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I I . 
I FILE NO. 170033 RESOLUTION NO. 

I 

1 [Accept and Expend Grant - California Governor's Office of Emergency Services - Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program - $404,208] 

2 

3 Resolution authorizing the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission General Manager 

4 to accept and expend a grant in the amount of $404,208 from the Federal Emergency 

5 Management Agency through the California Governor'_s Office of Emergency Services 

6 for the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. 

7 

8 WHEREAS, The 2013 Rim Fire severely burned the slope next to the Early Intake 

9 Switchyard, causing an increased risk of slope hazards which may cause damage to the 

10 switchyard and loss of power transmission capability to the City; and 

11 WHEREAS, The 2013 Rim Fire was declared a major federal disaster, and as a result, 

12 the State of California is eligible to apply for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program funds from the 

13 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); and , 

14 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) submitted, 

15 through the California Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES), a sub-application 

16 (FEMA-4158-DR-CA, Project #0272, FIPS #075-00000) for a Hazard Mitigation Grant from 

17 FEMA to help fund the implementation of the Early Intake Slope Stabilization project (the 

18 Project) to reduce the risk of slope hazards which may cause damage to the Early Intake 

19 Switchyard and loss of power transmission capability to the City; and 

20 WHEREAS, FEMA awarded, through Cal OES, SFPUC.a grant of $404,208.00 in 

21 federal funds for Pre-Award and Phase One of the Early Intake Slope Stabilization project; 

22 and 

23 WHEREAS, On September 13, 2016, the SFPUC approved Resolution No. 16-0192 

24 which authorizes the General Manager of the SFPUC to request approval from the Board of 

25 

Mayor Lee 
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1 Supervisors to accept and expend Hazard Mitigation Grant funds from the Federal Emergency 

2 Management Agency (FEMA) in an amount not to exceed $404,208.00; and 

3 WHEREAS, The estimated cost of Pre-Award and Phase One of the Project is 

4 $594,341 ; and 

5 WHEREAS, Pre-Award for grant sub-application is complete and Phase One of the 

6 Project is anticipated to begin in October 2016 and end in July 2017; and 

7 WHEREAS, Funds for Phase One work will be available from a new project a_ccount to 

8 be created under Hetchy Capital Improvement Project No. CUH 101 Hetchy Water - Power 

9 Infrastructure; and 

1 o RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes the General Manager of 

11 the SFPUC to authorize the acceptance of up to $404,208.00 of grant funding through the 

12 Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (FEMA-4158-DR-CA, Project #0272, FIPS #075-00000) 

13 funded in part by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Recommended: 

HARLAN L. KELLY, JR. 
General Manager of the SFPUC 

, -~ayor Lee 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Approved:_~-'----~------
}crf EDWIN M. LEE 

Mayor 
- ., 

~ 
Approved:¥-' -=-"L-~-----===== 

BEN Rl\1SENFIELD 
Controll\r 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING FEBRUARY 9, 2017 

Department: 
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 

Legislative Objectives 

• The proposed resolution would authorize the PUC to accept and expend Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) grant funds of $404,208 for the Early Intake 
Slope Stabilization Project. Grant funds would be disbursed by the Governor's Office of 
Emergency Services (Cal OES) through the reimbursement process and would cover 68 
percent of direct costs of $594,341 for Pre-Award activity and Phase One of the Project. 

Key Points 

• The Early Intake Switchyard, located in the Tuolumne River Canyon downstream of the 
Kirkwood Powerhouse, transmits power generated at the Holm and Kirkwood 
Powerhouses to the Moccasin Powerhouse. 

• The 2013 Rim Fire badly burned the slope adjacent to the Early Intake Switchyard, 
increasing the risk of slope hazards such as rock falls, landslides, debris/mud flows, and 
uncontrolled runoff, which could damage the switchyard and impact power transmission 
from two of the three powerhouses to San Francisco. 

• PUC applied for a Hazard Mitigation Grant from the (FEMA) to help fund the Early Intake 
Slope Stabilization Project, intended to mitigate potential slope hazards. FEMA approved 
funding for Pre-Award Activity and Phase One of the Project, which will include 
engineering, design and environmental study. After completion of Phase One, FEMA will 
review the environmental analysis and determine if additional funding for Phase Two will 
be approved. 

Fiscal Impact 

• The grant agreement between PUC and the Governor's Office of Emergency Services 
requires that the PUC contribute matching funds of $190,133, equal to 32 percent of the 
project budget of $594,341. PUC matching funds of $190,133 were previously 
appropriated by the Board of Supervisors in the Hetch Hetchy Capital Improvement 
Project for power infrastructure. 

Policy Consideration 

• FEMA approved a total duration of ten months for Phase One work, with a completion 
date of April 6, 2017. However, Phase One completion is not expected until September 
2018. Pending Board approval of the proposed resolution, PUC plans to apply for a time 
extension with CAL OES. According to staff, PUC does not anticipate any objection from 
CAL OES or impact to the project timeline. 

Recommendation 

• Approve the proposed resolution. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITIEE MEETING FEBRUARY 9, 2017 

-

MANDATE STATEMENT -
- -

City Administrative Code Section 10.170-1 states that accepting Federal, State, or third-party 
grant funds in the amount of $100,000 or more, including any City matching funds required by 

the grant, is subject to Board of Supervisors approval. 
-

- -
BACKGROUND - - - --

The Public Utilities Commission (PUC) owns and operates the Hetch Hetchy Power System, 
which delivers energy generated by three hydroelectric powerhouses in Tuolumne County to 
San Francisco along City-owned transmission lines. The Early Intake Switchyard, located in the 
Tuolumne River Canyon downstream of the Kirkwood Powerhouse, transmits power generated 
at the Holm and Kirkwood Powerhouses to the Moccasin Powerhouse. 

The 2013 Rim Fire1 badly burned the slope adjacent to the Early Intake Switchyard, increasing 
the risk of slope hazards such as rock falls, landslides, debris/mud flows, and uncontrolled 
runoff, which could damage the switchyard and impact power transmission from two of the 
three powerhouses to San Francisco. PUC applied for a Hazard Mitigation Grant2 from the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to help fund the Early Intake Slope 
Stabilization Project, intended to mitigate potential slope hazards. FEMA awarded, through the 
California Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES), a grant of $404,208 for Pre-Award 
activity and Phase One of the Project, which will include engineering design and environmental 
study. 

PUC has completed the Pre-Award activity for the grant application, and Phase One is expected 
to be completed in September 2018. The design phase is currently underway, and the 
environmental survey is expected to begin in February 2017. After completion of Phase One, 
FEMA will review the environmental analysis and determine if additional funding for Phase Two 
will be approved.3 

PUC requested proposals from five pre-qualified firms for design services for the Project.4 Two 
of the firms submitted a quote. According to Ms. Tracy Cael, Regional Project Manager at PUC, 
PUC scored each firm based on three criteria: 1) relevant experience and qualifications of the 
proposed personnel; 2) technical approach to the scope of work; and 3) cost. Based on these 
criteria, PUC selected Black and Veatch for design services. 

PUC selected RMC to submit a proposal for environmental study services for the Project from a 
pool of four as-needed environmental consulting firms.5 Ms. Cael states that RMC was selected 
based on the firm's environmental specialty, familiarity with the project area, and familiarity 

1 The Rim Fire was a wildfire started in the summer of 2013 and was the third largest wildfire in California's history. 
It occurred in the Sierra Nevada mountain range and was fully contained only after nine weeks. 
2 Because the Rim Fire was declared a major federal disaster, the State of California is eligible to apply for Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program funds. 
3 

PUC will not need to reapply for Phase Two funding. 
4 The five pre-qualified firms were selected through a competitive process as part of a Request for Proposals (RFP). 
5 

The four firms in the as-needed pool for environmental consulting services were selected through a competitive 
process as part of a RFP. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING FEBRUARY 9, 2017 

with the Forest Service and FEMA implementing regulations. The firm's subconsultants 
supporting the project have worked on prior Hetch Hetchy projects that conducted surveys in 
the immediate vicinity of the Early Intake Switchyard and already possess federal permits to 
conduct fieldwork on the Stanislaus National Forest. 

- -

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION - - _- - -- -=-

The proposed resolutio.n would authorize the PUC to accept and expend FEMA grant funds of 
$404,208 for Pre-Award activity and Phase One of the Early Intake Slope Stabilization Project. 
Grant funds would be disbursed by Cal OES through the reimbursement process and would 
cover 68 percent of direct costs of $594,341 for Pre-Award activity and Phase One of the 
Project. 
- -

- -
FISCAL IMPACT - - -

The grant agreement between PUC and the Governor's Office of Emergency Services requires 
that the PUC contribute matching funds of $190,133, equal to 32 percent of the Pre-Award 
activity and Phase One of the Early Intake Slope Stabilization Project budget of $594,341. 

Table 1 below shows the Pre-Award and Phase One budget of $594,341. 

Table 1: Pre-Award and Phase One Budget, Early Intake Slope Hazard Mitigation Project 

Sources 

Hetch Hetchy Power Infrastructure Capital Improvement Program 

Governor's Office of Emergency Services .Grant 

Total Sources 

Uses 

Assessment & Engineering Support for HMGP 

Sub-Application (Contractor) 

Project Management (PUC Staff) 

Environmental (Contractor and PUC Staff) 

Design (Contractor) 

Total Uses 

Source: Early Intake Slope Hazard Mitigation Project Budget 

Amount 

$190,133 

404,208 

$594,341 

$54,330 

97,270 

277,141 

165,600 

$594,341 

PUC matching funds of $190,133 were previously appropriated by the Board of Supervisors in 
the Hetch Hetchy Capital Improvement Project for power infrastructure. According to Mr. Dan 
Wade" Director of Water Infrastructure Capital Projects and Programs at PUC, Federal grant 
funds would offset PUC funds for the Project. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITIEE MEETING FEBRUARY 9, 2017 

- -

POllCY CONSIDERATION - -

FEMA approved a total duration of ten months for Phase One work, with a completion date of 
April 6, 2017. Because Phase One completion is not expected until September 2018, PUC will 
need an extension from FEMA in order to receive reimbursement of project costs incurred after 
the completion date in FEMA's letter. Pending Board approval of the proposed resolution, PUC 
plans to formally apply for a time extension with Cal OES. According to Ms. Cael, PUC does not 
anticipate any objection from Cal OES on a request for a time extension and anticipates no 
impact to the project timeline. 

