potable groundwater for emergency supply in the event of an earthquake or 
other major catastrophe. The Project will provide up to 6 mgd from local groundwater wells for up 
to 30 days in the event a catastrophe causes a loss of available water from the SFPUC' s regional water 
system. 

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

• Implementation of the WSIP will reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. The WSIP includes many 
features that are designed to improve the seismic safety and reliability of the water system as a means 
of saving human life and property under a catastrophic earthquake scenario or even a disaster 
scenario not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the improvements to assure the water 
system's continued reliability, and developing it as part of a larger, integrated water security strategy, 
is critical to the Bay Area's economic security, competitiveness and quality of life. This Project 
provides a critical source of water - local groundwater - that will be available even if it is not possible 
for a period of time to obtain imported surface water from the SFPUC' s regional water system. 

• The WSIP would meet SFPUC customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of retail 
and wholesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset the remaining 
20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail and wholesale service 
areas. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the WSIP, through conservation, 
recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, and 10 mgd would be met through 
local conservation, recycled water and groundwater in the wholesale service area. Of the 10 
mgd that would come from projects in San Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from local 
groundwater sources. This Project would provide this criti~al 4 mgd of local groundwater. 

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

• The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality requirements. This 
Project, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-11, Prepare a Source Water Protection 
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Program and Update Drinking Water Source Assessment, will make certain that any potentially 
contaminating activities in the area of the groundwater wells, would not result in contamination of 
the groundwater extracted for drinking water purposes. 

• The WSIP will diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought periods. The Project 
supports this WSIP objective by providing up to 4 mgd of local groundwater during both drought 
and non-drought periods. 

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section I above, the Commission 

finds that the benefits of the Project and the Project's furtherance of the WSIP goals and objectives 

outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are 

therefore acceptable. 

DECISION 

That based upon the Record, the submissions of the SFPUC, the Department and SFPUC staff, and other 

interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 

written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby ADOPTS findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible, adopting a Statement 

of Overriding Considerations, and ADOPTS a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, attached 

as Exhibit A 

I herby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on December 19, 2013. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, Antonini, Moore, and Wu 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: December 19, 2013 
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Planning Commission Motion No. 19052 
GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Name: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE DECEMBER 19, 2013 

December 12, 2013 
2008.1122EPR 

San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 
P (Public) Zoning District 

OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 
7283/004 and 1700/001 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

c/o Jeffrey Gilman 
525 Golden Gate Ave. lQth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Kate McGee - ( 415) 558-6367 
kate.mcgee@sfgov.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND WITH THE 
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 
GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT AND FINDINGS 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

101.1 FOR THE PROPOSED 
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and 2A.53 of Administrative Code require General Plan 

referrals to the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission'') for certain matters, including 
determination as to whether the lease or sale of public property, the vacation, sale or change in the use of 

any public way, transportation route, ground, open space, building, or structure owned by the City and 
County, would be in-conformity with the General Plan. prior to consideration by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

On August 3, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("Project Sponsor") submitted an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department ("Department"), Case No. 2008.1122E, 

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

The project, consisting of six groundwater wells, a pipeline distribution system, and a pH adjustment 
facility and chlorine analyzer, is located on the west side of the City on land owned by the City 
("Project"). 

On December 30, 2009, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report (NOP) for the Project. 
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On March 13, 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" or "Draft 
EIR") for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability of 
the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for public comment until April 27, 
2013. 

The San Francisco Planning Commission held a public hearing on the DEIR on April 18, 2013 at a 
regularly scheduled meeting to solicit public comment regarding the DEIR. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 
and in writing during the public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in 
response to comments received or based on additional information that became available during the 
public review period. This material was presented in a Draft. Comments and Responses ("C. & R") 
document, published on October 30, 2013, distributed to the Planning Commission and all parties who 
commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the Department. 

A Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR" or "Final EIR") was prepared by the Department, consisting 
of the Draft EIR and the C&R document. 

Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for review by this Commission and 
the public. These files are available for public review at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, 
and are part of the record before this Commission. 

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that 
the contents of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and 
reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code 
section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of Regulations sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). 

The Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the independent 
analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the summary of comments and 
responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and approved the Final. EIR for the Project 
in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No. 
2008.l122E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (''MMRP") for the Project and 
these materials were made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 
consideration and action. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project Sponsor, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC"), is proposing the San 
Francisco Groundwater Supply Project (Groundwater Supply Project). The proposed project would 
provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day (MGD) of groundwater to augment San Francisco's 
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municipal water supply. All of the proposed groundwater well facilities would supply groundwater to 
existing reservoirs, where it would be blended with San Francisco's existing municipal water supply 
before distribution within the City. All project components would be located on the west side of San 
Francisco on land owned by the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). The Groundwater Supply 
Project includes the following components: 

Construction of six groundwater production well facilities, including: 1. The construction of four new 
groundwater well facilities; and 2. The conversion of two existing irrigation well facilities in Golden Gate 
Park to potable groundwater well facilities, if the SFPUC's Westside Recycled Water Project is also 
approved and constructed. Each of these facilities would include a groundwater well and a pump station. 
Disinfection equipment would be included at two of the groundwater well facilities, and pH-adjustment 
equipment would be installed at one well facility. 

• Construction of a distribution system (including pipeline and connection points) to connect five of 
the groundwater well facilities to the SFPUC' s existing Sunset Reservoir. The sixth well would 
connect to the $FPUC' s Lake Merced Pump Station (which pumps water to both Sutro and Sunset 
Reservoirs) and would require a short length of new distribution piping. 

• Construction of a pH adjustment facility at Sunset Reserv'oir within an addition to the existing 
reservoir building and a chlorine analyzer/sample station at the reservoir. 

The Project is proposed to be implemented fu two phases: (1) construction and operation of the four new 
well facilities to supply an annual average of approximately 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater; and (2) 
conversion of the two existing irrigation well facilities and operation of the converted irrigation wells to 
provide an additional annual average of approximately 1.0 to 1.5 mgd of groundwater. Phase 1 includes 
conversion of previously installed test wells to groundwater supply wells. These test wells are located at 
the proposed well sites south of Golden Gate Park and in Golden Gate Park at the proposed Central 
Pump Station well site. The SFPUC also would construct pipelines necessary to deliver groundwater 
from the Phase 1 well facilities to the existing municipal water supply system at Sunset Reservoir or the 
Lake Merced Pump Station. 

Phase 2 of the Project would be implemented only if the SFPUC approves and constructs the San 
Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, which is currently undergoing separate environmental 
review. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project proposes to provide recycled water to 
Golden Gate Park and nearby golf courses. If this Project is approved and constructed, SFPUC would 
convert two existing groundwater well facilities in Golden Gate Park that now supply groundwater for 
park irrigation and lake fill to municipal water supply. Phase 2 includes extension of groundwater supply 
pipelines to the well facilities in Golden Gate Park. The existing irrigation piping system would be 
retained to serve as a backup irrigation supply for Golden Gate Park. 

The three main objectives of the SFGW Project are: 

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a public hearing 
on the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. The Commission reviewed and 
considered the EIR and found the contents of said report and the procedures through which the EIR was 
prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the California Quality Environmental Quality Act 
(Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 
15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.· 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. 19052. Additionally, the 
Commission adopted approval findings, including findings rejecting alternatives, amending a mitigation 
measure, and making a statement of overriding considerations, and adopted a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program ("MMRP") pursuant to CEQA by Motion No. 19052, which findings and MMRP are 
incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth herein. 

The proposal addresses the following relevant objectives and policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVES 
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ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE PRESENT 

AND FUTURE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO. 

The City and County of San Francisco owns and operates one of the most extensive water and power 
systems in the world. At present, the sµpply of fresh water generated by the Hetch Hetchy/Water 
Department system is more than adequate. Current projections indicate that the present system will 
meet San Francisco's needs until the year 2020. Over the years, the consumption of fresh water in the 

city has risen substantially: over 100 percent between 1940 and 1971. This increase in water 
consumption is primarily due to commercial expansion and has occurred despite a decline in San 
Francisco's resident population since 1950. 

Retch Hetchy and the SFPUC should continue their excellent planning program to assure that the 
water supply will adequately meet. foreseeable consumption demands. To this end, the City should be 
prepared to undertake the necessary improvements and add to the Retch Hetchy/SFPUC system in 

order to guarantee the permanent supply. Furthermore, San Francisco should continually review its 
commitments for the sale of water to suburban areas in planning how to meet future demand. 

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

The project implements this policy. The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of San 
Francisco's water supply. It would provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day of groundwater to 
augme·nt San Francisco's municipal water supply. 

The San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project is consistent with Planning Code Section 101.l(b) 
Priority Policies as follows: 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 
The Project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for 
employment in or ownership of such businesses. The proposed project would diversifi; and increase the 
reliability of San Francisco's water supply. A reliable water supply is essential for the preservation and 
enhancement of the neighborhood-serving uses. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on the City's housing stock or on neighborhood character. The 
Lake Merced, Central Pump Station, South Windmill Replacement, and North Lake well facilities are not 
located in any residential or commercial neighborhoods, but are rather located at Lake Merced and within 
Golden Gate Park and would not affect housing or neighborhood character. As for the proposed well 
facilities at South Sunset and West Sunset playgrounds, the proposed designs would be compatible with 
the surrounding playground facility buildings in both scale and design, and would not affect the overall 
neighborhood character. The proposed project facilities at these sites have received approval from the 
Civic Design Review Committee of the San Francisco Arts Commission. 
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3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 
The Project would preserve the City's supply of affordable housing by diversifying and increasing the 
reliability of the City's water supply. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking. 
The Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening the 
streets or altering current neighborhood parking. The proposed project would construct up to six well 
stations in the western half of San Francisco. Each well station would require one daily visit by an 
SFPUC staff person for maintenance purposes. As such, commuter traffic would not increase notably 
that would impede MUNI services or the streets. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. T1ie proposed project would protect 
the diversity of retail and service uses already existing in the City by diversifying and increasing the 
reliability of the water supply. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 
The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of San Francisco's water supply, which 
would improve the City's preparedness for an earthquake. The proposed project well stations would also 
serve as an emergency potable water supply after an earthquake. Moreover,' the proposed project well 
stations would be designed and constructed to comply with applicable San Francisco Municipal Code 
standards to ensure public safety in the event of an earthquake. 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
The propoself. project would not affect designated landmarks or buildings. Golden Gate Park is a 
registered Historic District; however, the proposed project would not affect any landmarks or historic 
buildings wzthin Golden Gate Park, or affect any contributors to the historic district. The project would 
construct a total of three well stations inside Golden Gate Park One of the wells would be located next to 
the Central Pump Station, which is not a historic landmark or building, and the adjacent yard area is 
currently used as a wood waste storage and composting facility. The other two well facilities in Golden 
Gate Park would replace two existing well stations, neither of which are historic buildings as they were 
constructed in early 2000s. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 
The proposed project has been designed in coordination with the SFRPD. New well stations would be 
constructed at South Sunset and West Sunset playgrounds. Three wells stations would be constructed in 
Golden Gate Park, one new well located next to the Central Pump Station, and two wells that would 
renovate the existing wells at South Windmill Replacement and North Lake irrigation wells. The . 
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proposed well facilities would not be located on active play fields at South Sunset or West Sunset 
playgrounds, or in high visitor use areas in Golden Gate Park. The proposed project facility at the South 
Sunset Playground would include a room devoted exclusively to SFRPD storage for use in connection 
with the existing recreation uses. As the West Sunset Playground site, an area devoted to soils storage 
for use on the adjacent fields is proposed for use by the SFRPD. 

Siting a well facility in tlie undeveloped forested area at the Central Pump Station well facility site would 
not substantially reduce Golden Gate Park recreation use areas, as this site is not highly used for 
recreation, and is adjacent to an existing, active irrigation pumping station and wood waste storage area. 
T1ie site would include an approximately 798 square foot building with a resin-paved driveway and 
parking for worker site visits and maintenance. Therefore, the various recreational opportunities within 
the park would remain available during project construction activities and operations and would not be 
affected by completion of the proposed project. 

The proposed, Golden Gate Park wells would provide a backup irrigation supply and ornamental lake 
supply for Golden Gate Park, which would contribute to the upkeep of existing recreation areas in the 
park. For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not affect public parks and open spaces 
operated and maintained by the SFRPD. 

The proposed project would not affect the parks' access to vistas and sunlight. The Urban Design 
Element of the General Plan does not identify any scenic vistas near any of the proposed well facilities to 
be located within Golden Gate Park or on the Sunset District playgrounds. 

The well facilities at West Sunset and South Sunset playgrounds would be located in out of the way spots 
and would not affect the vistas either from within or outside the playgrounds. T1ie well buildings would 
be approximately 15 feet tall at those locations and would not block access to sunlight. 

Within Golden Gate Park, the proposed project would not affect any significant vistas. The new well next 
to the Central Pump Station would be located in a wooded area. The well facility at North Lake would be 
immediately south of Fulton Street, and in another wooded area. The proposed project would demolish 
the current well building at North Lake and replace it with another similar utilitarian structure. The 
South Windmill Replacement well facility would also be a renovation of an existing well facility. The 
South Windmill Replacement site is in the western end of the Park and is in an area that is currently 
used to store logs, and contains stockpiles of soil, concrete blocks and other debris, and therefore does not 
represent a scenic vista. Because two of the wells in Golden Gate Park would be replacement wells, no 
new shade would be created. The well station at Central Pump Station would be in an existing wooded, 
shady area, and therefore, would also not create additional shade. 

The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider 
the proposed findings of General Plan conformity on December 19, 2013. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting to consider the General Plan Referral application, Case No, 2008.1122EPR. The Commission 
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heard and considered public testimony presented at the hearing and has furth~r considered written and 
oral testimony provided by Department staff and other interested parties. 

NOW 1HEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby adopts the CEQA Findings set forth 
fu. Motion No. 19052X) and finds the proposed groundwater supply project, as described above, to be 
consistent with the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, including, but not limited to the 
Environmental Protection Element, and is consistent with the eight Priority Policies in City Planning 
Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this motion. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on December 19, 2013. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, Antonini, Moore, and Wu 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: December 19, 2013 

I:\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referr~ls \2008\2008.1122R Motion WSIP ground water projectL.doc 
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Planning Commission Motion No. 19053 
HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 19, 2013 

Date: December 12, 2013 
Case No.: 2008.1122P 

Project Name: San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 
Zoning: P (Public) Zoning District 

OS (Open Space) Height and Bulle District 
Block/Lot: 7283/004 and 1700/001 
Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

c/o Jeffrey Gilman 
525 Golden Gate Ave. lQth Floor . 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
Staff Contact: Michael Smith, (415) 558-6322 

michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A COASTAL ZONE PERMIT 
APPLICATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 330 TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION 
OF THREE GROUNDWATER WELL FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED PIPELINES IN THE CITY'S 
COASTAL ZONE. THE LAKE MERCED WELL FACILITY WOULD BE LOCATED NORTHWEST OF 

THE INTERSECTION BETWEEN LAKE MERCED BOULEVARD AND BROTHERHOOD WAY, 
ADJACENT TO THE EXISTING LA~ MERCED PUMP STATION,· OWNED AND OPERATED BY 

THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITES COMMISION. TWO WELL FACILITIES WOuLD BE 
LOCATED IN WESTERN GOLDEN GATE PARK. THE SOUTH WINDMILL REPLACEMENT WELL 

FACILITY WOULD BE LOCATED NORTH OF MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. DRIVE AND EAST OF 
THE MURPHY WINDMILL AND MILLWRIGHT'S COTTAGE. THE NORTH; LAKE WELL FACILITY 
WOULD BE LOCATED SOUTH OF FULTON STREET AND ADJACENT TO CHAIN OF LAKES 
DRIVE. BOTH OF THE PROPOSED WELLS IN GOLDEN GATE PARK WOULD BE REPLACEMENT 

OF EXISTING IRRIGATION WELLS OPERATED BY THE SAN FRANCISCO RECREATION AND 
PARKS DEPARTMENT WITH MUNICIPAL WATER WELLS. THE PROJECT AREA IS WITHIN THE 
P (PUBLIC) ZONING DISTRICT AND THE OPEN SPACE HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 

wwvv.sfplarming.org 
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CASE NO. 2008.1122P 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

On August 22, 2013, Jeffrey Gilman of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (hereinafter "Project 
Sponsor" or "SFPUC") filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for 
a Coastal Zone Permit under Planning Code. Section 330 to allow construction of the San Francisco 
Groundwater Supply Project ("Project"). The San Francisco Groundwater Project consists of a total of six 
groundwater well facilities and approximately five miles of pipelines in the western portion of San 
Francisco that would produce a total of four millions gallon per day of groundwater to augment the 
City's water supply. Three of the six groundwater well facilities and associated pipelines are located in 
the City's Coastal Zone, one at Lake Merced, adjacent to the existing SFPUC Lake Merced Pump Station, 
and two in western Golden Gate Park, at South Windmill and North Lake. 

On November 19, 2013, the Department mailed a letter to the California Coastal Commission (CCC) to 
inform the CCC that an application for a Local Coastal Zone Permit had been filed. The letter disclosed 
to the CCC that the Project is appealable to the CCC. 

On December 19, 2013, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a public hearing 

on the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. The EIR tiers from the SFPUC's Water 
Supply Improvement Program 'Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, certified in 2008. The 
Commission reviewed and considered the EIR and found the contents of said report and the procedures 

through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the California Quality 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines 
(14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and O:tapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. 19053'. Additionally, the 

Commission adopted project approval findings under CEQA, including findings rejecting alternatives, 
adopting a· mitigation monitoring and reporting program and making a statement of overriding 
considerations (due to the project's contribution to growth-inducing impacts as part of the SFPUC's 
Water Supply Improvement Prog[am). These findings, including the MMRP, are incorporated by this 

reference as though fully set forth herein. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting to consider the Coastal Zone Permit, Case No. 2008.1122P. The Commission heard and 
considered public testimony presented at the hearing and has further considered written and oral 
testimony provided by Department staff and other interested parties. 

On December 19, 2013, the Commission approved the Coastal Zone Permit requested in the application 
under Case No. 2008.1122P based to the findings below. 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 
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2. Site Description and Present Use. The project sites are located at Lake Merced and the west end of 
Golden Gate Park, Assessor's Block/Lot 7283/004 and 1700/001, both parcels are within the P (Public) 
Zoning District and the Open Space Height and Bulk District. The Lake Merced well facility is located 
northwest of the intersection between Lake Merced Boulevard and Brotherhood Way, adjacent to the 
existing Lake Merced Pump Station. The South Windmill Replacement well facility is a replacement of 
an existing well pump station that is located in the western part of Golden Gate Park, north of Martin 
Luther King Jr. Drive and east of the· Murphy Windmill and Millwright's Cottage. The North Lake 
well facility is also a replacement of an existing well pump station located in the western part of 
Golden Gate Park, south of Fulton Street and adjacent to Chain of Lakes Drive East. The Lake Merced 
well facility site is currently an undeveloped area adjacent to the access road and entrance to SFPUC's 
Lake Merced Pump Station. The South Windmill Replacement well site is in the western end of 
Golden Gate Park and is currently occupied by an existing irrigation well pump station, while the 
surrounding area is used by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD) to store 
logs and contains stockpiles of soil, concrete blocks and other debris. The North Lake well site, also in 
western Golden Gate Park, is currently occupied by an existing irrigation well pump station. The site 
is surrounded by trees and bounded by Fulton Street to the north and Chain of Lakes Drive to the 
south. 

3. ·Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The closest neighborhood to the Lake Merced well site 
is Lake Shore. High-density residential uses at the Parkmerced housing development are located east 
of the site and the Tournament Players Cup (TCP) Harding Park is to the north. The San Francisco 
Golf Oub and Impound Lake are to the south. For the South Windmill site, the closest neighborhood 
is the Outer Sunset to the south, across Lincoln Way. The Beach Chalet Soccer Fields are north of the 
site, and the Great Highway and Ocean Beach are to the west. The neighborhood closest to the North 
Lake well site is the Outer Richmond to the north, across Fulton Street. The site is bounded by park 
lands on the other fui:ee sides, including North Lake to the south. . 

4. Project Description. The SFPUC is proposing the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. The 
proposed project would provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day (mgd) of groundwater 
to augment San Francisco's municipal water supply. All of the proposed groundwater well facilities 
would supply groundwater to existing reservoirs, where it would be blended with San Francisco's 
existing municipal water supply before distribution within the city. All project components would be 
located on the west side of San Francisco on land owned by the City and County of San Francisco 
(CCSF). The Groundwater Supply Project includes the following components: 

• Construction of six groundwater production well facilities, including: (1) the construction of four 
new groundwater well facilities; and (2) the conversion of two existing irrigation well facilities in. 
Golden Gate Park to potable groundwater well facilities, if the SFPUC's Westside Recycled Water 
Project is also approved and constructed. Each of these facilities would include a grotindwater 
well and a pump station. 

• Construction of a distribution system (including pipelines and connection points) to connect five 
of the groundwater well facilities to Sunset Reservoir. The sixth well would connect to the Lake 
Merced Pump Station (which pumps water to both Sutro and Sunset Reservoirs) and would 
require a short length of new distribution piping .. 
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• Construction of a pH-adjustment facility at Sunset Reservoir within an existing reservoir building 
and a chlorine analyzer at the reservoir. 

Tirree of the six well facilities and their associated pipelines would be located in the City's Coastal Zone: 

the Lake Merced well facility, the South Windmill Replacement well facility, and the North Lake well 
facility. The Lake Merced well facility would be sited northwest of the intersection between Lake 
Merced Boulevard and Brotherhood Way, adjacent to the existing SFPUC Lake Merced Pump Station. 
The South Windmill Replacement well facility would be a replacement of an existing well pump 

station that is located in the western part of Golden Gate Park, north of Martin Luther King Jr. Drive 
and east of the Murphy Windmill and Millwright's Cottage. The North Lake well facility is also a 
replacement of an existing well pump station located in the western part of Golden Gate Park, south 
of Fulton Street and adjacent to Chain of Lakes Drive East. 

5. Coastal Zone. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 330, review of a Coastal Zone Permit Application 
is required as the project site is within the Local Coastal Zone Boundary per City Zoning Map Sheet 
CZ05 and CZ13. The Local Coastal Zone boundary within Golden Gate Park starts at Fulton Street 
and 4Qth Avenue, curves eastwardly from the Chain of Lakes Drive and ends at Lincoln Way and 41st 
A venue. The Local Coastal Zone boundary at Lake Merced south of TCP Harding Park extends east 
of Lake Merced Boulevard and down to the border with Daly City. The project is appealable to the 
Coastal Commission because it is considered a major public works project. 

6. Public Comment. The Department has received no comments to date regarding the Coastal Zone 
Permit application. 

7. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

A. Land Use. Structures and uses of governmental agencies not subject to regulation by the 
Planning Code and public structures and uses of the City and County of San Francisco, and of 
other governmental agencies that are subject to regulation by this Code are principally permitted 
within the P (Public) District. 

The installation of the proposed groundwater well facilities and associated pipelines that are operated by the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission are public facilities that are principally permitted within the P 
District. 

B. Coastal Zone Permit Findings. Planning Code Section 330.5.2 states that the Planning 
Commission in reviewing a Coastal Zone Permit application shall adopt factual findings that the 
project is consistent or not consistent with the Local Coastal Program and that a Coastal Zone 
Permit shall be approved only upon findings of fact establishing that the Project conforms to the 
requirements and objectives of the San Francisco Local Coastal Program. 
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T11e requirements and objectives of the San Francisco Local Coastal Program are established in the Western 
Shoreline Plan of the General Plan with specific objectives and policies related to Golden Gate Park and 
Lake Merced. 

1 

8. Coastal Plan Compliance. The Project is consistent with the following Objectives and Policies in the 
Western Shoreline Area Plan: 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN - GOLDEN GATE PARK 
Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 3: 
ENHANCE THE RECREATIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN GOLDEN GATE PARK AND 

THE BEACH FRONTAGE 

Policy3.1: 
Strengthen the visual and physical connection between the park and beach. Emphasize the 
naturalistic landscape qualities of the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible 
eliminate the Richmond-Sunset sewer treatment facilities. 

Policy3.2: 
Continue to implement a long-term reforestation program at the western portion of the park. 

The proposed well facilities within Golden Gate Park would replace SFRPD's existing irrigation wells at 
South Windmill and North Lake and as such they do not represent a new use of Golden Gate Park. Because 
the proposed replacement wells would occupy roughly the same footprint as the existing irrigation wells, 
the naturalistic landscape qualities around the project sites would remain intact. T11e SFPUC proposes to 
remove two Monterey cypress trees at the North Lake well facility site. Tree removal would be conducted 
outside of the nesting season to the extent feasible. If trees need to be removed during the nesting season, a 
preconstruction survey would be conducted. If active nests were discovered then tree removal would be 
delayed until juveniles have fledged. The two trees that would be remo.ved would also be replaced at a ratio 
of one-to-one or greater. T1te proposed tree replacement is consistent with emphasizing the natural 
landscape qualities of the Park and also the need for continued reforestation of the Park's aging tree 
population. 

The South Windmill Replacement well facility site is within the site of the former Richmond-Sunset sewer 
treatment plant, which was largely removed in 1996. Few remnants of the treatment plant facilities are still 
on site; however, because the proposed well would occupy approximately the same footprint as the existing 
irrigation well, it would not preclude the further cleanup and removal of the Richmond-Sunset sewer 
treatment facilities. Because the proposed development would preserve the naturalistic qualities of the 
western end of the park and would contribute to the reforestation program at the western portion of the 
park, the proposed project is therefore consistent with policies 3.1 and 3.2 of the Western Shoreline Area 
Plan. 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN - LAKE MERCED 
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Objectives and Policies · 

OBJECTIVE 5: 

PRESERVE THE RECREATIONAL AND NATURAL HABITAT OF LAKE MERCED. 

Policy 5.1 
Preserve in a safe, attractive, and usable condition the recreation facilities, passive activities, 
playgrounds and vistas of Lake Merced area for the enjoyment of citizens and visitors to the city. 

Policy5.3 
Allow only those activities in Lake Merced area which will not threaten the quality of the water 
as a standby reservoir for emergency use. 

Tiie proposed Lake Merced well facility would not adversely affect the vistas of Lake Merced because the 
facility would have minimal visibility from the public road, Lake Merced Boulevard or the sidewalk. The 
project includes the installation of a bench below the sidewalk that would provide an overlook onto the lake. 
At the site of the proposed overlook, the well facility would be visible; however the viewer's view shed at 
that location would be directed to the larger vista of the lake. Also, because the facility would include a 
green roof it would provide visual continuity with the trees surrounding the lake. However, the proposed 
project as a whole could have a significant impact on the visual resources of Lake Merced due to the 
. combined pumping from all six groundwater wells. Modeling conducted for the project predicts that East 
Lake would be nearly dried up and Impound Lake would be completely dry at the end of a prolonged 
drought, which would reduce the visual quality of the lake as seen from the paved path around .the lake 
perimeter and the picnic areas on John Muir Drive and Lake Merced Boulevard. While the water level in 
Lake Merced would be reduced naturally during a drought, the proposed project's pumping would 
exacerbate such conditions, .and the visual character and quality of Lake Merced area would therefore be 
degraded substantially. As such, Mitigation Measure M-HY-9, Lake Level Management for Lake 
Merced in the EIR requires the SFPUC to implement lake level management procedures to maintain Lake 
Merced at water levels similar to conditions that would occur without the project. These corrective actions 
include the additions of supplemental water and/or alteration of pumping patterns, as necessary. Therefore, 
with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-9, Lake Merced would be maintained at conditions 
similar to those that are predicted to occur without project-related pumping. As a result, aesthetic resources 
at Lake Merced would be preserved. 

The proposed Lake Merced well facility would also not adversely affect Lake Merced's recreational resources 
because it would be located in an area that does not provide any recreational use (adjacent to the access road 
to Lake Merced Pump Station) and it would not affect access to any public trails or docks. However, 
combined groundwater pumping from all six project wells could lower water levels at Lake Merced in a 
manner that would result in signification impacts to recreational resources. Groundwater modeling for the 
project shows. that the lowest modeled lake level with operation of the project, predicted to occur near the 
end of the design drought, is approximately -10-feet City Datum,· which would be below the bottom of 
Impound Lake and near the bottom of East Lake. The lake is a recreational resource used for 
boating/paddling and fishing, including fishing from floating and stationary docks. Reduced water levels 
would reduce the lake acreage available for boating and fishing. Should water levels be reduced 
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substantially, stationary docks would not provide access to the lowered water surface, and Impound Lake 
and East Lake, which are smaller/shallower lakes than North Lake and South Lake, could dry up altogether. 
Under such conditions, the proposed project would result in a substantial degradation of this recreational 
resource, as compared to modeled existing conditions. To prevent such impacts, Mitigation Measure M­
HY-9, Lake Level Management_ for Lake Merced requires the SFPUC to .implement lake level 
management procedures to maintain Lake Merced at water levels similar to conditions that are predicted to 
occur without the project. These corrective actions include the additions of supplemental water and/or 
alteration of pumping patterns, as necessary. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M­
HY-9, Lake Merced, as a recreational resource, would be maintab:ied. 

Because the proposed project would preserve the recreational facilities and scenic vistas of Lake Merced, it 
would be consistent with Policy 5.1 of the Western Shoreline Area Plan. 

With respect to Lake Merced water quality, the proposed project would implement appropriate water 
quality best management practices as required by the City's Green Building Ordinance as well as 
Mitigation Measure M-HY-1, Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake Merced Well Facility 
during construction to prevent erosion and sedimentation that would degrade the water quality of the lake. 
Accordingly, the SFPUC will implement an Erosion Control Plan as required by the San Francisco Green 
Building Ordinance which would include BMPs to address housekeeping (storage of constmction materials, 
waste -management, vehicle storage and maintenance, landscape materials, and pollutant control); non­
stormwater management; erosion control; sediment control; and run-on and runoff control from the project 
site. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-HY-1, Implement Groundwater Dewatering BMPs at Lake 
Merced Well Facility, specifies that if groundwater produced during construction of the Lake Merced 
facility is not discharged to the sewer system, the SFPUC shall develop and implement standard BMPs for 
the treatment of sediment-laden water produced during groundwater dewatering. BMPs could include 
discharging water through filtration media, such as filter bags or a similar filtration devzc~, or allowing the 
filtered water to infiltrate into the soil. The discharge of groundwater shall also be conducted at a rate that 
does not allow ponding and no chemicals shall be added to the discharged groundwater. Alternatively, 
rather than discharging groundwater, filtered groundwater could be used to spray disturbed areas and the 
soil stockpile to reduce fugitive dust emissions, if there is sufficient water and it is determined feasible by 
the construction contractor. With the implementation of the Erosion Control Plan and Mitigation Measure 
M-HY-1, construction of the Lake Merced well facility would not threaten the water quality of the lake. 

As discussed above, the combined groundwater pumping from the overall project could lower water levels 
in Lake Merced, which could result in significant impacts to the lake's water quality. Modeling shows that 
Lake Merced water levels are predicted to be lowered to below 1 foot City Datum for 73 to 76 percent of the 
simulation period due to project-related pumping, compared to 4 percent predicted under the modeled 
existing conditions. If water levels were reduced to this extent, more of the lake bed would be exposed; 
making it susceptible to erosion and associated sedimentation of the lake, and the four individual lakes 
would separate hydraulically. Further, Impound Lake could be entirely dewatered if lake levels were to drop 
below -6 feet City Datum. This scenario could occur briefly at the end of the hypothetical design drought, 
and lake levels are also predicted to approach or exceed this level during the dry years 4 through 16 in the 
simulated period. Groundwater inflows to the lake are also predicted to be reduced relative to the modeled 

·existing conditions. Reduced water levels and groundwater flows into the· lake could increase 
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eutrophication because nutrients discharged to the lake would be concentrated in a smaller lake volume. 
Also, with a smaller volume, the lake would likely mix more frequently, and, as a result (based on the 
patterns described above), would likely experience an increase in time-averaged dissolved oxygen levels in 
the hypolimnion. Because the project-is predicted to cause Lake Merced water levels to fall below 0 feet City 
Datum substantially more frequently than is predicted to occur under ·modeled existing conditions, the 
resulting water quality changes under the project could cause exceedences of water quality objectives in the 
San Francisco Bay Basin Plan related to warm and cold freshwater habitat (e.g., dissolved oxygen), which 
in turn could affect associated beneficial uses. Changes in dissolved oxygen levels and pH could also 
exacerbate the conditions responsible for Lake Merced's listing as an impaired water body. These changes 
affecting water quality would be a potentially significant impact. 

To address these potential effects on water quality, the SFPUC will implement Mitigation Measure M-HY-
9, Lake Level Management for Lake Merced, which requires the SFPUC to implement lake level 
management procedures to maintain Lake Merced at water levels similar to conditions that are predicted to 
occur without the project. Specifically, the measure requires the SFPUC to implement the proposed project 
in a stepwise manner, starting at 1 mgd, to monitor for adverse effects before pumping at the full 
operational rate and to use lake-level management procedures to maintain Lake Merced at a specified water 
level. By starting groundwater production at the reduced rate, any adverse effects on Lake Merced water 
levels would be minimized while sufficient monitoring data are collected to assess the potential effects of 
project-related pumping on lake levels. Mitigation Measure M-HY-9 also incorporates trigger levels to 
avoid impacts on wetlands as well as water quality as a result of a project-related decline iit lake levels. The 
trigger levels specified in the mitigation measure depend on what the naturally occurring lake level would 
be without the effects from project-related pumping and the corresponding allowable range in lake levels 
necessary to avoid impacts on both water quality and wetlands. At most naturally occurring lake levels 
above 0 feet City Datum, there would be some allowable decline in lake levels as a result of project-related 

. pumping, but no ·allowable decline at a naturally occurring lake level of 0 feet City Datum or less. 

In accordance with Mitigation Measure M-HY-9, corrective action is required if project-related lake levels 
decline below trigger levels. The corrective actions to be implemented in accordance with the mitigation 
measure would include adding supplemental water (either SFPUC system water, treated stormwater, or 
recycled water), if available, and!or altering or redistributing pumping patterns. Implementation of this 
measure would ensure that any lake-level decline resulting from the project would be temporary, lasting 
only until corrective actions could be implemented. With the addition of supplemental water and/or the 
alteration or redistribution of pumping patterns as needed, the project would not result in long-term 
degradation of water quality at Lake Merced. 

The SF PUC has estimated that it could require up to approximately 190 acre-feet per year (afy) of water to 
maintain Lake Merced water levels under the project in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-HY-9 and 
evaluated the feasibility of providing potential supplemental water sources to supplement lake levels. The 
SFPUC could proceed with lake augmentation and management with stormwater diversions or could 
provide up to 1,000 afy of recycled water during the low-irrigation season (roughly November to April). 
Surface water from SFPUC's regional water system may also be available when the demand on the system 
is less than 265 mgd, although the amount of water available would depend on the demand by wholesale 
and retail customers, and the total deliveries by the SFPUC would not exceed an annual average of 265 
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mgd. If these supplemental water sources were not available or sufficient to maintain Lake Merced water 
levels, the SFPUC would alter pumping patterns in place of providing a supplemental water source to 
maintain lake levels. This is achievable because the design capacity for each of the project wells ranges from 
0.18 to 0.79 mgd over the planned pumping rate under the project which provides the flexibility to shift 
some of the pumping from one well to another and still maintain the total desired production rate under the 
project, provided that other adverse effects do not occur as a result of redistributing the pumping. 

With implementation of these mitigation measures, the proposed project would not threaten Lake Merced 
water quality, and as such, the proposed project would consistent with Polict; 5.3 of the Western Shoreline 
Area Plan. 

9. The San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project is consistent with Planning Code Section 101.l(b) 
Priority Policies as follows: 

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for 
employment in or ownership of such businesses. The proposed project would diversify and increase the 
reliability of San Francisco's water supply. A reliable water supply is essential for the preservation and 
enhancement of the neighborhood-serving uses. 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. 
The Project would have no adverse effect on the City's housing stock or on neighborhood character. The 
Lake Merced, Central Pump Station, South Windmill Replacement, and North Lake well facilities are not 
located in any residential or commercial neighborhoods, but are rather located atLake Merced and within 
Golden Gate Park and would not affect housing or neighborhood character. As for the proposed well 
facilities at South Sunset and West Sunset playgrounds, the proposed designs would be compatz'ble with 
the surrounding playground facility buildings in both scale and design, and would not affect the overall 
neighborhood character. The proposed project facilities at these sites have received approval from the 
Civic Design Review Committee of the San Franeisco Arts Commission. 

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 
T1ie Project would preserve the City's supply of affordable housing by diversifying and increasing the 
reliability of the City's water supply. 

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parking. 
T1ie Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening the 
streets or altering current neighborhood parking. The proposed project would construct up to six well 
stations in the western half of San Francisco. Each well station would require one daily visit by an 
SFPUC staff person for maintenance purposes. As such, commuter traffic would not increase notably 
that would impede MUNI services or the streets. 
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E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. The proposed project would protect 
the diversity of retail and service uses already existing in the City by diversifying and increasing the 
reliability of the water supply. 

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 
The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of San Francisco's water supply, which 
would improve the City's preparedness for an earthquake. The proposed project well stations would also 
serve as an emergency potable water supply after an earthquake. Moreover, the proposed project well 
stations would be designed and constructed to comply with applicable San Francisco Municipal Code 
standards to ensure public safety in the event of an earthquake. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
The proposed project would not affect designated landmarks or buildings. Golden Gate Park is a 
registered Historic District;· however, the proposed project would not affect any landmarks or historic 
buildings within Golden Gate Park, or affect any contributors to the historic district. The project would 
construct a total of three well stations inside Golden Gate Park. One of the wells would be located next to 
the Central Pump Station, which is not a historic landmark or building, and the adjacent yard area is 
currently used as a wood waste storage and composting facility. The other two well facilities in Golden 
Gate Park would replace two existing well stations, neither of which are historic buildings as they were 
constructed in early 2000s. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 
The proposed project has been designed in coordination with the SFRPD. New well stations would be 
constructed at South Sunset and West Sunset playgrounds. Three wells stations would be constructed in 
Golden Gate Park, one new well _located next to the Central Pump Station, and two wells that would 
renovate the existing wells at South Windmill Replacement and North Lake irrigation wells. The 
proposed well facilities would not be located on active play fields at South Sunset or West Sunset 
playgrounds, or in high visitor use areas in Golden Gate Park. The proposed project facility at the South 
Sunset Playground would include a room devoted exclusively to SFRPD storage for use in connection 
with the existing recreation uses. As the West Sunset Playground site, an area devoted to soils storage 
for use on the adjacent fields is priJposed for use by the SFRPD. 

Siting a well facility in the undeveloped forested area at the Central Pump Station well facility site would 
not substantially reduce Golden Gate Park recreation use areas, as this site is not highly used for 
recreation, and is adjacent to an existing, active irrigation pumping station and wood waste storage area. 
The site would include an approximately 798 square foot building with a resin-paved driveway and 
parking for worker site visits and maintenance. Therefore, the various recreational opportunities within 
the park would remain available during project construction activities and operations and would not be 
affected by completion of the proposed project. 
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The proposed Golden Gate Park wells would provide a backup irrigation supply and ornamental lake 
supply for Golden Gate Park, which would contribute to the upkeep of existing recreation areas in the 
park. For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not affect public par/cs and open spaces 
operated and maintained by the SFRPD. 

The proposed project would not affect the parks' access to vistas and sunlight. The Urban Design 
Element of the General Plan does not identify any scenic vistas near any of the proposed well facilities to 
be located within Golden Gate Park or on the Sunset District playgrounds. 

The well facilities at West Sunset and South Sunset playgrounds would be located in out of the way spots 
and would not affect the vistas either from within or outside the playgrounds. The well buildings would 
be approximately 15 feet tall at those locations and would not block access to sunlight. 

Within Golden Gate Park, the proposed project would not affect any significant vistas. The new well .next 
to the Central Pump Station would be located in a wooded area. The well facility at North Lake would be 
immediately south of Fulton Street, and in another wooded area. The proposed project would demolish 
the current well building at North Lake and replace it with another similar utilitarian structure. The 
South Windmill Replacement well facility would also be a renovation of an existing well facility. The 
South Windmill Replacement site is in the western end of the Park and is in an area that is currently 
used to store logs, and contains stockpiles of soil, concrete blocks and other debris, and therefore does not 
represent a scenic vista. Because two of the wells in Golden Gate Park would be replacement wells, no 
new shade would be created. The well station at Central Pump Station would be in an existing wooded, 
shady area, and therefore, would also not create additional shade. 

10. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Coastal Permit would promote the health, safety 
and welfare of the City. 
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CASE NO. 2008.1122P 
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Coastal Zone Permit 
Application No. 2008.1122P in general conformance with plans on file and stamped "EXHIBIT B", which 
is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

APPEAL: Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 308.2 and 330.9, any aggrieved person may appeal this 
Coastal Zone Permit to the Board of Appeals within ten (10) days after the date of this motion. For 
further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor 
(Room 304) or call 575-6880. · 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on December 19, 2013. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, Antonini, Moore, and Wu 

NAYES: None 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: December 19, 2013 
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EXHil!IJ;.A 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

-· - .. -,--
' 

Mitigation Measure I 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

~Tu~bRESOu~ef.E~:~.:~ ;\1)L;.Jf· • ~1~ .. ;\· .:· ·r~ ~ i: ~: . ~_.::11; .::!'.' ::· ~{ '• ~-~~::."·~.;!~ . : .. :." ----.------,- ~----------- :~: :':. ':.:~. 

CP-2a I The pro~:sed project would , M-Cf-2a; Accidentai D~covery of Archeological Resources. TI1e following me~surt.'S shall be implemented 

~ 

. potentially cauSt? a should construction activities resu.lt in the accidental dii;;covary of a cultural resource: 

~ubthsta~tia~f~dverse [change Construction activitic..-s will immcdiotcly be :i.uspended within 50 feet of the .find if there ic; any indlcation of a 
m e s1gm 1cance o an . . 
archeologfcal resource potential archeolug1ca] resource. 

pursuant to S<.!ction 15064 ... !J To avnid the potential for adverse effects on accidentally disco\•crcd burk.-d. or submerged histo.rka.l resour~s, 
· as <le.fined in CEQA Gt:Jidelincs Section 15064..5(a), the SFPUC shall dlstribute the Planning Department's 

nrcheological resour~ "ALERT" sht.'Ct to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor finns 
(including demolition, excavation, grading, foundati9n, pile driving, etc.}; nnd/or to utiliti~s firms involved in 
soil-disturbing activities within the project site. Prior tu undertaking any .i:;oil-disturblng activities, each 
contractor shall be n.'Sponsib1c for ensuring thal the ALERT sheet is ci:rculat~d tu all field personnel, Including 
machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. 1"he SFPUC sha11 provide lhc · 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime cuntractor, 
subcxmtrnctor(s), nnd utilities firm) t-onfirming tllat all field personnel have received ropies of the ALERT 
sh~t. 

If the ERO determines that an archeological resourm may be present within the proj~ct site, the SFPUC shall 
retain the services of nn orcheological consultant hom the pool of qualified archcological consultants maintained 
by the Planning Department archeologist. The an:heological consultant shall advise the F.RO as to whether the 
disrov~ is an archeological re..c;ourcc that retains sufficient integrity and is of potential 
scicnti.fic/historical/cultural significana!. Han nrcheological resource is present; the archL'(Jlogical consult.an I shall 
identify and c.vnluatethe archeological resuurre and make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is 
warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require specific additional measures lo be. implemented by 
theSFPUC. 

Measures could include: in-situ preservation of the archeological rcsourc.c; an nrcheological monitoring 
program; or an archeologicaJ eva!Uation program. 'l'he ERO might also require ihat the SFPUC immediately 
irnp1"ment a site security program If an archeologlcal resource is at risk from vandallsm. looting, or other 
damaging actions. 

If an archeological resource is discovered, the '1tcheologica1 consuJtantshall sub;.,,it an Archeologkal Data 
Recovery Report (ADRR) to the ERO which, in addition to the usual ADRR cuntcnb;, will evaluate the 
historical significance of any discovered archcological re.murce, as well as describe the archeological and 
historical research methods employed in the ardumlogica1 monl toting/data recovery program(s) undertaken, 
and pre.sent, analp.e, and interpret the rea:ove.red data. Information thol may put at risk any archeological 
resource srui.11 be provided in a separate Tcmovnblc insert within the final repmt 

Once approved by the F.RO, oopies of the ADRR shall be distributed•• follqws: the relevant California Historical . 
.Re.sources Information System Information Center shall receive one copy, and the ERO shall .receive a copy of the 
transmittal letter of the ADRR lo the Information Center. 1he San Francisco Planning Department, Tinvkonmental 
Pl;mning Seltion shall reOOve three copies of the ADRR along with copies of any formal site recordntion farms 
(DPR 523 series) and/or dorumentation for nomination to the Nntiona] Register /California Register. The SFPUC 
:;hall n .. 'Ccivc copies of the ADRR in the number requested. In instan~s uf high pub He interest in or high 
interpretive value of the Tesource, the F.ROmay require a different final report cxmten4 format, nnd distribution 
than that presented above. 

J. SFPUCllMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

3. SFI'UC CMB/BEM 
(Archcologist) 

4. SFPUC CMB/Bl::M 
(Archeologist) 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

4. SFPUC BEM and 
ERO 

1. Eru.'\ll"e that the contract documents 
include mC".nsuras related to archeological 
discovcriL-s. 

2. Ensure that all projec..1: personncl receive 
"Alert., sheet. Maintain fileuf affid<Jvifs for 
subniittal to F.RO. Monitor to ensure that 
the contractor implemlmts measures in the 
contract documents, report noncompliance, 
nnd ensure corrective action. 

3. Ensure that all pottmtial discoveries ar~ 
reported as required and that the 
coritraclor suspends work in the vicinity. 
Mobili7..c an archcologist tn the area if the 
ERO determines that an archeological 
rf:!Source may be present. 

4. Jn the event or D potcnti<ll discovl.!ry, 
evaluate the potential discovery and 
advise ERO as to the significance of the 
discovery. P.tOceed with · 
recommendations, evaluations, and 
implcnu .. -ntntion uf additional measures in 
ronsultation with ERO. Prepare and 
distribute Final ADRR as required. 

Implementation 
Scl1edule 

1. Design 

2. Prcconstruction .and 
ConStruction 

3. Construction 

4. Cunstructi<m 
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ATIACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Moniloring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact 
No. 

CP-2b 

I~ 

Construction of the 
propo.<>ed l~ake Men~d v.-ell 
facility would potentially 
cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of 
an archeologkal resoucce 
pursuant to Section 15064.5. 

· Millgation Measure Responsible Parly 

M~CP.-2b; Based on a reasonable prc::i-umptiun that arcltL'Olugical rcsourccs may be present within the projL-d: site, , 1. SFPUC BfiM 
the following :measures shall be undertaken to avoid any pobmtially significant adverse: effect from the proposed (Archeologist) 
project on buried hlstoricnl resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified 2 SFPUC BEM 

(Archeologist) 
archeological consultant, based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologisL The • • 
archeolt)gical a.msultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. Tn addition, the 
consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data rt..'COvcry program if required 
pursuant to this measure. The archeolugical consultant's work shall be- conducted in accordance with this 

3. SFPUCBEM 
(Archecloglst) 

measure at tho direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the 4. 
5 consultant as sp<.'Ciffod herein shalJ be submitted firnt nnd directly to the ERO for review and romment. nnd shall I FPUC CMD/BEM 

be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or s. S.l'PUC Bl:ilvl 
: data .recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum . (Archcologisl) 
of four weeks. At the dlrecllon of the ERO, the suspension.of constructiun can be extended beyond four weeks j 
only if such a suspension Is the only feasible means to reduce to n less than significant level potential effects on a 
significant archc'Ological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

Consultatfon with Descendm•t Communities. On discovery of aII archeological site associated with descendant 
Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, an approprlate representative of the descendant group and the ERO 
shall be contacted. The rcprcsCntativc of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor 
archoological ficld investigations of the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeoJogical 
treatnumtof the site, of recovered data from the .c;ite, and, if applicable, any interpr:efative treatment of the 
associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resourc"" Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 

1 

.Archeological Testing Progmni. The archcological consu]tant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and I 
approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeologica1 testing program shall be conducted in accordance 
with the approved.A:CP. The .ATP shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(•) that 
potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed projec~ the tesling method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for tcstlng. The purpose of the ll!chcologic.al testing program will be to determine to the ex.tent 
possible the presence or abs1mcc of archcological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
archeological resource. encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completian of the nrcheological testJng program, the.archeological consultant shall submit a written report 
of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archcological testing progrc1I11 the archcological consultant finds that 
~ignificant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in com;uJtation with the archeologicat consultant 
shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be underta.kt?n include 
ad di tiona.l archcological testing, a.rcheological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. Uthe 
ERO determines that a significantarcheological resource is present and lhat the resource could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project; at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to av old any ad verse effect on the significant archeological 
resource; or 

B) A data r~wvery program shall bl! lmpkmcntcd, unless the ERO dctcrmim~ that the archcologiGll resource is 
'-----------------o_f.::g_re_a_te_r_ln_te_rp.:..._re_ti_v_e_tha_n_rese_arch !'.>i~c~":.~n~ tha.t interpretive use of the resourc:e is f~ible. 

Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

l. SF!'UC BEM I ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

3. SFPUC BEM/F.RO 

4. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

5. SFPUC BEM/ERO 

I\fonitorlng and 
Reporting Actions 

1. Prepare and implement an Archeological 
Testing Plan in conjunction with 
SFPUC/E.RO. l1repnrc written report of 
findings. . 

2. If significant archeological .resources arc 
present, prepare Archeologkai1 Data 
Recovery Plan and implement data 
recovery investigaHon and/or other 
treatment including consultation with 
de.i:;cendant communities. 

3. As determined by Archcological 
consultant in consultation with 
SFPUC/ERO, prepare and implement an 
Archeological Monitoring Program. 
Document activities In monit6ring logs. 

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

~'l. Prepare Final Archeologkal Resoun."Cs 
Report (FARR) to document Mstorical 
significance of any discovered 
ru:cheological resource. 

Jmpleme:ntation 
Schedule 

1. Prcconstruction/ · 
Construdion 

2. Preconstruction/ 
ConstruL1ion 

3. Construction 

4. Construction 

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

Impact 
No. Impact Summary Mitigallon Measure 

Monitoring and ~~~~g P~gram 

._ ___ I_m_p:...l_e_~~tation and Repo~~!-

1 Reviewing and 
Responsible Party Approval Party 

J\.fonitoring .and 
Reporting Actions 

c:Pr.ro~~-~:~SQURCE~(s?9iiL) ,,::;~::~~ -----~-.---_·:··~l:!~i t .. :~~ _;: :3l ;,~:~~~ .:. ·~t.~. '•!:-·:1;. 
":~~:~ ; ?;~~ .;~:" 

~ 

CP·2b Archl!ological Mcm.iloring Progrum .. lf tbe l:iRO in con~ultatlon with the archeological consultant determines th.al 
(conl) an archeological monitoring program (AM..P) shall be impkmcntcd, the ard1eologkalmonHoring progrdlll shall 

minimally include the following provisions: 

• Thl! aTd1cologiCJJ consultant, project sponsor, antl ERO shull meet and consult on the scope of th~ Alv1P 
reasonably prior to any prnjcct-relnted soils-ilisrurbing activities commcndng. The ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant shall dctcmnl~c what project activities shall be 3.rcheologically monitored. Inmost cases, 
any soils-disturbing activities, such as dcnmJition, foundation removal, exca:11ation, grading, utilities in~tallatian, 
foundalion work,. drlving of piles (fuWldatiun, shoring.. etc.), site remediation, etc .. shall require archeological 
monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archL'Ologicnl rec;ourC'.eS and to their depositional 
context; 

• The archeologiml consultant shall advise all pnljcct contractors to be on the alert !or evidence of the prc.c;cnce 
of the ex~ded rc.<tuurcc(s). of how to identify the evidence of the expected rcsource{a), an<l of the appmpriate 
protot.-ol in the l:!Vent of apparent discovery of an archeological r~uuret!:; 

• TI1c archeologic.'ll monitor{s) shall be present on the project :;itc nccording to a ~cht!dule agreed upon by the 
archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO ha&, in amsultatlon with project rucheological cansidtant, 
determined that project construction activities c.ould have no effects an significant o:trchco1ogical deposits; 

• The archcological monitor shall rec..-ord and be authori7.ed to co11cct soil samples and artifactuaJ/cc()fodua] 
miltcrfol as warranted for analysJs; · 

• U an intact archeologic:al deposit is encountered,. nll soils~disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall 
cca"ie. The an:heological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect demolitlorv'excavallon/pne 
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. U in the t.'ase of pile driving 
activity (foundation, shurlng, etc.), the archeologicalmonitor has cau:sc to believe that the pile ddving aCtivity 
may affect cll\archeologicalresource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate 
evaJuatlon of the resource has been made in oonsultaHon with the ERO. 'Ihe archeological c:onsulta.nt shall 
inuncdiatcly notify the ERO of the encountered aICht."Ologiml dcpo::>it. The archeological consultant shilll. make 
a reasonable effort to assess lhc identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit:,. 
and p1csent the findings of this asSL"Ssmcnt to the F.RO. 

j Whether or not significant archeological res our~!> are ~nc:uuntered, the nrchcological con&ultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings of the monitoring prog1am to the ERO. 