-

RECOMMENDATION --

Approve the proposed resolution. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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File Number: 
~~~~~~~~~~-

(Provided by Clerk of Board of Supervisors) 

Grant Resolution Information Form 
(Effective July 2011) 

Purpose: Accompanies proposed Board of Supervisors resolutions authorizing a Department to accept and 
expend grant funds. 

The following describes the grant referred to in the accompanying resolution: 

1. Grant Title: Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 

2. Department: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission {SFPUC) 

3. Contact Person: Jimmy Leong Telephone: 209-989-2040 

4. Grant Approval Status (check one): 

[X] Approved by funding agency [] Not yet approved 

5. Amount of Grant Funding Approved or Applied for: $404,208.00 

6. a. Matching Funds Required: $ 
b. Source(s) of matching funds (if applicable): 

Funds for the SFPUC match will come from the Hetchy Capital Improvement Project 
CUH101. 

7. a. Grant Source Agency: The Federal Emergency Management Agency {FEMA) 
b. Grant Pass-Through Agency (if applicable): 

The California Governor's Office of Emergency Services {Cal OES) 

8. Proposed Grant Project Summary: 

Resolution No. 16-0192 authorizes the General Manager of the SFPUC to request approval from 
the Board of Supervisors to accept and expend Hazard Mitigation Grant funds from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency {FEMA) in an amount not to exceed $404,208.00 

Background 
Since the 2013 Rim Fire was declared a major federal disaster, the State of California is eligible for 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funding for hazard mitigation activities which are aimed 
at reducing or eliminating future damages. 

On behalf of the City and County of San Francisco, SFPUC submitted, through the California 
Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES), a sub-application (FEMA-4158-DR-CA, Project 
#0272, FIPS #075-00000) in June 2014 to the HMGP for the Early Intake Switchyard Slope 
Stabilization Project (the Project). The slope of concern is located next to the Early Intake Switchyard 
and it was severely burned in the Rim Fire. The purpose of the project is to reduce the risk of slope 
failure which may cause damage to the switchyard and loss of power transmission capability to the 
City. 

SFPUC received a notification dated June 30, 2016 from Cal OES that FEMA approved the sub­
application for Pre-Award and Phase One of the Project to complete the pre-construction activities 
including professional services support for HMGP sub-application, engineering design and 

1 



environmental study. The total estimate for Pre-Award cost and Phase One is $594,341 and the 
approved Federal share is $404,208. The payment of the Federal share will be obtained through the 
reimbursement process. 

9. Grant Project Schedule, as allowed in approval documents, or as proposed: 

The Pre-Award activity for sub-application is completed. FEMA approved a total duration of ten 
(10) months for Phase One work. The completion date as stated in FEMA's letter dated June 6, 
2016 was April 6, 2017. Due to the City's process of grant acceptance, Phase One of the Project 
has not started yet. After discussion with Cal OES, SF PUC staff will apply for a time extension 
after the Commission adopts the attached resolution. Phase One is expected to begin in 
October 2016 and end in July 2017 with a duration of ten months. 

Start-Date: October 2016 End-Date: July 2017 

10. a. Amount budgeted for contractual services: 
$373,880 (including $165,600 for engineering design; and $208,280 for environmental 
assessment) 

b. Will contractual services be put out to bid? Yes 
c. If so, will contract services help to further the goals of the Department's Local Business 

Enterprise (LBE) requirements? Yes 
d. Is this likely to be a one-time or ongoing request for contracting out? 

One Time for each type of professional services. 

11. a. Does the budget include indirect costs? 
[]Yes [X]No 

b. 1. If yes, how much? $ 
b. 2. How was the amount calculated? 
c. 1. If no, why are indirect costs not included? 
[X] Not allowed by granting agency [] To maximize use of grant funds on direct services 
[ ] Other (please explain): 
c. 2. If no indirect costs are included, what would have been the indirect costs? 

The indirect cost including City Administration and Project Contingency is 
estimated to be approximately 20% of $594,341 which is the total costs of Pre­
Award and Phase One work. In order words, the indirect cost is estimated to be 
$118,868. 

12. Any other significant grant requirements or comments: 
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**Disability Access Checklist***(Department must forward a copy of all completed Grant Information 
Forms to the Mayor's Office of Disability) 

13. This Grant is intended for activities at (check all that apply): 

[X] Existing Site(s) 
[] Rehabilitated Site(s) 
[] New Site(s) 

[] Existing Structure(s) 
[] Rehabilitated Structure(s) 
[X] New Structure(s) 

[] Existing Program(s) or Service(s) 
[] New Program(s) or Service(s) 

14. The Departmental ADA Coordinator or the Mayor's Office on Disability have reviewed the proposal and 
concluded that the project as proposed will be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and all 
other Federal, State and local disability rights laws and regulations and will allow the full inclusion of persons 
with disabilities. The·se requirements include, but are not limited to: 

1. Having staff trained in how to provide reasonable modifications in policies, practices and procedures; 

2. Having auxiliary aids and services available in a timely manner in order to ensure communication access; 

3. Ensuring that any service areas and related facilities open to the public are architecturally accessible and 
have been inspected and approved by the DPW Access Compliance Officer or the Mayor's Office on 
Disability Compliance Officers. · 

If such access would be technically infeasible, this is described in the comments section below: 

Comments: 

Departmental ADA Coordinator or Mayor's Office of Disability Reviewer: 

Arfaraz Khambatta 
(Name) 

Department Head or Designee Approval of Grant Information Form: 

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. 
(Name) 

__ .General Manager, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. ______________ _ 

(Title) )? } ~J()\. ~' /} r-f??~ 
Date Reviewed: ---=---'---'-'---r_______ ~ ~ 

198turnRequired) 
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Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 

PROJECT 
SUB-APPLICATION 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 
OF EMERGENCY SERVICES 
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PART 1- ACTIVITY INFORMATION 

-

THIS PAGE-=F'OR STATE _U_SE ONE¥' 

STATE PROJECT APPLICATION FORM . 

DR NO.: L 4158] STATE:~ PROJECT NO.: TBD 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SECTION I - STATE INFORMATION 

STATE APPLICANT INFORMATION 

APPLICANT: 

FIPS CODE: 

>!California Governor's Office of Emergency Services 

>looo-922501 

CONTACT: NAME: 

TITLE: 

ORGANIZATION: 

ADDRESS: 

CITY: 

>ttsDI 

>ttsDI 

>\Hazard Mitigation Grants Division\ 

>13650 Schriever Avenue! 

>IMathed 

STATE: >~ ZIP CODE: >l95655l 

LONGITUDE: 

LATITUDE: 

TELEPHONE: 

>l-121.30505Wj 

>138.571 OONI 

>1916-845-81501 

PROJECT CONFORMS TO ITEM > # C:J 

FAX NO: >1916-636-37801 

In the State's Multihazard Mitigation Plan (if necessary also list which annex of the plan in the shaded text box.) 

According to the State's Multihazard Mitigation Plan, Project is priority >~. 

STATE LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT: >~ 

2 



- -l"ftlS EQR ~suB-APPl.ICANr- - -

SECTION II - SUB-APPLICANT INFORMATION 

SUB-APPLICANT INFORMATION 

1. SUB-APPLICANT: 

2. FIPS#: 

3. DUNS#: 

4. COUNTY: 

5. TYPE: 

6. POLITICAL DISTRICT(S): 

7. CONTACT: NAME: 

TITLE: 

ORGANIZATION: 

ADDRESS: 

CITY: 

STATE: 

TELEPHONE: 

>\City and County of San Francisco\ 

>\OOO-UDESN-00\ 

>\070384255\ 

>[uolumne County - location of project sit~ 

GOVERNMENT i;gj SPECIAL DISTRICT 0 PRIVATE NON-PROFIT 0 
CONGRESSIONAL 14'th, 12th & 14th\ 

STATE ASSEMBLY \5th, 17th & 19th\ 

STATE LEGISLATIVE \ath, 11th & 14th\ 

Mr. I Ms. >~ First>~ Last >\Leong\ 

>\Principal Engineed 

>\San Francisco Public Utilities Commission\ 

>\P.O. Box 160\ 

>\Moccasin\ 

ZIP CODE: 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

>\209-989-2040\ 

>uleong@sfwater.org\ 

8. NFIP PARTICIPATION ~YESO NO LAST CAV DATE: \NIA; project is not in 100-year floodplain\ 

Tuolumne County participates in the NFIP: however. this project is not located within the 100-year floodplain - refer to Attachment 4. 
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9. ALTERNATE CONTACT: 

NAME: Mr./Ms.>~ First>/Cheryl/ Last>~ 

TITLE: 

ORGANIZATION: 

ADDRESS: 

CITY: 

STATE: 

ZIP CODE: 

TELEPHONE: 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

>\Principal Administrative Analyst 11\ 

>ISan Francisco Public Utilities Commission/ 

>@25 Golden Gate Avenue, 4th Floorl 

>ISan Francisc~ 

>§] 

>~ 

>@15-487-5282/ 

>/ctaylor@sfwater.org/ 

10. LOCAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN (LHMP) requirement: a FEMA approved and local agency adopted Multihazard 

mitigation plan is required at the time of the disaster declaration and at time of award: 

These plans are also referenced as "LHMP' or Local Hazard Mitigation Plan: 

LHMP's are either Single Jurisdictional or Multi-Jurisdictional 

LOCAL MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL MUL Tl HAZARD PLAN: 

12008 City and County of San Francisco Hazard Mitigation Plan! 

DATE APPROVED BY FEMA: January 9, 2009 

DATE ADOPTED BY LOCAL AGENCY: JDecember 9, 20081 

OR 

LOCAL SINGLE JURISDICTIONAL MULTIHAZARD MITIGATION PLAN: 

SUBMITTED:~APPROVED: ~ 

DATE APPROVED BY FEMA: ~ 

DATE ADOPTED BY LOCAL AGENCY: ~ 

!Lead Agency: SF Department of Emergency Managemenij 

!Name/Title of your PLAN: 2008 City and County of San Francisco Hazard Mitigation Plan! 

/State where in the approved Plan your proposed project is in conformance with the Plan.I 

!CHAPTER:**\ 

\PAGE: **J 

\SECTION: **\ 

** The 2008 SF Hazard Mitigation Plan did not address the vulnerability of City-owned assets located outside of the 
County limits, such as Hetch Hetchy Water & Power facility assets. 
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SECTION Ill - PROJECT INFORMATION 

11. PROJECT TITLE: >!Early Intake Switchyard Slope Stabilization Projec~ 

12. PROJECT LOCATION: 
Detailed location (include the legal description, latitude and longitude coordinates): 
Refer to Instructions Section Ill, #12 on page #5 for detailed requirements. 

The ISY Slope Stabilization Project site is located in Tuolumne County, adjacent to the Intake Switchyard as short 
distance west of Cherry Lake Road, just south of the Cherry Lake Road bridge crossing of the Tuolumne River. 
Site location: latitude I longitude coordinates: 37.87477° NI 119.96601° W; T 1S; R 18E; NW%of NWX of Sec 11. 

Legal description: Amended Location of Electric Transmission Lines, Early Intake to Moccasin through T 1. N. R. 
18 E., T. 1 S. R 15, R 16, R 17, & R 18 E. M.D.B. & M. Tuolumne County, California shown on drawing R-525 rev. 
1, filed and approved with the United States Lands Office in Sacramento, California, Serial Number 017065, on 
December 6, 1957 under the Raker Act of December 19, 1913 (38 Stats. 242). 

13. MAPPING REQUIREMENTS: 
Attach or enclose maps (USGS, City plat maps, aerial photos) photographs and diagrams that clearly depict the 
exact project location. Maps should be oriented with a north arrow. Refer to Instructions Section Ill, #13, on page 
#6. 

l Maps and photographs showing the project location and site boundaries are included in Attachment 1. 

14. DEED RESTRICTIONS THAT LIMIT FEDERAL FUNDING: 

l There are no restrictions that would preclude federal funding assistance. 

15. PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FUNDING: 

FEMA-4158-DR-CA Rim Fire; requested $505,914. No project worksheet(s) related to this project have been 
completed to date. 

16. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: REQUIRED 

A. PROJECT TYPE: Double Click the selected box. At least one must be selected. 

EQ-Structural D 

Flood;.Elevation D 

EQ-Non-structural D 

Flood-Acquisition D 

EQ Structural & Non-Structural D 

Flood-Control ~ 

Fire-Vegetation Management D Fire-Resistant Bldg. MaterialsD Fire-Defensible SpaceD 

B. Describe the problem you are attempting to solve and the expected outcome. 
(Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose separate MS-word document) 
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The Early Intake Switchyard (ISY) is a 230 kV switchyard located alongside the Tuolumne River, just 
downstream of the Kirkwood Powerhouse (see Figure 1 in Attachment 1). The switchyard is a critical HHWP 
asset that provides for the transmission of electrical power generated at Kirkwood and Holm Powerhouses to 
Moccasin as well as the local distribution of power to HHWP's upcountry facilities. A failure of any critical 
component within the switchyard represents a significant loss of power generation and transmission capability 
which accounts for 75% of the HHWP Project annual generation. 

ISY consists of an extensive array of electrical circuit breakers and disconnect switches that are installed inside 
of a fenced area approximately 550 feet long by 125 feet wide, and includes a control building. It was initially put 
into service in 1960. The transmission line to Kirkwood Powerhouse, Line 11, was put into service in 1967. 
Intake Switchyard provides the main accumulation, switching and transmission point for hydroelectric power 
generated at the Holm and Kirkwood powerhouses. 

As described in Attachment 1, the tall, steep slopes adjacent to Early Intake Switchyard were severely burned by 
the Rim Fire. Detailed field observations performed during and after the fire identified that several types of fire 
damage occurred in the area that resulted in both short-term safety concerns and long-term maintenance 
concerns, including: 

1. Potential for slope raveling and rock falls. 

2. Potential for slope instability. 

3. Drainage issues affecting the slopes and roads. 

4. Increased erosion and sedimentation susceptibility. 

A site visit performed on May 2, 2014 at !SY and the surrounding slopes confirmed the presence of hazards that 
continue to present serious risks to the ISY facilities and to loss of HHWP operations as a result of current slope 
conditions. Referring to Figure 2-2 in Attachment 1, such conditions are summarized as follows: 

* Work Area 1 (Attachment 1, Figures 2-4 & 2-5): This area exhibits active slope failure conditions at this over­
steepened slope that is at the edge of a 150-foot long reach of the ISY south access road, located at the east 
end of ISY. 

* Work Area 2 (Attachment 1, Figures 2-6 & 2-7): This area exhibits active slope raveling conditions at this tall, 
steep slope that is immediately adjacent to a 200-foot long reach of the ISY south access road located near the 
center of ISY; such conditions extend approximately 200 feet vertically up the slope. 

Based on the consideration of hazards observed, there are several risks ranging from minor to significant that 
include health & safety concerns, potential damage to ISY facilities and/or loss of HHWP operations, including: 
1) Unsafe working conditions; 2) Temporary blockage of ISY access road; 3) Permanent damage to ISY 
access road; 4) Damage to ISY perimeter security fencing; 5) Encroachment of ISY facility perimeter; 6) 
Damage to electrical equipment and support structures; 7) Damage to control building; and 8) Switchyard loss 
of operation. 

The proposed project will be designed to mitigate the existing hazards such that the above risks are no longer a 
threat to health and safety, damage to property, or loss of HHWP operations. 

C. Describe recent events that influenced the selection of the project 
(e.g. changes in the watershed, discovery of a new hazard, zoning requirements, inter-agency 
agreements). (Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose separate MS-word document) 

The Rim Fire caused severe burning of the slopes adjacent to ISY which has increased the slope instability 
hazards, resulting in risks to health and safety, damage to property, and potential loss of HHWP operations. 
Section 1 of Attachment1 summarizes the fire damage to slopes surrounding Early Intake Switchyard. 

D. Describe in detail how the project reduces hazard effects and risks: 
(Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose separate MS-word document) 

As described in Section 3 of Attachment 1, the proposed project includes several hazard mitigation solutions that 
will address the effects of existing slope instability hazards. The hazard mitigation solutions include: 1) slope 
grading (flattening) with catchment walls; 2) catchment fences; 3) surface water diversions; and 4) vegetative 
surface stabilization. 
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17. 

E. Describe the full Scope of Work (SOW) of the project in detail: 

If any document is attached, state its exact title. 

The Project Scope of Work is described in Attachment 1 entitled "Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Sub­
Application, Early Intake Switchyard Slope Stabilization Project," prepared by Black & Veatch Corporation, May 
2014. 

F. If the project involves ground disturbance, e.g., enlarging ditches or culverts, diversion ditches, detention 
basins, storm water improvements, etc., provide the following additional information: 

a. Attach/enclose studies and preliminary engineering, including any hydrological data. 
b. Attach/enclose original drawings or blueprints that show the footprint and elevations. 

If any document is attached, state its exact title. 

Proposed ground disturbance activities are described as part of the Project Scope of Work that is presented in 
Section 4 of Attachment 1 entitled "Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Sub-Application, Early Intake Switchyard 
Slope Stabilization Project," prepared by Black & Veatch Corporation, May 2014. The ground disturbance 
features are based on conceptual-level engineering assessments and project scoping; additional details of 
project elements will be developed during the Project's final design phase. 

G. Describe any other projects or project components, whether or not funded by FEMA, which may be related to 
the proposed project, or are in or near the proposed project area. FEMA reviews all interrelated projects 
under NEPA regulations. Failure to disclose this information could jeopardize Federal funding. (Either 
describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose separate MS-word document) 

Recent projects in the vicinity include rehabilitation of the Intake Switchyard (2013-2014), placement of coir logs, 
hydromulching and rock scaling work on the slope above the switchyard for erosion control after the Rim Fire, 
several small scale Rim Fire debris removal projects, and hazard tree removal in powerline corridors on the slope 
above the switchyard (all in late 2013). Work anticipated in the project vicinity in 2014-2015 includes 
reconstruction of two small structures burned in the fire and rehabilitation of the Lower Cherry Aqueduct system. 
The latter is located across the river from ISY but will use Cherry Lake Road for equipment and materials access. 
No other projects are currently foreseen in the vicinity in 2016. 

HAZARD TYPE: Required (what hazard or hazards will this project protect against?) 

Check all items that apply from the following list (more than one hazard can be checked) 

BIOLOGICAL D· CHEMICAL D 
CIVIL UNREST D COASTAL STORM D 
CROP LOSSES D DAM/LEVEE BREAK D 
DROUGHT D EARTHQUAKE D 
FIRE D FISHING LOSSES D 
FLOOD ~ FREEZING D 
HUMAN CAUSE D HURRICANE D 
LAND SUBSISTENCE D MUD/LANDSLIDE ~ 
NUCLEAR D SEVERE ICE STORM D 
SEVERE STORM(S) ~ SNOW D 
SPECIAL EVENTS D TERRORIST D 
TORNADO D TOXIC SUBSTANCES D 
VOLCANO D TSUNAMI D 
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OTHER (SPECIFY IN COMMENTS BELOW) 

I not applicable 

18. HAZARD AND RISK ANALYSIS 

1. History: Describe the hazards and risks to life, safety and improved property at least during the last 25 years in the 
project area. (Describe in 4,000 characters or less or Attach/enclose/enclose a WORD document): 

Since the RIM FIRE in 2013, the slopes behind the Intake Switchyard have proved to be hazardous due to ·potential 
flooding and rock fall. The rock fall and flooding hazards pose a significant risk to the operational capability of the 
improved property Intake Switchyard and may pose a risk to operation and maintenance personnel. Table 1 summarized 
the significant events related to the slopes behind Intake Switchyard after the Rim Fire. 

Table 1. Summary of events related to the hazards identified at Intake Switchyard after the Rim Fire. 

Approximate Date 

August 2013 

September 2013 

February 2014 

Rim Fire burned through Early Intake Area. 

Professional Geotechnical Engineer identified presence of rock fall 
hazards above Intake Switchyard . 

SFPUC/HHWP proactively performed rock scaling operation to 
remove the hazardous rocks that were identified. 

Boulders damaged fencing and traveled into the Switchyard and 
access road (Figures 1 & 2). 

Relatively minor rain event (see Figure 3) caused significant flooding 
that extended to the control building and into the switchyard. 
Additionally, a significant amount of sediment and mud was mobilized 
onto the access road between the slopes and the Switchyard (Figures 
4 through 8). 

Figure 1. Boulder that traveled over or through two chain link fences and came to rest inside the Switchyard 
(9/9/2013). 
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Figure 2. Boulder that traveled over/through temporary safety fencing and came to rest on the access road 
behind the Switchyard (9/10/2013). 
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Figure 3. Rain event that caused flooding at the Intake Switchyard site. 

9 



Figure 4. Flooding inside the Switchyard after rain event (2/28/2014). 

Figure 5. Flooding inside Switchyard near control building (2/28/2014). 
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Figure 6. Flooding inside Switchyard near control building (2/28/2014). 

Figure 7. Mud and sediment build up after rain event (3/6/2014). 
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Figure 8. Mud and sediment build up after rain event (2/27/2014). 

2. Alternatives: Briefly describe alternatives to your proposed project. 
(Recommend returning to this question after completing PART 2 - ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE) 
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WORK AREA 1: In Attachment 1, Section 2.2 for Work Area 1, the risks (due to active slope failure conditions 
at the over-steepened slope at the east end of ISY) were discussed to range from temporary road blockage to 
loss of switchyard operation. These risks would be affected by the alternatives as follows: 

Catchment Fence: One or more catchment fences would reduce the risk of rockfall damage but would not 
stabilize the slope; i.e. not effective to reduce risk. 

Catchment Wall: A catchment wall would collect rockfalls and slope debris but would not stabilize the slope; i.e., 
not effective to reduce risk. · 

Slope Flattening with Catchment Wall: Slope flattening would stabilize the slope, and the catchment wall would 
collect future rockfalls and slope debris. Effective to reduce the risk. 

Retaining Wall: A retaining wall would stabilize the slope and protect the slope to eliminate future rockfalls and 
slope movement. Effective to reduce the risk. 

WORK AREA 2: In Attachment 1, Section 2.2 for Work Area 2, the risks (due to active slope raveling conditions 
at the tall, steep slope located near the center of ISY) were discussed to range from temporary road blockage to 
loss of switchyard operation. These risks would be affected by the alternatives as follows: 

Catchment Fence: One or more catchment fences would reduce the risk of rockfall damage. Effective to reduce 
the risk. 

Catchment Wall: A catchment wall would collect rockfalls and slope debris. Effective to reduce the risk. 

SURFACE WATER DIVERSIONS: For both work areas, a mitigation solution involving surface water diversions 
was also considered and is planned to be implemented. To the extent feasible, surface water diversion facilities 
would: 1) avoid the use of impervious materials (to avoid visual impacts and intrusion on the riparian belt) and 2) 
if possible, divert flow in each direction away from the tram cableway, which may be considered an historic 