Atthe<>logical Diit,i Rr.c:ovmJ Program. The archeulogiml data recovery program shall be amducted In accord 
with an archcological data recoveiy plan (ADRP). Th•archL"logicol consullant project sponsor, and ERO sholl 
meet and consult on the scope or the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological consultant 
shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall Identify how the "propoSt..'CJ data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeolObrical resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will 
identify what scicntiflc/historical research questions are appJicable to the expected resource, what data cla::.:;e.i; the 
resource is expected to possc:;s, and how· the expected data classes would nddrc.c;s the applicable research 
quE'stions. Data recovery, in general,. should be limited to the portions t>f ~e historical property that t."Ould be 
adversely nffcdcd by Lhe proposed projecl Dest:n.Jctivc data recovery methods shall nut be 1:1pplied to portions of 
the C\rcheofogical resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following cfomcnts: 

• Fidd Metlw~s aud Proced11rt.'>. De.scriptions of pr~posed fie~~ stratcglcs, procedures, and operations. ---'--------------------'----------- -----
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRAN OSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 200S.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact 
No. Impact Sunun;u:y Miligalion Measure 

·~IDfifiP.~~i~J!~~R0rti-f~·· . ,,, t'.imH,~: 1)'.;J:'"· ''': ·~1:;"r;:1¥"~r: ··~F''!'''.i?t' "''.. .. · 
Cl'-2b I 1 · Calnloguing nnd lAburatory A.mily&is. Description of sclcctL'Cl cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 

(conµ • Di.~nrd and Denccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and deaccessiun 
: policies. 

CP-4 

cemch:!rics. 

Cas:eNo.200B.1122E 

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

• Security Menmre.-;. Recommended security measures to protect lhc archcological rnsourcc from vandalism, 
looting, and non-intt:!ntionally damaging activitk:s. 

• Tino.I Reporl. Description of propose? report fonnat and distribution of reJ>-uJts. 

• Curatiou. Description uf the procedures and recommendations for the cu ration or any rccoycrcd data hnving 
potential research value, identification of appropriate cu.ration facilities, nnd a summary of the accession 
policies of the curation facilities. 

Final Archeological &sources R£port. The archeologlcal consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological 
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical sig11lficancc of any aiscovcred archeologlcal 
resource and describes th.e archeolugical and historical research methods ~mp1oyed in the archeologkal 
testing/monftorlng/data recovery program.(s) undertaken.. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
resource shall be provided in .a separate removable insert within the final reporl 

• Onre approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR.shall be distributed as follows: California Archc'Ological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall r~ive one (1) copy and the ERO shaJl receive a copy of 
the transmittal of the FARR to the NWLC. 'lhe Emriroruuental l'lanning division of the Planning Department 
shall rcccivc one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with 
copi~s of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 52~ series) and/or documentation for nomination lo the: 
National Register of 1-listoric Places/California Register of Historical Resources. ht iru:;tanccs <>f high public 
interest 1n or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final repc>rt content:, 
fonnat, and distribution than that presented above. 

M-CP-4: Accidental Discoveiy of Human Remains. The following measures shall be implemented should 
construction activitit.."5 rnsu]t in the accidental discovery of human renwins and assodated culturaf materials; 

TI1c treatment of human remains nnd of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil­
disturbing activities shall comply with applicable slate laws. 'This shall include immediate notification of the 
coroner of the county within which the project is located and,. in the cvenl of the coroner's deter.mi.nation that the 
human remains are Native American.. notification of the Ollifomia Native Arneriran Heritage Commission, 
which :,hall appoint a Most Likely DescO!ldant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). The archcologkal consu!Lan4 
SFPUC.. and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to de"elop an agruement for the treabnent, y.')th appropriate 
dignity, of human rcmafn.c; and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 150645[dJ). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriat~excavation, removal,.. 
recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or 
unassociated .funeraxy objects. The PRC allows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the .MLD and the 
other parties do not agree· on the reburial method, the b1'PUC shall follow Section 5-097.98(b) of the PRC, which 
statc.'i that nthe landowner or his or her authorized representative shall reint:er the human remains and items 
~·odated with Native American burials v1.rfth appropriate dignJty on the property in a location not subject to 
further substuface disrurbance." 

-- --·-- . .. -- ---·---
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Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Archeulogist) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM) 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

lmplemenlation 
Schedule 

l·. '!: v. 'n= :# ·· . :-·~i~~~~~!'·~~~~~~;:'~~ :i~Ji~~llil;~: ·~:1<.~ ! t~}~~~~~ i~~' ; .; ' ''11'1r:ii, 

I. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. Sl'PUC llllM and 
ERO 

I. Ensure that Contract Doruments include 
measures relalL'd to discovery of human 
remains. 

2. If potentiol human remains are 
cnrountcred, mobilize an archeologist to 
cunfirm cxisb!nce of human remains. If 
human remains are confirmed, perform 
required coo.r:di.nationand notifications. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor 
implements meaSlues in contract 
document? including Jnsuring that alt 
potenticll humnnremnins arc reported ai; 

required and that contractor suspends 
work In the vicinity. Report noncompliance 
and ensure corrective action. 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

3. Construction 

San Francisco Ground~ater Supply Pro~ct 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)- MITIGATION MONITORlNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM n-· 

: ·n;r:.ct I Impact Summary Mitigation Measure 

.. Monifo~g and Re~rtin~ Pr~gram 

Implementation a.nd Reporting 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Action& I 

I 

Implementation 
Schedule 

NQ~_l: f]~ ~}: "· .: .::.~;j::~ :1;: .. ····.··•· 
·,.:!• 

. ··:·~:: 'ff\:: r-··: ~~,~~if~~~!·. '-":;::i:: --·~! :~;._.;~i~~'.'.·;~;i.;.t,> . ;~ ··~.;r;·~ ! =~~-~.~f!~_it~--:~:~-~~ :~: .· -~~;f~--"-------< 
The proposed project would M-N0-1: Administrative and Source Controls. The SFPUC shall ensure that a noise control pliln ls prepared, 1

1 

1. SFPUC EMB 1. SFPUC BE)..111- Incorporat~ appropriate language into 
1 

L Design NO·l 
rcsull in the exposute of review~d, and approved by SFl'UC, nnd is ptepare<l and implemented by a qualified noise COllSlt!tant,. defined as 2 SFPlJC CMB/BEM 

2 
SFPUC DEM contract documcnt'i including requirement! 2 p t cti 

persons to, or generation uf, il boilrd-ccrtified Tnstllufe of Noise Control EnginL>cring member or other qualified consuJtant orcnglnccr · for contractor(s) to prP.pare noise control · recons ru on 
noise levels in t»ei.:c.-;9 of approved by the project engineC'r. The SFPUC shall verify that the noise control plan ~ontains nt le~st the 3. SFPt;C Cmmnunications 3. SFPUC BEM plan. 3. Prcconstruction and 
standards established in the following elements: 
lo<:al general pJan or noi~c , 
ordinance or resull in a 1 • lJa.ytime: Construction noise Jevels ~hall not ex<:L>t!d the San Franci,;co Noise Ordlnnnce daytime thrl:!shold of 

BO dHA at 100 feet (or 86 dBA at 50 fuet) at aH ]oca.tions bclwccn 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. at all residential receptol'S 
(except where construction activitic<> occur for two weeks oc less at one locatiun)-

substantial Lcrnpornry or 
periodic jncrease in ambient 
noise levels in the project The noise control plan shall identify ,;ensUivc receptor locations and include measures that rould be- employed to 
vicinity above levels : maintain noise Jevc1s ilt or below these performance ~tmdards, which could include, but not be limited, the. 
existing without the projed. I following: 

• Implement b~t avallable noise control tt.'Chniqucs such ns mufflers, intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, 
acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds. 

• Limit continuous operation of heavy equipmcnl near sensitive receptors. 

• Locate stationary noise ."io1:Jrces (e.g .• generators,. fans,. pumps) as far fmm sensitive receptors as possible and 
u~c noise controls (e.g., enclosures, barriers) as necessary. 

• The'name and phone number of a SFPUC designated project liaison shall be postt:!d at project facility 
COn!:>truction sjtes so that the public can contact the liaison ifnoi!>-e disturbance occurs. This liaison shall 
immediately take steps to resolve any complaints remived, including modifying construction practices as 
necessary lo address the noise complaint. 

4. SFPUC CMB/BF.M j 4. SFPUCBEM 2. Ensurl:!" that the noise contrQ! plan is 
prcpaTed in accordance with the contract 
documents. 

3. Designate project liaison responsible for 
responding to noise oomplaints. Ensure 
thCJl liaison's nilme ond phone number is 
included on posted notices.. As neccssacy, 
develop a reporting program for tracking 
complaints received and for documt!nting 
their resolution. 

4. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements noise control requirements, 
rcpor~ noncompliance, and en.i;ure 
corrective action within timelines specified J' 

i11 contract. 

Construction 

4. Construction 

~H~:rr~~.ANDs~Y,:cC~~YsTP.iStI~H·h_ .. ~:~~~=!:::·~· ;~;!'. f;., ·~~Ji.:::. ·x:~~~!~{ '".~:':~ ~1: l ~- {. 
UT-3 I Project construction would M-UT-3a: P.reconstruction Utility Identification and Coordination.Prior to construction n.ctivities1 the SFPUC or 

c potentially result in a its amtractor(R) shall determine the locations of overhead and underground utility lines, such as natural gao, 

J i.~~;~~r~. ·ii:i;::: 
'. ;. :~. <:"'.I..<'.:' ·~ ~; .;:: :~ .., .,,::"' .. l.!. ->;;:;;.;_1;1'11 -wi:. - .~- ~~ 

. ;· '1ii ~-~~~~oh ~i~~~~ilf __ :~· ~~ ;i ~ 

substantial adv~rsl! clfoct •electricity, sewer, telephone, cable, fuel, wiltcr, and Muni Hnesr lhat may be encountered during construction 
rel•ted to W..ruplion of I work. Pursuant to State law, the SPPUC or iL• controctor(s) shall notify USA North so lhat utility companies may 

, utility operations or be advised of the work and may field-mark or oth!:!IWise pmtect and wam the contrador of their existing utility 
accidental damage tu line.-;. Information regarding the location uf ~ting utilitiE-s shall be reviewed before construction activities begin. 
existing utilitil!s. Utilities may be located by customary- techniques such as geophysical methods and hand excavation. 

'lhe SFPUC or its cun~actor(::;) ::iholl notify nll affected utility service providc..>rs in advance of the project 
construction plans and f;Chedule. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall makeDrrangements with thesl! entities 
regarding lhc P!Otection, relocation, or remporary di,;a:mncc!fon of services prior to the start of con.c;tructionr and 
p~~mpt reconnection of services, ilS required. ·- ··---

M-UT-3b: Protection of Other Utilities during Coiistruction.Specilications shall be prepared as part of the 
design plans. These specillcatlons shall includ~ procedures for the excavation, support, and fill of arc.ls around 
subsurface utilities, cables, and pipes. If the project encounhu's overhead electric and/or telephone lines during 
pipiline construction, lhc SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate with SFMTAnndappropriatl:? 
telecommunication service providers to tle-encrgizc overhead eleclrk lines as required by the fodcral and State 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations. 

! 2. SFPUC CMB 

1. SFPUCRMB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

!. SFPUCBEM 

2. 5FPUCCMB 

1. Coordinate final c:unstruction plans and 
specifications during the dE>.sign philse 
including obtaining, as necessary, 
agreell\enls and/or permits. Ensure that 
the contract documents include the 
requirement for ronlractor(s) to coordinate 
with utility servi~ providers. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
implemenb; measures in the oonh'act 
documents . .Report noncompliance,. and 
ensure corrective action. 

J. F.nsurc !hot contract documenl:.i; include 
applicable measures for protection of 
utilities during construction, including 
Tcquiremcnt for contrBctor to coordinate 
with affected utility owners and protect 
affected utililie.c;, as appropriate. 

2. Monitor to ensure that rontractor(s) 
implements measures fo contrncl 
Lluruments. Report nonromplianc:t'",, and 
ensure corrective action. 

l. Design 

2. Construction 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

Case No. zooa.1 t22E Page5 of19 San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 



Impact 
! No. I Impact Summary 

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

Implementation and Reporting 

lvJifigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementation 
Schedule 

it~~~~il\.1i.1t0.ct:5;sl!~i.~Ei ·. ·~ ~~~~t~!fJ. ~ ~r ::'. .:~~~~~;~1ITTm~~~1~:-;-.---i~ .~.-~ ~.;. ,~r~1i'.e- !~l~~7~~~i~~~~~1~~~~~~~~1:~?1~:·;: :~~;~ : ;:i~·:::1 "!: :;;?-:~~:. ·:,: .. :· . ·~~~ ~ ~·:,; . • ~ ! . 

ur-~ 
(conL) 

LL 
Cas.e No. 2008.f122E 

M-UI-3c: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Rd.ated to Underground Utiljties. While any excavation 1. SfpUC ElvlB 
is open,. the SFPUC or its contractors shall protect.. support or remove underground utilities ns nece.c;sary to l z. SFPUC CMB 
safeguard employ~. As part of ccmtractor specifkations,. the contraclor(s) shnll be required to provide updates on 
excavations planned for the upcoming week and to specify when conslruclion will occur near a high-priority utility. 
At the beginning of each week when this wurk will blkc place, per California OSHA, lhe conlradot is required to 
hold safuty tailgate meetings and to document conlcnts of mectlng. The SFPUC Is not required to atteml these 
contracturtailgate meetings,. but may attCTld. 

M-Uf .. 3d: Notify San Francisco Fire Department. Jf construction activilie:; rl?.\,'Ult in damage hl high~priority utility 
lines the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall immediately notify the San Franciooo Fire Department to protc<;t worker 
and public safety. · 

M-UT-!le: Emergency Response Plan and Notification. The SFPUC or its mntroctor(s) sh<>ll develop an emergency 
response plan prior to conunencing construction activities. The emergency response: plan shall identify measures .to 
be taken in response to a leak or explosion resulting from a utility rupture. In additio~ the SFPUC or its 
conb:actor(s) shall notify the appropriate emergency response department whenever damage to any utility results in 
a tlueat to public saiety. · 

M-UT-3f: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities. The SFPUC or Hs contractor(•) shall promptly notify utility 
providers to reconnect any disconnected utilif:y lines as soon as it is sale to do so. 
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1. SFPUCF.MB 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. 
0

SFJ'UC EMB 

2. SFPUC CM!> . 

3. SFPUCCMB 

1. SPPUCEMB 

• 2. SFPUC CMB 

1. SFl'UC BEM 

2. b'FPUC CM!> 

l. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

!. SFPUC!lEM 

2. SFl'UCCMB 

3. SFJ'UC CMB 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCCMB 

1. Coordinate £ina.l oon.strudion plans and 
specifications during the design pha•e 
including obtaining, as nec.::essruy1 • 

agreements and/or permits. Ensure thnt the 
contract documents include the requirement 
for amtractor(s) to coordinate with utlllty 
s&vi.O:! providers and to provide SFPUC 
with advance schedule notification. 

2. Monitor to cmsurc that contractor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
dotuments. Report noncompliance,. ~:md 
ensure corrective action. 

1. Ensure that contract documents include 
applicable mensures1 induding 
t<.."q_uircmcnt for contractor(s) to provide 
SFPUC with.advance schedule notification. 

2. Monitor lo ensure that conlrador(s) 
implements measures in contract 
d"cuments. Repurt noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

1.Design 

2. Construction 

1. lJesign 

2. Construction 

1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
applicable measures including requirement 2.. Prior tu ronummdng 
to prepare emergency response plan (ERP). anv W<cavation 

2.. Ensure that c:ontrador pn .. 'Pnrcs the ERP. a di vi ties. 

3. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 3. Construction 
implements mensurcs inrontract 
documents and emergency response plan, 
and notifies local fire department in the 
event of damage to a gas utility line that 
resttlts in a leak or suspected leak or 
damage to another utility line that could 
result in a threat to publicsalety. Report 
noncompliance, and etlb'Ule corrective 
action. 

1. Coordinate final construction plans and 
specifications during the design phase 
including obtaining. as necessary1 

agreements and/or permits. Ensure that the 
contract doruments include the 
rcquiremt.'tll for amtrador(s) to coordinate 
with utility service providers. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
implements measures in the contJ:act 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

1.Design 

2. Construction 

San Francisco Groundwater Suppfy Pra1sct 



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

f----·~----~~---
Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation 'tvlcasure 

Implementation and Reporting 
1-------· 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Appr~val Party 

r:mILrn~ ii.Ro. SERVICE SYSTEMS le~~~):· ::., :~·<:fi:-, ~~:· ;-~ '' ·! 
,. ··:-1.: ..... ::· •.• 

t /·1~ ' 
·. C· . 1! 

~-~----~~-",~~--··-·· 

(~~)I I ·--M-UT-3g: Coordinate Final Constructiort PJans with Affected Utilities. fhl:! SFPUC or ilo:; contractor(s) shall 
ooordlno.te final construction plans and spccifiCil tion:'1 with affected utilities. 

;.~IOLOG!.~~ ¥,ESOURCES 

Bl-1 I C"nstruction of the 
proposed project would 
potentially adversely affect 
species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species in 

; r ·illThi:1G ... 
:: .r, ·'. 
' •. ' .~ ·l~ r'11~!; , :\:~ J :~;~'. . :.~~! -~i2~J~iljf.' 

1 local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or 
by the CDFW or USFWS. 

M-Bl-la: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Califor.nia Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle. 1. SFPUC F.MB 
During construction at the Lake Mt!rced, North Lake, and Central Pu.mp Station well facility sites, the SF PUC 

2 
SFPUC CMB EM 

shall ensure a bi<!logkal monitor is present during installation of L'Xcluslon fenci.ng and initial vegetation dearing · c1:1· 
1 

.. ) /B 
and/or grad.ing, and shall implement the following measures: 10 ogist 

• Within one week before work at these >it<!> begins (includini; demolition and »egetation removal), a qualified 3 s;.ryc_CMB/BEM 
biologist shall :;upervisethe installation of exclusion fencing along thi;? boundaries of the work area.. as d~ed ( 10 ogtst) 
necessaxy by the biologist. to pre.vent California red-legged .frogs,. western pond turtles, on.d il'lddcntnl, l 4. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
common wildlife from entering the work area_ The construction contractor shall install suJtablc fencing with a · 
minimum height of 3 feet above ground m1rfacc wilh nn additionnl 4-6 inches of f~nce material buried mlc:h 
that .srecie!"> cannol crawl under the fence. 

• A qualified biologist shalJ oonduct environmcnlal awareness trnining for all construction workers prior to 
construction workers beginning their work efforts on the project, The lraining shall include information on 
species Mcnlification, avoidance measures to be implemented by the project, and the regulatory requirements 
and pt!nalties for noncompHancc. If necessary, the content shall vary according to specific construction areas 
{e.g., workt!rs on city strL'Cts wiJl receive training on nesting birds but not on Californin rl.'d.~1cggcd frog 
identification)-

• A qualified biologist shall survey the excluded area within 48 hours before the onsel of initial 
ground-disturbing activities and shall be present during initial vegetation clt!aring and ground-disturbing 
activities. The biological monitor shall monitor the exclusion fencing weekly to confirm proper maintenance 
and inspect. for frogs cind turtles. If frogs or turtles are found, the SFPUC ,;hall halt construction and contact th@ 
USFWS and/or CDFW fo1· inslructio.ns on how to proceed. Constru.cticm :;hall resume after approval from the 
USFWS and/or CDFW. 

• During prajed acttvfUcs, excavations deeper than 6 incites shall be covered overnight or an escape ramp of 
earth or a wooden plank at a 3:1 rise shall be Installed; openings s~ch a& pipes where California red legged 
frogs or western pond turtles might i:;ecl< rofugcshnll be covered when not in use; and all trash that may aflract 
predators or hide Cnliforstia red-legged frvgs ur Wc.'ilcm pond turtles shall be properly contained on a daily 
basis, removed from the worksite, and disposed of regularly. Following construction; the construction 
contractor shall remove all trai;h and construction debris from work areas. '----'----------'------

l. SFPUCBliM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUC llliM 

4. SFPUCBEM 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Aclions 

1. CC>nrdinate final construction plans and 
spe(..ifications during the design phase 
including obtaining. as nc-ccssafy. 
agrccmcnls and/or permits. Ensure that 
the contract documents include the 
requirement for contractor(s) to coordinate 
with uliHty service providers. 

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in the co111racl 
documents . .Report noncompliance,. and 
ensure corrective: ilction. 

1. Ensure that contract doruments include 
applicable avoidance and minimization 
measures for California red-legged frog, 
western pond turtles, and incidental, 
common wildlife, including requirement 
~r exclusion fencings. 

2. Develop worker training prqgram and 
ensure that all construction pe.rsoniu~J 
participate in the environmental training 
prior to beginning work <it the job site(s)­
Require workers to sign the training 
program sign-in slwet. Maintain file of 
training ~ign·in shetrts. 

3. Obt.ain nnd review rt?.<iume or other 
doOJ.IIlentation of consulting biologist's 
qualifications. ConduL"f preconstruction 
surveys, species relocal:ion (if npproprii:tte 
and approved by CDFW .1nd/or USFWS), 
and monitoring, including wc,.kly fence 
i.ru;pection. Document activities in 
monitoring logs. 

4. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implements measures in contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
«!J1SUrn corrective action. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

l~LL~ 
1. Design 

2. O.mstrudion 

·t---12 
1. D•sign 

2. Preconstruclion and 
Construction 

3. !'reconstruction and 
Construction 

4. Constructkm 
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[l 
No. : Impact Summary 

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

Mitigation Measw:e 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 
.-·----··· 

Implementation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 
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Approval Party 
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BI-3 Construction of the 
proposed project would 
mnOict with nppllcnble 
local policie.c; or ordinana.!.<i 

i protecting biological 
· resourct?S, such as a tree 
preservation policy or 
ordinance. 

M~BT-tb: Avoidance and Mfoimiza.tion Measures for Special-Status Bats. A qualified wildlife biologist shall 
conduct prcoonslrucUon special-status bat swveys when large trees a.re to be remove:t or when occasjonally used or 
vacant building::; atl.! to be dcmolishl.'Cl. If active day oTnight roo!'ihf ore found, the wildlife biologist shaU take adiotl.'i 
lo make such roo;1S uru.uitable habitat prior to tree removal or building demolition. A no-disturbance buffer of 100 
foct shall be CTec;,ted around active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes. Batn>osts: initiated 
during construction are presumed lo be unaHected1 and no buffer would necessary. 

M-BI-1c:Avoidance and 1\-Jinimization f\.feasures for Monarch Butt:erlly. Construction activities in and around 
potential butterfly overwintering sites shall occur outside of the overwintering season (October to March)1 to the 
greatest extentfuabibl~ to avoid potential impadli on monarch butterfly nt the Golden Gate Purk sites. However, 
when it is not feasible to avoid the overwintering season and oonstruction activities take plam during this. time, the 
following measures shall apply; · 

Precnnstruction surveys ~hall be ronductcd for ovcn-vintcrlng monarch butterfly sites wHhin 100 fcct of the 
ctmb"'fruction areas. 

• Tf an m:::tive overwintering site is located, work activities shall be delayed within 100 feet of the site location until 
avoidance measures hn"\l'c been implemented. Appropriate avoidance measures shall include l:he following 
mt?llb"Uil.'S (which may be modified as a result of consultation with the CDFW to provide equally effective 
measures): 

- If the qualified wildlife biologist determines that construction activities shall npt affuct an active overwintering 
site, activities may proceed without restridion. 

- A no-disturbance buffer may be eStablished arowtd the overwintering site to avoid disturban~ or destruction 
until after the overwintering. 

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

! M-Bl-3: Plant Replacement Trees. The SFPUC shil11 replace the trees removed wjlhin SFRPD-managed lands wHh 
trees of equivalent ecological value (i.e.1 similar species) at a 1 :1 ratio. If planting trees of equivalent ecological value 
nt a 1:1 ratio is not feasible or such trees are not available,. removed trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 1 inch fur 

, every 1 Inch of the removed tree's diameter at breast height. If the project site does not have adequate room for 
'replanting lrccs. !he SFPUC shnll coordinate with SFRPD to identify acceptable replanting locations in the vicinity of 
thcprojc'CI site. The SFPUC shall monitor tree replacement plantings annually for a minimum of three years after 
completion of con.i;trudion to ensure the plantings_havl! become establishOO and, if ncccssi:ny, shall replant to ensure 
the success of the replacement plantings. 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2.. SFPUC CMD/BEM 
(Qualified Biologist) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Qualified Biologist) 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(Qualified Biologi<t or 
ArbCJrist) 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

1. SFPUCBEM 

2. SfPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

1. SFPUCBl!M 

2. SFl'UCBEM 

3.SFPUCBEM 

1. Ensure that contract documents include 
applicable avoidance and minim~tion 
measures. 

2. Obtain and revjew resume or ot11er 
tlocumentatlon of consulting biologih"t's 
qunlificalions. Conduct pre-construction 
survt:y. If musts are found, implement 
appropriate m4:!a>-ures. Document 
activities in monitoring lo.gs. 

3. Monitor to ensure that a.mtractor(s) 
implements meaRUres in contract 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

1. Ensure that contract documents includ~ 
?Pplicable nvo.idnncc and minimization 
measures. 

2. Obtain a.nd review resume or other 
documentation of consulting biologist's 
qualifications. Conduct pn.'-am.struction 
survey. If overwintering site is located,. 
implement appropriate measu.ces. 
Document activities in monitoring togs.. 

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

1. Ensure that centred documents includt! 
tree replacement measures. 

2. Ensure that the contractor implements lrcc 
replacement measures in iiccordancc with 
S.FRPD coordination. 

3. Mon Hor lo ensure that contractor 
implemenb; measures in contracl 
documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective nction. 

Implemeutation 
Schedule 

1. Design 

2. Preoonstruclion and 
. Construction 

3. Construction 

1 . . . 

1

1. Design 

2. Prcconstruclion and 
. Construction 

3. Construction 

1. Design 

2. Construdion 

3. Post-Construction 
Monitoring (at least 
three years, depending 
oni;ucccss) 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

. ··--- ----·----------------------------
Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting ! 
Impact 

No. Impact Summary I Mitigation Meosure Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementation 
Schedule 
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HY-l I Proj~~ constructi·~ would M-HY-1: Implement Groundwater D;watering BMPs at 1..ake Merced Well Facility. lf gmw1dwatc; produced 1.SFJ'UC EMl! I. Sf PUC BEM 1. Incorporate appropriate language into 11. Design 

HY-B 

possibly violate water duri~g cons~ction ol th,° Lnke Merced facility is not d.ischarged to the sewer system: the Sf PUC shallincludc a 2. SFPUC CMBIBEM 2. SFPUC BEM contract documenls incl~ding 2_ Prernnstruction 
quality standards and waste .reqwrement m construction amlrnd'i that its construction contractor(s) develop and implement standard BMPs development of D~atonng Plan. 
dischargerequiremcntsor lforthetreatmentofs1tdiment-Jadenw.atcrproduccdduringgr-0U11dwatertl!:!watering.IlMPsc:ouldincludc 3. SFPUCCM.HllU·:M. 3. SFPUCBEM 2 R . t 1 r' D t . PI 3.Cons'b::uction 
otherwise substantially disch<1rging waler throughfiltrationmedi~ such as ft1tcr bags or a similar filtration device, or allowing the . · ev~ew con rac: 0 5 ewa eong an. 
degrade water quality. filtered ·water lo infiltrate into the soil. U infiltration i.o; u~ed, app1irnlion ~f the g.roundwater shall be conducted at 3. Monitor to enfiure that the contractor 

Project operations would 
possibly rt.'&ult in ~water 
intrusion due to decreased 
groundwater levels in the 

· Wt.'St.c;idc Groundwater 
Basin. 

a rate and location that docs not alfow runoff into Lake Merced or drainage ronveyilnces such as storm drains implements measures in Dewatering Plan, 
and does not cause flooding or runoff to adjacent properties. '!he discharge of ground waler shall nlso be report noncompliance; an<l ensure 
conducted at n rate that does not allow ponding, unless the ponding is a resuJt of implementing BMPs to reduce corrective action within timE."lines specified 
the vclucity of the Aow and occurs within constructed contairuncnt, such as an excavaUon or berm with nu outlcL in contract. 
The discharge must also be applied at a sufficient distanCefrom building foundations or other areCls that t.-oukl be 
damaged from ground settling or sweOing. No chemicals shall be added to the disehilrgcd groundwater. 
Alternatively, rather than discharging groundwater, filtered groundwater could be used lo spray disturbed areas 
and the son stockpile to reduce fugitive dust emis.">ionR; if there is sufficient water and it is 1.fo.t~rmined feasible by 
the construction contractor. · ! 

M-HY-Sa: Expmd Coastal 1\.lonitoring Netwo.rk. A minimum of on!! year prior to operating the South WindmiJJ 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise · 11. SFPUC Water 
Replacement weJ.L North Lake well or Ccntrnl Pump Station well faclHties in Golden Gate Park,. the SFPUC shall 1 2 SFPUC W En . Enterprise 
reluibiHtatc existing groundwater wellii in the we!itcm portion of the park or install nt:!w groundwater monitoring I · ater terpr.lSe , 

2 
SFPUC W 

i well!:; behveen the Pacific Const and the South Windmill &:placement well and North Lake well focilities. The · Er 
1 

. aler 
. SFl'UC expects that t!X:isting wells NI..-1 and SF-1, which are screened similarly lo the North l.cike .irrigation well,. · 1 crprisc 
·can be rehabilitated, and wells SWM-3 and NWM.J may nJso be able to be rehabilitated, if fom1d. lf the wells 
cnnnot be rehribi1itated, the SFl'UC shall COl>rc.linatc v..;th the SFRPD and install new wells m the same 

i approximate loca.Uon in nreas of Golden Gate Park that are nnt highly used by the public and are currently 
developed/disturbed or are substantially devoid of veg~tation in order to minimize lhe effects of installation. 
11iese monitodng wells sha11 be located a maximum of 100 feet inland to p~ovide a COilsl.iJl monitoring location in 
both l1lc Shallow Aquifer and Primary Production Aquifer for the detection of seawater intrui;ion. These wells 
Shall be included in the coasla] groundwater monitoring network and monltored as parto£ the SFPUC's ongoing 
monitoring progtam for the detection of seawater intrusion. 

To cst:abliE<h a baseline of groundwater quality, th~cwcll:; (whk.h have not been previously monitort.-d ni; part of the 
SFPUC's groundwater monitoring program) shall be monitored on a quarletly basis for a minimum of one: year 
prior to operation of the South Windmill Replacement welt; North Lake well; nnd Cenlral Pump Station well 
facilities. For each monitoring event a groundwater sample from each well shall be anaJyzcd for the same 
parameters as are measured under the existing groundwater monitoring program (chloride-, ms; and specific 
condudanO!). 

1. Locate- and rehabilitate existing 
monitoring wells. Ensure that new welJs 
are installed if existing wells cannot be 
found or rehabilitated. 

2- Monitor gruundwat&quality. 

1. Desigii and 
construction 

2.. Construction, 
minimum of 1 year 
prior to operation of 
Golden Gate Park 
well{s). 

M-HY-Sb: Continuous Groundwater Monitoring in the Primaxy Production Aquifer. The Sl'l'UC shall ~tall 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 11. SFPUC Water 1. Install transducers and conduct 1 t. Project operation 
: pressure transducers in roastal monitoring wells I<frkham MW-255, Kirkham MW-385, Ortega MW-265, Ortega Enterprise continuous groundwatc.r-levcl monitoring. 

MW-400, Taraval MW-240, Taraval MW-400, and San Francisco Zoo MW-450, which are completed in the Prirruuy 
Production Aquifer, and shnU conduct continuous groundwater-level monitoring in these monitoring wcllej. These 

i groundwater lt!vcls shall be monitored as part of the ongoing monitoring program for the detection of seawater 
I intrusion. 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure 

Monil<>ring and Reporting Pro;:grac_m __________ _ 

Implementation ~.nd.~ep_o_rt_in-'g'------1 

Reviewing and 
Approval ~arty 

1 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

Implementation 
Schedule 
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case No. 2oos.1122E 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-Sc: Adaptive Management Program fur Seawater Intrusion. The SFPUCsh<:11l 
implement tlw Ground.water Supply l'ruject in a stepwise manner, conduct monitoring to detect seawater intrusion,. 
1md a1tcr pumping to prevent scawiltcr intrusion from odvandng to the coastal monitoring network in accordance 
with. the process descrllied below andshowninFigweMMRP-1. 

! Prior to beginning full operation of the proposed project,. the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a reduO!d rate and 
continue monitoring the expanded coastal monitoring network (including the new wells added under Ivlitigation 
Mea:::ure M-HY...Sa) for evidence of i;eawater i11hllsion according to the following procedure: 

; • At initial startup, the projectwe11s shalt be operated-at a maximum combined capacity of 1 mgd. 

• 1he SFl'UC shall continue semiannual groundwater qualitY munitonng of the ooai,taJ network (including the 
new wells added under Mitigation Measure M-HY-Sa) in accordance with the ongoing monitoring program a~ 
revised by Mitigation Mea>-ure M-llY-8b. 

• After one year of monJtorlng. lhc SFPUC may increase annual pumping by l mgd each year,. up to a total of 3 
mgd during Phase 1 of the project and 4 mgd d~ringPhase 2 if none oI the chloride concentrations c;ietected in 
the coastnl. monitoring network equals or exceeds 142. mg/L If this limit is not met, s~ntiannual groundwater 
quality monitoring of the coa>tal network shall oontinue. · . 

• In the event that the chloride oonc~ntratlon in any of the c.obstal monitoring wells equals or exceeds 142 mg/I., 
the SFPUC shall increase the c°""tal groundwater quality monitoring frequency to qllarterly. 

• If there Is an upward trend in chloride levels after three quarterly monitoring periods such that projected 
chloridl! li!vels could rl:!ach the secondary MCL of 250 mg/Lin three yl:!ars (basOO on a trend analysis w;ing tht! 
most recent three_qunrters of groundwaler sampling), the SFPUC shall either temporari1y redistribute 
pumping to decrease pumping rates closest to the affected monitoring well, or decrease the overall pwnping 
rate. 

• However, if the SFPUC can dcmoru;trate to the satisfaction of the San Francisco Planning Department 
Environmental Review Officer, with independent 3rd party concurccnce, that the upward tnmd ls not due to 
the project,. the SFPUC may continue pumping ~"Ubjcct to the requirements of this mitigation measure. 

• Pumping may Continue at lhe adjusted production rate and pattern as Jong as none the coastal monitoring 
wells exhibit chloride concentrations that are proj~d tu reach 250 mg/L within three yean;: (based on a trend 
analy~is using the most recent three quarters of groundwater sampling). 

• The total annual pumping rate may be increasE:!d by 1 mgd {up to a maximum of 3 mgd during l'hase 1 of the 
project and 4 mgd during Phase 2) after 21 months of quarterly monitoring indicate that none of the chloride 
concentrations at the coastal monitoring locations are projected to reach. 250 mg/L within the next three )rears. 

• If lhc chloride concentration reaches 250 mg/L at any of the coastal monitoring points, the SFPUC shall stop 
pumping at the nearest project well,. and stop all ground water pumping if neCl:$sary to prevent seawater 
intrusion f.rom progressing further. Pumping shall not be resumed until chloride concentrations at Ute affected 
well have been belu".' 142 mg/L fur one year based on quarterly monituring. 

• The monitoring frequency may be reduced to semiannual once:lhe chloride com::entration in an .affected well 
decreases to ,142 mg/Lor lower for one y~ar based on-quarterly monitoring. · 

: Mitigation Measures M-HY-8a through M-HY-8c could be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westside Basin 
; Groundwater Management Plan. The Groundwater Man.agement Plan would be submittl!d to the Planning 

Department prior to the opcrntion of the S011 Francisco Groundwater Supply Project fol' rL•vi.cw of consi~tcncy 
with the mitigation requirements for this project. 
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1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

2. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

3. Sf'PUC Water Enterprise 

4. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

1. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise 

2. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise 

3. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise, SFPUC 
BEMand ERO 

4. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise, SFPUC 
BEMandERO · 

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

2. Increase pumping aipadly if chloride 

: 1. l'coj~ operation 

2 Project operatiun 

· 3. Project operation 

concentration thresholds are not exceeded,. 'j 4. Project Operation 
and continue monitoring groundwater 
quality. ! 

3 . .Redistnbute, reduce, or stop pumping if 
chloride con~ntration threshold::; arc 
exceeded,. and continue monitoring 
ground water quality. 

4. Submit North Westside Basin 
Groundwater Basin Management Plan to 
Planning Department 

San Francisco GroundWaler SuppJy ProJecl 



ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANOSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO, 2008.1122E) - MmGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Inipact 
No. l:ntpact Sunimaxy Mitigation Measure 

:HfilnoLO~~DWATERQUALiTY<oont.) . (.:'.·;.: ~ :· ;~: .. ;:. ?' .·'"· 

, · .. ~~9 I Th:;:~ pt(~ect woul~-1 Mitigation ~!e~~ M-HY-9: Lake--Level Management for ..:ke Merced.·T~:·Sf'PUC fthall implement a lnkc · 
possibly have a substantia~ · Ievcl management progrom Jn nccordm1L""e with th~ process dCRcribed below and shown in figure MMRP-2. The 

-..J 
C1'I 
co 

adverse effect on Wiltcr program requires SFPUC to implement the Ground water Supply Project in a sl~pwisc manner; t.'Onduct 
J quality that could affect the monitoring to detect changes: in lake level and water quality ns well as gruundwater-leve] elevations, nndshall 
·beneficial uses of ·1 rt.'Spond to project-related changes. Lake liavels may be ougmented by adding supplemental water {SFPUC 
Lake Merced. systl:!Ifl water. treated storm'\\."D.fer, or recycled water) .. if available. lli.c SFPUC may also alter ur redistribute 

pumping asnect..'Ssary to avoid adverse effects on Lake Merced in the event a supplemental water b"Ource i& not 
ovni1oble or is insufficient to resturc lake levels. lmplementation of this measure shall be coordinated with th~ 
SFPUC's ongoing T..nk.c Merced lake-leveJ,. lak~ water quality, and grolmdwater monitoring programs to 
document and mainl:nin !:he datnbClse of these paramiaters throughm.it project operations. 

P1·ior lo beginning full operation uf the Groundwater Supply l1roject, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a 
reduced rate nnd oonHnue lake-level and groundwater monitoring for the purpose of detecting: adverse effects on 
Lake Merced according lo the following procedure: . l 

• At initial startup, the wells shall be operated at a mall:imum !='Qmbined capilc:ity of 1 mgd. 

• The SFPL.:C shall continue 10 maintain Lake-Level Model so as to be able to cvnluate what lake lc.vcls would be 
without implementation uf the project bt1sed on the actual hydrologic conditions that occurs during project 
implementation. 1he Sll'PUC shall use the model to determine the amount nf lake-level decreases that are 
attributable to the project rather than to hydrulog:ic or other factors, and; 

- If lake levels are projec-.tcd 'o be within the range that would occur without the project, based on 
m.""lintenatlt:e of the Lake·Levcl Model, then no project impact is int.Heated and no corrective action shall be 
required. 

- If project-relared lake fo\"els are projecled to be below the range that wou]d occur without the project, the 
allowable dl!viation from naturally occurring lake levels is dep1mdent on what the naturally occurring lake 
levels would be without the project. Corrective action shall be implemented if the trigger levels identified in 
Table MMRP-1 are projected to be exceeded. 

• lf after one year of monitoring, lake levels arc above the trigger levels specified in Table MMRl'-1, the SFPUC 
may increase pumping by 1 mgd per year, up tun tutnl of 3 mgd during Phase 1, and up lo a total of 4 mgd 
after Phase 2. is implemented. 

• If project-related lake levels""' projected lo be below the range that would occur wiU1out the project, the 
a11owablc deviation from naturally occurring lake levels that would prevent b-ignificantwctlands and water 
quaHty impacts from occurring is dependent on what the naturally occurring lake Jevels wOuld be without the 
project. Corrective action shall be implementt...J if the trigg~>r levcls identified in the final column of Table 
MMRP~l and shown on Figure MMRP-3 aTe projcc:;tcd to be exceeded, compared to water levels that would 
occur without lhe project .. 

lf, after on~ y~ of monitoring. fokc levels drop below th~ trigger fovels specified in 'fable MMRP-1, and 
groundwater monitoring in cumbinoUon with the l.akt!--~vel Model results Jndkat.es that the d~ is due to 
project-related pumping, theSJ:iPUC shall augment l.akc.levels by adding suppl~mentaf water o(suiW.ble quality 
(~uch ;;is surplus potable water that is dechloraminalc..'CI at the T .ake Merced Pump Station, stormwater from 1he 
Vista Grande Canal,. rccydcd water, or storm water diverted frnm other development in the Lake Merced 
watershed) jf ~wailable, to maintain lake levels at the specified trigger lcvc1 ba!Sc.d on l..iJke-Levelmodeling. At th~ . 
end of the subsequent yeM of monitoring. th!! SFPUC may increase pumping by 1 m£'d (up to LI total of 3 mgd 

·- .. ··-- .. 

Monitoring and Reporting ~~gram 

hnplemen!ation and Reporting 
I 

Responsible Party 
~. .· ... · ~ ... 
'! 3~·· ! :.: •. 
~,._;,__.;; __ 

1. SFl'UC Wat•r Ent•rprise 

2. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

3. SFPUC Water Enterpdse 

4. SFPlJC Water Enterprise 

'. -

Revie,ving and 
Approval Party 

1. SFPUC Wal•r 
. Enterpris~ 

2. SFPUCWater 
Enterprise 

3. SFPUC Water 
Enterprise 

4. SB'PUC Water 
Enterprise, SFPUC 
BEMandERO 

Monitoring and 
Reporting Actions 

1. Degin groundwater pumping at a 
maximum combined capadty of 1 mgd, 
nnd monitor groundwater ond lake levels. 

2. lncrease pumping capacity if lake level 
tJ:jggers are not exceeded, and continue 
monltodng groundwaler and Jake levels. 

3. Redistribute, reduce, -0r stop pumping if 
chloride concentration Lake level triggers 
Dre exceeded, nnd continue monitorlns 
groundwater and lake levels. 

4. Submit North Westside Basin 
Croundwo.tcr Basin ~Innagcmcnt Pfon to 
Planning Department. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

"·· 
·1~;;. -------1 

1. Project operation 

2. Project operation 

3. Project opcr;:ition 

4. l'roject oper;,"ition 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANOSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MffiGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

··-· -·-----· ·-·· ··- . 

during Phase 1 and up to 4 mgd after Phase 2 is implemented) if water levels can be maintained at the above-­
specified trigger levels. The SFPUC shall continue lake-level and ground water monitoring. lake water-quality 
monitoring.. and maintenance of the Lake-Level Model, and if warranted based on monitoring data nndmodcl 
results, continue supplemental water a<ldition:;~ 

The rate of surplus wntcr additions shnll be controlled such that water surface elevation increases are no greater 
than 0.5 feet over a 2S..wcck period in ony single nesting season (con..~rvatively March 1 through August 15) and 
no greater than 3 feet in any ghmn year to avoid impacts to nesting birds and western pond turUc-. 

• 1f a supplemental water source is not available or is insufficient to maintain lake levels above the trigger levels 
specified in Table MMRP-1, Implement other corrective actions such as redistributing 

0

pwnping to reduce or 
eliminate groundwatcr withdrawals near Lake Merced or decreasing the overall pumping rale lo maintain 
lake levels at ur above the specified trigger Jevelc;. The SFPUC shall amtfnuc lakc-Jcvcland fil'OUUdwatcr-lcvcl 
monitoring. Lake Merced water quality monitoring, and maintenance of tht! Lake-level Model tn dt!tcrminc 
the effectiveness of the corrective measures .!>-uch that Jake l!!vels shall be maintained. at the above-specified 
bigger Jevels. 

· As shoWil in Figure MMR!'w2, the SFPUC shall continue to monitor lake levels and shall continue 
supplcmcntnl wntc.r additions or redistribution/reduction of groundwater pumping to maintain Lake :tvCerCEd 
water level• at the above-sped fled trigger levels. 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-9 aruld be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westside Basin Ground waler 
Management Plan. The Groundwater Management Plan would be submitted tu the Planning Dcparlmcnl prior to 

i il\c op~ration of the Snn Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review of coru.;stency with lhe mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Iinplementation and Reporting 

.'::~. i. ';'.~ 
·: .. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

... ~!Fii' 

1---+----------rcquircmcnts for thisproject. ____________________________ 1----------.---------+-------
~~fil-11: Prep;ue a So~ Water Protection Program and Update Drinking Water Source Assessment. 1. SF PUC Water .linterpdse j 1. SFPUC Water 1. Develop source water protection program HY·ll Project operation would 

poosibly cause a violation of 
water quality standards. 

Because the DWSAP reports for each prnpns'--d well facility identified potcntlol1y contaminating activities with a 
2 

SF En , 1 Enterprise in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
1. Construction, prior to 

project operation 
vulnerability score of 8 ur higher, the SF PUC shall develop and implement a source water protection program · PUC Wiltcr tcrpnsc i SFPUC W M-HY-11. 
including the following components to be implemented to prevent contamination of the well facility: 3. Sf PUC Water Enterprise 2 ater 

2. Project opera ti on 

• Integration with the Westside Bo.sin Groundwater Monitoring Program to identify changes in water quality 
that would warrmt further study and rt!:Sponse. 

• Continued cooperation with the. San Francisco Department of Public Health in that departmeut's 
implementation of the cxiRting well construction nnd well destruction permit program. The goal of protecting 
and preserving groundwater quality requires that all wells be properly constructed nnd maintained during 
their operational lives, and properly tle:.1royed after their us.!lul lives. 

• Continued cooperation with the San Francisco Department of Public Health in that department'!> management 
of cases in th~ North Wt!stside Basin where spiTls or leaks of chemicals (e.g., Jc.') king underground fuel tanks) 
could threateng~oundwater quality to ensure that the ret;:ponsiblc party adcqunfcly invc.'itigatcs and dean~ up 
nnr contamination that could threaten drinking water quality. 

• Continued cooperation with the SFPUC Wnst~uter Enterprise's Urban Watershed Management Program in 
the impl~entation of guidelines lo maintain appropriate buffers between low impact development 
stormwater facilities and drinking water well facilities. 

• Continued coordinaHoa with tile SanFrancis1..'0 Planning Department to ensure SFPUC rt!:view of and 
comment on CEQA planning documcnt!i for proposed projeclc; in the North Westside Groundwater Basin lo 

~--~-----------en_sur_e_tJ::~t.ground\,1ater ~:1_1~~011Jd not be degraded as a result of project Jmplcmcntntion. 
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Enterprise 

i 3. SFPUC W oter 
. Enterprise, SFPUC 

BEMandERO 

2. Implement source water protection 
program in accordanre with Mitigation 
Mc..,;ure M·HY-11. 

3. Submit North Westside Basin 
GJ'oundw.ater Basin Management Plan tu 
Planning Deportment. 

3. Project op~ration 

San Francisca Groundwaler Supply Pro1ect 



ATTACHMENTB (continued) 

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

'Impact 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure 

Htli'~()LOG~.~p WATER QUAtJ~'c.;,nt.) .:: :·:·:; ~~ ~_ J . .': ;'i;· 
',·:lf .::·t.. 

HY-11' 
(co.nll 

The sourC'.e Welter protection program shall ~pecify that in the event that potential contaminatiun is identified, the 
SFPUC shall incrcnsethe monitoring frequ~cy attlu: potentially offected well, investigate the potential ~ourcc of 
t."On1amination, cuordinnlc wilh the San Fr.andsco Oepartmt:'ntof Public Health or R1fVQCB to rf'.quire respt.insible 
parties to-addre.s idf:!ntified source..:; of contamination, ilnd shut down the affected well or provide addition.J.l 
treatment for the grollll.dwater if contamination of the drinking waler supply carmot otherwi.5e b~ avuidcd. 

ln addition, the SFPUC shall updntc the drinking water source asses!.ment for each wen facility every five years 
to review existing and planned land usCR OR well as lo id~ntify potentially co11tantlnating aclivilicn, as required 
by the California Departml:!nt of Public Health, and revise monitoring requirements, ii neoos.sary to address 
additional potentiaJly contaminating activities. 

The SFPUC shall enmurage public participation in the development of the sourre wat~rprntection progrrun and 
shall update the program every five ytiars along with the drinking water source assessments for each pnJjL'Ct well, : 
to pn.-vcnt contnmination that could cau~e an exceeda.nce of drinking water MCJ.s at the project wells. 

Mitigation Measure M-IIY-11 could be incorporated into the S.fPUC's North Westside Ilasin Groundwaler 
Mam1gement Plan. 'lhe Groundwater Management Plan would be submitted to the Planning Departmcn~ prior to 
the Dperation of the Snn Francisco Groundwater Supply Pn~ect for re\ricw of consistcnc:ywlth Lbe mitigation 
requireml!nts for this project. 

.!;i;AZ~·~D-S~A-1.!/J?.:~· .. "'._)_1,;j.-.:Z-A_R_D_O_U_S_MA_-~,,,,::·-~=·-·==-LS--·-.. , j l~!1 ;<·-.-.-}-.. -.=~ .-:;,-;~~-.: "!ii;. ~: 

HZ·2 

L. 

Project construction would 1M-HZ-.2a: Preconstruction Hazardous J\.fa.lerials Assessment. Within thr~ months prior to c:onslruction, the 
posmbly result in a SFPUC sl\nll retain a qualified environmCI'ltal profcssionnl ~o conduct a regulatory agts:tC)' databolSC n.-vicw to update 
significant ha:ard to the ,and identify hu7.ardous materials sitl:!S within J,4 mile of the project sites and to review appropriate standard 
public or the environment information sources to determine the potential for soil or groundwater contamination a.t I~ projed sites. Should this 
through rcilsom:ibly review indicaiea high likelihood of encountering contamination at lhe project sites, follow-up ~ampling shall be 
foreseeable upset and ·Conducted to characteri:le soil and groundwater quality prior to construction to provid6! nem.<:sary data for the site 
accident conditions 

1
health and safety plan (Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b) and ho7.nrdous materials management plan (Mitigntiun 

involving the release of Measure M-HZ-2c). Jf needed, site investigations or remedial activities shall be performed at lhe project site in 
hazardous materials present acoordance with applic.ab_le_la_w_s_. ___________ _ 

in soil .n.nd groundwater. M-HZ-2b:Health and s·afetyF'lan. TI1c construction contractor shall, prior to com;truction. prepare n site-specific 
health and safety plan in acoordance with federal OSHA regulations (29CFR1910.120) am! Cal-OSHA regulations 
lB CCR Title 8, Section 5192) to address wocker health and safuty issues during construction. 'lhe health and safety 
'plan shall identify the potentially present chemicals, health and safety hazards associated with those chemicals, all 
!1cquiredmeasures to protect c<mfitruction workers and theseneral public from exposure lo harmful levels 0£ any 
chemicals identified at the site (jncludingenginccring controls1 monitoring. and security mea'iurcs to prevent 
unauthorized entry to the work area), appropriate persunal prolcctivc equipment, and emergency response 
procedures. The hea!th and safety plan sho11 deslgnate qualified individuals n.>sponsible for implementing thti 
plan and for directing subsequent procedures in lhc event that unanticipated contamination is cricountcre<l. The 
plan shall include requirements for maruigt!mt.'nt of :mil on the east side of the North Lak~ Pump Station (nt".<lr 
!boring SB-4), from the ground surfacl! to a depth uf about 0.5 Icct. Lhat contains elevat~d levels of lead: shaJlow 
;soil in this area shall be excavated nnd temporarily stockpiled for additional testing to determine offsite <li::ip<.>sal 
requirements. Alternatively, affected soil sh.all be faolated beneath building foundations or pavement areas during 
construction, pending approval from the San F:ancisco Department of Public Heal~1. 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program 

lmplcme11tation and Reporting 

Responsible Party 
Reviewing and 
Approval Party 

,-··--
• Monitoring and 

Reporting Actions 
Impfcmc:nta.tion 

Schedule 

!° m.•· f, i~f~-~ -·: ;::y.~ .. r •• ~ :: ~ ~?ii~ 'L __ ._1.f -~ ;~ ~ ~;~ ... ~~.; ]j~'3t~~.:":: 

. .,, 
:~ : 

L SFPUC CMB/BEM 
(environmental 
professional) 

1. SFPUCEMB 

2. SFPLlCCMB/BEM 

3. SFPUC CMB/ 

:1;· 
.,1, 

SFPUCBEM 

. 1. SFPUC BEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUCBEM 

.::. {!;' " ~ 1":. 

1. Update environmental database with.in 3 l 1. Prcconstruclion 
months of start of construction and perfonn 
follow-up analysis as required in this 
measure. Document findings in a report or 
technicalmemo to SFPUC. 

·•· ·-· ------ . ·---.-----------i 
1. Ensure that contract doruments indude the 14 Dcsig11 

requirement for preparing a health and 2. Construction 
safety plan. 

2. Eru.1ll"C that contractor{s) prepares and 
submits a health and safety plan and v.nfy 
that it includes :infocma.tion cited in rontract 
documents. 