property. Design details of such surface water diversions are to be developed further in a later design phase. 

3. Proposed Action: Briefly describe your proposed project and why it was selected from the alternatives. 
(Recommend returning to this question after completing PART 2 - ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE) 

The four alternatives for Work Area 1 were compared in the following table. All four of the alternatives would 
include surface water diversions constructed uphill of the work area and the application of hydroseeded 
vegetative cover. 

Alternative Hazard Reduction Relative Relative 
Effectiveness Construction Maintenance 

Cost Cost 

1A- Catchment Fences Moderate Moderate Highest 

1 B - Catchment Wall Moderate Lowest Moderate 

1 C - Slope Flattening with Catchment Wall High Moderate Moderate 

1 D - Retaining Wall Highest Highest Lowest 

The two alternatives for Work Area 2 were compared in the following table. Both of the alternatives would include 
surface water diversions constructed uphill of the work area and the application of hydroseeded vegetative cover. 
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Alternative Hazard Reduction Relative Relative 
Effectiveness Construction Maintenance 

Cost Cost 

2A - Catchment Fences Higher Moderate Moderate 

28 - Catchment Wall Lower Lower Lower 

The proposed project was selected due to the reasons described more fully in Section 4 of Attachment 1 - essentially 
to construct the mitigation solutions offering the best hazard mitigation for the best value. The proposed project 
consists of the following work elements: · 

Mitigation Solution 

Catchment Fences 

Work Area 1 Mitigation Work Area 2 Mitigation 

'1 
Surface Water Diversion 

Vegetative Surface Stabilization 

Slope Flattening with Catchment Wall 

'1 
'1 

19. COMMUNITY INFORMATION: Please refer to Instructions, Section Ill, #19 for an explanation of this item. 

A. Indicate if your community participates in any of the listed factors. 
Select a column appropriate to your type of project: fire, flood, or earthquake. 

FIRE FLOOD 
CWPP/Fire 
Wise/Fire Safe 

Current CEQA 
Activity 

Defensible 
Space 

CRS Plan 

Current CEQA 
Activity 

Hydrology Study 

EQ 
Shakeout Drill 
Participation 

Current CEQA 
Activity 

URM 
Participation 

B. Provide a narrative description for any of the factors you have selected from the above list. 

1. Fire and drought emergency projects in the area during 2013 and 2014 have been statutorily exempted 
from CEQA. 

2. The project is located in a remote location away from any populated communities. 
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SECTION IV - WORK SCHEDULE 

Describe each of the major work elements and how long they will take to complete. . 
Some project application examples are: construction, architectural, design, engineering, inspection, testing, permits, 
project management, mobilization and de-mobilization. 

1. Description: loesignl Time Frame: 16 - 10 months! 

2. Description: !Bid and Awardl Time Frame: 13 months! 

3. Description: !Mobilization I Office Engr'g Time Frame: @ months! 

4. Description: Ion-Site Construction! Time Frame: 13 months! 

5. Description: loemobilizationl Time Frame: 13 Weeks! 

6. Description: IAs-Built Drawings! Time Frame: 11 Month! 

7. Description: !contract Closeou~ Time Frame: 12 Months! 

Some or many of the above elements may overlap. Provide a Gantt chart to show any overlap in project work schedule. 

Gantt chart provided: [gJ yes Not provided: D no Refer to Attachment B of Attachment 1 for Gantt Chart 

State the total amount of time you anticipate for this project. Total project time must not exceed a 36-mbnth performance 
period. Performance period begins from the close of FEMA's application period. 

MONTHS:~ 

SECTION V - COST ESTIMATE 
The cost estimate is a separate MS-Excel document (see instructions on page 8). 

I The MS-Excel file document is included as Attachment 3. The total project cost estimate is $1,311 ,000. 

COST ESTIMATE NARRATIVE: 
(This area to be used for narrative or justification to support cost estimates listed in Section V) 
Failure to provide detailed information can significantly impede FEMA's approval of your project application. 

Additional details justifying the development of line item costs shown in the project cost estimate spreadsheet are 
presented here. 

Refer to next page 
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Item A - Work Area 1 Slope Grading by Earthwork Crew 
This line item estimates 10 days of a large earthwork crew with equipment. The crew costs are: 

EARTHWORK CREW-DAY UNIT COST Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

Crew Foreman $I Day 1 $972 $972 

Safety Officer $/Day 0.5 $972 $486 

General Laborers {5) $I Day- Ea 5 $583 $2,916 

Front-End Loader with Operator {2) $I Day- Ea 2 $2,268 $ 4,536 

Backhoe with Operator {l) $I Day- Ea 1 $2,268 $2,268 

Haul Trucks {3) $I Day- Ea 3 $1,296 $3,888 

Compactor with Operator (1) $I Day- Ea 1 $2,268 $2,268 

Total Crew-Day Unit Cost $17,334 

Item B - Work Area 1 Catchment Wall Construction 
This line item estimates 100 feet of a catchment wall. The per-foot wall costs are: 

Catchment Wall {100 ft long; 8 ft high): Unit 

EA 

Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

Excavate Foundations {13, drilled 24" x 96") 

Concrete Foundations {13, 1 CY each) 

Furnish & Install H-Piles (13, 40 plf) 

Install Timber Lagging (800 sq. ft., 6" x 8") 

Subtotal 

Length 

Per-Foot Wall Cost 

Item C - Work Area 2 Catchment Fence Construction 

CY 

LB 

SF 

13 $972 

13 $810 

8320 $5 

800 $41 

This line item estimates 800 feet of catchment fences. The per-foot fence costs are: 

Catchment Fences at Work Area 2 (800 ft long; 8 ft high): Qty Unit Cost 

Excavate Foundations (80, drilled piers) EA 80 $972 

Concrete Foundations (80) CY 80 $1,215 

Furnish & Install Fence Posts (80) EA 80 $324 

Furnish & Install Fencing (6,400 sq. ft.) SF 6400 $16 

Tie-Backs (80) EA 80 $972 

Subtotal 

Length 

Per-Foot Fence Cost 

16 

$12,636 

$10,530 

$40,435 

S32,400 

$96,000 

100 

$960.00 

Subtotal 

$77,760 

$97,200 

$25,920 

$103,680 

S77,76o 

$382,400 

800 

$478.00 



Item D - Surface Water Diversion - V-Ditch Construction 
This line item estimates 2000 feet of V-Ditch construction. The per-foot ditch costs are $133.65, as follows: 

V-DITCH EXCAVATION UNIT COST Unit Qty 

Crew Foreman $/Day 1 

General Laborers (6) $I Day- Ea 6 

Backhoe with Operator (1) $I Day- Ea 1 

Compactor with Operator (1) $I Day- Ea 1 

Total Crew-Day Unit Cost 0 

Daily Excavation Production Rate Ft/Day 

V-Ditch Excavation Unit Cost $/Ft 

V-DITCH LINING UNIT COST Unit Qty 

Crew Foreman $I Day 1 

General Laborers (6) $I Day- Ea 6 

Concrete Pumper Truck with Operator $I Day- Ea 1 

Concrete Material & WWF CY 6 

Total Crew-Day Unit Cost 

Daily Lining Production Rate Ft/Day 

V-Ditch Lining Unit Cost $/Ft 

The above cost items do not include contractor mobilization and demobilization. 

Item E - Mobilization I Demobilization for Line Items A - E 
The estimate includes 5% of the subtotal of Line Items A - E 
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Unit Cost Subtotal 

$972 $972 

$583 $3,499 

$2,268 $2,268 

$2,268 $2,268 

$9,007 

400 

$23 

Unit Cost Subtotal 

$972 $972 

$583 $3,499 

$3,240 $3,240 

$567 $3,402 

$11,113 

100 

$111 



SECTION VI - BENEFIT I COST EFFECTIVENESS 

Complete the following information. Refer to Instructions Section VI on page #9 for detailed requirements. 
Most Projects will utilize one Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA). 

!Enter Benefit Cost Ratio Number (BCR) l> 2.08 

lEnter Net Present Value or Benefits l> $3,642,972 

lEnter Total Project Cost Estimate I> $1,750,280 

lEnter Benefit Cost Ratio l>c:=J 
A. Describe damage history: 

1. Current\previous damage: 
Provide a description of the damage history below: 

Year Frequency of event Damages 

Refer to discussion in Section 111, Item 18.1 

2. Potential for future damage: 
Is the structure/property within scope of project, e.g., buildings, crops, roads, facilities, etc. (Either describe 
in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose separate MS-word document). 

Future damage will be significantly reduced after mitigation. Refer to Section 4.6 of Attachment 1 for further 
discussion. 

B. Describe any project benefits not listed in your benefit cost analysis. 

l All of the benefits are described in Section 4.6 and Attachment D of Attachment 1 

1. Describe the useful life of project: 
Refer to your DDT I Data Documentation Template 
(Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose separate MS-word document). 

The project useful life is the estimated amount of time (in years) that the mitigation action will be effective. The 
Project Useful Life Summary Table located in the BCA software provides Standard Values and acceptable useful 
life limits for a variety of mitigation projects. For this project, the project useful life is selected to be 30 years, as 
the expected longevity of these facilities that are composed of wood, steel and fencing materials. This is similar 
to what would be the expected useful life of buildings. 

2. If you are supplying a benefit cost ratio: 
Provide a detailed description of the method you utilized. (Either describe in 4, 000 characters or less or 
attach/enclose separate MS-word document). 

The method used to evaluate the project benefits and, therefore, the benefit-cost analysis is discussed in 
Attachment 1, Section 4.6. The BCR was calculated using FEMA BCA V4.8. 
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SECTION VII - MAINTENANCE ASSURANCE DESCRIPTION: 

Identify any maintenance activities required to preserve the long-term mitigation effectiveness of the project. Attach or 
enclose maintenance schedule, estimated costs, and an identified entity responsible for completing maintenance. (see 
sample Maintenance letter on page 14 of instructions). 

1. Annual cost of maintenance before mitigation and what the maintenance will include. (Not needed if project is 
not tied to an existing capital improvement) (Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose 
separate Word document). 

The expected annual maintenance activities and associated estimated costs are described in Section 4.4 of 
Attachment 1 entitled "Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Sub-Application, Early Intake Switchyard Slope 
Stabilizatipn Project," prepared by Black & Veatch Corporation, May 2014. A letter of assurance is included as 
Attachment 5. 

SECTION VIII - NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) 

A. Is the jurisdiction/community where the project is located participating in the NFIP? If "YES", are they in good 
standing? 
(Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose separate MS-word document) 

I Yes, local community in which project is located is Tuolumne County; they participate in the NFIP. 

B. Is this project located in a floodplain or floodway designated on a FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or 
Flood Boundary/Floodway Map (FB/FWM)? If "YES", mark the project location on the FIRM or FB/FWM and 
attach/enclose to application. (Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach/enclose separate MS-word 
document) 

No. The project work area is located outside of the FEMA Effective 100-year floodplain according to the 
California Department of Water Resources website (http://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/). The project site is 
depicted on a FEMA FIRM, predominantly at the northern-most edge of Section 06109C1275C. The project 
work area is outside of the floodplain area indicated on the map at the following FEMA FIRM website: 
https://msc. fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/MapSearchResult?storeld= 10001 &catalog ld=10001 &lang ld=1& 
pane11Ds=06109C0950C$06109C1275C$& Type=pbp&nonprinted=&u nmapped=. 

C. Provide the following: 

1. FIRM (FB/FWM) panel number: > lo6109C1275CI 

2. FIRM zone designations: >IQI 
3. NFIP community id number: >1060411# Tuolumne County! 

D. Public Notice Requirements, CFR 44, 9.8: 
Has sub-applicant provide opportunity for early public involvement in the decision-making process. 
Public Notice Provided: D Yes Not provided: [gl No 
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PART II - ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

SECTION I - REGULATIONS 

The Environmental Questionnaire Part II must be completed and submitted with the project sub-application. Refer to 
instructions Part II, Section I on page #10 for Environment regulations. 

Environmental data is required for project applications when submitting a project to the Cal OES for the FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program. Environmental review.is typically the most time consuming aspect of project funding qpproval. 

Provide a detailed response to each question and attach supporting documentation in order to comply with FEMA's 
frontloading requirements discussed in Part II of the Hazard Mitigation Assistance Unified Guidance 2013. 

SECTION II - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Environmental checklist 
(1) Double click a box in the YES NO N/A columns 
(2) Menu will appear 
(3) .../ Check box enabled, 
(4) Use radio button for not checked or checked 

YES NO N/A NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 

D ~ D Are any structures involved in the project? (If so, provide construction dates of all structures). 
D ~ D Was consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) conducted? 
D D ~ If applicable, was consultation with the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) 

conducted? 
~ D D Are comments attached? 

Coordinating Agency: The State Historic Preservation Officer; the appropriate Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

YES NO NIA ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PRESERVATION ACT 

~ D D Will there be any ground disturbance? 
~ D D Will there be any potential disturbance to cultural resources? 
D ~ D Was consultation with SHPO/THPO conducted? 
~ D D Are comments attached? 

Coordinating Agency: The State Historic Preservation Officer; the appropriate Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
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D 
D 
D 
D 

D 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

Will there be any disturbance to the physical environment? 
Are any threatened or endangered species present in the project area? 
Has critical habitat been identified in the project area? 
Was consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and CA Department of Fish and 
Wildlife conducted? 
Are comments attached? 

Coordinating Agencies: The National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service· 

YES NO N/A FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT 

~ D D Is the project located in or near a waterway or body of water? 
D ~ D Will the project cause any modification to the waterway or body of water? 
D ~ D Was consultation with USFWS, National Marine Fisheries Service, and State Wildlife Agency 

conducted? 
~ D D Are comments attached? 

Coordinating Agency: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and CA Department of Fish and Wildlife 

YES NO NIA 

D ~ D 
D ~ D 
D ~ D 
~ D D 

Coordinating Agency: 

YES NO N/A 

~ D D 
D ~ D 
~ D D 

Coordinating Agency: 

FARMLANDS PROTECTION POLICY ACT 

Is the project located in or near designated prime and unique farmlands? 
Will the project convert any designated prime and or farmlands? 
Was consultation with Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) conducted? 
Are comments attached? 

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture's Natural Resources Conservation Service, Dept. of Conservation 
(Division of Land Resource Protection) 

CLEAN AIR ACT 

Will the project result in temporary or permanent air emissions? 
Was consultation conducted? 
Are comments attached? 

State Environmental Agency or State Health Department, CA/EPA Air Resources Board 
and Local Air Quality Mgmt. Districts 
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YES 

[g] 

D 
[g] 
D 
[g] 
[g] 
D 
D 
[g] 
D 

NO N/A CLEAN WATER ACT (Section 404) 
RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT (Section 10) 

D D Will the project involve dredging or disposal of dredged material, excavation, adding fill material 
or result in any modification to "waters" of the U.S.? 

~ D Will the project involve bank stabilization or installing transmission in "waters" of the U.S.? 
D D Will the project be near or in navigable waters? 
~ D Was consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) conducted? 
D D Are comments attached? 
D D Will a permit be required? 
~ D Have you submitted an application to the USAGE? 
~ D Is a copy of the application attached? 
D D Does a nationwide permit apply? 
~ D Does a general permit apply? 

COMMENT: "waters" includes waters subject to ebb and flow of tide; wetlands; lakes, rivers, streams, mudflats, 
sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, natural ponds, impoundments, tributaries, territorial seas, 
and wetlands adjacent to waters previously identified. 

Coordinating Agency: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

N/A WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT 

D Is the project located near or in a designated wild or scenic river? 
D Was consultation conducted? 
D Are comments attached? 

Coordinating Agency: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Forest Service within their jurisdiction. 

D 
D 
D 

WILDERNESS ACT 

Is the project located near or in a designated wilderness or coastal wildlife area? 
Was consultation conducted? 
Are comments attached? 

Coordinating Agency: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service and the Bureau of Land Management 

D 

OTHER RELEVANT LAWS AND ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS 

Do any other laws and/or regulations apply to the project? If so, please reference the regulation 
and attach proper documentation. 

Coordinating Agency: Applicable State Statutory Requirements, Executive and Administrative Orders and any 
local environmental requirements. 
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EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

N/A E.O. 11988 - FLOODPLAINS 

D Is the project located in a FE MA-identified 100-year or 500-year floodplain? 
D Is the project located in a FEMA-identified floodway? 
D Is the project depicted on a FEMA FIRM (Flood Insurance Rate Map)? 
D Is the map attached? 
D Was consultation with local floodplain administrator and state water control agency conducted? 
D Are comments attached? 

Coordinating Agencies: Local community floodplain administrator and the state water control agency. Because 
the project work area is located outside of the 100-year floodplain, references to NFIP are not applicable. 

YES NO N/A E.O. 11990-WETLANDS 

D 

D 
D 
~ 

~ D 

~ D 
~ D 
D D 

Is the project in an area that is inundated or saturated by surface or ground 
water (e.g. swamps, marshes, bogs, etc.) or in or near identified wetlands? 
Is the project depicted on a National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map? 
Is the map attached? 
Are agency comments attached? 

COMMENT: Wetlands are identified by obtaining a National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map from the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the Army Corps of Engineers, or their websites. The Natural Resource Conservation 
Service also has wetland maps for agricultural land. 

Coordinating Agencies: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Army Corps of Engineers, and Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

N/A E.O. 12898 - ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

D Is the project in an area of low income or minority populations? 
D Will the project disproportionately impact any low income or minority populations? 
D Is any socio-economic data attached? 

COMMENT: If the project would disproportionately adversely affect low income or minority populations, or would 
disproportionately assist higher income populations at the exclusion of lower income or minority populations, then 
E.O. 12898 must be addressed. 

Coordinating Agency: Local census office 
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EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES (FEMA 44 CFR §10.8 (d)(3)) 

If Extraordinary Circumstances exist within an area affected by an action, such that an action that is categorically 
excluded from NEPA compliance may have a significant adverse environmenta'I impact, an environmental assessment 
shall be prepared. Please answer yes or no to the questions below: 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Greater scope or size than normally experienced for a particular category of action; 

Actions with a high level of public controversy; 

Potential for degradation, even though slight, of already existing poor environmental conditions; 

Employment of unproven technology with the potential adverse effects or actions involving unique 
or unknown environmental risks; 

Presence of endangered or threatened species or their critical habitat, or archaeological cultural, 
historical or other protected resources; 

Presence of hazardous or toxic substances at levels which exceed Federal, state, or local 
regulations or standards requiring action or attention; 

Actions with the potential to affect special status areas adversely or other critical resources such 
as wetlands, coastal zones, wildlife refuge and wilderness areas, wild and scenic rivers, sole or 
principal drinking water aquifers; 

Potential for adverse effects on health or safety; and 

Potential to violate a federal, state, local, or tribal law or requirement imposed for the protection of 
the environment. 

Potential for significant cumulative impact when the proposed action is combined with other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, even though the impacts of the proposed 
action may not be significant by themselves. 
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SECTION Ill - ALTERNATIVES 

Identify at least 3 alternatives: 

ALTERNATIVE #1 - the No Action alternative evaluates the consequences of taking no action and leaving 
conditions as they currently exist. (Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach separate MS-word 
document) 

Section 2 of Attachment 1 provides a summary of the existing site hazards and a description of the risks that 
SFPUC will experience if the No Action alternative were to be considered. Such risks are the results of multiple 
hazards including potentially-extensive slope failure at the east end of ISY that would initiate localized and/or 
massive ground movement(s), and on-going, large-scale and extensive raveling of the steep slope located at the 
center of ISY, that would initiate rock falls of varying size (small rocks to large boulders) and velocity. 

Depending on the degree of hazard severity, one or more of the following risks could result: 

1. Unsafe working conditions. 

2. Temporary blockage of ISY access road. 

3. Permanent damage to ISY access road. 

4. Damage to ISY perimeter security fencing. 

5. Encroachment of ISY facility perimeter. 

6. Damage to electrical equipment and support structures. 

7. Damage to control building. 

8. Switchyard loss of operation. 

ALTERNATIVE #2 - (Proposed Action) - Is the Sub-applicant's proposed project to solve the problem. Explain 
why the proposed action is the preferred alternative. Identify how the preferred alternative would solve a 
proolem, why the preferred alternative is the best solution for the community, why and how the alternative is 
environmentally preferred and why the project is the economically preferred alternative. (Either describe in 4,000 
characters or less or attach separate MS-word document) 

Section 3 of Attachment 1 provides a description of the hazard mitigation solutions that were identified to address 
the hazards observed at the site. Such mitigation solutions were then combined into a set of alternatives that 
were evaluated on the basis of hazard reduction effectiveness; relative construction cost; and relative 
maintenance cost. 

The proposed project was selected due to the reasons described more fully in Section 4 of Attachment 1 -
essentially to construct the mitigation solutions offering the best hazard mitigation for the best value. The 
proposed project consists of the following work elements: 

Mitigation Solution 

Catchment Fences 

Surface Water Diversion 

Vegetative Surface Stabilization 

Slope Flattening with Catchment Wall 

Work Area 1 Mitigation 
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Work Area 2 Mitigation 
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ALTERNATIVE #3 - (List the Second Action alternative that would also solve the problem). It must be a viable 
project that could be substituted in the event the proposed action is not chosen. (Either describe in 4,000 
characters or less or attach separate MS-word document) 

Should the proposed project not be selected, the next best alternative, although it would be more expensive to 
construct, would consist of the following work elements: 

Mitigation Solution 

Catchment Fences 

Surface Water Diversion 

Vegetative Surface Stabilization 

Retaining Wall 

Work Area 1 Mitigation 
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Work Area 2 Mitigation 
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Please print this page - original signatures are REQUIRED. 

SECTION IV - PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Indicate by checking each box below that you will adhere to these listed project conditions. 

If during implementation of the project, ground-disturbing activities occur and artifacts or human remains 
are uncovered, all work will cease and F!=.MA, Cal OES, and SHPO will be notified. 

If deviations from the approved scope of work result in design changes, the need for additional ground 
disturbance, additional removal of vegetation, or will result in any other unanticipated changes to the 
physical environment, FEMA will be contacted and a re-evaluation under NEPA and other applicabl\'! 
environmental laws will be conducted. · 

If wetlands or waters of the U.S. are encountered during implementation of the project, not previously 
identified during project review, all work will cease and FEMA will be notified. 

Name: Emilio Cruz Title: AGM Infrastructure. 
Sub-applicant Authorized Representative 

Signature: ~ ~ Date: 2-~ lllif'l tt 
Sub-applicali?Authorized RepresenatiV9 

SECTION V ·AUTHORIZATION 

The undersigned does hereby submit this sub-application for financial assistance In accordance with the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency's Hazard Mitigation Grant Program and the State Hazard Mitigation Administrative 
Plan and certifies that the sub-applicant (e.g., organization, city, or county) will fulfill all requirements of the program as 
contained in the program guidelines and that all information contained herein ls true and correct to the best of our 
knowledge. 

Name: Monique Zmuda Title: Deputy Controller 
Sub-applicant Authorized RJtative 

ization: City and County of San Francisco 
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TABLE OF CONTENTS - Attachments 

Attachment 1. Report entitled "Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Sub-Application, Early Intake Switchyard Slope 
Stabilization Project," prepared by Black & Veatch Corporation, May 2014; authorized by SFPUC Agreement CS-340E, 
Task Order No. 15. File Name= "Cal OES Hazard Mitigation Grant Report 053014.PDF" 

Attachment 1 provides answers to the following questions: 

PART Section Question No. Title 

I Ill 13 Mapping Requirements - see maps and photographs in Attachment 1. 

I 111 16.B Description of Problem - see also description of hazards and risks in 
Attachment 1, Section 2. 

I Ill 16.C Recent events - see Section 1 of Attachment 1 for further description of 
damages caused by the Rim Fire to the slopes surrounding ISY. 

I Ill 16.D Description of how project reduces hazard effects and risks - See Section 3 of 
Attachment 1 that describes the proposed hazard mitigation solutions that were 
evaluated. 

I Ill 16.E Scope of Work - see Attachment 1, Section 4 for a complete description of the 
Scope of Work. 

I 111 16.F Additional information regarding round disturbance - see Attachment 1, Section 
4, for a description of expected ground disturbance activities. 

I Ill 18.2 Section 2.2 of Attachment 1 discusses the risks present at the site and the 
effectiveness of the alternatives that were evaluated as part of the project 
development. 

I Ill 18.3 Sections 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 of Attachment 1 discuss the reasons that the 
preferred alternative (proposed action) was selected. 

I IV - - Attachment 1, Section 4.2 summarizes the design and construction schedule, 
and a Gantt chart is included in Attachment B of Attachment 1. 

I v -- Attachment 1, Section 4.3 discusses assumptions used to develop the project 
cost estimate. A copy of the project cost estimate developed for the Project is 
included in Attachment C of Attachment 1. In addition, a separate "Project Cost 
Estimate Excel Spreadsheet" is included as Attachment 3 (see below). 

I VI -- Technical information that is found in Section 4 of Attachment 1 was utilized as 
part of responding 

I VII - - Section 4.4 of Attachment 1 addresses the estimated cost of annual 
maintenance that is expected to be needed after completion of construction of 
the mitigation project. 

Attachment 2. Document entitled "Environmental Checklist, Early Intake Switchyard Slope Stabilization Project," 
prepared by San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Bureau of Environmental Management, May 2014. File Name= 
"Attachment 2 Environmental Checklist.PDF" 

Attachment 2 provides comments and additional clarifications to answers given in the Environmental Checklist 
in Part II, Section II. 

Attachment 3. Project Cost Estimate Excel Spreadsheet, prepared by Black & Veatch, May 2014. File Name = "ISY 
Project Cost Estimate Spreadsheet.xis" 

Attachment 4. NFIP Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel 1275C. 

Attachment 5. Maintenance Letter, May 29, 2014. 
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Attachment 1 

Report entitled "Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Sub-Application, Early Intake Switchyard Slope Stabilization Project," 
prepared by Black & Veatch Corporation, May 2014 
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Figure 1-1: General Location of Early Intake Switchyard 

1.2 Rim Fire Damage to Slopes Surrounding ISY and Related Effects 

Yosemite. 
National 

Park 

The tall, steep slopes adjacent to Early Intake Switchyard were severely burned by the Rim Fire. 
Detailed field observations performed during and after the fire identified that several types of fire 
damage occurred in the area that resulted in both short-term safety concerns and long-term 
maintenance concerns, including: 

• Potential for slope raveling and rock falls. 

• Potential for slope instability. 

• Drainage issues affecting the slopes and roads. 

• Increased erosion and sedimentation susceptibility. 

In addition to ash, contamination caused to the ISY facilities, there was collat~ral damage caused to 
items in the area. This included: 1) fire damage caused to insulators that were boxed and stored 
onsite as part of an ISY construction project just underway; 2) damage to disconnect switch parts 
that were in crates and burned, also part of the new project; 3) damage to the optical ground wire 
between ISY and Holm; and 4) destruction to a contractor's backhoe. 
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Field assessments of post-fire conditions at ISY and the surrounding area are documented in 
multiple reports prepared by Black & Veatch in 2013, including: 

• Agreement CS-340E, Task Order No. 6, Rim Fire Emergency Planning Report; Asset Recovery 
Plan; Black & Veatch Corporation, November 2013. 

• Agreement CS-340E, Task Order No. 2, Roads, Slopes and Bridges; Assessment of Roads, Slopes 
and Bridges - Overall Report; Black & Veatch Corporation, October 2013. 

• Agreement CS-340E, Task Order No. 6, Rim Fire Emergency Planning Report; Memorandum -
Intake Switchyard Assessment; Black & Veatch Corporation, October 8, 2013. 

Figure 1-2: Rockfalls at Slope along South Edge ofISY (August 27, 2013) 

Figure 1-3: Severely Burned Barren Slope above Intake Switchyard (August 27, 2013) 
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1.3 Purpose of Thfs Report 

The purpose of this report is to document the mitigation planning, project scoping (technical 
feasibility and cost-effectiveness), and environmental planning and compliance activities that were 
performed by SFPUC and Black & Veatch in developing the Early Intake Switchyard Slope 
Stabilization Proj'ect (Project), that will address the significant risk of damage to the ISY resulting 
from the Rim Fire's effects on the surrounding area. It is intended that this report become an 
attachment to the City's HMGP sub-application for the Project. 

As an attachment to the City's HMGP sub-application, the report includes detailed documentation of 
the following activities for the Project: 

• Early Intake Switchyard - Hazard & Risk Analysis. 

• Alternatives forlSY Slope Stabilization Project. 

o Prospective Hazard Mitigation Solutions. 

o Identification of Project Alternatives. 

o Evaluation of Alternatives. 

o Selection of Preferred Project Alternative. 

• Development of the Proposed Project: 

o Project Description/ Scope of Work. 

o Project Design and Construction Schedule. 

o Project Cost Estimate. 

o Annual Maintenance Requirements. 

o Potential Impacts to HHWP Operations. 

o Benefit-Cost Effectiveness. 
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Figure 2-2: Overview of Slope Problems Observed South of ISY 

Figure 2-3: Photograph of Slope to the South ofISY (May 2, 2014) 
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Figure 2-6: Work Area 2 - Steep Slope to the South of ISY Exhibiting Active Raveling 
Conditions (May 2, 2014) 

Figure 2-7: Slope Debris from Raveling Slope alongside Access Road on South Edge ofISY 
(May 2, 2014) 
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2.2 !SY Site - Sun1mary of Risks 

Based on the site visit performed on May 2, 2014 at ISY and the surrounding slopes, and 
consideration of hazards observed, Black & Veatch identified a number ofrisks ranging from minor 
to significant that include health and safety concerns, potential damage to ISY facilities and/or loss 
of HHWP operations. Such risks are summarized as follows.· 

• Work Area 1. Potentially-extensive slope failure at the east end of ISY, initiating localized 
and/ or massive ground movement( s ). This could, depending on the degree of severity, result in 
one or more of the following risks: 

o Unsafe working conditions. 

o Temporary blockage of ISY access road. 

o Permanent damage to ISY access road. 

o Damage to ISY perimeter security fencing. 

o Encroachment of ISY facility perimeter. 

o Damage to electrical equipment and support structures. 

o Damage to control building. 

o Switchyard loss of operation. 

• Work Area 2. On-going, large-scale and extensive raveling of the steep slope located at the 
center of ISY, initiating rock falls of varying size (small rocks to large boulders) and velocity. 
This could, depending on the degree of severity, result in one or more of the following risks: 

o Unsafe working conditions. 

o Temporary blockage of ISY access road. 

o Permanent damage to ISY access road. 

o Damage to ISY perimeter security fencing. 

o Encroachment of ISY facility perimeter. 

o Damage to electrical equipment and support structures. 

o Switchyard loss of operation. 
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES FOR ISY SLOPE STABILIZATION PROJECT 
This section discusses prospective hazard mitigation solutions and presents the identification and 
evaluation of alternatives for the Project. 

3.1 Prospective Hazard Mitigation Solutions 

To address the slope stability risk hazards observed in May 2014, six (6) hazard mitigation 
"solutions" along with a "no action" option were developed for use in the subsequent Evaluation of 
Project Alternatives step. One or more of the hazard mitigation solutions could be applied to each 
location/ situation. The hazard mitigation solutions are presented in Table 3-1, "Hazard Mitigation 
Solutions." Photos or illustrations of certain hazard mitigation solutions are presented in Figures 
3-1 to Figure 3-4. 

Table 3-1 Hazard Mitigation Solutions 

No. Title 

1 No Action 

2 
Catchment 
Fences Only 

Mitigation Description 

Leave conditions as they currently exist. 

As a sole mitigation, install a catchment fence along the base of the slope (at the edge 
of the access road) and additional rows of fences crossing the slope at locations 
upslope. Each fence would be between 8- to 12-feet tall and constructed using steel 
netting stretched between steel posts supported in drilled piers. The general concept 
is shown in Figure 3-1. Each catchment fence would be designed to stop the active 
down-the-slope movement of slope debris, but may require frequent debris removal 
to maintain its effectiveness. This solution is applicable to all work areas. 

Figure 3-1: Typical Rock Catchment Fence 

BLACK & VEATCH I 3.0 ALTERNATIVES FOR ISY SLOPE STABILIZATION PROJECT 



Sf PUC Hetch Hetchy Water & Power (HHWP) 
RIM FIRE EMERGENCY SERVICES CONTRACT-TASK ORDER NO. 15 
HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM- EARLY INTAKE SWITCHYARD SLOPE STABILIZATION PROJECT 
= ..,., . .,,, ·~~''"''''"'°""''"a-,., k<;.-~"-'"''""-'<"a'M:,•;·~n· ~""~•<o~t\:»..V•~-·.,.,t,.">.~ ,....,_,.,,.,,._._,.,, .n'}<, ,..~·•<.• ,,,:_,,,,,,.,._-,.~·,._...,,.,,,._,,~,,,,,"~",,---"-- ,,, .. , l\,..._,,,.,,.,. .. ,,_.,,,"'"'~'""""--'<N<!;.•J+c:.C..,,':"""""'-"•"'-"'-"''"''"·''""~"" ''-"·~ -,.·v.~ ~.~,.~ •• ~""·-·'°"'~ ..... ·v,;.'~"•''·"'""'""\'.O<.•:.>"-;•;.\v.,,,. ·'-\'•"""""'' - • • .-~' .-··· - :. . ·~ ' 
~•ffw;:;o:~\''"'O.:.' • .O •'·.~.•-~·'..<'•''~'':<e:''''"-"'>-'"·••.\«"'-'~"-·""'->;~O.'">-;r..•,-y,,,~~-"--,'""""''C'IC'-<~C:;<;,-O.c:=':=.'<<'•"'-''·="'"""'~•~ll',.,t;..,,,,_..,,,,,,.-=,.,.,,.. .. ~.,,;·.v:-t"o>=»> ... •=••"tt'°'l'~~'-''"'~-·-=1,...>;,>,>•=''''-'<t"'-O<•''"'OU>"<C";''''"'•'-»'.'<;~.UW••;c:,"JO-";;:.<;,-,,,,.,_,,,.~.,_':"'-\'.''·"'t•'•'°''•·or..,<t; ''''"'·"'"'-""•"""""-· -~r- • -~-~-"-;-;--- --c-;· 

3 
Catchment 
Wall 

Surface 
4 Water 

Diversion 

Vegetative 
5 Surface 

Stabilization 

Slope 
Flattenii;ig, 

6 with 
Catchment 
Wall at Base 
of Slope 

1, 

As an alternative to a catchment fence, the catchment wall would be constructed I 
along the base of the slope, along the edge of the access road. The catchment wall I 
would be between 4- to 6-feet tall, and constructed using steel I-beam posts with I 
heavy timber lagging. The general concept is shown in Figure 3-2. The catchment I 
wall would be designed to stop the active down-the-slope movement of slope debris 
with the ability to store the material for longer periods without frequent cleanings; I 
however, some amount of periodic maintenance / cleaning would still be necessary. 
This solution is applicable to all work areas. 

Figure 3-2: Typical Catchment Wall 

This mitigation involves the construction of concrete-lined diversion ditches to 
create surface water diversions on the steep slopes. This will mitigate the 
contribution of soil saturation to slope instability and to the active movement of 
slope debris. This solution is considered applicable to all project alternatives 
evaluated herein. 

This mitigation involves the placement of hydroseed mixtures to promote stabilized 
soil surfaces by holding moisture and protecting soil surfaces against erosion from 
wind and rain. This solution is considered applicable to all project alternatives 
evaluated herein. 

This mitigation solution involves the "laying back" of existing steep slopes to make 
them shallower and therefore more stable. This solution applies only to the 
conditions observed at Work Area 1. The average slope gradient would be reduced 
to roughly 1.SH:1Vand a catchment wall would be installed at the base of slope. The 
general concept is shown below in Figure 3-3. 
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7 

Retaining 
Wall 

(continued) 

Precast Concrete Crib Wall Construction 

Figure 3-4: Retaining Wall Concepts 

3.2 Identification of Project Alternatives 

Given the above list of prospective hazard mitigation solutions, Black & Veatch performed a pre­
screening of prospective hazard solutions as a way of developing project alternatives that appear 
suitable for further evaluation for each work area. The results of the pre-screening exercise are 
presented in Table 3-2 below. 

Table 3-2 Development of Project Alternatives 

WorkArea 1 WorkArea2 
Mitigation Solution Mitigation z Mitigation 3 

1 No Action Not considered 1 

2 Catchment Fences (Only) Alternative 1A Alternative ZA 

3 Catchment Wall (Only) Alternative 1B Alternative ZB 

4 Surface Water Diversion Included Included 

s Vegetative Surface Stabilization Included Included 

6 Slope Flattening with Catchment Wall Alternative 1C Not considered 

7 Retaining Wall Alternative 1D Not considered 
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Alternative 1D - Retaining Wall 

This alternative involves the construction of a structurally-sound retaining wall at the base of the 
slope that will stabilize the slope and prevent future movement, thus reducing the risk of blocking 
the access road or damaging the ISY fence or equipment The retaining wall would be at least 50-
feet tall and approximately 100 feet long. This alternative offers the highest degree of protection, 
but would be the most costly of the alternatives to construct. 

The four alternatives for Work Area 1 were then compared in the following table. All four of the 
alternatives would include surface water diversions constructed uphill of the work area and the 
application of hydroseeded vegetative cover. 

Table 3-3 Evaluation of Alternatives for Work Area 1 

Alternative Hazard Reduction Relative Relative 
Effectiveness Construction Maintenance 

Cost Cost 

1A - Catchment Fences Moderate Moderate Highest 

1B - Catchment Wall Moderate Lowest Moderate 

1C - Slope Flattening with Catchment Wall High Moderate Moderate 

1D - Retaining Wall Highest Highest Lowest 

Preferred Alternative 

On the basis of the relative comparison of hazard reduction and cost factors, Alternative 1C appears 
to offer the best-valued solution for Work Area 1 since it would provide a relatively "high" degree of 
hazard protection for the ISY facility at a relatively "moderate" construction and maintenance cost. 

3.4 Evaluation of Work Area 2 Alternatives 

Alternative 2A - Catchment Fences 

This alternative consists of the construction of two catchment fences; one at the base of the slope 
just south of the ISY access road, and one more approximately 120 feet higher. Each fence would be 
approximately 400 feet long and 8 feet in height. The fences would serve to catch falling debris that 
reduces the risk of blocking the access road or damaging the ISY fence or equipment. Periodic 
maintenance would be required to clear fallen debris from behind the fences and to repair the 
fences after rock falls. 

Alternative 2B - Catchment Wall 

This alternative consists of the construction of an approximately 10-foot high debris catchment wall 
at the base of the slope.· The approximately 400-foot long wall would be built of vertical steel 1-
beams set into cast-in-place drilled concrete piers with heavy timber lagging between the I-beams. 
The wall would serve to catch falling debris that reduces the risk of blocking the access road or 
damaging the ISY fence or equipment. Periodic maintenance would be required to clear fallen 
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debris from behind the wall and to repair the wall if it becomes damaged. A risk would still exist 
that falling debris could travel over the top of the wall and into the ISY facility. This alternative 
should cost less to install than Alternative 2A because the construction would take place at the base 
of the slope only. 

The two alternatives for Work Area 2 were then compared in the following table. Both of the 
alternatives would include surface water diversions constructed uphill of the work area and the 
application of hydroseeded vegetative cover. 

Table 3-4 Evaluation of Alternatives for Work Area 2 

Alternative Hazard Reduction Relative Relative 
Effectiveness Construction Maintenance 

Cost Cost 

2A - Catchment Fences Higher Moderate Moderate 

2B - Catchment Wall Lower Lower Lower 

Preferred Alternative 

On the basis of the relative comparison of hazard reduction and cost factors, Alternative 2A appears 
to offer the best-valued solution for Work Area 2 since it would provide a relatively "higher" degree 
of hazard protection for the ISY facility at a relatively "moderate" construction and maintenance 
cost. 

3.5 Selection of Preferred Project Alternative 

Based on the above comparison of alternatives for the two work areas, the following mitigation 
project configuration is hereby proposed for further development in Section 4.0 below, as follows: 

Table 3-5 Preferred Project Alternative 

Work Area 1 Work Area 2 
Mitigation Solution Mitigation Mitigation 

2 Catchment Fences v 
4 Surface Water Diversion v v 
5 Vegetative Surface Stabilization v v 
6 Slope Flattening with Catchment Wall v 
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4.0 DEVELOPMENT OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
This section summarizes the development of the proposed project that includes the following key 
components of construction work: 1) Slope Flattening at Work Area 1; 2) Catchment Wall at Work 
Area 1; 3) Catchment Fences at Work Area 2; 4) Surface Water Diversions; and 5) Vegetative 
Surface Stabilization. 

4.1 Project Description/ Scope of Work 

The ISY Slope Stabilization Project is therefore described by the following conceptual-engineering 
scope of work, as shown in Figure 4-1, "ISY Slope Stabilization Project Concept". 

• Site Mobilization. 

• Perform Slope Flattening at Work Area 1: 

o Grade over-steepened slope to an approximate uniform 1.5:1 (H:V) slope. 

• Install 100-foot long Catchment Wall at Work Area 1: 

o At base of slope, drill thirteen (13) vertical pier holes approximately 24-inch diameter, 8 
feet deep at 8-foot spacing. 

o Install 16-foot long steel I-Beams in drilled pier holes with reinforcing steel bar cage. 

o Fill pier holes with concrete securing I-Beams in place. 

o Install 8-foot long heavy timber lagging (6" x 8" timbers, or larger) between I-Beams to a 
height of 8 feet. 

• Construct Catchment Fences at Work Area 2: 

o At the base of slope, and at one higher elevation on the slope above, drill approximately 80 
pier holes at 10-foot spacing, 8-feet deep, to support fence posts. 

o Install 16-foot long steel fence posts in drilled pier holes. 

o Install steel netting on poles. 

o Drill 80 anchor holes and install anchors and cable tiebacks. 

• Install Surface Water Diversion System: 

o At the approximate locations shown in Figure 4-1, install approximately 2000 linear feet of 
shallow V-ditches, either concrete-lined or lined with an erosion-resistant concrete 
revetment block system, on the slope to divert surface drainage laterally 0:way from both 
work areas and towards existing drainages to the west and east of the work areas. 

• Apply Vegetative Surface Stabilization: 

o Apply approved hydro mulch (or hydroseed mixture if acceptable) to approximately 5 acres 
of disturbed areas of both work area sites to aid in the establishment of vegetative cover. 

• Site Demobilization. 
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Figure 4-1: ISY Slope Stabilization Project Concept 
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Conceptual design drawings were prepared by Black & Veatch to further describe the engineering 
concepts and planned construction details associated with the proposed project. The project 
drawings are included in this report as Attachment A - Project Drawings. The attached drawings 
are printed as tabloid 11" x 17" size. In addition, full-sized 22" x 34" drawings in PDF file format are 
available to be submitted with the grant sub-application. 

4.2 Project Design & Construction Schedule 

Black & Veatch prepared a proposed design and construction schedule for implementing the Project 
which is presented in Attachment B, "Project Schedule." As shown, the Project is estimated to take 
approximately 24 months to complete following the City's receipt of a Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Award. Ideally, the award would take place in the fall of 2014 which will allow for the design and 
construction bidding phases to be completed in 2015, and for construction to be completed in 2016. 
All Project work is expected to be completed on or before the end of 2016. 

4.3 Project Cost Estimate 

Estimated costs of construction for the ISY Slope Stabilization Project were prepared by Black & 
Veatch in accordance with the procedures and guidelines of the Cost Estimate Classification System 
published by the Association for the Advancement of Cost Estimating International (AACEI). For 
purposes of this report, the estimated cost of construction is an AACEI Class 4 estimate which is 
generally prepared based on limited information and subsequently has fairly wide accuracy ranges 