3. Monitor to ensure that the rontractor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
documents and health and safutyplan. 
Report noncompliance, and ~t.lit! 
corrective action. 

3. Con~truction 

San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 



ATIACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANOSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY P_\lOJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E) -MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

r -----····· 

t--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-M~o_n_ito_n_',ng~a_nd_~eportingPro~~~~~~~~~-.,.~~~~~~~~~ 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact 
No. Impact Summary 

4i*.\~~s ~o-~~i~~~ij!\\i.~f.~!4~~-(~~i:> ·:!; 

HZ-2 
(cont.) 

f\.f-HZ-21.'.!: Hazardous Materials Management Plan. The contractor shal], prior to construction, prepare a 11. BF PUC EMB 
hazardous materials management plan that ::;pecifies the method for handling and disposal of contaminated soil 2 SFPUC CMB/B f. 
and building debris, shtluld any be encountered during ccmlitructicm. Contract specific.ations Rhall mandate full . • El\i 
compliance with all applicable locaL State, and federal regulations related to identifying, transporting, and 3. SJiPUC CMJJ/ 
disposing of hazardous materials, including those encountered in excavated soil,. and demolibon debris.. 1be 
oontTactor shall provide the SFPUC with copJes of hazardous waste manifests documenting that disposal of all 

i hazardous materials llas been pcrfol"mc:;:d in accordance with the law. 

~ 
Engh1ccrlng = Dcpa.ctmcnt of Public Worb (CCSFJ 

=Bureau of Environmental Management (SFPUC) 
San Frnncifica Planning Dcpnrlmimtr Envinmmenlal Planning Division (CCSF) 

G>UC=Sanfrancisro Public Utilities Commission (CCSF} 
fi8J>""' Environmentnl revit!'W officer (CCSF-EF} 

CCSF •City and County of San Francisco 
E.MB - Engineering .f\.iannf;l!:ment Bureau (SFPUQ 
CMB - Construction Management DurcilU (SFPUC) 
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l. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

3. SFPUC BllM 

L Ensure that contract documcnli; include 
requirements for preparing a hazardous 
materials management plan. 

2. Ensure that contractor(s) prepares and 
submits a ha7.ardous materials 
management plan and verify that it 
complies with requirl:!mt?nts cited in 
contract documents. 

a. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements measures in the rontract 
documents and hazardous materials 
management plnn. Report noncompliance, 
and ensure rorrective action. 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

3. Construction 

San Francisco Groundwater Supply PrO}ect 



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

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
' 

CP-2a The proposed project would M~CP~2a: Accidental Discovery of Atcheological Resources. The following me~s shall be implemented 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure iliat the contract documents 1. Design 
potentially cause a should construction activities result in the accidental discovery of a cultural resource: 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
include measures related to archeological 

2. Preconstruction and 
substantial adverse change 

Construction activities will immediately be suspended within 50 feet of the find if there is any indication of a 
discoveries. 

Construction 
in the significance of an 

potential archeological resouic~. 
3. SFPUC CMB/BEM 3. SFPUCBEM 

2. Ensure that all project personnel receive 
ardteological resource (Archeologist) 

4. SFPUC BEM and H Alert'' sheet. Maintain file of affidavits for 3. Construction 
pursuant to Section 15064.5 To avoid the potential for adverse effects on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources, 4. SFPUC CMB/BEM ERO submittal to ERO. Monitor to ensure that 4. Construction as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.S(a), the SFPUC shall distribute the Planning Department's 

(Archeologist) the contractor implements measures in the 
archeological resource" ALERT" sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor firms contract documents, report noncompliance, 
(including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc.); and/or to utilities firms involved in and ensure corrective action. 
soil-disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to undertaking any soil-disturbing activities, each 
contractor shall be responsible for ensuring that the ALERT sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including 3. Ensure that all potential discoveries are 
machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory persoIUlel, etc. The SFl'UC shall provide the reported as required and that the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, contractor suspends work in the vicinity. 
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) con.firming that all field personnel have received copies of the ALERT Mobilize an archeologist to the area if the 
sheet. ERO determines that an archeological 

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

t'-' retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained 4. In the event of a potential discovery, 

f..J by the Planning Deparbnent archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the evaluate the potential discovery and 

Dl discovery is an archeological resource that retains sufficient integrity and is of potential advise ERO as to the significance of the 

µ., scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an arclteological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall discovery. Proceed with 
identify and evaluate the archeological resource and make a recommelldation as to what action, if any, is recommendations, evaluations, and 
warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require.specific additional measures to be implemented by implementation of additional measures in 
theSFPUC. consultation with ERO. Prepare and 

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

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

If an archeological resource Is discovered, the archeological consultant shall submit an Archeological Data 
Recovery Report (ADRR) to the ERO which, in addition to the usual ADRR contents, will evaluate the 
historical significance of any discovered archeological resource, as well as describe the archeological and 
historical research m~thods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken, 
and present, analyze, and interpret the recovered data. Ip.formation that may put at risk any archeological 
resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the ADRR shall be distributed as follows: the relevant California Historical 
Resources Information System Information Center shall receive one copy, and the ERO shall receive a copy of the 
transmittal letter of the ADRR to the Information Center. The San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental 
Planning section shall receive three copies of the ADRR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms 
(DPR523 series) and/or documentation fornomination to tlle National Register /California Register. The SFPUC 
shall receive copies of the ADRR in the number requested. In instances of high public interest in or high 
interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution 
than that presented above. 
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AITACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

CULTURAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

CP-2b Construction of the M-CP-2b: Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within l:he project site, 1. SFPUCBEM 1. SFPUCBEM/ERO 1. Prepare and implement an Archeological 1. Preconstruclion/ 
proposed Lake Merced well the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed (Archeologist) 

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

facility would potentially project on buried historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified 
2. SFPUCBEM 

SFPUC/ERO. Prepare written report of 
2. Preconstruction/ cause a substantial adverse archeological consultant, based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The 

(Archeologist) 
3. SFPUC BEM/ERO findings. 

Construction change in fue significance of archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the 
4. SFPUC BEM/ERO 2. If significant archeologkal resources are an archeological resource consultant shall be available to co~duct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required 3. SFPUCBEM 

present, prepare Archeological Data 
3. Construction 

pursuant to Section 15064.5. pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this (Archeologist) 5. SFPUC BEM/ERO Recovery Plan and implement data 4. Construction measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the 
4. SFPUC CMB/BEM recovery investigation and/or other consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall 

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

descendant commtmities. data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum (Archeologist) 
of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks 3. As determined by Archeological 
only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a consultant in consultation with 
significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). SFPUC/ERO, prepare and implement an 

Co11sultatio11 with Desce11da1tt Communities. On discovery of an archeological site associated with descendant Archeological Monitoring Program. 

N Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, an appropriate representative of the descendant gi:oup and the ERO Document activities in monitoring logs. 

........ shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the opporh.mity to monitor 4. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
0) archeological field investigations of the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological implements applicable measures in 
.i::. treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the contract documents. Report 

associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the noncompliance, and ensure corrective 
representative of the descendant group. action. 

Arclieological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shaII prepare and submit to the ERO for review and 5. Prepare Final Archeological Resources 
approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance Report (FARR) to document historical 
with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify Ute prop~rty types of the expected archeological resource(s) Utat significance of any discovered 
potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations arche?logical resource. 
recommended fur testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determineto the extent 
possible the presence or abSence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whefuer any 
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA 

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

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

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the archeological resource is 
of greater interpretive *an research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 
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A 'IT ACHMENT B (continued) 

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

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

CULTURAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

CP-2b Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant detemtines that 
(cont.) an archeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program shall 

minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP 
reasonably prior to any project-related soils-disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be ardteologically monitored. In most cases, 
any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, 
foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeologkal 
monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and to their depositional 
context; 

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

' • TI1e archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by the 
ard1eological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with project an:he9logical consultant, 

I~ detennined that project construction activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual en material as warranted for analysis; en 
• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soilswdisturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall 

cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated If in the case of pile driving 
activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the aJ:cheological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity 
may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until ~ appropriate 
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall 
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make 
a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, 
and present the findings of this assessment to the· ERO. 

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods amt Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and operations. 
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ATIACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

CULTURAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

CP-2b • Catalog11ing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 
(cont.) • Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and deaccession 

policies. 

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

• Security Measures. Recommended serurity measures to protect the archeological resource from vandalism, 
looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

• Cul'afion. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered data having 
potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession 
policies of the curation facilities. 

FinalArcheological Resonrces Report. The arclleological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological 

N> 
Resources Report (FARR) to U1e ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 

....... resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 

lcn 
testing/moUitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Infonnation that may put at risk any archeological 

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

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

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

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
measures related to discovery of human 

2. Construction remains, including those 
The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil- (Archeologist) 

remains. 
interred outside of formal 3. SFPUC BEM and 3. Construction 
cemeteries. disturbing activities shall comply with applicable state laws. This shall include immediate notification of the 

3. SFPUC CMB/BEM) ERO 
2. If potential human remains <)re 

coroner of the county within which the project is located and, in the event of the coroner's determination that the encountered, mobilize an archeologist to 
human remains are Native American, notification of the California Native American Heritage Commission, confirm existence of human remains. If 
which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). The archeological consultant human remains are confirmed, perform 
SFPUC, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment, with appropriate required coordination and notifications. 
dignity, of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelllles 

3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor Section 15064.5[ d]). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
implements measures in contract recordation, analysis, rustodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or 
documents including insuring that all unassociated funerary objects. The PRC allows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the MLD and the 
potential human remains are reported as other parties do not agree on the reburial method, the SFPUC shall follow Section 5097.98(b) of the PRC, which 

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

associated with Native American burials wiU1 appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to work in the vicinity. Report noncompliance 

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

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

NOISE 

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

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

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

4. SFPUC CMB/BEM 4. SFPUCBEM 2. Ensure that the noise control plan is Construction 
local general plan or noise • D11ytinre: Construction noise levels shall not exceed the San Francisco Noise Ordinance daytime threshold of prepared in accordance with the contract 4. Construction ordinance or result in a 
substantial temporary or 

BO dBA at 100 feet (or 86 dBA at 50 feet) at all locations between 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. at all residential receptors documents. 

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

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

• Implement best available noise control teduiiques such as mufflers, intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, 
develop a reporting program for tracking 
complaints received and for documenting 

acoustipllly attenuating shields or shrouds. their resolution. 
• Limit continuous operation of heavy equipment near sensitive receptors. 

4. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
• Locate stationary noise sources (e.g., generators, fans, pumps) as far from sensitive receptors as possible and~ implements noise control requirements, 

I~ use noise controls (e.g., enclosures, barriers) as necessary. report noncompliance, and ensure 
• The name and phone number of a SFPUC designated project liaison shall be posted at project facility corrective action within timelines specified 

<In construction sites so that the public can contact the liaison if noise disturbance occurs. This liaison shall in contract. 
l..J immediately take steps to resolve any complaints received, including modifying construction practices as 

necessacy to address the noise complaint. · 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

UT-3 Project constmction would M-UT-3a: P.reconsb:uction Utility Identification and Coordination. Prior to construction activities, the SFPUC or l.SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final construction plans and 1. Design 
potentially result in a its contractor(s) shall detennine the locations of overhead and underground utility lines, such as natural gas, 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 
specifications during the design phase 

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

The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall notify all affected utility service providers in advance of the project 2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
construction plans and schedule. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall make arrangements with these entities implements measures in the contract 
regarding the protection, relocation, or temporary disconnection of services prior to the start of construction, and documents. Report noncompliance, and 
prompt reconnection of services, as required. ensure corrective action. 

M~UT~3b: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction. Specifications shall be prepared as part of the 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
design plcµ1S. These specifications shall include procedures for the excavation, support, and fill of areas around 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 
app1icable measures for protection of 

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

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

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

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (cont.) 

ur-3 M-Uf-3c: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground Utilities. While any excavation 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final construction pians and 1. Design 
(cont.) is open, the SFPUC or its contractors shall protect, support, or remove underground utilities as necessary to 1. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB specifications during the design phase 2. Construction 

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

with advance schedule notification. 

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

M¥UT #3d; Notify San Francisco Fire Deparhnent. If construction activities result in damage to high-priority utility 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
lines the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall immediately notify the San Francisco Fire Deparhnent to protect worker 

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB applicable measures, including 2. Construction and public safety. requirement for contractor(s) to provide 

N SFPUC with advance schedule notification. 

-.I 2. Monitor to ensure that conlractor(s) 
O'> implements measures in contract 

co documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 

M-Uf-3e: Emergency Response Plan and Notification. The SFPUC or its conlractor(s) shall develop an emergency I. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract doruments include 1. Design 
response plan prior to commencing construction activities. The emergency response plan shall identify measures to 2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB applicable measu.res including requirement 

2. Prior to commencing be taken in response to a leak or explosion resulting from a utility rupture. In addition, the SFPUC or its to prepare emergency response plan {ERP). any excavation contractor(s) shall notify the appropriate emergency response deparbnent whenever damage to any utility results in 3. SFPUCCMB 3. SFPUCCMB 
2. Ensure fuat contractor prepares the ERP. activities. a threat to public safety. 
3. Monitor to ensure that conlractor(s) 3. Construction 

implements measures in contract 
documents and emergency response plan, 
and notifies local fire department in the 
event of damage to a gas utility line that 
results in a leak or suspected leak or 
damage to another utility line that could 
result in a threat to public safety. Report 
noncompliance, and ensure corrective 
action. 

M-Uf-3£: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall promptly notify utility 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Coordinate final construction plans and 1. Design 
providers to reconnect any disconnected utility lines as soon as it is safe to do so. 

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

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor 
implements measures in the contract 
doa.rments. Report noncompllimce, and 
ensure corrective action. 
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ATIACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY l'ROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (conl) 

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

2. SFPUCCMB 2. SFPUCCMB 
specifications during the design phase 

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

2. Monitor to ensure that contractor(s) 
implemenls measures in the contract 
doruments. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure conective action. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

BI-1 Construction of the M-BJ-la: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle. 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
proposed project would During construction at the Lake Merced, Norfu Lake, and Central Pump Station well facility sites, the SFPUC 

2. SFPUC CMB{BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
applicable avoidance and minimization 

2. Preconstruction and 

I~ 
potentially adversely affect shall ensure a biological monitor is present during installation of exclusion fencing and initial vegetation clearing 

(Biologist) 
measures for California red-legged frog, 

Construction species identified as a and/or grading, and shall implement the following measures: 3. SFPUCBEM western pond turtles, and incidental, 
~ candidate, sensitive, or 

• Within one week before work at these sites begins (including demolition and vegetation removal), a qualified 3 SFPUC CMB/BEM 
4. SFPUCBEM 

common wildlife, including requirement 3. Preconstruction and 
411> spedal-stah.ls species in (Biologist) for exclusion fencings. Constmction 
clo local or regional plans, biologist shall supervise the installation of exclusion fencing along the boundaries of the work area, as deemed 

necessary by the biologist, to prevent California red-legged frogs, western pond turtles, and incidental, 4. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. Develop worker training program and 4. Construction policies, or regulations, or 
common wildlife from entering the work area. The construction contractor shall install suitable fencing with a ensure that all construction personnel by Ute CDFW or USFWS. 
minimum height of 3 feet above ground surface with an additional 4-6 inches of fence material buried such partidpate in the environmental training 
that species cannot crawl t.tnder the fence. prior to beginning work at the job site(s). 

• A qualified biologist shall conduct environmental awareness training for all construction workers prior to Require workers to sign the training 
program sign-in sheet. Maintain file of constntction workers beginning their work efforts on the project. The training shall include information on 
training sign-in sheets: species ~dentification, avoidance measures to be implemented by the project, and the regulatory requirements 

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

• A qualified biologist shall survey the excluded area within 48 hours before the onset qf ffiitial surveys, species relocation {if appropriate 
and approved by CDFW and/or USFWS), ground-disturbing activities and shall be present during initial vegetation clearing and ground-disturbing 
and monitoring, including weekly fence 

activities. The biological monitor shall monitor the exclusion fencing weekly to confirm proper maintenance 
inspection. Document activities .in and inspect for frogs and turtles. If frogs or turtles are found, the SFPUC shall halt construction and contact the 
monitoring logs. USFWS and/or CDFW foC instructions on how to proceed. Construction shall resume after approval from the 

USFWS and/or CDFW. 4. li!Ionitor to ensure that contractor(s) 

• During project activities, excavations deeper than 6 inches shall be covered overnight cir an escape ramp of 
implements measures in contract 
doruments. Report noncompliance, and earth or a wooden plank at a 3:1 rise shall be installed; openings such as pipes where California red legged 
ensure corrective action. frogs or western pond turtles might seek refuge shall be covered when not in use; and all trash that may attract 

predators or hide California red-legged frogs or western pond turtles shall be properly contained on a daily 
basis, removed from the worksite, and disposed of regularly. Following constntction, the constntction 
contractor shall remove all trash and construction debris from work areas. 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

M-BI-lb: Avoidance and Minimization Measmes for Special-Status Bats. A qualified wildlife biologist shall 1. SFPUCEMB I. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design 
conduct preconshuction special-status bat surveys when large trees are to be removed, or when occasionally used or 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
applicable avoidance and minimization 

2. Preconstruction and 
vacant buildings are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are found, the wildlife biologist shall take actions 

(Qualified Biologist) 
measures. 

Constn1ction 
to make such roosts nnsuitable habitat prior to rree removal or building demolition. Ano-disturbance buffer of 100 3. SFPUCBEM 2. Obtain and review resume or other 
feet shall be created around active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes. Bat .roosts initiated 3. SFPUC CMB/BEM documentation of consulting biologist's 3. Construction 
during construction are presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary. qualifications. Conduct pre-constructioil. 

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

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

I ensure corrective action. 

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

t-.J potential butterfly overwintering sites shall ocrur outside of the overwintering season (October to March), to the 
2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 

applicable avoidance and minimization 
2. Preconstruction and 

f..J greatest extent feasible, to avoid potential impacts on monarch butterfly at the Golden Gate Park sites. However, 
(Qualified Biologist) 

measures. 
Constn1ction 

f..J when it is not feasible to avoid the overwintering season and construction activities take place during this time, the 3. SFPUCBEM 2. Obtain and review resume or other 

0 following measures shall apply: 3. SFPUC CMB/BEM documentation of consulting biologist's 3. Constmction 

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

construction areas. survey. If overwintering site is located, 

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

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

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

measures): implements measures in contract 

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

site, activities may proceed without restriction. 
ensure corrective action. 

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

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

BI-3 Constrnction of the M-BI-3: Plant Replacement Trees. The SFPUC shall replace the trees removed within SF!U'D-managed lands with 1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract doannents include 1. Design 
proposed project would trees of equivalent ecological value (i.e., similar species) at a 1:1 ratio. H planting trees of equivalent ecological value 

2. SFPUC CMB/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
tree replacement measures. 

2. Constn1ction conflict with applicable at a 1:1 ratio is not feasible or such trees are not available~ removed trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 1 inch for 2. Ensure that the contractor implements tree 
local policies or ordinances every 1 inch of the removed tree's diameter at breast height Uthe project site does not have adequate room for 3. SFP.UC CMB/BEM 3.SFPUCBEM replacement measures in accordance with 3. Post-Construction 
protecting biological replanting trees, the SFPUC shall coordinate with SF!U'D to identify acceptable replanting locations in the vicinity of (Qualified Biologist or SFRPD coordination. Monitoring (at least 
resources, such as a tree the project site. The SFPUC shall monitor tree replacement plantings annually for a minimum of three years after Arborist) three years, depending 
preservation policy or completion of construction to ensure the plantings have become established and, if necessary, shall replant to ensure 3. Monitor to ensure that contractor on success) 
ordinance. the success of the replacement plantings. implements measures in contract 

documents. Report noncompliance, and 
ensure corrective action. 
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ATIACHMENTB (continued) 
SAN FRAN OSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

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

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

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

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

otherwise substantially discharging water through filtration media, such as filter bags or a similar filtration device, or allowing the 
degrade water quality. filtered water to infiltrate into the soil. If infiltration is used, application of the groundwater shall be conducted at 3. 1\.fonitor to ensure that the contractor 

a rate and location U1at does not allow runoff into Lake Merced or drainage conveyances such as storm drains implements measures in Dewatering Plan, 
and does not cause flooding or runoff to adjacent properties. The discharge of groundwater shall also be report noncompliance, and ensure 
conducted at a rate that does not allow ponding, unless the ponding is a result of implementing BMPs to reduce corrective action within timelines specified 
the velocity of the flow and occurs within constructed containment, such as an excavation or berm with no outlet. in contract. 
The discharge must also be applied at a sufficient distance from building foundations or other areas that could be 
damaged from ground settling or swelling. No chemicals shall be added to the discharged groundwater. 
Alternatively, rather than discharging groundwater, filtered groundwater could be used to spray disturbed areas 
and the soil stockpile to reduce fugitive dust emissions, if there is suffitj.ent water and it is determined feasible by 
the construction contractor. 

HY-B Project operations would M-HY-Ba: Expand Coastal Monitoring Network. A minimum of one year prior to operating the South Windmill 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUC Water 1. Locate and rehabilitate existing 1. Design and 
~ possibly result in seawater Replacement well, North Lake well, or Central Pump Station well facilities in Golden Gate Park, the SFPUC shall 

2. SFPUC Water Enterprise 
Enterprise monitoring wells. Ensure that new wells construction 

...... intrusion due to decreased rehabilitate existing groundwater wells in the western portion of the park or install new groundwater monitoring are installed if existing wells cannot be 

...... groundwater levels in the wells between the Pacific Coast and the South Windmill Replacement well and North Lake well facilities. The 2. SFPUC Water 
found or rehabilitated. 

2. Construction, 

...... Westside Groundwater SFPUC expects that existing wells NL-1 and SF-1, whid1 are screened similarly to the North Lake irrigation well, 
Enterprise minimum of 1 year 

Basin. can be rehabilitated, and wells SWM-3 and NWM-3 may also be able to be rehabilitated, if found. If the. wells 
2. Monitor groundwater quality. prior to operation of 

cannot be rehabilitated, the SFPUC shall coordinate with the SFRPD and install new wells in the same Golden Gate Park 

approximate location in areas of Golden Gate Park that are not highly used by the public and are currently well(s). 

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

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

M-HY-Sb: Continuous Growtdwater Monitoring in the Primary Production Aquifer. The SFPUC shall install 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUC Water 1. Install transducers and conduct 1. Project operation 
pressure transducers in coastal monitoring wells Kirkham MW-255, Kirkham MW-385, Ortega MW-265, Ortega Enterprise continuous groundwater-level monitoring. 
MW-400, Tarava!MW-240, Taraval MW-400, and San Francisco Zoo MW-450, which are completed in lhe Primary 
Production Aquifer, and shall conduct continuous groundwater-level monitoring in these monitoring wells. TI1ese 

" groundwater levels shall be monitored as part of the ongoing monitoring program for the detection of seawater 
intrusion. 
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 

SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.ll22E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (cont) 

HY-8 Mitigation Measure M-HY-Sc: Adaptive Management Program for Seawater Intrusion. The SFPUC shall 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUCWater I. Begin groundwater pumping at a 1. Project operation 
(cont.) implement the GroundWater Supply Project in a stepwise manner, conduc;± monitoring to detect seawater intrusion, 

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

2. Project operation 
and alter pumping to prevent seawater intrusion from advancing to the coastal monitoring network in accordance 

2. SFPUC Water 
and monitor groundwater quality. 

with the process described below and shown in Figure MMRP-1. 3. SFPUC Water Entexprise 
Enterprise 2. Increase pumping capacity if chloride 

3. Project operation 

Prior to beginning full operation of the proposed project, the SFPUC shall begin pumping at a reduced rate and 4. SFPUC Water Enterprise 3. SFPUC Water 
concentration thresholds are not exceeded, 4. Project Operation 

continue monitoring the expanded coastal monitoring network (including the new wells added under 1iitigation 
Enterprise, SFPUC 

and continue monitoring groundwater 
Measure M-HY-Ba) for evidence of seawater intrusion according to the following procedure: 

BE!vlandERO 
quality. 

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

3. Redistribute, reduce, or stop pumping if 

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

new wells added under Mitigation Measure M-HY-8a) in accordance with the ongoing monitoring program as BE!vland ERO groundwater quality. 
revised by Mitigation Measure M-HY-8b. 

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

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

the coastal monitoring network equals or exceeds 142 mg/L. If this limit is not met, semiannual groundwater 
Planning Department. 

N> quality monitoring of the coastal network shall continue . 
........ • · Jn the event that the chloride concentration in any of the coastal monitoring wells equals or exceeds 142 mg/L, ........ the SFPUC shall increase the coastal groundwater quality monitoring frequency to quarterly. 
N> 

• If there is an upward trend in chloride levels after three quarterly monitoring periods such that projected 
chloride levels could reach the secondary MCL of 250 mg/Lin three years (based on a trend analysis using the 
most recent three qu'll-rters of groundwater sampling), the SFPUC shall either temporarily redistribute 
pumping to decrease pumping rates closest to the affected monitoring well, or decrease the overall pumping 
rate. 

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

• Pumping may continue at the adjusted production rate and pattern as long as none the coastal monitoring 
wells exhibit dtloride concentrations that are projected to reach 250 m&fL within three years (based on a trend 
analysis using the most recent three quarters of groundwater sampling). 

• The total annual pumping rate may be increased by 1 mgd (up to a maximum of 3 mgd during Phase 1 of the 
project and 4 mgd during Phase 2) after 21 months of quarterly monitoring indicate that none of the dtloride 
concentrations at the coastal monitoring locations are projected t~ read1 250 mg/L within the next three years. 

• If the chloride concentration readies 250 mg/Lat.any of the coastal monitoring points1 the SFPUC shall stop 
pumping at the nearest project well, and stop all groWtdwater pumping if necessary to prevent seawater 
intrusion from progressing further. Pumping shall not be resumed until chloride concentrations at the affected 
well have been below 142 mg/L for one year based on quarterly monitoring. 

• The monitoring frequency may be reduced to semiannual once the d1loride concentration in an affected well 
decreases to 142 mg/Lor lower for one year based on quarterly monitoring. 