as shown in Table 4-1. Class 4 estimates are prepared for a number of purposes such as, but not 
limited to, detailed strategic planning, business development, project screening, alternatives 
scheme analysis, confirmation of economic and/or technical feasibility, and preliminary budget 
approval or approval to proceed to next stage. 

Table 4-1 Definition of AACEI Class 4 Estimated Costs for Construction 

Estimate Class 4 

Completion Level of Project Definition Documents 1%to15% 

End Usage (Typical Purpose) Study or Feasibility 

Expected Accuracy Range (low and high) L: -15% to -30% 

H: +20% to +50% 

Design Contingency 15% to 20% 

Table 4-2 shows how the overall estimated project cost is assembled when adding the estimated 
costs of construction as defined above to the estimates of cost amounts designated for other SFPUC 
project phases. 
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Table 4-2 Cost Elements by SFPUC Project Phase 

Cost Elements by SFPUC Phase Overview of Cost Estimating Approach 

A Assessment/ Engr'g Support for Based on value ofB&V Task Order 15 for CS-340E 
HMGP Sub-Application 

B Design, Permitting & Taken as 13% of Estimated Construction Cost, plus 
Environmental Documentation manhour estimates for environment coordination 

c Construction Management Taken as 10% ofEstimated Construction Cost 

D Construction Estimated per AACEI Class 4 Method 

E Project Closeout Estimated Based on Requirements of SFPUC 
Infrastructure Division Procedures Manual PM3.14 

F City Administration 10% of Subtotal for Rows A- E (above) 

G Project Contingency 10% of Subtotal for Rows A - F (above) 

Total Project Estimate Total of Rows A- G (above) 

The total project cost is estimated to be $1,630,000. A copy of the detailed AACEI Class 4 project 
cost estimate prepared by Black & Veatch is included as Attachment C - Estimated Project Cost. 
Table 4-3 provides a summary of the estimated project cost by cost element, and indicates which 
cost element is eligible to be requested for reimbursement as part of the hazard mitigation grant. 

Table 4-3 Estimated Project Costs 

Cost Elements by SFPUC Phase Estimated Cost ($1,000s) 

A Assessment/ Engr'g Support* $54 

B Design, Permitting & Environ. Documentation* $165 

c Construction Management* $99 

D Construction * $993 

Subtotal Grant-Eligible Project Costs $1,311 

E Project Closeout $36 

F City Administration $135 

G Project Contingency $148 

Subtotal Non-Eligible Project Costs ·$319 ' 

Total Project Estimate $1,630 

* Cost element is eligible for reimbursement under hazard mitigation grant. 
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4.4 Annual Pv'1aintenance Requirements 

Implementing the project will increase the average annual maintenance cost. The expected annual 
maintenance requirements associated with each work area were calculated and made a part of the 
Benefit-Cost Analysis discussed further in Section 4.6 below. The estimated annual maintenance 
costs are as follows: 

• Work Area 1 - Catchment Wall: On an average annual basis, HHWP maintenance crews would 
be assigned to clean out debris that has collected behind the catchment wall, and to repair any 
damage to the wall, as it occurs. 

o Labor= 2 Crew Days (at $4,000/day) 

o Equipment= Backhoe with Operator - 2 Days (at $1,400/day) 

o Equipment= Haul Trucks - 2 Days (at ($800/day) 

o Material Allowance= $1,500 

• Work Area 2 - Catchment Fences: On an average annual basis, HHWP maintenance crews 
would be assigned to remove debris that has collected behind the catchment fences, and to 
repair any damage to the fences, as it occurs. 

o Labor= 2 Crew Days (at $4,000/day) 

o Material Allowance = $1,500 

• All Areas - Drainage System: On an average annual basis, HHWP maintenance crews would be 
assigned to inspect and clean out the V-ditch drainage channels and culverts and perform minor 
repairs resulting from any damage, as it occurs. 

o Labor= 3 Crew Days (at $4,000/day) 

The estimated annual maintenance budget is tabulated on Table 4-4. 

Table 4-4 Estimated Annual Maintenance Budget 

Maintenance Activity Labor/ Crew Equipment Materials Subtotals 

Work Area 1 Wall $8,000 $4,400 $1,500 $13,900 

Work Area 2 Fence $8,000 Incl' d Above I $1,500 $9,500 

Drainage System $12,000 $0 $0 $12,000 

Total Annual Maintenance Budget $35,400 
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4.5 SFPUC Cost to Replace Lost Generation During IS'{ Outage 

Seventy-five percent (75%) of the HHWP Project annual generation is transmitted through Early 
Intake Switchyard. This power generation provides 100 percent of the electricity to power San 
Francisco's municipal buildings, including the airport; a failure of any critical component within the 
switch yard· represents a significant loss of power generation and transmission capability. During 
planned and unplanned outages of ISY, the City purchases energy on the open power market to 
make up for the loss. 

One of the significant benefits of the ISY Slope Stabilization Project will be to reduce the hazards 
that could damage the switchyard and its equipment, reducing the City's requirement to purchase 
replacement energy. The Benefit-Cost Analysis accounts for this benefit by calculating the cost of 
replacement energy in terms of "outage-days," where an outage-day represents a 24-hour period 
during which ISY is out of service. 

For purposes of this report, the outage-day energy replacement cost is estimated to be $135,000. 
This value is based on information developed by HHWP and conveyed to Black & Veatch by email 
dated May 29, 2014. A post processing model was used to evaluate the impact oflosing ISY. The 
criteria included: 

• Current electrical demand. 

• No PG&E deferred bank. 

• Evaluates all water years 1921-2002. 

• May 5, 2014 TFS forward prices. 

• Compute net revenues for two scenarios (purchases for muni/apt/n, Districts Class 1 and 
excess, Third Party sales). 

o Base: Assume all hydro units in operation. 

o Loss of ISY: No generation at Kirkwood PH or Holm PH. 

o Impact in net revenues: Average loss is $49 million 

o On average, the impact is $135,000 per day. 

4.6 Benefit-Cost Effectiveness 

FEMA and Cal OES require that applicants and sub-applicants use FEMA-approved methodologies 
and software to demonstrate the cost-effectiveness of their proposed projects. FEMA has 
developed the Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) software to facilitate the process of preparing a BCA. 
For purposes of the City's mitigation grant application, Black & Veatch has utilized Benefit-Cost 
Analysis Version 4.8 for determining the Benefit/Cost Ratio (BCR) for the Project. Projects with a 
BCR ofless than 1.0 will not be considered. 

There are two basic groups of information required for completing the BCA - project cost and 
project benefit. 
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• ISY Temporary Access Road Blockage: The over-steepened slope at the east end of ISY site has 
experienced a slide, blocking the access road temporarily; a contractor crew hired by the City is 
dispatched to the site to remove the slope debris and to re-open access road. This is assumed to 
be a three day cleanup project. Dispose of debris materials locally. No damage caused to access 
road pavement. ISY remains in operation (Outage-Days= 0). 

• Damage to ISY Access Road: The ISY access road pavement was damaged by slope movement. 
It is assumed that pavement replacement is required for a 100-foot long length of the entire 
access road width of 15 feet= 1500 sq. ft. A contractor crew hired by the City is dispatched to 
the site to repair the road. This is assumed to be a two day project. Dispose of debris materials 
locally. ISY remains in operation (Outage-Days= 0). 

• Damage to ISY Perimeter Fencing: The slope movement or large rockfalls damage the ISY 
fencing. It is assumed that fence replacement is required for a 200-foot long length of fence. A 
contractor crew hired by the City is dispatched to the site to repair the fence. This is assumed 
to be a two day project. For safety reasons, ISY is taken out of operation during the 
construction activity (Outage-Days= 2). 

• Debris Encroaches ISY Yard: The slope movement or large rockfalls encroach the ISY yard -
representing major slide or rockfall. A contractor crew hired by the City is dispatched to the 
site to cleanup the yard during repair of the fence. This is assumed to be an additional two day 
project. For safety reasons, ISY is taken out of operation during this construction activity 
(Outage-Days= 2 additional). 

• Damage to ISY Electrical Equipment and Structures: A major slope failure or significant rockfall 
event occurs, encroaching ISY yard and damaging one bay of switchyard equipment. In 
response, the City performs temporary re-configuring of the electrical bus system (a shoo-fly) 
which is assumed to take 20 days. The switchyard is placed back in operation until the 
damaged equipment is replaced on an emergency basis, which takes 12 months to perform. It is 
assumed that the project involves: replacement of 1 - 230kV circuit breaker; 3 - 230kV 
disconnect switches; and supporting structures. (Outage-Days= 20). · 

• Damage to ISY Control Building: The same slope hazard that damaged the ISY equipment also 
damages the control building. The control building repair is assumed to be exterior, structural 
only and is completed in parallel with the equipment replacement. The same 20-day outage 
described above applies to this damage scenario as well. 

4.6.3 Project Useful Life 

The project useful life is the estimated amount of time (in years) that the mitigation action will be 
effective. The Project Useful Life Summary Table located in the BCA software provides Standard 
Values and acceptable useful life limits for a variety of mitigation projects. For this project, the 
project useful life is selected to be 30 years, as the expected longevity of these facilities that are 
composed of wood, steel and fencing materials. This is similar to what would be the expected 
useful life of buildings. 
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4.6.4 Project Benefit/Cost Ratio 

A copy of the BCA Summary Report is included as Attachment E. As shown, the BCR for the project 
is calculated to be 2.08. 
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CLASS 4 COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

Project Description Name: Early Intake Switchyard Slope Stabilization Project 
Finance Reference: not applicable 
Line Item 

Description Unit 
Number 

Unit Price Quantity 

A -ASSESSMENT & ENGINEERING SUPPORT FOR HAZARD GRANT APPL/CAT/ON (Pre-Award Costs) * 

1 CS-340E Task Order 15 Scope of Services LS $54,327 1 

Assessment & Engr'g Support for Application Total 

B - DESIGN, PERMITTING & ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION* 

2 Final Design/ Contract Documents (10%) % $993,259 10% 

3a Historical and Biological/Water Quality Work by SFPUC MHs $150 120 

3b Environmental Coordination with USFS and Cal-OES MHs $150 120 

3c Permitting (3%) % $993,259 3% 

Design Total 

C - CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT * 

4 Construction Management (10%) % $993,259 10% 

Construction Management Total 

D - CONSTRUCTION (Refer to Cost Backup on Pages 2 & 3) * 

5 Slope Flattening & Catchment Wall at Work Area 1 LS $282,808 1 

6 Catchment Fences.at Work Area 2 LS $401,436 1 

7 Surface Water Diversion System LS $280,665 1 

8 Vegetative Surface Stabilization LS $28,350 1 

9 $0 0 

10 $0 0% 

Construction Total 

E - PROJECT CLOSEOUT** 

11 SFPUC Project Closeout Costs HR $180 200 

Project Close Out Total 

F- CITY ADMINISTRATION** 

12 10% of Project Subtotal (A-E) % $1,348,036 0.10 

City Administration Total 

G - PROJECT CONTINGENCY** 

13 10% of Project Subtotal (A-F) % $1,482,839 0.10 

* -This cost is eligible to be included in the mitigation grant project cost estimate worksheet. 

** -This is a City cost that is not eligible to be included in the mitigation grant project cost estimate worksheet. 
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Sub Total 

$54,327 

$54,327 

$99,326 

$18,000 

$18,000 

$29,798 

$165,124 

$99,326 

$99,326 

$282,808 

$401,436 

$280,665 

$28,350 

$0 

$0 

$993,259 

$36,000 

$36,000 

$134,804 

$134,804 

$148,284 



CS-340E Task Order 15 ISY Slope Stabilization Project Rev May 28, 2014 

Hazard Mitigation Grant Class 4 Cost Estimate 

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST - BACKUP INFORMATION 

Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal Total 

5 Slope Flattening & Catchment Wall at Work Area 1 $ 282,808 

Slope Grading - Cost by Earthwork Crew Day Crew-Day 10 $17,334 $173,340 

Catchment Wall (100 ft long; 8 ft high): 

Excavate Foundations (13, drilled 24" x 96") EA 13 $972 $12,636 

Concrete Foundations (13, 1 CY each) CY 13 $810 $10,530 

Furnish & Install H-Piles (13, 40 plf) LB 8320 $5 $40,435 

Install Timber Lagging (800 sq. ft., 6" x 811
) SF 800 $41 $32,400 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) % 5% $269,341 $13,467 

6 Catchment Fences at Work Area 2 $ 401,436 

Catchment Fences at Work Area 2 (800 ft long; 8 ft high): 

Excavate Foundations (80, drilled piers) EA 80 $972 $77,760 

Concrete Foundations (80) CY 80 $1,215 $97,200 

Furnish & Install Fence Posts (80) EA 80 $324 $25,920 

Furnish & Install Fencing (6,400 sq. ft.) SF 6400 $16 $103,680 

Tie-Backs (80) EA 80 $972 $77,760 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) % 5% $382,320 $19,116 

7 Surface Water Diversion System $ 280,665 

V-Ditch Construction (2000 LF): 

Ditch Excavation (Unit Price Item 2) FT 2000 $23 $45,036 

Concrete-Lining for Ditch (Unit Price Item 3) FT 2000 $111 $222,264 

0 $0 $0 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) % 5% $267,300 $13,365 

8 Vegetative Surface Stabilization $ 28,350 

Hydroseeding Operations (Acres) Acre 5 $5,400 $27,000 

0 $0 $0 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) % 5% $27,000 $1,350 
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CS-340E Task Order 15 ISY Slope Stabilization Project Rev May 28, 2014 

Hazard Mitigation Grant Class 4 Cost Estimate 

Additional Calculations 

EARTHWORK CREW-DAY UNIT COST Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

Crew Foreman $I Day 1 $972 $ 972 

Safety Officer $I Day 0.5 $972 $ 486 

General Laborers (5) $I Day- Ea 5 $583 $ 2,916 

Front-End Loader with Operator (2) $I Day- Ea 2 $2,268 $ 4,536 

Backhoe with Operator (1) $I Day- Ea 1 $2,268 $ 2,268 

Haul Trucks (3) $I Day- Ea 3 $1,296 $ 3,888 

Compactor with Operator (1) $I Day- Ea 1 $2,268 $ 2,268 

Total Crew-Day Unit Cost $ 17,334 

V-DITCH EXCAVATION UNIT COST Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

Crew Foreman $I Day 1 $972 $ 972 

General Laborers (6) $I Day- Ea 6 $583 $ 3,499 

Backhoe with Operator (1) $I Day- Ea 1 $2,268 $ 2,268 

Compactor with Operator (1) $I Day- Ea 1 $2,268 $ 2,268 

Total Crew-Day Unit Cost 0 $ $ 9,007 

Daily Excavation Production Rate Ft/Day 400 

V-Ditch Excavation Unit Cost $/Ft $ 23 

V-DITCH LINING UNIT COST Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

Crew Foreman $/Day 1 $972 $ 972 

General Laborers (6) $I Day- Ea 6 $583 $ 3,499 

Concrete Pumper Truck with Operator $I Day- Ea 1 $3,240 $ 3,240 

Concrete Material & WWF CY 6 $567 $ 3,402 

Total Crew-Day Unit Cost 0 $ $ 11,113 

Daily Lining Production Rate Ft/Day 100 

V-Ditch Lining Unit Cost $/Ft $ 111 
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SFPUC Hetch Hetchy Water & Power (HHWP) 

RIM FIRE EMERGENCY SERVICES CONTRACT-TASI< ORDER NO. 15 
HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM - EARLY INTAl<E SWITCHYARD SLOPE STABILIZATION PROJECT 
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CS-340E Task Order 15 

Hazard Mitigation Grant 
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ISY Slope Stabilization Project 

ISY Slope Stabilization Project - Expected Cost to Respond to Damage Caused by ISY Slope Hazards 
For purposes of the grant sub-application, these are considered to be the "benefits" of the mitigation project. 
Costs are calculated for 2014 cost basis; the BCA software accounts for present worth evaluation of the values 

May 30, 2014 

Frequency (Recurrence Interval) 

Item 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Damage 

Scenario 

1 

Description Cost Before Mitigation 

Clean-Up Temporary Blockage of ISY Access Road $ 46,611 10 years 

Repair Damage to Access Road $ 28,268 10 years 

Repair Damage to ISY Perimeter Fencing $ 30,392 10 years 

Cleanup Debris Encroaching ISY Yard $ 31,074 10 years 

Address Damage to Electrical Equipment & Structure! $ 2,150,793 25 Years 

Address Damage to Control Building $ 328,355 25 Years 

SFPUC Cost to Replace Lost Generation During ISY Outage (per day; $ 135,000 

Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 
Clean-Up Temporary Blockage of ISY Access Road 

The over-steepened slope at the east end of ISY site has experienced a slide, blocking the access road temporarily; a contractor crew hired 

by the City is dispatched to the site to remove the slope debris and to re-open access road. This is assumed to be a three day cleanup 
project. Dispose of debris materials locally. No damage caused to access road pavement. ISY remains in operation (Outage-Days= O}. 

Clean-up Cost (Earthwork Cleanup Crew) 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) 

HHWP PM/CM Support - Minor Project 

Crew-Day 

% 

Day 

Unit 

3 

5% 

3 

Qty 

$12,797 $38,391 

$38,391 $1,920 

$2,100 $6,300 

Unit Cost Subtotal 

2 Repair Damage to Access Road 

The ISY access road pavement was damaged by slope movement. It is assumed that pavement replacement is required for a 100-foot long 

length of the entire access road width of 15 feet= 1500 sq. ft. A contractor crew hired by the City is dispatched to the site to repair the 
road. This is assumed to be a two day project. Dispose of debris materials locally. !SY remains in operation (Outage-Days= 0). 

Remove Damaged Pavement (Earthwork Crew) 

Place New Asphalt Pavement (Paving Crew & Materials) 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) 

HHWP PM/CM Support- Minor Project 

3 Repair Damage to ISY Perimeter Fencing 

Crew-Day 

SF 

% 

Day 

Unit 

1 $12,797 $12,797 

1500 $7 $10,125 

5% $22,922 $1,146 

2 $2,100 $4,200 

Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

The slope movement or large rockfalls damage the ISY fencing. it is assumed that fence replacement is required for a 200-foot long length 
of fence. A contractor crew hired by the City is dispatched to the site to repair the fence. This is assumed to be a two day project. For 
safety reasons, ISY is taken out of operation during the construction activity (Outage-Days= 2). 

Remove Damaged Fence Crew-Day 1 $4,989 $4,989 

Replace Damaged Fence Posts Crew-Day 2 $4,989 $9,978 

Replace Damaged Fence Fabric Crew-Day 2 $4,989 $9,978 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) % 5% $24,945. $1,247 

HHWP PM/CM Support- Minor Project Day 2 $2,100 $4,200 
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$ 

$ 

$ 

After Mitigation 

25 years 

25 years 

25 years 

not expected 

not expected 

not expected 

Total 

46,611 

Total 

28,268 

Total 

30,392 



CS-340E Task Order 15 

Hazard Mitigation Grant 

ISY Slope Stabilization Project 

4 

6 

Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

Cleanup Debris Encroaching ISY Yard 

The slope movement or large rockfalls encroach the ISY yard - representing major slide or rockfall. A contractor crew hired by the City is 
dispatched to the site to cleanup the yard during repair of the fence. This Is assumed to be an additional two day project. For safety 
reasons, !SY is taken out of operation during this construction activity (Outage-Days= 2 additional). 

Clean-up Cost (Earthwork Cleanup Crew) 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) 

HHWP PM/CM Support- Minor Project 

Address Damage to Electrical Equipment & Structures 

Crew-Day 

% 

Day 

Unit 

2 

5% 

2 

Qty 

$12,797 

$25,594 

$2,100 

Unit Cost 

$25,594 

$1,280 

$4,200 

Subtotal 

A major slope failure or significant rockfall event occurs, encroaching ISYyard and damaging one bay of switchyard equipment. In 
response, the City performs temporary re-configuring of the electrical bus system (a shoo-fly) which is assumed to take 20 days. The 
switchyard is placed back in operation until the damaged equipment Is replaced on an emergency basis, which takes 12 months to 

perform. It Is assumed that the project involves: replacement of 1- 230kV circuit breaker; 3 - 230kV disconnect switches; and supporting 
structures. (Outage-Days= 20). 

Remove Damaged Switchyard Equipment Crew-Day 10 $4,989 $49,890 

Crane Onsite for Equipment Removal Day 10 $800 $8,000 

Yard Cleanup Prior to Re-Construction Crew-Day 3 $12,797 $38,391 

Furnish & Install New 230 kV Breaker Ea 1 $750,000 $750,000 

Furnish & Install New 230 kV Disconnect Ea 3 $150,000 $450,000 

Repair or Replace Damage Supporting Structures LS 1 $150,000 $150,000 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) % 5% $1,446,281 $72,314 

Contractor GC's, OH&P, M/U on Subs (35%) % 35% $1,446,281 $506,198 

HHWP PM/CM Support- Major Project Day 60 $2,100 $126,000 

Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

Address Damage to Control Building 

The same slope hazard that damaged the ISY equipment under Scenario 5 also damages the control building. The control building repair is 

assumed to be exterior, structural only and is completed In parallel with the Scenario 5 equlpment replacement. The same 20~day outage 
described above applies to this damage scenario as well. 

Remove Damaged Portions of Building Crew-Day 5 $4,989 $24,945 

Crane Onsite for Equipment Removal Day 5 $800 $4,000 

Yard Cleanup Prior to Re-Construction Crew-Day 2 $12,797 $25,594 

Control Building Rehab LS 1 $150,000 $150,000 

Mobilization & Demobilization (5%) % 5% $204,539 $10,227 

Contractor GC's, OH&P, M/U on Subs (35%) % 35% $204,539 $71,589 

HHWP PM/CM Support - Major Project Day 20 $2,100 $42,000 
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Total 

31,074 

Total 

$ 2,150,793 

$ 
Total 

328,355 
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CS-340E Task Order 15 ISY Slope Stabilization Project May 30, 2014 

Hazard Mitigation Grant 

Additional Calculations of Costs for Recovery Cost Items 

Unit Qty Unit Cost Subtotal 

1. EARTHWORK CLEANUP CREW - UNIT COST PER DAY (JOC CONTRACT BASIS) 

Crew Foreman $I Day 1 $ 972 $ 972 

Safety Officer $I Day 0.5 $ 972 $ 486 

General Laborers (5) $I Day- Ea 5 $ 583 $ 2,915 

Front-End Loader with Operator (2) $I Day- Ea 2 $ 2,268 $ 4,536 

Haul Trucks (3) $I Day- Ea 3 $ 1,296 $ 3,888 

Total Earthwork Cleanup Crew - Unit Cost per Day $ 12,797 

2. HHWP PROJECT & CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT - MINOR PROJECT 

HHWP Site Inspector (F/T) Day 1 $ 800 $ 800 

HHWP Construction Manager P/T Day 0.25 $ 1,200 $ 300 

HHWP Project Manager Involvement P/T Day 0.25 $ 1,200 $ 300 

HHWP Admin / JOC Support P/T Day 0.25 $ 800 $ 200 

HHWP Safety Oversight Day 0.25 $ 1,200 $ 300 

Vehicles Day 2 $ 100 $ 200 

Total PM/CM Support - Unit Cost per Day $ 2,100 

3, LIGHT-DUTY LABOR CREW FOR MINOR CLEAN-UP ASSIGNMENTS 

Crew Foreman $/Day 1 $ 972 $ 972 

General Laborers (3) $I Day- Ea 3 $ 583 $ 1,749 

Haul Trucks (1) $I Day- Ea . 1 $ 1,296 $ 1,296 

Project Field Supervisor $I Day 1 $ 972 $ 972 

Total Light-Duty Labor Crew - Unit Cost per Day $ 4,989 

4. HHWP PROJECT & CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT- MAJOR PROJECT 

HHWP Site Inspector (F/T) Day 2 $ 800 $ 1,600 

HHWP Construction Manager P/T Day 1 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 

HHWP Project Manager Involvement P/T Day 0.25 $ 1,200 $ 300 

HHWP Admin / JOC Support P/T Day 0.25 $ 800 $ 200 

HHWP Safety Oversight Day 0.25 $ 1,200 $ 300 

Vehicles Day 3 $ 100 $ 300 

Total PM/CM Support - Unit Cost per Day $ 3,900 
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RIM FIRE EMERGENCY SERVICES CONTRACT-TASK ORDER NO. 15 
HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM- EARLY INTAKE SWITCHYARD SLOPE STABILIZATION PROJECT 
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29 May 2014 

Total Benefits: 

Project Number: 

State: California 

Project Summary: 

$3,642,972 

Project: Early Intake Switchyard (ISY) 
Slope Stabilization Project 

Total Costs: $1,750,280 

Disaster#: DR-4158 Program: HMGP 

Point of Contact: Jimmy Leong 

Pg 1 of 6 

BCR: l~~·_oa __ _ 
Agency: San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission 

Analyst: Black & Veatch 
Corporation Walnut Creek, 

Project Number: Disaster#: DR-4158 

Program: HMGP 

Analyst: Black & Veatch 
Corporation Walnut Creek, 
CA 

Point of Contact: Jimmy Leong 

Agency: San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission 

Phone Number: 209-989-2040 

Address: P.O. Box 160, Moccasin, California, 95347 

Email: jleong@sfwater.org 

Comments: Early Intake Switchyard 

Structure Summary For: 

HHWP Early Intake Switchyard, P.O. Box 160, Moccasin, California, 95347, Tuolumne 

Structure Type: Utility 

Benefits: $3,642,972 

Historic Building: No 

Costs: $1,750,280 

Contact: Jimmy Leong 

BCR: 2.08 

Mitigation Hazard BCR Benefits 

TBD Damage-Frequency Assessment 2.08 $3,642,972 

Version: 4.8.0 

Costs 

$1,750,280 



29 May 2014 

Total Benefits: 

Project Number: 

State: California 

$3,642,972 

Project: Early Intake Switchyard (ISY) 
Slope Stabilization Project 

Total Costs: $1,750,280 

Disaster#: DR-4158 Program: HMGP 

Point of Contact: Jimmy Leong 

Pg 2 of 6 

BcR:I ~2._os __ ~ 
Agency: San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission 

Analyst: Black & Veatch 
Corporation Walnut Creek, 

Structure and Mitigation Details For: HHWP Early Intake Switchyard, P.O. Box 160, Moccasin, California, 95347, 
Tuolumne 

Benefits: $3,642,972 Costs: $1,750,280 

Hazard: Damage-Frequency Assessment - Other 

Mitigation Option: TBD 

Latitude: Longitude: 

!Mitigation lnforn:iatioll 

Basis of Damages: Expected Damages 

Number of Damage Events: 2 

Number of Events with Know Recurrence 
Intervals: 2 

!utilities 

Facility Description: 

BCR: 2.08 

Project Useful Life: 30 

Type of Service: Electrical 

Other: 
Early Intake Switchyard 

Number of Customers: Served: 1 

Value per Unit of Service: 135,000.00 

Total Value of Service per Day: $135,000 

Expected Damages Before and After Mitigation 

Analysis Year: 2014 

Year Built: 1960 

Version: 4.8.0 

Analysis Duration: 55 

User Input f.nalysis Duration: 

Utilities ($/day): $135,000.00 

Buildings ($/day): 

Roads/Bridges ($/day): 



29 May 2014 Project: Early Intake Switchyard (ISY) 
Slope Stabilization Project 

Pg 3 of 6 

Total Benefits: $3,642,972 Total Costs: $1,750,280 BCR: ~12._os __ ___. 
Project Number: Disaster#: DR-4158 Program: HMGP Agency: San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission 

State: California Point of Contact: Jimmy Leong 

Damages Before Mitigation 

Damage Year: 
RI: 25.00 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 20.0 
Roads (Days): 

Repair Damage to Control 
Building($) 

Replace Damaged Equipment 
($) 

Cleanup Debris Encroaching 
ISY Yard($) 

Repair Damage to ISY 
Perimeter Fencing ($) 

Repair Damage to Access 
Road($) 

Cleanup Temp Closure of 
Access Road ($) 

Total 

Total Inflated 

Damage Year: 
RI: 10.00 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 4.0 
Roads (Days): 

Repair Damage to Control 
Building ($) 

Replace Damaged Equipment 
($) 

Cleanup Debris Encroaching 
ISY Yard($) 

Repair Damage to ISY 
Perimeter Fencing ($) 

Repair Damage to Access 
Road($) 

Version: 4.8.0 

$328,000 

$2,150,000 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$5,178,000 

$0 

$0 

$31,000 

$30,000 

$28,000 

Analyst: Black & Veatch 
Corporation Walnut Creek, 

Damages After Mitigation 

RI: 25.00 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 4.0 
Roads (Days): 

Repair Damage to Control 
Building($) 

Replace Damaged Equipment 
($) 

Cleanup Debris Encroaching 
ISY Yard($) 

Repair Damage to ISY 
Perimeter Fencing ($) 

Repair Damage to Access 
Road($) 

Cleanup Temp Closure of 
Access Road ($) 

Total 

RI: 10.00 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 0.0 
Roads (Days): 

Repair Damage to Control 
Building ($) 

Replace Damaged Equipment 
($) 

Cleanup Debris Encroaching 
ISY Yard($) 

Repair Damage to ISY 
Perimeter Fencing ($) 

Repair Damage to Access 
Road($) 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$30,000 

$28,000 

$47,000 

$645,000 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 



29 May 2014 Project: Early Intake Switchyard (ISY) 
Slope Stabilization Project 

Pg 4 of6 

Total Benefits: $3,642,972 Total Costs: $1,750,280 BCR: ~12._os __ ___. 
Project Number: Disaster#: DR-4158 

State: California Point of Contact: Jimmy Leong 

Cleanup Temp Closure of $47,000 
Access Road ($) 

Total $676,000 

Total Inflated 

Damage Year: 
RI: 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 0.0 
Roads (Days): 

Total $0 

Total Inflated 

Damage Year: 
RI: 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 0.0 
Roads (Days): 

Total $0 

Total Inflated 

Damage Year: 
RI: 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 0.0 
Roads (Days): 

Total $0 

Total Inflated 

Version: 4.8.0 

Program: HMGP Agency: San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission 

Analyst: Black & Veatch 
Corporation Walnut Creek, 

Cleanup Temp Closure of $0 
Access Road ($) 

Total $0 

RI: 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 
Roads (Days): 

RI: 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 

I Roads (Days): 

RI: 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 
Roads (Days): 



29 May 2014 Project: Early Intake Switchyard (ISY) 
Slope Stabilization Project 
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Total Benefits: $3,642,972 Total Costs: $1,750,280 BCR: ._l2_.os __ ___. 
Project Number: Disaster#: DR-4158 Program: HMGP Agency: San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission 

State: California Point of Contact: Jimmy Leong 

Damage Year: 
RI: 
Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): 0.0 
Roads (Days): 

Total $0 

Total Inflated 

I summary Of Benefits 

RI: 

Analyst: Black & Veatch 
Corporation Walnut Creek, 

Are Damages In Current Dollars? Yes 

Buildings (Days): 
Utilities (Days): I Roads (Days): 

Expected Annual Damages Before 
Mitigation 

Expected Annual Damages After 
Mitigation 

Expected Avoided Damages After 
Mitigation (Benefits) 

Annual: $319,374 Annual: $25,800 Annual: $293,574 

Present Value: $3,963, 125 Present Value: $320,153 Present Value: $3,642,972 

Mitigation Benefits: 

Benefits Minus Costs: 

I Co~t Estimate· 

Project Useful Life (years): 

Mitigation Project Cost: 

$3,642,972 

$1,892,692 

30 

$1,311 ,000 

Annual Project Maintenance Cost: $35,400 

Final Mitigation Project Cost: $1,750,280 

Cost Basis Year: 

Construction Start Year: 

Construction End Year: 

Version: 4.8.0 

Mitigation Costs: $1, 750,280 

Benefit-Cost Ratio: 2.08 

Construction Type: 

Detailed Scope of Work: Yes 

Detailed Estimate for Entire Project: Yes 

Years of Maintenance: 30 

Present Worth of Annual Maintenance Costs: $439,280 

Estimate Reflects Current Prices: Yes 

Project Escalation: 

I 



29 May 2014 

Total Benefits: $3,642,972 

Project: Early Intake Switchyard (ISY) 
Slope Stabilization Project 

Total Costs: $1,750,280 

Pg 6 of 6 

Project Number: Disaster#: DR-4158 Program: HMGP 

BCR: ...._12._os __ ___, 

Agency: San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission 

State: California Point of Contact: Jimmy Leong Analyst: Black & Veatch 
Corporation Walnut Creek, 

!Justification/Attachments 

Field Description Attachments 

Analysis Year Current year. 

Expected damages before Refer to Section 4 of Black & Veatch Benefit Estimate 053014.pdf 
mitigation Report dated May 30, 2014, and file 

"Benefit Estimate 053014.pdf' for more 
information. 

Mitigation Project Cost see attached file ISY Project Cost Estimate Spreadsheet 
052814.xls 

Number of Customers Served Refer to summary of analysis in Section 
4.5 of Black & Veatch report dated May 
30,2014. 

Project useful life Based on FEMA guidance, project 
useful life is selected to be 30 years, as 
the expected longevity of these facilities 
that are composed of wood, steel and 
fencing materials. This is similar to 
what would be the expected useful life 
of buildings. 

Unknown Frequency - Damages Refer to Section 4 of Black & Veatch Benefit Estimate 053014.pdf 
after Mitigation Report dated May 30, 2014, and file 

"Benefit Estimate 053014.pdf' for more 
information. 

Value per Unit of Service Refer to summary of analysis in Section 
4.5 of Black & Veatch report dated May 
30,2014. 

Year Built According to SFPUC records, ISY was 
placed into service in 1960. 

Version: 4.8.0 
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Attachment 2 
Environmental Checklist 

Early Intake Switchyard Slope Stabilization Project 

HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM 
PROJECT SUB-APPLICATION 

SECTION II - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

National Historic Preservation Act 
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) applies to all federal undertaking, including 
projects that receive federal funding, are subject to federal regulation, or are located on federal 
land. The NHP A requires that the lead federal agency make appropriate efforts to identify cultural 
resources on its lands, assess the historical significance of any such resources under the eligibility 
criteria of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and take into account the effects of 
its undertakings on historic properties-that is any archaeological or built environment resource 
determined to meet the eligibility criteria of the NRHP. Except in extraordinary circumstances 
structures that are less than 45 years old are not considered eligible to the NRHP. 

The only structures in the vicinity of the proposed project are the utilitarian facilities of the Intake 
Switchyard. The facility was originally constructed in 1958, but has been altered multiple times 
since that date, most recently in 2013-2014, with the replacement of substantial parts of the 
equipment. This facility appears very unlikely to meet any of the criteria for eligibility to the 
NRHP. 

The lower part of the slope immediately above the switchyard was cut in 1958 to provide fill for 
the artificial terrace that underlies the switchyard. There therefore is no potential for 
archaeological resources to be present in the central part of the lower slope adjacent to the 
switchyard. The steepness of the remainder of the slope makes the presence of prehistoric or 
historic deposits unlikely. Archaeological survey of the slope in April 2014 by an archaeologist 
who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications (36 CFR 61). Three historic 
features were identified within the project area, as described below: 

Mountain Tunnel adit: An adit for the Mountain Tunnel, constructed between 1920 and 1924 is 
present at base of the slope between Work Area 1 and Work Area 2. No project activities are 
proposed that would directly affect this adit, although the proposed catchment walls would abut it 
on either side. The adit could potentially be eligible to the National Register of Historic Places, as 
an element of the Mountain Tunnel, which is a critical element in the conveyance of Hetch 
Hetchy water. Assessment of the historical significance of this feature would be undertaken 
during project design. 

Tram hoist cableway: Hetch Hetchy Water and Power constructed and operated a tram hoist 
cableway that extended down the slope through the project area to supply personnel and materials 
to projects under construction in the Tuolumne canyon, starting in 1917. This consisted of about 
3,000 linear feet of cableway that ran from the Hetch Hetchy Railroad, at the top of the slope, 
down to Intake Camp facilities located at what is now the location of the Intake Switchyard. 
Trams, powered by a cable hoist mechanism located at the top of the slope, ran on rails that were 
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supported on a raised earthen berm or in some stretches on concrete saddles and wooden trestles. 
The Intake Camp facilities were demolished or moved to the current location of Intake Camp in 
the 1940s. The tram hoist cableway was partially dismantled in 1956, with the removal of rails 
and some supports, but substantial evidence of the system remains, including a concrete cableway 
section at the top of the slope, pipe saddles that still survive at Cherry Lake Road and in a few 
segments of the alignment, and the remnants of the berm, which can be traced fro most of the 
length of the system 3,000 feet. Railroad ties reportedly were present in 2001, but most 
apparently burned in the Rim Fire of 2013, as did the structure that housed the tram hoist 
mechanism. Foundations and the hoist mechanisms are still present at Hetchy Hetchy Road. 

Archaeological survey in 2014 revealed that the berm and associated wire cables are intact within 
the project area except for the lowest 20 feet of the slope, where the berm was disrupted by past 
grading and the cable has been dragged out of alignment. The Intake Tram Hoist may be eligible 
to the NRHP under Criterion A for its important role in the development of the early HHWP 
water and power facilities in the Tuolumne Canyon, but the system has not been assessed by a 
historian/ architectural historian. It also has not been determined whether the cableway retains 
sufficient physical integrity to be eligible for the NRHP, since rail, ties and some of the concrete 
stanchions have been removed or destroyed and the berm has been disrupted in some areas. The 
drainage channels and catchment fences proposed for installation in Area 2 would disrupt the 
berm alignment and therefore further impair the integrity of the berm. Further documentation and 
analysis and consultation between the lead federal agency and the SHPO will be required. . 

Water tank: Foundations and remains of a wood-slat water tank are present on a small·cut-bench 
on the upper slope of the project area, just west of the tram cable way. These likely are the 
remains of the water tank that supplied the Intake Camp facilities established at the site of the 
switchyard in 1917 in in support of the construction of the Lower Cherry Aqueduct, Early Intake 
Dam and Mountain and Canyon tunnels. These facilities were removed in the 1940s. It is 
unknown how long the water tank remained in place, but any wooden remnants burned in the 
Rim Fire in 2013. As a minor utilitarian support facility for Intake Camp, the water tank does not 
appear to meet any of the criteria of eligibility for the NRHP. Further, the tank site lacks integrity 
of association, since the facilities it supported were removed many decades ago, and it also lacks 
physical integrity, since most elements have been destroyed; therefore, it does not appear to be 
eligible for the NRHP. In any case, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would affect this 
location 

The proposed staging area is graveled and paved. A garage that dates to the historic period was 
located adjacent to the staging area but burned to its foundations during the Rim Fire. Staging 
would be confined to the graveled and paved areas adjacent to this structure. The foundations 
would not be affected. 

Further assessment of historic features by a qualified historian/ architectural historian will be 
required. Conclusions will be subject to review by the Lead Federal Agency (LFA) under Section 
106 of the NHPA and to the concurrence of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). It is 
assumed that the LF A for the project will conduct SHPO consultation for this project, with 
technical support provided by SFPUC as needed. SFPUC will provide copies of archaeological 
site records for the sites described above if requested. In addition, it is anticipated that the LF A 
will conduct the public outreach required by Section 106, including circulation of letters to Native 
American tribes, local historical societies and other interested parties. SFPUC will provide draft 
public consultation letters for the use of the LF A if desired. If the historic features within the 
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project area are determined to be eligible to the NRHP, SFPUC will work with the LFA to 
minimize adverse effects through design adjustments to the extent feasible .. 

Archeological Resource Preservation Act 
The Archaeological Resources Protection Act applies to projects located on federal land. As the 
proposed project is within the SFPUC's Raker Act rights of way across Forest Service land, it is 
unclear whether the Raker Act is applicable. Irrespective, the cultural resources identification and 
assessment conducted for compliance with the NHP A also would fulfill ARP A archaeological 
identification and protection requirements. 

Endangered Species Act 
A biological assessment was conducted for a project in the area surrounding the proposed project 
site in April 2014. The assessment included field surveys and background research (e.g. CNDDB 
and USFWS species listings) of species that may occur in the area. No threatened or endangered 
FESA species are known to occur in the area. A state fully-protected species, ringtail, may occur 
in areas surrounding the project site but it is not expected in the immediate project area. In 
addition, a state candidate species, Townsend's big-eared bat, has been documented in other areas 
(and the SFPUC is in the process of coordinating with CDFW for this species for a different 
project) but it is also not expected to occur in the immediate project area. 

A preconstruction biological survey would be conducted in advance of work activities to confirm 
no sensitive species or nesting birds (depending on the time of year of implementation) are 
impacted by the project. If nesting birds are found, a buffer will be established around the nest in 
order to avoid impacts to the birds. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
There are two drainages, one on the east side and one on the west side of the project area. Each 
drainage leads to a culvert which then drains to the Tuolumne River. Alterations to the flow of 
water down the slope would direct water into these drainages at several points along the slope. 
Directing the flow into the drainages may require the placement of rip rap or similar material 
along an edge of the drainage to direct water flow. If final design indicates impacts to one or both 
drainages, permits will be obtained from the necessary agencies. 

Farmlands Protection Policy Act 
According to data available at the website listed below, the project area is located within non­
irrigated farmland. 
http ://maps. conservation. ca. gov I ciff/ ciff.html 

Clean Air Act 
Project construction would include SFPUC's standard construction measures for control of dust 
and air pollutants during Project construction. The majority of grading and associated site work 
requiring heavy equipment and generating dust would be completed within a period of 
approximately three months. The project is not anticipated to generate substantial air emissions 
based on the inclusion in the project of standard dust controls, the small size of the area to be 
graded, the limited number of pieces of construction equipment that would be needed, and the 
short duration of grading and excavation. The project would not generate any operational 
emissions. The project site is located in the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District 
(TCAPCD). TCAPCD regulates dust emissions through its review of grading permits issued by 
agencies within the county, but does not regulate criteria pollutant construction emissions, as 
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from construction equipment and vehicles. There are no residences or other sensitive receptors 
within 1,000 feet of the project site; therefore, the project would not result in exposure of 
sensitive receptors to significant pollutant concentrations. 

Adverse effects to air quality therefore are not anticipated and no agency consultation would 
appear to be required. 

Clean Water Act (Section 404) & Rivers and Harbors Act (Section 10) 
Work will occur adjacent to two drainages which drain to the Tuolumne River approximately 
200-300 feet from the project areaAs noted above, if rip rap or similar material is needed at an 
edge of the drainage to direct flow from the slope, permits will be obtained from the necessary 
regulatory agencies, which may include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Flagging will be 
installed along the perimeter of drainages to ensure they are not impacted during construction and 
best management practices will be in place to avoid indirect impacts to the drainages or the 
Tuolumne River. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
The project is adjacent to the Tuolumne River (approximately 200-300 feet away), with a large 
power switchyard between the project and river. The portion of the Tuolumne River adjacent to 
the project is excluded from the Wild and Scenic Rivers designation. The Wild and Scenic 
Rivers exclusion area extends from approximately one mile upstream of the project site to 
approximately 0.25 miles downstream of the project site. Refer to the following website for an 
overview of the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River areas. The project area is located on the map 
just south of Preston Falls (right hand side of map) below the Robert C Kirkwood label on the 
map and on the southwest side where a road crosses the Tuolumne River. 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/lnternet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5390822.pdf 

Wilderness Act 
The Yosemite Wilderness is located approximately seven miles east of the Project area and would 
not be affected by project implementation. 

Other Relevant Laws and Environmental Regulations 
The USFS may require a special use permit for project implementation. 

EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

E.O. 11988- Floodplains 
The project is located outside of the FEMA Effective 100-year floodplain according to the 
California Department of Water Resources website (http://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/). A map 
was not available that would depict the 500-year floodplain, but it is assumed that, based on the 
proximity of the 100-year floodplain, the project would be within the 500-year floodplain. 

The project is depicted on a FEMA FIRM, predominantly at the northern-most edge of Section 
06109C1275C. The project area is outside of the floodplain area indicated on the map at the 
following FEMA FIRM website: 
https://msc.fema,gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/mapstore/homepage/MapSearch.html?isFloodMa 
p=true&AddressQuery=tuolumne%20county%2C%20ca 
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E.O. 11990- Wetlands 
There are no wetlands located in the project area. The NWl map was accessed on 5/19/14 from 
the USFWS website at the following web address: http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Google­
Earth.html 

E.O. 12898~ Environmental Justice 
The proposed project has no potential to adversely affect any community or low income or 
minority population. The project site is located in an isolated rural area immediately adjacent to 
an existing electrical substation. Because project construction/ work activities would be of small 
scale and short duration, only a small number of short term jobs/ limited amount of income would 
be generated by the project. SFPUC's contracting practice includes substantial requirements for 
outreach to disadvantaged and local business enterprises. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the 
project would have the potential to significantly affect any low income or minority community or 
population. 
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Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Early Intake Switchyard Slope Stabilization Project 

SECTION V - COST ESTIMATE 

Some sample categories for projected expenditures are: Project Management, Engineering & 
Design, Site Acquisitions, Labor, Materials & Supplies, Equipment, Transportation. Additional line­
item suggestions are included in sample budget categories on page 12 of sub-application 
instructions. Lump sum(s) in the unit of measure should not be commingled. Explain projected 
expeditures in detail in the Cost Estimate Narrative in Section V. 
You must use this spreadsheet. Do not copy or adjust. 

Refer back to the SUB-APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS SECTION V - cost estimate for some 
ineligible items. 

A. Item name: Work Area 1 Slope Grading by Earthwork Crew- see narrative 

Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
10.00 t.;rew-Days 17,334.00 173,340.00 

;~~~f;~:'i~;\;;~~0,\li~t~if!lfA:'i~\"~l'if~~-\W~:i?i.~~ .. 11i'.'.~~~~~~~-.~~~~l~§~~.lli~lli~i1\iii'.l\~~~~~~~ 
B. Item name: Work Area 1 Catchment Wall Construction - see narrative 

Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
100.00 Foot 960.00 96,000.00 

c. Item name: Work Area 2 Catchment Fences - see nc:u1c:1uv'e 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
800.00 Foot 478.00 382,400.00 

·s:: 

Item name: Surface Water Div::;~:;;::;, - V-Ditch Construction - see narrative 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
2000.00 Foot 133.65 267,300.00 