Mitigation Measures M-HY-Ba through M~HY-Bc could be incorporated into the SFPUC's North Westside Basin 
Groundwater Management Plan. The Groundwater Management Plan would be submitted to the Planning 
Department prior to the operation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project for review of consistency 
with the mitigation requirements for this project. 
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SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation 

No. Impact Summary l'vlitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY !cont) 

HY-9 The proposed project would Mitigation Measuxe M-HY-9: Lake-Level Management for Lake Merced. Th~ SFPUC shall implement a lake 1. SFPUC Water Enterprise 1. SFPUCWater 1. Begin groundwater pumping at a 1. Project operation 
possibly have a substantial, level management program in accordance with the process described below and shown in Figure M1.1RP-2. The 

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

2. Project operation 
adverse effect on water program requires SFPUC to implement the Groundwater Supply Project in a stepwise marmer; conduct and monitor groundwater and lake levels. 
quality that could affect the monitoring to detect changes in lake level and water quality as well as groundwater-level elevations, and shall 3. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

2. SFPUC Water 
3. Projei;t operation 

beneficial uses of respond to project-related changes. Lake levels may be augmented by adding supplemental water (SFPUC 
Enterprise 2. Increase pumping capacity if lake level 

Lake Merced. system water, treated stormwater, or recycled water), if available. The SFPUC may also alter or redistribute 4. SFPUC Water Enterprise 3. SFPUC Water 
triggers are not exceeded, and continue 4. Project operation 

pumping as necessary to avoid adverse effects on Lake Merced in the event a supplemental water source is not Enterprise 
monitoring groundwater and lake levels. 

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

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

Enterprise, SFPUC chloride concentration lake level triggers 
document and maintain the database of these parameters throughout project operations. 

BEMand ERO 
are exceeded,. and continue monitoring 

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

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

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

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

·~ 
without implementation of the project based on the achtal hydrologic conditioIJ.S that occurs during project 
implementation. The SFPUC shall use the model to determine.the amount of lake-level decreases fuat are 

....J attributable to the project rather than to hydrologic or other factors, and: 

c:..:> - If lake levels are projected to be within the range that would ocrur without the project, based on 
maintenance of the Lake-Level Model, then no project impact is indicated and no corrective action shall be 
required. 

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

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

• If project-related lake levels are projected to be below the range that would occur without the project, the 
allowable deviation .from naturally oca1rring lake levels that would prevent significant wetlands and water 
quality impacts from occurring is dependent on what the naturally occurring lake levels would be without the 
project. Corrective action shall be implemented if the trigger levels identified in the final column of Table 
MMRP-1 and shown on Figure MMRP-3 are projected to be exceeded, compared to water levels that would 
occur without the project. 

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

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Impact Reviewll°ig and Monitoring and Implementation 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (conl) 

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

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

The rate of surplus water additions shall be controlled such that water surface elevation increases are no greater 
than 05 feet over a 2.5-week period in any single nesting season (conseryali.vely March 1 through August 15) and 
no greater than 3 feet in any given year to avoid impacts to nesting birds and western pond turtle. 

• If a supplemental water source is not available or is insufficient to maintain lake levels above the trigger levels 
specified in Table MMRP-1, implement other corrective actions such as redistributing pumping to reduce or 
eliminate groundwater withdrawals near Lake Merced or decreasing the overall pumping rate to maintain 
lake levels at or above the specified trigger levels. The SFPUC shall continue lake-level and groundwatel'-levei 
monitoring, Lake Merced water quality monitoring, and maintenance of the Lake-Level Model to determine 
the effectiveness of the corrective measures such that lake levels shall be maintained at the above-specified 
trigger levels. 

~ As shown in Figure Mlv!RP-2, the SFPUC shall continue to monitor lake levels and shall continue 
supplemental water additions or redistribution/reduction of groundwater pumping to maintain Lake Merced 

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

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

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

2 SFPUC Water Enterprise 
Enterprise in accordance with Mitigation Measure project operati<:>n 

water quality standards. vulnerability score of 8 or higher, the SFPUC shall develop and implement a source water protection program M-HY-11. 
including the following components to be implemented to prevent contamination of the well facility: 3. SFPUC Water Enterprise 

2. SFPUC Water 2. Project operation 
Enterprise 2 Implement source water protection 

• Integration with the Westside Basin Groundwater Monitoring Program to identify changes in water quality program in accordance with Mitigation 
3. 'Project operation 

that would warrant further study and response. 3. SFPUC Water Measure M-HY-11. 
Enterprise, SFPUC 

• Continued cooperation with the San Francisco Department of Public Health in U1at deparbnent's BEMandERO 3. Submit North Westside Basin 
implementation of the existing well construction and well destruction permit program. The goal of protecting Groundwater Basin Management Plan to 
and preserving groundwater quality requires that all wells be properly constructed and maintained during Planning Department. 
their operational lives, and properly destroyed after their useful lives. 

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

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

• Continued coordination with the San Francisco Planning Department to ensure SFPUC review of and 
comment on CEQA planning documents for proposed projects in the North Westside Groundwater Basin to 
ensure that groundwater quality would not be degraded as a result of project implementation. 
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ATIACHMENT B (continued) 
SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122E)-MffiGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

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

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (cont.) 

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

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

hi addition, the SFPUC shall update the drinking water source assessment for each well facility every five years 
to review existing and planned land uses as well as to identify potentially contaminating activities, as required 
by the California Department of Public Health, and revise monitoring requirements, if necessary to address 
additional potentially contaminating activities. 

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

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

'..:> requirements for this project. 

~ARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

:ifiz-2 Project construction would M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment. Within three months prior to construction, the 1. SFPUC CMB/BE!vl 1. SFPUC BE!vl 1. Update environmental database within 3 1. Preconstrui:tion 
possibly result in a SFPUC shall retain a qualified environmental professional to conduct a regulatoxy agency database review to update {environmental months of start of construction and perform 
significant hazard to the and identify hazardous materials sites within y, mile of the proje~t sites and to review appropriate standard professional) follow-up analysis as required in this 
public or the environment information sources to determine the potential for soil or groundwater contamination at the project sites. Should this measure. Document findings in a report or 
through reasonably review indicate a high likelihood of encountering contamination at the project sites, follow-up sampling shall be technical memo to SFPUC. 
foreseeable upset and conducted to characterize soil and groundwater quality prior to construction to provide necessaxy data for the site 
accident conditions health and safety plan (lvlitigation Measure M-HZ-2b) and hazardous materials management plan (Mitigation 
involving the release of Measure M-HZ-2c). If needed, site investigations or remedial activities shall be performed at the project site in 
hazardous materials present accordance with applicable laws. 
in soil and groundwater. 

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

2. SFPUC Clv!B/BEM 2. SFPUCBEM 
requirement for preparing a health and 

2. Construction (8 CCR Title 8, Section 5192) to address worker health and safety issues during construction. The health and safety safety plan. 
plan shall Identify the potentially present chemicals, health and safety hazards associated with those chemicals, all 3. SFPUC CMB/ 3. SFPUC BE!vl 

2. Ensure that contractor(s) prepares and 3. Construction 
required measures to protect construction Workers and the general public from exposure to harmful ievels of any 
chemicals identified at the site (including engineering controls, monitoring, and security measures to prevent submits a health and safety plan and verify 

unauthorized entry to the work area), appropriate personal protective equipment, and emergency response that it includes information cited in contract 

proi:edures. The health and safety plan shall designate qualified individuals responsible for implementing the documents. 

plan and for directing subsequent procedures in the event that unanticipated contamination is encountered. The 3. Monitor to ensure that the contractor(s) 
plan shall include requirements for management of soil on the east side of the North Lake Pump Station (near implements measures in the contract 
boring SB-4), from the ground surface to a depth of about 0.5 feet, that contains elevated levels of lead: shallow documents and health and safety plan. 
soil in this area shall be excavated and temporarily stockpiled for additional testing to determine offsite disposal Report noncompliance, and ensure 
requirements. Alternatively, affected soil shall be isolated beneath building foundations or pavement areas during corrective action. 
construction, pending approval from the San Francisco Department of Public Health. 
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A TIACHMENT B (continued) 

SAN FRAN OSCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT (CASE NO. 2008.1122EJ-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact 
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (cont.) 

HZ-2 M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan. The contractor shall, prior to construction, prepare a 
(cont) hazardous materials management plan that specifies the method for handling and disposal of contaminated soil 

and building debris, should any be encountered during construction. Contract specifications shall mandate full 
compliance with all applicable local, State, and federal regulations related to identifying, transporting, and 
disposing of hazardous materials, including those encountered in excavated soil, and demolition debris. The 
contractor shall provide the SFPUC with copies of hazardous waste manifests documenting that disposal of all 
hazardous materials has been performed in accordance with the law. 

f!i Engineering .. Department of Public Works (CCSF) 
=Bureau of Environmental Management (Sf PUC) 
San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division (CCSF) 

H.rc""' San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (CCSF) 
m"' Environmental review· officer (CCSF - EP) 

CCSF •City and County of San Francisco 
EMB .. Engineering Management Bureau (SFPUQ 
CMB ... Construction Management Bureau (SFPUq 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Implementation and Reporting 

Reviewing and Monitoring and 
Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions 

1. SFPUCEMB 1. SFPUCBEM 1. Ensure that contract documents include 

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

3. SFPUC CMB/ 3. SFPUCBEM 2 Ensure that contractor(s) prepares and 
submits a hazardous materials 
management plan and verify that it 
complies with requirements cited in 
contract documents. 

3. Moniiorto ensure that the contractor(s) 
implements measures in the contract 
documents and hazardous materials 
management plan. Report noncompliance, 
and ensure corrective adl:on. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

1. Design 

2. Construction 

3. Construction 
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INSERT figure MMRP-la,. 
Flow Chart for Seawater Intrusion Mitigation 
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INSERT figure MMRP-lb 
Flow Chart for Seawater Intrusion Mitigation 
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INSERT figure MMRP-2 
Flow Chart for Lake Merced Mitigation 

Case No. 200B.1122E Page 17of19 San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project 

2779 



INSERT figure MMRP-3 
Lake Merced Water Surface Elevation Range for Avoidance of Significant Surface Water Interaction Effects 
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TABLEMMRP-1 
LAKE MERCED WATER SURF ACE ELEVATION RANGE FOR AVOIDANCE OF 

SIGNIFICANT SURFACE WATER INTERACTION EFFEcrsa 

Water Surface Corresponding Allowable Project-Related Water 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8 7to8 0 to 8 7to 8 Up to 1 foot of decline 7 

7 4to7 0 to7 4to7 Up to 3 feet of decline 4 

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

5 
4 to5; 

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

4 
3to4; 

0 to4 3 to4 Up to 1 foot of decline 3 
-5 to -10 

3 
2 to3; 

0 to3 2 to3 Up to 1 foot of decline 2 
-5 to-10 

2 
1 to2; 

0 to2 1to2 Up to 1 foot of decline 1 -4 to -10 

1 
0 tol; 

0to1 1 Up to 1 foot of decline 0 
-3 to-10 

0 0 to-10 0 0 No decline permitted 0 

-1 -1 to -10 -1 -1 No decline permitted -1 

-2 -2 to -10 -2 -2 No decline permitted -2 

-3 -3 to -10 -3 -3 No decline permitted -3 

-4 -4 to -10 -4 -4 No decline permitted -4 

-5 -5 to-10 -5 -5 No decline permitted -5 

-6 -6 to -10 -6 -6 No decline permitted -6 

-7 -7 to -10 -7 -7 No decline permitted -7 

-8 -8 to-10 -8 -8 No decline permitted -8 

-9 -9 to -10 -9 -9 No decline permitted -9 

No change; lake would 
-10 -10 -10 -10 be dewatered as a result -10 

of climatic conditions 

a The water surface elevation values represent the mean annual water surface elevation. Lake Merced water levels vary seasonally due to 
hydrologic and climatic conditions; therefore, an annual range in water surface elevation from about 1 foot above and below the mean is 
assumed; for example, an elevation of 6 feet City Datum, as seen in the table, actually represents a range in water surface elevation 
between of 5 and 7 feet City Datum. 

b The combined range is the maximum and minimum mean annual water surface elevation that would avoid net loss of wetlands and 
substantial adverse effects on water quality. 

SOURCE: FSA (wetlands information derived from San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project Effi, Appendix C tables) 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable). 

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

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

0 Downtown Pa\i< Fee (Sec. 139) 0 Other 

Planning Commission Motion No. 17734 

Hearing Date: 
Case No.: 
Project: 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 

HEARING DATE: October 30, 2008 

October 30, 2008 
2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 
NIA 
NIA 

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commissi.on 
1155 Market Street, 11th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Staff Contact: Diana Sokolove - (415) 575-9046 
diana.sokolove@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL PROGRAM 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR A PROPOSED WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") 
hereby CERTIFIES the Final Program Environmental Impact Report identified as Case 
No. 2005.0159E for the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP), including a series 
of facilities improvement projects, in Alameda, Santa Clara, San Francisco, San Joaquin, 
San Mateo, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties (hereinafter "Project"), based upon the 
following findings: 

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

www.s~'f[ping.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Motion No.17734 
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 

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

A. The Department determined that a Program Environmental Impact Report 
(hereinafter "PEIR") was required and in accordance with Sections 15063 and 
15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Department prepared a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of an EIR and conducted scoping meetings (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A). 
The NOP was circulated to local, state1. and federal agencies and to other 
interested parties on September 6, 2005, initiating a public comment period that 
extended through October 24, 2005. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, 
the San Francisco Planning Department held five public scoping meetings, one 
each in Sonora, Modesto, Fremont, Palo Alto and San Francisco, between October 
5, 2005 and October 19, 2005. The purpose of the meetings was to present the 
proposed WSIP to the public and receive public input regarding the proposed 
scope of the Program EIR analysis. A scoping report was prepared to summarize 
the public scoping process and the comments received in response to the NOP, 
and the main body of the report is included in Appendix A of the Draft Program 
EIR. 

B. On June 29, 2007, the Department published the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (hereinafter "DPEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper 
of general circulation of the availability of the DPEIR for public review and 
comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearings 
on the DPEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons 
requesting such notice and other interested parties. 

C. Notices of availability of the DPEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing 
were posted near the project site at O'Shaughnessy Dam in Tuolumne County by 
Department staff on July 25, 2007, and posting of the Notice of Availability were 
made by Department staff at a public library in each of the counties potentially 
affected by the Program (i.e., Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, 
Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties) in July 2007. 

D. On June 29, 2007, copies of the DPEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list 
of persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DPEIR, and 
to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State 
Clearinghouse. The DPEIR was posted on the Department's website. 

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on June 29, 2007. 

2. The DPEIR was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested 
organizations and individuals for review and comment on June 29, 2007 for a 90-day 
public review period. The public review period was subsequently extended and 
closed on October 15, 2007, for a total of 108 days. Six duly advertised public 
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Motion No. 17734 
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program 

hearings on the Draft PEIR to accept written or oral comments were held in Sonora, 
Modesto, Fremont, Palo Alto, and San Francisco (two hearings) between September 
5, 2007 and October 11, 2007. All of the public hearings transcripts are in the Project 
record. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received 
at the public hearings and in writing during the public review period for the DPEIR, 
prepared revisions to the tex:t of the DPEIR in response to comments received or 
based on additional information that became available during the public review 
period, and corrected errors in the DPEIR. This material was presented in a Draft 
Comments and Responses document, published on September 30, 2008, distributed 
to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DPEIR, and made 
available to others upon request at Department offices and on the Department's 
website. 

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

5. Project files on the FPEIR have been made available for review by the Commission 
and the public. These files are available for public review at the Department offices 
at 1650 Mission Street, and are part of the record before the Commission. Linda 
A very is the custodian of records. Copies of the DPEIR and associated reference 
materials as well as the C&R document are also available for review at public 
libraries in each of the following counties: Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San 
Mateo, Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne. 

6. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Project Sponsor, has indicated 
that the presently preferred program is the Phased WSIP Varia~t, which is described 
and analyzed in the FPEIR. 

7. The FPEIR added new information to the DPEIR, as detailed in the Department Staff 
Memorandum dated October 16, 2008. This additional information does not involve 
a new significant environment<:tl impact, a substantial increase in the severity of a 
significant environmental impact, or a feasible alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the 
significant environmental impacts of the Program and that the Project Sponsor 
declines to adopt. No information indicates that the DPEIR was inadequate or 
conclusory. Therefore, recirculation of the PEIR is not required or necessary because: 
(1) no new significant environmental impact would result from the Program (the 
Phased WSIP Variant as well as the originally preferred Program) or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2) no substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact would result; (3) no feasible program 
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Motion No. 17734 CASE NO. 2005.0159E 
Water System Improvement Program Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 

alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Phased WSIP 
Variant, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it; and (4) the Draft PEIR was 
not so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature so that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FPEIR, hereby does find that 
the Phased WSIP Variant described in the FPEIR and preferred by the Project 
Sponsor, will have the following significant and unavoidable effects on the 
environment. 

Significant and Unavoidable Water Supply/System Operations Impacts: 

The proposed water supply and system operations would reduce stream 
flows and alter the stream hydrograph along Alameda Creek below the 
Alameda Creek Diversion Dam in the Alameda Creek watershed in 
Alameda County and result in a significant and unavoidable impact on 
stream flow in Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the 
confluence with Calaveras Creek; 

The proposed water supply and system operations would result in a 
potentially significant and unavoidable impact in the Peninsula watershed 
on fishery resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir in San Mateo County; 
and 

The Program would indirectly contribute to potentially significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts caused by growth in the SFPUC 
service area, as identified in the planning documents and associated 
environmental documents for the affected jurisdictions. 

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Facility Improvement Project 
Impacts: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The WSIP may have significant and unavoidable impacts on the 
environment in the following ways based on programmatic information 
provided in the FPEIR about the WSIP facilities improvement projects. 
These impacts will be reevaluated in subsequent CEQA documentation 
based on site-specific, project-level information. Until more detailed 
project-level assessments are completed to determine the significance of 
impacts, these impacts are conservatively considered to be potentially 
significant and unavoidable. The impacts include: 

Land Use and Visual Quality 

Temporary disruption or displacement of land uses during 
construction periods. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Existing land uses could be displaced to accommodate 
proposed facilities at some locations. 

Removal of a large area of existing oak woodland cover as 
part of the Calaveras Dam Replacement project would 
permanently alter a scenic vista. 

Cultural Resources 

Alteration or demolition of existing or potential historic 
facilities. 

Substantial adverse effects on existing or potential historic 
districts. 

Noise and Vibration 

Excessive construction noise could occur in close proximity 
to sensitive receptors and audible construction noise could 
occur during the more noise-sensitive nighttime hours. 

- Construction activities could generate vibration in proximity 
to sensitive receptors during the nighttime hours with 
implementation of some WSIP facility projects. 

Biological Resources 

Multiple facility improvement projects in the Sunol Valley 
would have a potentially significant and unavoidable 
collective impact on biological resources because of the 
number of WSIP projects i:i:l this region and the extent of 
overlap in terms .of construction activity timing and location. 

Potentially significant and unavoidable collective impacts on 
special-status plant species could occur during construction 
of the Crystal Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade 
and Lower Crystal Springs Dam projects. 

Impacts Due to Implementation of Multiple WSIP Projects 
(Collective Impads) 

- Temporary impacts on existing land uses near the Irvington 
Tunnel portal in Fremont could occur during construction if 
staging and access under both the New Irvington Tunnel 
and Bay Division Pipeline Reliability Upgrade projects 
overlap in this vicinity. 
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Impacts on biological resources in Sunol Valley because of 
the number of WSIP projects in this region and the extent of 
overlap in terms of construction activity timing and location. 

I . 

Impacts on biological resources (special-status plant species) 
on the Peninsula during construction of the Crystal 
Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade and Lower 
Crystal Springs Darn projects. 

Impacts on historical resources due to implementation of 
multiple projects in areas with water system facilities more 
than 45 years old. · · 

Truck traffic impacts due to the numerous potentially­
affected roadways, including regional roadways. 

Multi-regional effects on air quality from ozone and 
particulate matter emissions during construction of multiple 
projects. 

Noise impacts from construction of multiple WSIP projects 
the San Joaquin, Bay Division, Peninsula, and San Francisco 
regions. 

Impacts Due to Implementation of all WSIP Projects Combined 
with Non-WSIP Projects (Cumulative Impacts) 

Impacts on individual historic resources or on potential 
historic districts in the Sunol Valley and Peninsula regions. 

Regionwide traffic impacts from construction-related traffic 
(e.g., increased.travel times). 

Regionwide air quality impacts due to the nonattainment 
status for ozone and particulate matter in both the San 
Francisco Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley Air Basins as 
well as the Program's contribution to construction-related 
diesel particulate matter emissions. 

Construction-related noise impacts on local and regional 
roadways. 

9. On October 30, 2008, the Commission reviewed and considered the FPEIR and 
hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which 
the FPEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed comply with the provisions of 
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CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. 

10. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FPEIR concerning File No. 
2005.0159E, Water System Improvement Program, reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
accurate and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document contains 
no significant revisions to the DPEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE 
COMPLETION of said FPEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by }?1-ef}ann~~m.Jlission 
at its regular meeting of October.30, 2008. f:\ /Y( ..:..--~ 

Linda Avery ~ 
Commission Secretary 

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

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

EXCUSED: Commissioner Sugaya 

ADOPTED: October 30, 2008 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
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Pl"anning Commission Motion No. M-19442 

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

Staff Contact: 

September 3, 2015 
2008.0091E 
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 
Various Locations in Western San Francisco 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Timothy Johnston- (415) 575-9035 
Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE PROPOSED SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby 
CERTIFIES the Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2008.0091E, San 
Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (hereinafter, "Project"), located in San Francisco, 
based upon the following findings: 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") was 
required for the Project and provided public notice of that determination by 
publication in a newspaper of general circulation, and in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15082, prepared and circulated a 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. 
These prior NOPs resulted in scoping meetings held on June 16 and 17, 2008, and on 
September 23, 2010. Following the 2010 NOP scoping period, the SFPUC in response 
to public feedback evaluated alternative possible sites, resulting in a revised Project 
proposal for which the Planning Department issued a revised NOP/Initial Study 
(2014 IS) 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 

www.sfplanning.org 
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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 
BIR 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 Draft EIR. Appendix A also includes the 2014 IS. 

B. On March 18, 2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
("DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the 
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment for a 45-day period, and of the 
date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing onthe DEIR; this notice was 
mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notice and other interested 
parties. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were 
posted near the Project site by Department staff on March 18, 2015. The Notice of 
Availability was also made available at the main public library in San Francisco. 

D. On March 18, 2015, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of 
persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent 
property owners, and to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the 
State Clear~ghouse. The DEIR was posted on the Department's website. 

E. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on March 18, 2015. r 

2. The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the DEIR to accept 
written or oral comments on April 23, 2015. The public hearing transcripts are in the Project 
record. The period for acceptance of written comments ended on May 4, 2015. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the 
public hearing and in writing during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR, and 
prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on 
additional information that became available during the public review period. The 
Department provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by 
cornmenters, as well as SFPUC and the Planning Dep!ll'tment, to address Project updates 
since publication of the DEIR. Titls material was presented in a Responses to Comments 
document ("RTC"), published on August 19, 2015, distributed to the Commission on 
August 20,.2015, and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others 
upon request ·at the Department and on the Department's website. 

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") has ·been prepared by the Depar~ent, 
consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, any consultations and comments 

SAN FRANCISCO . 
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received during the review process, any additional information that became available, and 
the RTC document, all as required by law. 

5. Project files on the FEIR have been made available for review by the Commission and the 
public. These files, are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, 

. and are part of the record before the Commission. Jonas Ionin is the custodian of the 
records. Copies of the DEIR and associated reference materials, as well as the RTC 

. document, are also available for review at public libraries in San Francisco, as well as on the 
Department's website. 

6. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that 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 Conunissi<?n 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. 

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

8. On September 3, 2015, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does 
find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA 
Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

9. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental Iinpact Report 
concemmg File No. 2008.0091E, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
accurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no 
significant revisions to the DEIR or information that would necessitate recirculation of the 
FEIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and hereby does CERTIFY THE 
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COMPLETION of said Final Environmental Impact Report in compliance with CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its 
regular meeting of September 3, 2015. 

AYES: 6 

NOES: O 

ABSENT: Wu 

ADOPTED: 9/3/15 

•) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Io~~ 
Commission Secretary 
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Planning Commission Motion No. 19443 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT {CEQA) FINDINGS 

Case.No.: 
Project Name: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 

2008.0091E 

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 

P (Public) Zoning District 

OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 

7281/007 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

c/o Scott MacPherson 
525 Golden Gate Avenue, lQth Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Audrey Desmuke - (415) 575-9136 

audrey.desmuke@sfgov.org 

i 650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER TIIE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, 
INCLUDING FINDINGS REJECTING ALTERNATIVES A~ INFEASIBLE, ADOPTING A 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, AND ADOPTING A MIDGATION, 
MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM, RELATING TO THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC 
UTILITY'S PROPOSED PROJECT TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE ON THE WESTSIDE 
RECYCLED WATER PLANT PROJECT. 

PREAMBLE 

On January 17, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("SFPUC") submitted an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department ("Department"), Case ·No. 
2008.0091E, in connection with a project to construct and operate a recycled water facility on the west 
side of Sap. Francisco. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("SFRW Project" or 
"Project") would consist 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, 
underground storage and distribution facilities. The plant would have an operational capacity to serve 
peak-day demands of up to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd annual average) to meet the current water demand in areas of . 
western San Francisco that have substantial irrigation needs. 

On June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (''NOP") for the Project, and, iri response to comments received, revised 
the location C?f certain project elements and published a revised NOP on July 16, 2014. 

wWw.sfplanning.org 
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On March 18,2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" or "Draft 
EIR") for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability 
of the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for public comment until May 4, 

2015. 

The San Francisco Planning Commission ("Planning Commission" or "Commission") held a public 
hearing on the DEIR on April 23,2015, at a regularly scheduled meeting to solicit .public comment 

regarding the DEIR. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing 
and in writing during the public review period for the DEIR, and prepared revisions to the text of the 
DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that became available during 
the public review period. This material was presented in a Draft Comments and Responses ("C & R") 
document, published on August 20, 2015, and distributed to the Planning Commi$sion and all parties who 
commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the Department. 

A Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") or "Final EIR") was prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the Draft BIR and the C & R document. 

Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for review by this Commission and 
the public. These files are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, and are 
part of the record before this Commission. 

On September 17, 2015, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and found that the 
contents of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and 
reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code 
section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of Regulations section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 

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

The Planning Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the 
independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Planning Commission, and that the 
summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and approved 
the Final BIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records for the Planning Department 
materials, located in the File for Case No. 2008.0091E, at 1650 Mission Street, Forth Floor, San 

Francisco, California. 

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the Project 
and these materials were made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 
consideration and action. 