~~~~~~"'~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~'\\'.l'i\J~!~_-'ii1ll~~~i-2;!5sc'..'~lt~'-''ii'-~~~~t~~'f:!J~iffi~Fi~~!lS~~"f 
E. Item name: Vegetative Surface Stabilization 

Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
5.00 Acres 5,400.00 27,000.00 

;~~1J:~1~1'.~::;:,~ '{.~·iili:t1~~7~1"a~~~t~1i:C'?t%~~~~~~~;~{f~~~~~~a§f~~~~t~~~~~~~l~~~~~.~~JB10\fS~~-;~i~~-~~{iJ;;~ftT~:&~~}·;;~,i.i$f~£?i~~t~~~}::.~''.-:S~S~;:{ 
F. Item name: Mobilization I Demobilization for Items A - E 

Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
0.05 1% 946,040.00 47,302.00 

,_ 

G. Item name: , Final Design & Preparation of Contract Documents 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
662.00 ,Manhours 150.00 99,300.00 

H. Item name: Historical and Biological/Water Quality Work by SFPUC 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
120.00 Manhours 150.00 18,000.00 

ff •• .,-_ 

I. Item name: Environmental Coordination with USFS and Cal-OES 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
120.00 Manhours 150.00 18,000.00 

.-t:•'''''''"''''- -·-··,•:e -----
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J. Item name: Professional SeNices for Permitting Support 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
200.00 Manhours 150.00 30,000.00 

,,••"•, ··~.'.::.;' .\~ . t:•.r7z:fo•r"'°' ···' ·~ 
.. ,,, i'i·•''';',{l:t':•;•)io,•,·•:•:; ,;;;·,::.: .,.:,.:;.;•(',.;,' ,''('~'' ;,,,,,' ·, ·' •.· :.·., ';,>,.:),;>; >1 ;,:,::,;:,.;:(~: •12 ... ~7c'.·'!. ... •:.>: 

K. !tern name: Construction Management SeNices 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
662.00 Manhours 150.00 99,300.00 

;:~::1c;~t;• ' ,.,,,, •:::?'•:•!>5'1?C ' ~.~ .• ;•;,;/: ',3,;\.:'[!:'; ,'' ,,' .;·,,: ,•, 

'''''''Li;,:,)~l,&;,',5°.;''1t;; ;,,";:·,·;.c•;,.;),.•;;',.''·'·" ''" .. : .. :•i'k.s:~ 
' 

L. Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

0.00 
.!,2:}L?..:.·:'7.:?'' :•:. ''" _.,,_ ,- "": :: -'· . ):·:· -:>;;:-.· .. ,~·-.~·,-1·->~."'::ZYQ,,-J{t~::'t --· ·-·~ .. :: ,_, ,;•, '"' ,;•;:•,;;··:::i.:·;i;•;y•;:::·•····.'·'i'( ,,..,, ···~ .,,,, ' "' '''"' ":C~i'd'C.' M . .. Item name: 

·'""-'~--."':·._,'.,'.,!~-'.·_~,, •• .,.~ -·-· ~· ·~ 

Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost· Cost Estimate 
0.00 

~~··,,.,~,,,,: '':::.:• ' '"''X'i'·: ·• ·;·,•·'.3.'Ci&' ·" >'.•' ,., "" 'P"" ''· ' );•L•''·':';':;";ii;(),iif 'i ,j •ii.ii 'i,,,;~, C, '.; i•X "'•' ;,;•, ,.,,, 

N Item name: 

Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
0.00 

0. Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

0.00 
''.• f•viii'i·?i'' 

P. Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

0.00 

:c;,'"""'' ""'•, 
,, 

'" cc.:· 

Q. Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

0.00 
·"ed.,~ .. ·.•'""" '""'""'~" :v" ,,'.i·: :".><"'" .. :~:;c:c,;:c"Sf""~"'~"P;:;.",."',\ ·~:s.:,]s " ·o;,,;,,.c.;:" 

R. Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

0.00 
i"":'""''"'"'' '"""•· 

,,.,,, 
f(;\ ''"·""'" °'""~·"i""""· 

,'t',;'.f:,:;; . .,.,,, ;,f;;(C ',.":;;;:; "~'""'·"; " 
"' """·"""'""""":' ·.~;,,- ·,J/ "' "'d.·.·--.• 

s. Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

0.00 
':;)"·'"""""'·":"!"··"" .q ,'/i'• ;,; :":,~:>•"' ' •,,•;;;:; ": 

' 
. ., - ·'"~-" _., .. _,., -.. , .... 

T. Item name: 
Unit Qty: I Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate . 0.00 

::'.i:";::.:;;,2~::;,l•:.'""': ""·" ·"':N •; ·\:~'!:•;"'" •.?•;;•;::(';{V ; ; 
''" "·""''" ",,"" """ ""'""" u. Item name: 

Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 
0.00 

' •. "" ' ··~·""'".'.""'", .•. '",,;, ";;;p :>:.:};!;.:; ;~:";,:,,;,, 
"" "" '.·'. """ 

V. Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

0.00 
,, ''..,·'.'.ip~":'C. "'"""'";;c:·.;~".i ::·::".::·::::-··' 

" ' 

•''->".:.· 7,1•'h <"!, :·;, 
" 

.er; ·,"F;';";..',!~·-:1_·,_;;...,,;,::: 

'""" ·""' '. w Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 



Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Early Intake Switchyard Slope Stabilization Project 

0.00 
. :.,, •. .-.•: .. -:·:.cF··'<.· .. '.;',.l"'''·····'_:.~i·; •,. i:':2,.:·.•·•-//::.;5zc:}_,···.•c::• 'c'.:•; •:.•·o ·· ·~·,;·::~2·:0,; · · ·. <' x·c.:~,:f:~:i ~:'.cf\::·:. \':'·:~£·~. -~~;/:'~:"''' .:· ·:1:···. :~'cS.".,._/:ii''•-·i :· .- . 

x. Item name: 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

0.00 

'\''·· .·•:·,:,;,· : ··"'!'." ··- ;;\:• '"!>.-.,, ·ct'::' ,:•,·:·"·' :~~''!:-_. ! - ''._,,/ ,';';'. ,; ·~~·,\';:."'31--:-.. c:\~ :;<;.; :;_\-/.:~' .. .·:e .... x· .... .- ;:_;;-~~-'->,;' _--,, _-;_>·,:-:,..J\' :,:,~:-' ·,·:,,\; '_-'.-:;~ ~-:;_,<'···+ ''"' <:·,~ ;'.:O: i~ ·:.,_ ':_,_ -·¥;;':}--: 

* Y. Item name: S• 1h;:inniicant Pre-Award Costs 
Unit Qty: Unit of Measure Unit Cost Cost Estimate 

1.00 LS 54,327.00 54,327.00 

* Item Y SUB-APPLICANT PRE-AWARD COST 
Allowable Pre-Award Project Costs: Costs incurred after the HMGP application period has 
opened, but prior to grant award, are identified as pre-award costs. Pre-award costs directly 
related to developing the application may be funded. Such costs may have been incurred to 
develop a BCA, to gather environmental and historic data, for preparing design specifications, or 
for workshops or meetings related to development and submission of the application. Sub-
applicants who are not awarded sub-grant funds will not receive reimbursement for pre-
award costs. 