On September 17, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting on Case No. 2008.0091E to consider the approval of the Project. The Commission has 
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further considered written 
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materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the SFPUC, the Planning Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a 'Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and adopts the MMRP attached as Exhibit A b~ed on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the mll:terials identified in the Preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

In determining to approve the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("SFRW Project" or 
"Project") described in Section I, .Project Description, below, the San Francisco Planning Commission 
("Planning Commission" or "Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and 
decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding 
considerations, based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the 
California Environmental Quality·Act ("CEQA"), California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et 
seq., particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for hnplementation of CEQA ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., particularly Sections 15091 
through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review prQcess 
for the Project (San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report, Planning 
Department Case No., 2008.0091E, State Clearinghouse No. 2008052133) (the "Final BIR" or "EIR"), the 
approval actions to be taken and the location of r~ords; 

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

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

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or recluced to less-than-significant levels 
and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, technological and 
other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection of alternatives, or elements 
thereof, analyzed; and 

Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of 
the Commission's actions and rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project. 
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The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have 
been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit A to this Motion No. 19443. The 
MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit A provides 
a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final Environmental hnpact Report for the 
Project ("Final EIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit A also 
specifies the agency responsible for implementation of each measure .and establishes monitoring actions 
and a monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Exhibit A. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. The 
references set forth in these findings to ce~in 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 PROJECT 

A. Project Description 

By this action, ~e Planning Commission adopts and implements the SFRW Project identified in the Final 
EIR. SpeCifically, the Project adopted by the Planning Commission includes the folJowing: 

• 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 lakes; and for irrigation in the Panhandle portion of the park;· Lincoln 
Park Golf Course, and various areas of the Presidio. The treatment plant would have an annual 
average production capacity of up to 2 million. gallons per day (mgd) and sized to meet peak-day · 
demands of up to 5 mgd. 

• Construction of a transffiission 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 Oceanside 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. 

B. Project Objectives 

The three main objectives of the SFRW Project are: 

• Diversify the SFPUC's water supply by developing recycled water. 
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• 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 the SFPUC 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 ~e 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 reliabi~ity. 

' • Meet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational systen;i. 

The Project would help 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. Of this amount, the WSIP 
project description indicated that approximately 4 rngd 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 impl{lmentation 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 mgd 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. 

C. Environmental Review 

1. Wa~er System Improvement Program Environmental Impact Report 
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On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC approved the Water System Improvement Program (also known as the 
"Phased WSIP") with the objective of repairing, replacing, and seismically upgrading the system's aging 

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

08-0200). The WSIP improvements span seven counties-Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, 

Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco (see SFPUC Resolution No. 08~0200). 

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

("Planning Departmenf') prepared a 'Program EIR ("PEIR"), which was certifi~d by the Planning 

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

the environmental impacts of the WSIP's water supply strategy and, at a program level of detail; it 
evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP's facility improvement projects. The PEIR 

contemplated that additional project-level environmental review would be conducted for the facility 

improvement projects, inCiuding the San Francisco Recycled Water Project. 

2. San Francisco Recycled Water Project Environmental Impact Report 

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

("EP") staff of the 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 alternative possible sites, resulting in a 
revised Project proposal for which the Planning Department issued a revised NOP/Initial Study (IS) on 

July 16, 2014 with the scoping period ending on August 15, 2014. The NOP was ~istributed to interested 

parties that had received the initial NOPs, public agencies, additio~al interested parties and 
landowners/occupants located in the vicinity of the Project facillties, and was posted on the Planning 

Department's website and placed in .the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle. 

The Planning Department received nine comments on the scope of the BIR 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 BIR 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 cpnstruction and operational impacts of the Project, the EIR 

considered the impacts of the Project as well as the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 

Project in combination with other past, present, and future actions that could affect the same resources. 

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

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

guidance is, in turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications. 
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The Draft EIR was circulated for public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 2015. The 
Planning Commission held a public hearing at San Francisco City Hall on April 23, 2015 to hear oral 
comments and accept written comments on the Draft BIR. During the public review period, EP received 
written comments sent through the mail, fax, or email. A court reporter was present at the public hearing, 
transcribed the public hearing verbatim, and prepared a written transcript. 

EP then prepared the C&R document, which provided written responses to each comment received on the 
Draft EIR. The C&R document was published on August 20, 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 infonnation 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 BIR. 

In certifying the Final EIR by Motion No. 19442, 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 fr:om a new mitigation meaimre 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. 

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 

I. San Francisco Planning Commission Actions 

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

The Planning Commission is adopting these CEQA Findings in support of making General Plan 
consistency findings, and _issuing a Coastal Development Permit. 

2. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Actions 

The SFPUC will take the following actions and approvals to implement the Project: 
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• Adopt CEQA findings and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• Approve the Project, as described in these findings, and authorize the General Manager or his 
designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements. 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 will adopt CBQA Findings and approve 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 BIR 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 BIR to the Planning Department for further review. 

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

5. Other - Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

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

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

• California Army National Guard (lease amendment) 

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

• California Department of Transportation (encroachment permit) 

• California Coastal Commission (coastal permit) 

• Presidio Trust (water supply agreement) 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Regional Water Quality Control Board (NPDES 
permit) 
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To the extent that ~he identified mitigation measures require consultation or approval by these other 
agencies, this Commission urges these agencies to assist in implementing, coordinating, or approving the 
mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure. 

E. Contents and Location of Records 

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

• The Draft EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. (The references in 
these findings to the EIR or Final EIR include both the Draft EIR and the Comments and 
~esponses document.) 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 
EIR. 

• 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 Commission. 

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

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• All other documents available to the Commission and the public, comprising the administrative 
record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e). 

The Commission has relied on all of the infonnation listed above in reaching its decision on the Project, 
even if not every document was · fonnally presented to the Commission. · Without exception, these 
documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or leg~slative decisions 
that the Commission 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 
Commission. For these reasons, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the 
Commission's decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the public 
review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR are available at 
the San Francisco Planning Department, 1()50 Mission Street, San Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, 
Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department Materials concerning 
approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. 
CUW30102 in the Bureau of Environmental Management, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 
525 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California 94102. The Custodian of Records is Scott 
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MacPherson. All files have been available to the Commission and the public for review in considering 
these findings and whether to approve the Project 

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

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

In making these findings, the Commission has considered the opinions of Commission staff and experts, 
other agencies, and members of the public. The Commission finds that (i) the determination of 
significance thresholds is a judgment decision within .the discretion of the City and County of. San 
Francisco; (ii) the significance thresholds used in the EJR are supported by substantial evidence in the 
record, including the expert opinion of the EJR preparers and City staff, and (iii) the significance 
thresholds used in the EJR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the 
adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal matter, the Commission is not 
bound by the significance determinations in the EJR (see Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2, · 
subdivision (e)), the Commission finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own. 

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

As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures set forth in the 
Final EIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant and 
significant impacts of the Project. The Commission intends to adopt each of the mitigation measures 
proposed in the Final EIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EJR 
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 fmdings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the 
mitigation measures in the Final EJR due to .a clerical error, the language of the policies and 
implementation measures as set forth in the Final EJR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation 
measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the Final EIR. 
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• Impact AE-2: The Project would not result in a substantial source of light or glare. 

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

Population and Housing 

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

• Impact C-PH: The Project would not have a project-specific impact on population and 
~10using 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 result 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 temporary and 
intermittent conflicts with all modes of trave~ but the effects would be of short duration and 
limited in magnitude. 

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

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

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

• Impact TR-6: Project operation and maintenance activities would cause some increases in 
traffic volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter transportation conditions 
and would not cause eonflicts with alternative travel modes, including vehicles, emergency 
vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic. 
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In Sections II, III and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and every 
significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because 
in no instance is the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the Final EIR or the mitigation measures 

recommended in the Final BIR for the Project. 

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

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Public 
Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3), 15091). Based 
on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the· Cornmissiol\ finds that the implementation of 
the Project either 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 Serviee Systems: 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; (10) Hydrology 
and Water Quality: expose housing to flooding hazard, impede or redirect flood flows, or expose people 
or structures to harm from flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudflow; (11) Hazardous Materials: create a 
safety hazard from aircraft o~ fires; (12) Mineral and Energy Resources: result in loss of mineral resource 
or availability of a resource recovery site; and (13) Agricultural Resources: all issues. These subjects are· 
not further discussed in these findings. . . 

The Commission further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts 
in the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation: 

Land Use 

•· Impact LU-1: 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 environmental effect. 

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

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

Aesthetics 

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

Noise and Vibration 

• · Impact N0-1: The Project would not result in substantial groundbome vibration or 
groundbome noise levels. 

• Impact N0-2: 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 N0-3: Construction of the Project would not result in a substantial temporary 
increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and would not expose 
persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards established in the Noise Ordinance 
(Article 29 of the Police Code). 

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

Air Quality 

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

• Impact AQ-3: The Project's construction activities would generate TACs, including DPM, 
but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations .. 

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

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Impact C-GG-1: The Project would generate greenhouse gas em1ss10ns 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. 
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• 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 d~terioration of the 
facilities. 

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

Utilities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT-1: ·The Project would not result in construction or expansion of water or 
wastewater treatment facilities, exceed wastewater treatment requirements, or stormwater 
drainage 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 entitlements. 

• 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. 

• I_mpact UT-5: The Project's construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect 
related to disruption, relocation, or accidental damage to existing utilities. 

• Impact C-UT: The Project would not have a significant cumulative impact on utilities and 
service syst~ms. 

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 BI-4: The Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established nativ~ resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

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

• 

• 

Impact GE-2: The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the 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 significant cumulative impact related to 
geologic hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality · 

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

• Impact HY-2: Project operation would not contribute runoff water that would exceed 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 area in a manner 
that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off the site. 

• 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~ significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

• Impact HZ-2: The Project would be constructed on a site identified on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 but excavation 
activities would not expose workers and the public to adverse effects from release of 
hazardous materials. 

• Impact HZ-3: Reconfiguration of the chemical building interior would not expose workers 
and the public to hazardous building materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-
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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 Y<i 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 use of these resources in a wasteful manner. 

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

ill. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT OR SIGNIFICANT IMP ACTS THAT CAN BE 
AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH 
MITIGATION AND THE DISPOSITTON OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless 
mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this 
Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the BIR. These findings discuss 
µiitigation measures as proposed in the BIR and recommended for adoption by the SFPUC, which can be 
implemented by the SFPUC as set forth in Exhibit A in the MMRP. The mitigation measures proposed 
for adoption in this section and referenced following each Project impact discussed in this Section III, are 
the same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final BIR for the Project. The full text of each 
mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final BIR an& in Exhibit A, the MMRP. The 
Commission finds that for the reasons set forth in the Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts 
identified in this section would be reduced.to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in this section. The Commission hereby adopts these mitigation measures 
and urges the SFPUC to adopt the mitigation measures. 

Project Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) · 
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The Project borders the boundary of Lincoln Park, the location of the historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery 
where· 19th centµry 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-5, which requires the development of a monitoring 
program to monitor for the presence of human remains in the historic-period during construction and to 
take specific steps to comply with legal requirements and to take mitigation actions to recover historically 
important data. 

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

Air Quality 

Impact AQ-2: The Project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria 
air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

When the construction schedules of components of the Project overlap, NOx einissions could exceed the 
BAAQMD's 54 pounds/day significance ciiterion, 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 ~ith Tier 3 engines or better, reducing the. impact to 
less than significant. 

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

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. 
(Les~ than Significant with Mitigation) 

The overall potential of the Project area to support speciai-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 ii.re a 
11umber 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 Anny National Guard property, and in the 
vicinity of the Central Pump Station, could support native nesting birds. Removal and/or relocation of trees 
with active nests and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during bird nesting season could 
result in nest abandonment, destruction, injury or mortality of nestlings and disruption of reproductive 
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Based on the results of the background research, geoarchaeological assessment, and survey results, there is 
' generally, throughout the CEQA Area of Potential Effect, a low potential for uncovering archaeological 

resources during Project construction. However, it is possible that previously unrecorded and buried· (or 
otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits could be discovered during Project construction. Excavation, 
grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and cause impacts 
on unknown archaeological resources, which would be a significant impact The impact would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level through mitigation measure M-CP-2, whtch requires avoidance measures or 
appropriate treatment of cultural resources if accidentally discovered. 

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

Impact CP-3: The Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontologiccil 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

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 would 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 resume. 

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

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

Based on the background research, geological assessment, and survey results, there is a low potential for 
Project construction to. uncover human remains, except for the Project area adjacent to .the Golden Gate 
Cemetery (see Impact CP-5). Although no known human burials have been identified within the Project 
site, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely discounted. Earthmoving activities 
associated with Project 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 
reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation measure M-CP-4, which requires avoidance 
measures or the appropriate treatment of human remains if accidentally discovered. 

• Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Dis~overy of Human Remains 

Impact CP-5: Construction of the Project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th · 
Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park could disturb.human remains associated with the 
historic-period Golden Gate Cemetery. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
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behavior during the breeding season, including mortality of individual birds, such as red-shouldered hawk, 
red-tailed hawk, Cooper's hawk, or American kestrel, a significant impact Implementation of mitigation 
measure M-BI-la would reduce potential impacts on special-status birds to a less-than-significant level by 
requiring surveys of the Project site to identify nests and protection of nesting birds. 

Vegetation clearing (including tree removal) at the Oceanside 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-lb would require surveys of the Project site within two weeks 
of.tree removal. With implementation of M-BI-lb, the impact on roosting bats would be reduced to less 
than significant. 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-Bf-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lb, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Spedal-Status Bats 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-lc, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-Legged 

Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Impact C-CP: The Project could result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to· 
historical, archaeological, paleontological resources or human remains. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

Cumulative projects in the Project vicinity could adversely affect the same cultural resources affected by the 
Project and the Project could make a considerable contribution to a cumulative cultural resource impact, a 
sign.ificant 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 Archaeological Resources 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental Discovery of Human Remain 
• Mitigation Measure M-CP-5, Archeological Monitoring Program 
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Impact C~BI..;1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably forese~able 
future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulative impacts on biological 
resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Construction of the Project has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, if present, including 
California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, special-status bats, and native nesting birds. It is assumed 
that the cumulative projects including the past cumulative projects have already caused substantial 
adverse cumulative changes to biological resources in San Francisco; the Project area was converted from 
its original sand dune habitat to current uses. Current and reasonably foreseeable projects could have 
construction-related impacts if construction occurs at the same time as the Project. These projects include 
the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Plan, the Parkmerced Project, and the San Francisco 
Groundwater Supply Project. The Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources 
would be cumulatively considerable, a significant impact. However, with the implementation of Project­
level mitigation measures to reduce impacts to these specie·s, the Project's incremental contribution to 
potential cumulative impacts on biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable (less than 
significant). 

• Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1a, Nesting Bird Protection Measures 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats 
• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c, Avoidance and Minimization, Measures for California Red-Legged 

Frog and Western Pond Turtle 

IV. SIGNIFICANT IMP ACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-
THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

WSIP Impact 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Commission finds that, .where 
feasible, changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the SFR W 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 Exhibit A. 

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

The WSIP PEIR and the SFPUC's Resolution No. 08-0200 related to the WSIP water supply decision 
identified three significant and unavoidable impacts of the WSIP: Impact 5.4.1-2- Stream Flow: Effects 
on flow along Alameda Creek be/Ow the Alameda Creek Division Dam; Impact 5.5.5-~-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 re~uce all the 
impacts to a less than significant level, and these impacts were determined to be significant and 
unavoidable. The SFPUC 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. The SFPUC also adopted a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as part of that approval. The findings regarding the three 
impacts and mitigation measures for these impacts set forth in Resolution No. 08-0200 are incorporated 
into these findings by this reference, as :though fully set forth in these CEQA Findings. 

Subsequent to the certification of the PEIR, the Planning Department has conducted more detailed, site­
specific review of two of the significant and unavoidable water supply impacts identified in the PEIR. In 
the case of Impact 5.5.5.-1, the Project-level fisheries analysis in the Lower Crystal Springs Dam 
Improvement Project Final EIR modifies the PEIR impact determination based on more detailed site­
specific data and analysis and determined that impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects 
would be less than significant. Project-level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the 
PEIR. 

1 
The SFPUC adopted CEQA Finding.s with respect to the approval of the Lower Crystal Springs 

Dam Improvem~nt 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 ~onfluence with Calaveras Creek (PEIR Impact 5.4.1-2) will be 
less than significant based on more detailed, site-specific modeling and data. Project-level conclusions 
supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR. The SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings with 
respect to the approval of the Calaveras Dam Improvement Project in Resolution No. 11-0015. The 
CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 11-0015 related to the impacts on fishery resources due to inundation 
effects are incorporated into these findings by this reference, as though fully set forth in these CEQA 
Findings. 

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

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operation 
Impact 

• Growth: Indirect growth-inducement impacts in the SFPUC service area. 
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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 BIR 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 tenns of their significant impacts and their 
ability to meet Project objectives. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially 
feasible options for minimizing environmental consequences of the Project. 

A. Reasons for Approval of the Project 

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

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

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

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

• Meet customer water supply needs through 2018 ..,. meet average annual water purchase requests 
during non-drought years and meet dry-year delivery needs while limiting rationing to a maximum 
20 percent systemwide; diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought years and 
improve use of new water resources, including the use of groundwater, ~ecycled 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. 
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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 fulfilJ systemwide 
level of service objectives. If the Project is not constructed, the SFPUC's water supply portfolio would 
not include up to 2 mgd of recycled water. It would 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 ability to meet its adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in 
the San Fra~cisco 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 resourc.es, human remains, or legally-significant prehistoric 
depositions within the Colma Formation at the Oceanside WPCP. No construction activities means that 
fugitive dust and criteria pollutant emissions would not occur and there would be no construction-related 
effects or disturbance to special-status species, including the California red-legged frog, western pond 
turtle, nesting birds and roosting bats. While the No Project Alternative would avoid or reduce impacts 
that would occur compared to those of the Project, the Project impacts would .be fully mitigated through 
the adoption of identified mitigation measures. The only. unmitigated impact 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 Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would not meet any of the 
project objectives, and because_it would jeopardize the SFPUC's ability to meet the adopted WSIP goals 
and objectives as set forth in SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200. 

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 lot. Under this Alternative, distribution pipelines would avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and 
streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard and instead, distribution pipelines would run from the San Francisco 
Zoo overflow parking lot north to Wawona Street, then east to 34th Street, and north up 34th Street into 
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 
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The WSrP 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 WSJP 
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 SFPUC's 
Groundwater Supply Project calls for installation of new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3 .0 mgd of· 
groundwater in the first phase and conversion of existing irrigation wells in 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. 

This increase in water supply would improve the SFPUC's ability to deliver water to its customers in San 
Frandsco 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. It 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 ground;water to the SFPUC's 
potable water supply. The proposed Project is a fundamental component of the SFPUC's WSJP 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 ec.onon;tlc, legal, social, 
technological, and other considerations described in this section in addition to those described. in Sectioll 
VI below under CEQA Guidelines 1509l(a)(3), that make such Alternatives infeasible. In making these 
infeasibility determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA defines "feasibility'' to mean "capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors." The Commission is also aware that 
under CEQA case law the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular 
alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of whether an 
alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the·extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the SFRW Project would not be constructed or operated. The proposed 
recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed and 1.6 mgd of 
recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable demand. Existing 
irrigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well as lake refill would 
continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater. The two existing irrigation wells in 
Golden Gate Park that are part of the second phase of the SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project would 
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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 constru~tion 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 paleo~tological resources because it would avoid construction in 
the Colma Formation below the Oceanside 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 Central Pump Station site where bats are thought most likely to roost. 
Finally, the elimination of construction near Lake Merced, along Route 35/Skyline Boulevard, and near 
Harding and Herbst Roads, and elimination of most construction around the Central Reservoir site, would 
reduce impacts on the Western Pond turtle and California red-legged frog, which may be found in upland 
habitat in these areas. The only remaining areas where these species may be found, at Metson and 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 would increase certain impacts as compared to the Project and result in different 
impacts than the Project in the areas of noise, traffic, and energy use. Alternative B would increase 
construction and operational noise levels in the vicinity of the San Francisco Zoo by moving the 
construction activities and facilities approximately 900 feet closer to Zoo facilities as compared to the 
Project. Increased noise could negatively impact Zoo animals. Operational noise impacts might be 
reduced through noise reduction berms. 

Shifting the location of construction of the recycled water treatment plant could increase truck traffic 
along the Great Highway and potentially require lane detours. Also, relocating distribution pipelines from 
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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 installed at the Central Reservoir site in a new pump station to pump 
recycled water from the Central Reservoir to users in Golden Gate Park and north. There also 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 to all 
the planned distribution points. By comparison, Alternative B would require more energy to distribute the 
recycled water to the same planned distributi_on 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 operatim_is would be restricted because of proximity to the Zoo 
faeilities and concern by the Zoo of disruption to Zoo activities and disturbance of animals. 

The Commission 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 to less than significant levels under the Project 
with the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. The Project 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 the 
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-located 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. The SFPUC has been informed that the Zoo 
has plans to use the site for necessary Zoo operations, including meeting stringent animal isolation and 
testing requirements. The San Francisco Zoo and the Recreation and Parks Departments are therefore, 
unlikely to readily agree to the SFPUC taking over use of the site. 

Under the circumstances, the Commission fmds 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 open:itions. 
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 
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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 last of these 
objectives would be reduced somewhat. Alternative C would enable implementation of the SFPUC'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 SFPUC's. 
Groundwater Supply Project, which calls for conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park 
to potable use, providing 1.0 to 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. 2.81 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 Project Alternative would not 
increase any impacts and it would reduce impacts on cultural resources and biofogical 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, although 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 groundwater for irrigation and other · 

nonpotable uses by supplying those demands with recycled water. Likewise, it would only partially meet 
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implementing the Project. Finally, the Project Design Alternative would result 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-related impact to growth. For all of these reasons, the Commission 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 Redµced Project Alternative, a new underground storage reservoir and pump station would not 
be constructed at the Central Reservoir site and distribution pipelines north of the Central Reservoir 
would be eliminated. The size of the recycled water treatment plant and storage at the Oceanside WPGP 
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 pe~-day capacity of 3.8 mgd 
instead of 5 mgd and an annual average capacity of 1.7 mgd instead of2.0 mgd. 

This Alternative reduces impacts on cultural resources in several ways. First, as a result of eliminating 
recycled water supply to Lincoln Park, significant potential impacts on human remains that may be 
associated with the former Golden Gate Cemetery site (e.g. Lincoln Park) would be avoided. Second, 
construction of a smaller recycled water supply treatment plant, eliminating new storage and pumping 
facilities at the Central Reservoir· site, and eliminating distribution pipelines north of the Central 
Reservoir reduces the area of excavation, reducing potential exposure to unknown archeological resources 
and unknown human remains. Third, constructing a smaller recycled water treatment plant reduces 
potential impacts to paleontological resources that may be found in the Colma Formation as less 
excavation in that area would be required. Finally, by reducing cultural resource impacts, the contribution 
to cumulativ~ impacts on cultural i:esources 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 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. 

Alternative C also would reduce energy 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 diversify the 
SFPUC's water supplies by developing recycled water, develop a new water supply in San Francisco that 
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the WSJP goals and objectives, which rely directly on the up to 2 mgd of local recycled water supply on 
the west side of ~an Francisco that the Project would 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 short qf 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 serve Lincoln Park and the Presidio, 
some viable recycled water supply customers on the west side of San Francisco would not be able to 
make use of recycled water and instead would need to continue to use groundwater or imported surface 
water for irrigation and other nonpotable uses. Such a situation would be contrary to the WSJP goal of 
diversifying water supply options and improving use of new water resources, such as recycled water. For 
these reasons, the Commission rejects the Reduced Yield Alternative as infeasible. 

VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Commission hereby finds, 
after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below, independently 
and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration 
warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify 
approval of the Project. Thus,· even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by 
substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its determination that each individual reason is 
sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding 
findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the Record 
of Proceedings, as defined in Section I. 

On the basis of the above fmdings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the 
Commission specifically fmds 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 t;ffects 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 ~ystem 
reliability, particularly for retail customers in San Francisco. The Project provides an additional 2 
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mgd of water supply from 0th.er 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 from 
local recycled water. 

• The Project, by providfog recycled water for irrigation and lake refill in Golden Gate Park will enable 
the implementation ofthe\second phase of the SFPUC's San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, 
which will provide l .O 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 scenario or even a diSaster scenario 
not rising to the level of catastrophe. Effecting the improvements to a~sure the water system's 
continued reliability, and developing it as part of a larger, integrated water security strategy, is critical 
to the Bay Area's economic security, competitiveness and quality of life. This Project provides a 
critical source of water - local recycled water - that will be available even if it is not possible for a 
period of time to obtain imported surface water from the SFPUC's regional water system. 

• The WSIP would meet SFPUC customer water supply needs by providing 265 mgd of retail 
and who.lesale customer purchases from the SFPUC watersheds, and meet or offset the remaining 
20 mgd through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater in the retail and wholesale service 
areas through 2018. Ten mgd of this would be met, as proposed under the WSIP, through 
conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects in San Francisco, and 10 mgd would be 

met through local conservation, recycled water and groundwater in the wholesale service area. 
Of the l 0 mgd that woul~ come from projects in San Francisco, the WSIP identifies 4 mgd from 
local 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 SFPUC's San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, 
which will provide 1.0 to 1.3 mgd of potable groundwater for San Francisco residents, water that is 
currently used for irrigation and lake refill in Golden Gate Park. 
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• 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 Retch Hetchy 
Valley or watersheds in Alameda County and the Peninsula. This Project is important to meeting the 
WSIP goal of providing local recycled water in San Francisco. 

• The WSIP projects are designed to meet applicable federal and state water quality requirements. This 
Project, which will produce recycled water by treating sanitary sewage with 

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. 

• 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 I above, the Commission 
finds that the benefits of the Project and the Project's furtherance of the WSIP goals and objectives 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are 

therefore acceptable. 

DECISION 

That based upon the Record, the submissions of the SFPUC, the Department and SFPUC staff, and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by altparties, the Commission hereby ADOPTS findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible, adopting a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and ADOPTS a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, attached as 
Exhibit A. 

I herby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 3, 2015. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 31 

2823 

! 

l 
1 

I 
! 

j 
! 
1 

1 

l 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No.19444 

Case No.: 
Project: 
Zoning: 

Block/lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 

2015-007190GPR 
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 
·p (Public) Zoning District 
OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk District 
7281/007 

SF Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Scott MacPherson 
525 Golden Gate A venue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Audrey Desmuke- (415) 575-9136 

audrey.desmuke@sfgoy.org 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND WITH THE 
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 FOR THE PROPOSED WESTSIDE 
RECYCLED WATER PLANT PROJECT AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and 2A.53 of Administrative Code require General 
Plan referrals to the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") for certain matters, 
including determination as to whether the lease or sale of public property, the vacation, sale or 
chartge in the use of any public way, transportation route, ground, open space, building, or 
structure owned by the City and County, would be in-conformity with the General Plan pri01; to 
consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 

On January 17, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ("Project Sponsor") 
submitted an Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department 
("Department"), Case No. 2008.0091E, in connection with a project to provide an average of up 
to 4 million gallons per day ("mgd") of groundwater from the Westside Groundwater Basin to 
augment San Francisco's municipal water supply. The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water 
Plant Project, meant to 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 and 
reduce the use of potable water and groundwater for irrigation and other nonpotable uses by 
supplying those demands with recycled water; is located at the SFPUC's Oceanside Water 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army National 
Guard site ("SFRW Project" or "Project"). 

On June 5, 2008, and September 8, 2010, the Department issued a Notice of Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report ("NOP") for the Project, and, in response to comments received, 
revised the location of certain project elements and published a revised NOP on July 16, 2014. 

On March 18, 2015, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" 
or "Draft EIR.") for the Project and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation 
of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment. The DEIR was available for 
public comment from March 18, 2015 through May 4, 2015. 

The San Francisco Planning Commission held a public hearing on the DEIR on April 23, 2015 at 
a~regularly scheduled meeting to solicit public comment regarding the DE~. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the 
public hearing and in writing durmg the public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions 
to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information 
that became available during the public review period. This material was presented in a Draft 
Comments and Responses ("C & R") document, published on August 20, 2015, distributed to 
the Planning Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to 
others upon request at the Department. 

A Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR" or "Final EIR") was prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the Draft EIR and the C&R document. · 

Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for review by this 
Commission. and the public. These files are available for public review at the Planning 
Department at 1650 Mission Street, and are part of the record before this Co~ssion. 

On September 3, 2015, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR and 
found that the contents of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with. the California Environmental Quality Act 
(California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of 
Regulations sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code ("Olapter 31"). 

The Commission found the Final EIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the 
independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the 
summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and 
approved the Final EIR for the Project in compliallce with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines a:nd 
Chapter 31. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in .the File for Case 
No. 2008.0091E, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California .. 
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Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the 
Project and these materials were made available to the public and this Commission for this· 
Commission's review, consideration and action. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

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

• Construction of a recycled water ·treatment plant at the SFPUCs Oceanside Water 
Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Anny 
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 lakes; and for irrigation in 
the Panhandle portion of the park; Lincoln Park Golf Course, and various areas of the 
Presidio. The treatment plant would have an annual average production capacity of up to 
2 million gallons per day (mgd) and sized.to meet peak-day demands of up to 5 mgd. 

• Construction of a transmission pipeline primarily along 36th A venue 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 Oceanside 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. 

PROJECT 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 the SFPUC 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 cind prolonged droughts and 
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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 pla:r:ming horizon through 
2030. The water supply goal to meet delivery needs in the SFPUC service area is based on a 
planning horizon .through 2018. The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water system are 

·to: 

• Maintain high-quality water. 

• Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes. 

• Increase water delivery reliability. 

• Meet customer water supply needs. 

• Enhance sustainability. 

• Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system 

The Project would help meet WS~ 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. Of this 
amount, the WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 mgd annual average 
would be derived from recycled water projects in San Francisco. This Project would provide up 
to 2 mgd of recycled water; currently identified customers are estimated to use 1.6 mgd. This 
Project would also enable implementation of· the SFPUC' s Groundwater Supply Project, 
approved by the SFPUC in December,· 2013. The SFPUC's Groundwater Supply Project cqlls for 
installation of new groundwater wells to recover 2.5 to 3.0 mgd of groundwater in the first 
phase and conversion of existing irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable use, providing 
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. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On September 3, 2015, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commision") conduc~ed a public 
hearing on the Final Environmental Impact· Report (EIR) for the Project. The Conm:i.ission 
reviewed and considered the EIR and found the contents of said report and the procedures 
through which the EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the CEQA 
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Adminstrative Code. 

On September 3, 2015, the Commission certified the Final EIR by Motion No. 19442. 
Additionally, the Commission adopted approval findings, including findings rejecting 
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alternatives, and making a statement of overriding considerations, and adopted a mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program ("MMRP") pursuant to CEQA by Motion No. 19443, which 
findings and MMRP are incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth in this Motion. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The proposal addresses the following relevant objectives and policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE 
PRESENT AND FU1URE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO. 

The City and County of San Francisco owns and operates one of the most extensive water and 
power systems in the world. At present, the supply of fresh water generated by the Hetch 
Hetchy/Water Department system is more than adequate. Current projections indicate that 
the present system will meet San Francisco's needs until the year 2020. Over the years, the 
consumption of fresh water in the city has risen substantially: over 100 percent ~etween 1940 
and 1971. This increase in water consumption is primarily due to commercial expansion and 
has occurred despite a decline in San Francisco's resident population since 1950. · 

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

POLICYS.1 

Maintain an adequate water distribution system within San Francisco. 

The project implements this policy. The proposed project would diversify and increase the reliability of 
San Francisco's water supply. It would provide an average of up to 4 million gallons per day of 
groundwater to augment San Francisco's municipal water supply. 

PROPOSITION M FINDINGS - PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 

The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Plant Project is consistent with Planning Code 
Section 101.l(b) Priority Policies as follows: 
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1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 
The Project would preserv~ current neighborhood-serving retail uses and enhance future· 
opportunities for residential employment in or ownership of such businesses. The Project would 
diversify and increase the reliability of San Francisco's water supply. A reliable and drought­
tolerant water supply is essential Jar the preservation and enhancement of the neighborhood­
serving retail uses. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in 
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. The Project 
would conserve neighborhood character. The Oceanside WPCP and Golden Gate Park Central 
Reservoir locations are not located in any residential or commercial neighborhoods and would 
not affect housing or neighborhood character. The remainder of the Project would consist of 
underground pipelines. 

3. :That the City's supply of affordable·housing be preserved and enhanced. The Project 
would preserve the City's supply of affordable housing by diversifying and increasing the 
reliability of the City's water supply. The Project would not affect the development of affordable . 
housing as the Project sites would not be located on residentially zoned parcels. 

4. · That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or · 
neighborhood parking. The Project would not increase commuter traffic and f:JJerefore would 
not impede Municipal Railway (MUNI) transit service or overburden the streets or 
neighborhood parking. Operation of the recycled water treatment plant would require 
approximately four full-time employees, while the operation and maintenance of other.Project 
facilities would utilize existing SFPUC employees. As such, commuter traffic would not 
increase n~tably that would impede MUNI services or the streets. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service 
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future 
opportunities for residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. Project would protect the 
diversity of retail and service uses already existing in the City by diversifying and increasing 
the reliability of the water supply. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedn~ss to protect against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. The Project would diversify and increase the reliability of San 
Francisco's water supply, which would improve the City's preparedness for an earthquake. 
Moreover, the Project would be designed and constructed to comply with applicable San 
Francisco Municipal Code standards to ensure public safety in the event of an earthquake. 
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7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. The Project would not affect 
designated landmarks or buildings. Golden Gate Park is a registered Historic District; however, 
the proposed Project would not affect any landmarks or historic buildings within Golden Gate 
Park, or affect any contributors to the historic district. The Central Reservoir location in 
Golden Gate Park does not contain any historical landmarks or buildings, and the adjacent 
yard area is currently used as a wood waste storage and composting facility. Distribution 
piplines are located within existing rights-of-way, and construction of pipeline would not alter 
the historical circulation system of Golden Gate Park. The Oceanside WPCP was completed in 
1994 and is not considered a historic structure. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected 
from development. The Project would involve construction of underground pipelines under 
various roadway and a new pump station in the Central Reserv?ir location within Golden Gate 
Park. Siting a pumping station at the Golden Gate· Park Central Reservoir location would not 
reduce Golden Gate Park recreation use areas as this site is not used for recreation. Similarly, 
new pipelines within Golden Gate Park would not reduce any recreation use areas. 

The Project would not affect the parks' access to vistas and sunlight. New pipelines would be. 
underground. Within Golden Gate Park, the new pumping station would be approximately 20 
feet tall. This would not affect any significant vistas and no new shade would be created, as the 
new pumping station would be in an area surrounded by trees that are higher than 20 feet tall. 

The Project would provide an irrigation supply for both Golden Gate and Lincoln Parks and 
ornamental lake supply for Golden Gate Park, which would contribute. to the upkeep of existing 
recreation areas for both parks. For the reasons stated above, the Project would not affect public 
parks and open spaces. 

The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to 
consider the proposed findings of General Plan conformity on September 3, 2015. 

On September 3, 2015, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting to consider the General Plan Referral application, Case No. 2008.0091R. The 
Commission heard and considered public testimony presented at the hearing and has further 
considered written and oral testimony provided by Department staff and other interested 
parties. 

NOW TIIEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby adopts the CEQA Findings 

set forth in No. 19443 and finds the proposed SFRW Project, as described above, to be 
consistent with the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, including, but not 
limited to the Environmental Protection Element, 'and is consistent with the eight Priority 
Policies in City Planp.ing Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this motion. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 7 

2830 



Resolution No. 19444 
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-007190GPR 

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on 
September 3, 2015. · 

Jonas P. Ionin 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015 

I:\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referrals \2015\2015-007190GPR_350 _ Great_HW1J_Motion.docx 
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RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION 
City and County of San Francisco 

Resolution No. 1606-007 

SFPUC WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER PROJECT AND PHASE 2 GROUNDWATER 
SUPPLY PROJECT FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION IN 
GOLDEN GATE PARK 

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

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) approved a project 
known as the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project ("Recycled Water Project") in 
SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0187 adopted on September 8,2015, as a component of the SFPUC's 
Water System Improvement Program (WSIP);and 

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

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

WHEREAS, a Final Program Environmental Impact Repoli (PEIR) was prepared for the 
WSIP and certified by the Planning Commission on October 3 0,2008 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 the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on October 30, 2008 by Resolution No. 08-200; and 

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

WHEREAS, the Planning Department prepared an EIR for the Recycled Water Project 
that is tiered from the PEIR, as authorized by and in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA, 
Guidelines; and 
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WHEREAS, onSeptember3, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission reviewed and 
considered the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Recycled Water Project in 
Planning Department File No. 2008. 0091 E, consisting of the Draft Envitonm ental Im pact 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 3 lof the San Francisco Administrative 
Code, and found further th a tthe FEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City 
and County of San Fl'ancisco, 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 September3, 2015, adopted CEQA 
Findings, including a statement of oven-iding considerations and an MMRP by Motion No. M-
19443. The Planning Department found the Recycled Water 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 Depmtment, the public, 
relevant public agencies, SFPUC and other experts and the administrative files for the Recycled 
Water Project and the EIR; and 

WHEREAS, the Recycled Water Project and ElR files have been made avaUable for 
review by the Recreation and Park Commission· and the public, and those files are par:t of the 
record before this Commission; and 

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

WHEREAS, the SFPUC as pa1t of its Project approval, adopted findings as required by 
CEQA (CEQA Findings) and an MMRP, which have been made available to the public and the 
Commission for the Commission's review, considel'ation and action; and 

WHEREAS, Phase Two of the Groundwater Supply Project includes two well facilities 
proposed to be located in Golden Gate Park, which is under the jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD); and 

WHEREAS, the Recycled Water Project includes a recycled water pump station 
pmposed to be located in Golden Gate Park, which is under the.jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD); and 

WHEREAS, the SFPUC's Recycled Water Project and Groundwater Supply Project 
approval resolutions authorize the SFPUC General Manager to obtain the necessa1y agreement 
from the SFRPD regarding construction, operation and maintenance of Phase Two 
Groundwater Supply Project well facilities and Recycled Water Project facilities on I and under 
the jurisdiction ofSFRPD, and to seek Bo¥d of Supervisors approval for construction of the 
well buildings and recycled water pump station in Golden Gate Park following approval by this . 
Commission, the latter in accordance with Charter .Section 4.113; and 
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WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 118-14approving the 
construction of the building housing the Central Pump Station well and related appu1tenances 
in Golden Gate Park under Charter Section 4.113 on Apri I 15, 2014, as part of the SFPUC's 
implementation of Phase One of the Groundwater Supply Project; and 

WHEREAS, by Resolution No. 1403-006, this Commission authorized the General · 
Manager to negotiate and enter into Memorandum ofUnderstanding (110riginal MOU") with the 
SFPUC with respect to the construction and operation of Phase One Groundwater Project 
facilities, and this" Original MOU" was executed onApril 24, 2014; and 

WHEREAS, the design of the Phase Two well facilities sited on park lands includes 
components that are ancillary to, or that directly suppmt, recreational use, including 
connections to make groundwater available as a standby source of inigation and lake fill water 
supply to Golden Gate Park in the event of an outage of existing irrigation water supplies or an 
outage of recycled water, when the recycled water supply becomes available in the future, and 
generally increasing the reliability of SFPUC water supplies available for park :inigation in San 
Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Recycled Water Project facilities directly support or are ancillary to 
recreational use of park lands by providing recycled water for iITigation ··of Lincoln Park Golf 
Course and Golden Gate Park; and 

WHEREAS, the Recycled Water Project is consistent with and supports the Golden Gate 
Park Master Plan Policy E, which calls for planning for the future use of reclaimed water where 
appropriate in the park as mandated by the Sau Francisco Reclaimed Wate1· Use Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, extensive public outreach regarding the Recycled Water Project as a whole 
was conducted by the SFPUC and the Planning Depaitment; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Phase Two well facilities in Golden Gate Park replacing the 
existing in:igation wells atthe South Windmill Replacement and North Lake sites are 
consistentwith the Golden Gate Park Master Plan, specifically policies E and H thereof; now, 
therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, this Commission has reviewed and considered the Recycled Water• Project 
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, focluding the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein as pa1t of this Resolution 
by this reference thereto, and adopts the MMRP attached to this Resolution as Exhibit Band 
incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission authorizes the General Manager, or his 
designee, to negotiate and enter into au Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with the SFPUC, in substantially the form of the draft exchanged between the 
depa1tments and attached to this Resolution as Exhibit C, regarding construction, operation and 
maintenance of the SFPUC's San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 
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facilities and San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project Phase Two well facilities iri 
Golden Gate Park; and be it · 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission does find that the placement of 
SFPUC's two Phase Two Groundwater Supply Project well facilities in Golden Gate Park 
directly supports and/or is ancillary to recreational use of park lands in accordance with 
Charter Section 4.113 in the following respects: (1) the footprints of the Project well 
facilities do not interfere with active recreational uses; (2) the well facilities will include 
connections to the Golden Gate Park irrigation system to allow use of the well for 
irrigation and lake fil 1 purposes in the event of an outage of existing inigation water 
supplies or an outage of recycled water; when the recycled water supply becomes 
available in the future; and (3) watel' from all of the wells will be blended with the 
existing SFPUC surface water supply, increasing the reliability of the supply of water 
available to consumers, including City parks generally and Golden Gate Park; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission does find that the placement of 
SFPUC's Recycled Water Project recycled water pump station in Golden Gate Park 
directly· supports and/or is andllary to recreational use of park lands in accordance with 
Charter Section 4.113 in the following respects: (1) provides recycled water for the 
irrigation of Golden Gate Park and Lincoln Park Golf Course; (2) is consistent with Park 
Code. Section 3 .19 which lays out a framework for maximizing water use efficiency and 
non~potable water ·use on all .property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks 
Commission and requires that each golfcourse within the jurisdiction of the Recreation 
and Parks Commission t1tilizes l'ecycled water; and be it 

·FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Commission recommends that the Bo.ard of 
Supervisors approve the construction of the Phase, Two Groundwater Supply Project well 
buildings and the Westside Recycled Water Project recycled water pump station in Golden 
Gate Park in accordance with Charter Section 4.113. 

Adopted by the following vote: 
Ayes 5 
~oes 0 
Absent 1 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution 
was adopted at the Recreation and Pai:k 
Commission meeting held on June 16, 2016. 

V/}'i r; ,, 1·, /~;'· ,t ~f {! /\' ~ (1 / -l_ , 
t ;i f. ~.i~,..tl<.l ~# !,.· t., \ ... ~J; 7 I ..... _ L!_,.·'\_,.~ \. ~f' t/ k··~~.d",. 

Margaret A//McA1thur, Commission Liaison 
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FILE NO. 140289 

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
04/07/14 

RESOLUTION NO. llJ-l 

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

2 

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

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

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

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

7 

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

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

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

. 11 the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP); and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

20 and 

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

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

23 No. 2008.1122E; and 

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

25 part of the WSIP; and 

Supervisor Mar 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 

2836 



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8 17734; and 

9 WHEREAS, Thereafter, the Sf PUC approved the WSIP and adopted findings and a 

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

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

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

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

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

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

16 (MMRP) as required by CEQA; and 

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

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

19 considered part of the record before this Board; and 

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

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

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

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

24 WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 0092-1 O that placed 

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

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

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

3 and consideration of completed project7related environmental analysis, pursuant to CEQA, the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

14 Resolution No. 14-0010; and be it 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

25 change the conclusions set forth in the FEIR; and be it 

Supervisor Mar 
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1 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board directs the Clerk of the Board to forward this. 

2 Resolution to the Controller. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Resolution 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 140289. Date Passed: April 15, 2014 

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including the adoption 
of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program and a statement of overriding considerations 
related to the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, and directing the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors to notify the Controller of this action. · 

April 07, 2014 Land Use and Economic Development ~ommittee -AMENDED 

April 07, 2014 Land Use and Economic Development Committee - RECOMMENDED AS 
AMENDED . 

April 15, 2014 Board of Supervisors -ADOPTED 

Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Breed, Campos, Chiu, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang, Wiener 
arydYee 

File No. 140289 I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution was ADOPTED on 4/15/2014 by 
the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco. 

City and County of San Francisco PageU Printed at 1:13 pm on 4116114 
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FILE NO. 140290 RESOLUTION N0.113-14 

1 [Approval of Groundwater Well in Golden Gate Park] 

2 

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

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

5 of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. 

6 

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

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

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

10 the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP); and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

17 :)ources and reducing dependence on imported surface water, and to also provide drinking 

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

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

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

21 No. 2008.1122E; and 

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

23 part of the WSIP; and 

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

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

Supervisor Mar 
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1 a statement of overriding considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

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

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

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

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

6 17734;and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

14 (MMRP) as required by CEQA; and 

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

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

17 supplies for park irrigation purposes; and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

25 
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1 WHEREAS, The Project files, including the FEIR, PEIR, SFPUC Resolution No. 14-

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

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

4 record before this Board; and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12 therein; now, therefore, be it 

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

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

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

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

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

18 SFPUC Resolution No. 14-0010; and, be it 

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

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

21 will be implemented as reflected in and in ac~ordance with the MMRP; and, be it 

22 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that since the FEIR was finaliz~d, there 

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

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

25 significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified 
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1 significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would 

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

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

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

5 part of the SFPUC's implementation of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Resolution 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 140290 Date Passed: April 15, 2014 

Resolution approving the construction of a building housing the Central Pump Station Well and 
related appurtenances in Golden Gate Park under Charter, Section 4.113, as part of the San 
Ffancisco Groundwater Supply Project. 

April 07, 2014 Land Use and Economic Development Committee - RECOMMENDED 

April 15, 2014 Board of Supervisors -ADOPTED 

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

File No. 140290 

· Mayor 

City and County of Son Francisco Pogel5 

I hereby certify that the foregoing· 
Resolution was ADOPTED on 4/15/2014 by 
the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco. 

~QC\t'lJ~ 
Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

oa'te Approved/ 

Printed at 1:13 pm on 411.6114 
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SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 1 of 2 

Planning Department Case No. 2008.1122E 
State Clearinghouse No. 2009122075 · 

December 2013 

City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco Planning Department 

Important Dates: 

DEIR Publication Date: March 13, 2013 
DEIR Public Comment Period: March 13, 2013 to April 27, 2013 
DEIR Public Hearing Date: April 18, 2013 
FEIR Certification Meeting Date: December 19, 2013 

Very large file. Document can be viewed and downloaded through the following URL as available through the 
Office of the Clerk of the Board's Legislative Research Center: 
https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=4531982&GUID=E84AFC52-2585-4695-9E56-D74ADCD1D26B 
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SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume 2 of 2 

Planning Department Case No. 2008 .1122E 
State Clearinghouse No. 2009122075 

December 2013 

City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco Planning Department 

Important Dates: 

DEIR Publication Date: March 13, 2013 
DEIR Public Comment Period: March 13, 2013 to April 27, 2013 
DEIR Public Hearing Date: April 18, 2013 
FEIR Certification Meeting Date: December 19, 2013 

!rylarge file. Document can be viewed and downloaded through the following URL as available through the 
Office of the Clerk of the Board's Legislative Research Center: 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx.?M=F&ID=4531983&GUID=EEOF40E6-4EFD-47D8-BCAB-9229Dl2A55F5 
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SAN FRANCISCO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
Appendices 

Planning Department Case No. 2008.1122E 
State Clearinghouse No. 2009122075 

December 2013 

City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco Planning Department , 

Important Dates: 

DEIR Publication Date: March 13, 2013 
DEIR Public Comment Period: March 13, 2013 to April 27, 2013 
DEIR Public Hearing Date: April 18, 2013 
FEIR Certification Meeting Date: December 19, 2013 

Very large file. Document can be viewed and downloaded through the following URL as available through the 
Office of the Clerk of the Board's Legislative Research Center: 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&I;r.>=4531996&GUID=BF3BD89F-F56C-436D-9DEE-09E56519B73A 
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San Francisco Westside 
Recycled Water Project. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
CASE NO. 2008.0091E 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2008052133 

Very large file. Document can be viewed and downloaded through the following URL as available through the 
Office of the Clerk of the Board's Legislative Research Center: 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4531966&GUID=AE19823A-C5A8-4C49-8704-5467229BC770 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

I Draft EIR Publication Date: ! March 18, 2015 
r-----·---·-----·-·--·-·--·-···-·-·---------r--------------· 
i Draft EIR Public Hearing Date: ! April 23, 2015 r Draft EIR Public C~;~;:i;~~;;·-·-----·-·~i-; M-a-rch-1-8,-20-15--M-a-y 4-, 2-01-5 ---------, 

r· --··-------··-····· ······- ··-·-·-·-····-·- -- ·-------- -·- -r-·----··---------------------------·-------·------~~--------1 
~ Final EIR Certification Hearing Date: ! September 3, 2015 

"'-·---·----·-·--'--·-·------·------·---·-·--·-----·--''-----------------

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING I SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Department of Recreation and Parks 
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: July 1, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Wiener on June 21, 2016: 

File No. 160721 

Resolution approving construction of a recycled water pump station 
building, and two groundwater well station buildings in Golden Gate Park 
under Charter, Section 4.113, as part of the San Francisco Westside 
Recycled Water and San Francisco Groundwater Supply Projects. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: andrea.ausberrv@sfgov.org. 

c: Sarah Madland, Department of Recreation and Parks 
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Planning Department 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

TO: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

Harlan Kelly, Jr., General Manager, Public Utilities Commission 
Toney D. Chaplin, Acting Chief of Police, Police Department 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: June 29, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following proposed le~islation, introduced by Supervisor Wiener on June 21, 2016: 

File No. 160721 

Resolution approving construction of a recycled water pump station 
building, and two groundwater well station buildings in Golden Gate Park 
under Charter, Section 4.113, as part of the San Francisco Westside 
Recycled Water and San Francisco Groundwater Supply Projects. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org. 

c: .Juliet Ellis, Public Utilities Cor:nmissi6n 
Donna Hood, Public Utilities Commission 
Christine Fountain, Police Department 
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L 1'1 ~ l-erk..1 . B +--Fj 
Der c4, YYlA(J° ,.,, 

City Hall 
President, District 5 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-7630 
Fax No. 554-7634 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

London Breed 

PRESIDENTIAL ACTION 

Date: 6/30/16 

To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Madam Clerk, 
Pursuant to Board Rules, I am hereby:. 

D Waiving 30-Day Rule (Board Rule No. 3.23) 

File No. 
(Primary Sponsor) 

- , r 

w 
'••+-

_; (/'1 

Title. (".) , 

181 Transferring (BoardRuleNo3.3) 

File No. 160721 Wiener 
(Primary Sponsor) 

Title. 
Approval of Recycled Water Pump Station and Two Groundwater Well 
Stations in Golden Gate Park 

From: Land Use & Transportation 

To: Budget & Finance 

D Assigning Temporary Committee Appointment (Board Rule No. 3.1) 

Supervisor ---------

Replacing Supervisor ---------

For: 
(Date) 

Committee 

Committee 

Lond~,Jt 
Board of Supervisors 
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Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

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

cg] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed· agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

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

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D. 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" L._ _______________ _J 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ~I --------1 from Committee. 

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

8. Substitute Legislation File No ...... I _____ __, 
9. Reactivate File No ...... I _____ ___, 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 
L---,--------------' 

:>lease check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Wiener 

Subject: 

Approval of Recycled Water Pump Station and Two Groundwater Well Stations in Golden Gate Park 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Resolution approving construction of a recycled water pump station building, and two groundwater well station 
buildings in Golden Gate Park under Charter Section 4.113, as part of the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water 
and San Francisco Groundwater Supply Projects. 

For Clerk's Use Only: 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Hello, 

Lew, Lisa (BOS) 
Friday, July 01, 2016 8:53 AM 
Ginsburg, Phil (REC); Rahaim, John (CPC) 
Madland, Sarah (REC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie 
(CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Ausberry, Andrea 
BOS Referral: File No. 160721 -Approval of Recycled Water Pump Station and Two 
Groundwater Well Stations in Golden Gate Park 
160721 FYI (1 ).pdf 

The following legislation is being referred to your department for informational purposes:·· 

File No. 160721 

Resolution approving construction of a recycled water pump station building, and two groundwater well 
station buildings in Golden Gate Park under Charter, Section 4.113, as part of the San Francisco Westside 
Recycled Water and San Francisco Groundwater Supply Projects. · 

Sent on behalf of Andrea AL!sberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee. Please forward any 
com_ments or reports to Andrea Ausberry. 

Regards, 

Lisa Lew 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
p 415-554-7718 IF 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• l/l.fJ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to .the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the pub/Jc submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available ta all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

-:rom: 
,ent: 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Hello, 

Lew, Lisa (BOS) 
Wednesday, June 29, 2016 3:10 PM 
Kelly, Jr, Harlan (PUC); Chaplin, Toney (POL) 
Ellis, Juliet (PUC); Hood, Donna {PUC); Fountain, Christine {POL); Ausberry, Andrea 
BOS Referral: File No. 160721 -Approval of Recycled Water Pump Station and Two 
Groundwater Well Stations in Golden Gate Park 
160721 FYl.pdf 

The following legislation is being referred to your department for informational purposes: 

File No. 160721 

Resolution approving construction of a recycled water pump station building, and two groundwater well 
station buildings in Golden Gate Park under Charter, Section 4.113, as part of the San Francisco Westside 
Recycled Water and San Francisco Groundwater Supply Projects. 

Sent on behalf of Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee. Please forward any 
comments or reports to Andrea Ausberry. 

Regards, 

T,isaLew 
Jard of Superviso'rs 

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
p 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• 11,(J Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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