· -.'::: },. : r;,·~;.r,'i,;, ,, 
:·-:·;:;;•:>'''' 

TOTAL PROJECT COST ESTIMATE + 1,312,269.00 
'~··-·-::·x::.10·:.,•· 

,,.,, .•... .,, ······- .co''·-" .,.,,, .... ; ,•,:·.·:·1-: •. : "'·"' "'" '::o:7'Vi'. ·''' 
_, 

SPECIFY COST BREAKDOWN 

SUB-APPLICANT (NON-FEDERAL) SHARE + $328,067.00 25% 

FEDERAL SHARE (MAX 75.00 %) OF ELIGIBLE COSTS) + $984,202.00 75% 

ESTIMATED TOTAL COST $1,312,269.00 100% 

1' 
Must Be 100% 

MATCH SOURCES (NON-FED SHARE) FUNDING 

TOTAL PROJECT COST ESTIMATE $ 1,312,269.00 

PROPOSED FEDERAL SHARE $ 984,202.00 

FEDERAL SHARE PERCENTAGE 75% 

PROPOSED NON-FEDERAL SHARE $ 328,067.00 
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NON-FEDERAL PERCENTAGE 25% 

1. SOURCE: Select: Local Agency Funding, Other Agency Funding, Private Non-Profit, or State Agency 
Funding 

SOURCE NAME: 

FUNDING TYPE: 

(Select: Administration, Cash, Consulting Fees, Engineering Fees, Force Account Labor 
your agency personnel, Program Income, etc). 

OTHER FUNDING TYPE: 

FUNDS AVAILABILITY DATE: + 

FUNDS COMMITMENT LETTER DATE: + 
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PANEl...11275C 

FIRM 
R.000 l\ISJJRANCE RATE MAP 

TUOLUMNE COUNT\', 
CALIFORNIA 
Mi:D IX'CORPORATED ARE.\S 

PANEL 1215OF1559 

~""~fi-r TI:e.1imp;;)UJJ1tn,:t~;:>=:,;~~l!lha=tl 

"'mm ~\Ei:;G-Q :::ra;:::-~ ~ Co'lnDll!h\1:J ttrlmmr sb= 
~=ii!:i~~=!mr,111E11:r.e"<P.P!r:.mr-'ll'l'*W~~~ 
'r.tlll"Jl'l>tc>rl~ 

MAP NUMBER 
06109C1275C 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
APRIL 16, 2009 

F<edera.I Emergency lianagrment Agency 

This is an official copy of a portion of the abave referenced 'flood map. tt 
was extracted using F-MIT On-Line. Thls map does not reflect changes 
or amendments which may have been made sUbsequent to the date on the 
title block. For the latest product infurmation about National Flood Insurance 
Program 11ood maps check the FEMA Flood Map Store at www.msc.fema.gov 
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San Francisco 
Water r 

Post Office Box 160 
Moccasin, CA 95347 

T 209.989.2012 
F 209.989.2104 

Operator of the Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System Junction of H\NY 49 and H\NY 120 

~ Offireof~ Sovi!C'e'S 
~ Miligalliioo 6irams DD.vision 
3650 Sd:ilrieweir Avmue 
}whili.er,, CA 95655 

RE: Early Immre S-m:itduyard Slope Sttnbiffization Project 

Dear State Hazani Mitigation Officer. 

This is to confirm that the City and County of San Francisco is committed to 
perform the necessary maintenance for the entire useful life of this project 30 
yea..rs once completed. Hetch Hetchy Water & Power is allocated an annual 
budget which will allow maintenance to occur as needed to ensure the Early 
Intake Switchyard remains in good repair and operational. 

Entity responsible for the maintenance: Hetch Hetchy Water & Power 

Maintenance Task: Cleanout debris behind catchment wall and catchment 
fences; repair damage to wall and fences; inspect and cleanout culverts, ditches, 
and drains. 

Maintenance Schedule: Annually. 

Cost of Maintenance: $35,400 per year. 

Associated Budget: $35,400 per year. 

Please contact Margaret Hannaford if you have any questions. 

Sin~:~; . / // 
'?fl! Pr''f ri/ 
Margaretllanna.ford 
Division Manager 
lletch lletchy Water & Power 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
City and County o.f San Francisco 

EdwinM.Lee 
Mayor 

Vince Courtney 
President 

Ann Maller Caen 
Vice President 

Francesca Vietor 
Commissioner 

Anson Moran 
Commissioner 

Art Torres 
Comm1ss1oner 

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. 
General Manager 
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CalOES 
~£1lNOR•s OFFICE, 
O,F ENER8EllCY SERVICES' 

Notification of Subapplication Approval 
Hazmd Mitigafion Gram Program 
FEMA-US8-DR-C~ Project ##0272,, FIPS ##075-00000 

Dear Mr. Leong: 

~$L~IJOQI 

D!Mlclrm. 

The Califumia Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES) received notification that the 
Fedeml Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has :fully approved your organization~s 
Suhaward application in the amount of$404,208.00. A copy of the FEMA award package :is 
enclosed for your records. 

In order to receive payment, all subrecipient must have a current (within the last 3 years), valid 
Governing Body Resolution and updated Grant Assurances on file with our office (sample copies 
enclosed). These forms may be downloaded in an electronic format at www.caloes.ca.gov 
following the links: Cal OES Divisions; Recovery; Disaster Mitigation & Technical Support; 404 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program; HM Post Obligation Documents. Please complete the 
electronic fonns and the enclosed "Supplemental Grant Subaward InfOimation" sheet and return 
them to the address below within 30 Days. Payments will be made on a reimbursement basis using 
the Hazard Mitigation Reimbursement Form. A ten percent (10%) retention will be withheld from 
all reimbursement payments and will be released as part of the subgrant closeout process. 

Reimbursements can be made for only items listed on the approved subaward application; 
expenditures for any other work should be separately maintained and are the sole responsibility of 
the subrecipient Any funds received in excess of current needs or approved amounts, or those 
found owed as a resUlt of a final inspection or audit must be refunded to the State within 30 days of 
receipt of an invoice from Cal OES. 

Please read all enclosed documents prior to initiating the approved project. For further assistance 
please contact the Hazard Mitigation Grants at (916) 845-8150. 

Grants Processing Unit 

Enclosures 

c: Applicant's File 
3650 SCHRIEVER AVENUE • MATHER, CA 95655 

GRANTS PROCESSING UNIT 
(916) 845-8150 • (916) 636-3880 FAX 
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Plme One Approval, HMGP HJJ.58-212-2.R 
City and County of San F:rancisoo 
Early :mtake Switcbyard Slope smbiliza11ioo P.rojoot 
Supplement #12 

This letter is in response to your April 27,, 2016,, letter which requested Phase One :funds for 1he 
above-referenced project from the City and County of San Francisco (Subgrantee ). and our decision 
is to approve Pre-A~sts and Phase One funding. The Subgrantee shall submit information for 
the continuation of om National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review, and we are also 
requesting the completion of the engineering design to expedite om review process. 

The approved Pre-A ward Cost is $54,330, and the approved Phase One estimate is $540,011. As 
shown in the enclosed Supplement #12 Obligation Report, we obligated a 68 percent requested 
Federal share of $36,950 for the Pre-Award and $367,258 for the Phase One. The total Pre-Award 
and Phase One costs are $594,341, and the $404,208 Federal share funding is now available :in 
Smartlink for eligible reimbursements. 

This BMGP approval and obligation of funds are subject to the following: 

1. Phase One Scope of Work (SOW)- The activities that are referenced in the Subapplication 
Cost Estimates are as follows: 

a Completion of the engineering design - The Subgrantee shall submit :final detailed 
engineering design and a narrative project description for FEMA1s NEPA compliance. 

b. Environmental Study Report. 

2. Completion Date and Milestones -A ten-month timeframe to complete the Phase One SOW 
is anticipated. We have annotated April 6, 2017, or sooner, as the Phase One activity 
completion date. Federal funds may be de-obligated for work that is not completed by the 
completion date, and for which no time extension is approved. . 

3. Categorical Exclusion-In accordance with 44 CFR 10.8(d)(3)(iii), the Phase One is 
categorically excluded from the need to prepare either an environmental assessment or 
environmental impact statement. Phase One will not involve ground disturbing activity 
without FEMA approval, and there is no commitment of resources other than personnel and 
associated funding. 

www.fema.gov 
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4. 1Cost Undenum -~Orne ~:lfirmmills ~be llll_Wliefil m k \O~OOfuMiirrn,g OJI' 

®-Ob~ 

5. Project Bu~Pd-Upmm OOllllllpkitioo of k ~ OJ!ile,, ™ ~ fulie-:iltem cmt estim:mte,, 
mdiiCll!fuing f~ amlD'1l1!B!lrC'Jlnfurng~ is :mqWrOO. :ifttilne ~mm! _projectt ooott is 
~moretbm:n. l@ ~ oir :Uf 1Jllne pirojectsoope of Vtl'Oirk is :mMmeii. 

If the e._qimatteii projecit oosft~ more ithm.10 peroent a revised booefilt-oost amill.y.m 
(BCA) may be :required u?hlch ooW.d :rem11.t ma projectill:nait is not rost-effecnwe,, ~ 
project wifhdmwall and de-obligmion of m:ny :remmning :fumk 

6. The Snhgrantee is not to :mIDare constmction until we notify yoor office in WJrit:mg ihatfue 
process is completed. IfFEMA determines the project:mee!s NEPA .requirem~ the 
project will be eligi"ble fur funding under a Phase Two oonslmction approval The Phase One 
is part of the projecfs total estimated oost,. and subject to 1he Subgrantee"s cost Share. 

1. This award is subject to tb.e enclosed Standard Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 
Conditions, as amended February 2005. Federal funds may be de-obligated forwoik that 
does not comply with 1h.ese conditions.. 

This is not our :final decision, and :failure to provide additional requested information may jeopardize 
funding for the entire project. 

If you have any questions or need further assistance please contact me, or your staff may contact 
Aaron Lim, Hazard Mitigation Assistance Specialist at (510) 627-7036 or aaron.lim@Jemadhs.gov. 

Enclosures (3): 

Supplement# 12 Obligation Report 
Project Management Report 
Standard HMGP Conditions 

cc: Marcia Sully, Cal OES 
Robin Shepard, Cal OES 
Monika Saputra, Cal OES 

Sincerely, 

\LeyD.L~ 
Director 
Mitigation Division 
FEMA, Region IX 
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[l)Jsmfter ffiM1'). -~ :B.ta'te .M"mm :siw:piErmmIB'I 
lNln mJr=ct~:o ltil:o ~flt'llitia:linl'l!ID m!D 1NlID .SiJifu:l emmree 

411l:5B 2-iR l!il '2112 11 112 'DA StamwJtre 

Sm~~: ~ ~Ci!SO!ll iPJ.ml!IC IJ.!flf!Wlil11El> Cm.!MISE IF\J®Jsljt iffrtle: OJW ai:uiJCDmtty m$1llil !Fi'ratrclsoo lEali!h' l~ Sw1tdb,yahlil S!qpe 

S~if!l:PS~:~~ Sta'bl{izafum 

iftit:!!Amtll!llill 
f':rell1Ill!JSi)! Allnmaiterll 

Authorization 

lf:Jli:t;;llJll,'llm'.Ol!llctt 
lP.r.eliilln:s!f mliillJDlll 

Preparer Name: KAREN MOJICA 

HMO Authorization Name: AARON UM 

Authorizing Official Signature 

Authorizing Official Signature 

Tm'I.~ 
i!'ler.i:tiliroB Ob1iptiD:n 

um1Amrnml~ilrilile 
!!Dr~~@micu _________________________ ... 

$0 

. Preparation Date: 06/06/2016 

HMO Authorization Date: 06106/2016 

Authorizing Official Title Authorization Date 

Authorizing Official Title Authorization Date 

Page 1 of 1 
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!Aw]amttmi'lmm~lR.J;Wd 

,. llilJJ S:taie {GraJiliel:: 

S~: SAN iRR\4.'tlJDIBDTIJ lPliJE1Jl:C lli111'JJJf1!1B !001rol111 

JFjjp,S Oo:Gle: ©71;5-!Jl!Bll'M IRJ:cij:ectllirte: ~y ant! l!'.lo:ur/:tti' cl $3J;1 'Franr::i= Ea'tiW lh:tliri!e SW.fu:itl~ $~JrulJ S!rfuil~TI 

Gra:rn'i:es IRlare ~: IDJ 

Work Schedule Status 

Amend# 

0 Deslgi!11 

o Bid andAwam 

. o MooifizationfOifir:e Engillleeririg 

O On-site conslruciiim 

, O . Demobifizalion 

O As-built Drawings 

1 O Contract closeout 

Approved Amounts 

1mo 

1mo 

~mos 

Federal Total Approved 

s~ !Czyurttw ~: 715 

Si!Jlb~ee Place i'NJanmm : Sam IFralllltlisioo 

S~ea !Plare C@rl!e: 67!®00 

Dl.!le iDaite IR161.11~rl! l!lal!e ~ Da'le 

00~ ll)!IJOOtOOOO OO!J>WOOOO 

OOl'OOlOOOO 00'/lIDiOOIID OOJ!OO!IOOOO 

OOJOOrOOOO ooroosoooo OOJOOmOO!J 

OOIOOi'OOOO OOIOOfOOOO OOJ!)!JIOOOO 

OOI00/0000 OOfOOIOOOO OO!O!J/0000 

OOJOOIOOOO 00/00/0000 00/0010000 

OOJOOrOOOO OOJO!l/0000 OOJOOIOOOO 

Non-Federal Total Approved Total Approved 
Net Eligible Share Percent Federal Share Amount Share Percent Non-Fed Share Amount 

$594,341 68.009440000 $404,208 31.99056000 $190, 133 

Allocations 

Allocation IFMlS IFM!S 
Number Status Date 

Submission 
Date FY 

ES Support ES Amend Proj Alloc Amount 
ReqlD Number Fed Share 

13 A 06/0412016 06/03/2016 2016 2548515 4 $404,208 

Total $404,208 

Obligations 

Action IFMIS IFMIS Submission ES Support ES Amend Suppl Project Obligated 
Nr Status Date Date FY ReqlD Number Nr Amt - Fed Share 

A 06/06/2016 06/06/2016 2016 2584966 12 12 $404,208 

Total $404,208 

Page 1 of 1 

Grantee Subgrantee 
Admin Amount Admin Amount 

$0' $0 

$0 $0, 

Grantee Admin Subgrantee 
Amount Admin Amount 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 

Total 
Alloc Amount 

$404,208 

$404,208 

Total Obligated 
Amount 

$404,208' 

$404,208, 



&nm!um ~ ~ffiironm Glrnl1111il:Fm,,,,rur,am ~G~» C@imillmllllm 
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'Dire follll@Mmi: :mumllbn1! RIJIWliirremm.li:s :a:pply m gr.m~ ad $~ttrea; ~ttlflP!Uiilm.g:fwm!!ll£ filrom tlhre FmaaB 
Emreq;<eJ111q' ~gemmmit~41Qley (liEMA_) HMGP: 

L Appllk.abllre FreduaB,, Sttla!De mllllll.LILDaill Laws and I«gimbiiillllm.. Tibi'l! ~ ami!l mb~ mrurst ~ly 
wiiifiln aallll •Iliit:mil!Dile F~ Sttare atl weal! biw.B mdre~l!DIDrS,, re~[ess @f ·\il;ilfmellim'ef ifilney are specifiadly 
ii'lllmJJ:iiliirezll. mm •mil: m @1tll:uerpro]W d~:cum~. 

2. Stmd:mhfoirFimmcial Management Systems.. G~ •<lll~~m~mmracial 
~eim!t .mm ito ~um:• ml\O trade gram :funds, m OOlll!ll_Plimce wittlln 1tll:ue OOOe ofF~ 
llegull:mltiom,, Ti!llle441 (44 CF.JR) Section. 13..20. 

3. AUowable Costs. Or.mt :fun& may ooKy be irnsed for ~owaible OOS1ts. m i!:'i!ffmpli<m.ce wlllfu. 44 CFR Section 
B.22,, •tll fum wmpfomce with fue 2J?proved g«miJ: project soope of wm:lk: $1l!lld :my ~en.ts; amo-n:ug the 
sunlb~ 1tll:re gmimree. and FEMA. 

4. Subgrantee Indirect Costs. No indirect oos!:s of a subgran.tee are separare]y elignl>Ie :fur ElMGP 
reimbmsemenit, ID oompfum.ce with 44 CFR Section 206.439{ c}{2). Suclit costs are covered by the Subgrantee 
A~ Cost allowance :furmula provided by 44 CFR Secltion 206.439(bXl)(ii). 

5. Matching or Cost Sharing. Non-federal matching or cost slmring mustt: be ID accordance with 44 CFR 
Section 13.24, the approved grant project scope of work:, and any agreements among the subgrantee, the 
grantee, and FEMA. 

6. Non-Federal Audit The grantee and subgrantee are responsible for obtaining audits in accordance with the 
Single Audit Act of 1984, in compliance with 44 CFR Section 13.26. 

7. NEPA Reviews for Scope of Work Amendments. To comply with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), additions or amendments to a HMGP subgrantee statement of work (SOW) shall be reviewed by' all 
state and federal agencies participating in the NEPA process.NEPA compliance for all SOW additions or 
amendments is essential before the revised SOW can be approved by FEMA or implemented by the HMGP 
subgrantee. Any construction activities associated with a SOW change, prior to FEMA approval, may be 
ineligible for reimbursement or match. 

8. Cost Overruns. Subgrantees should be referred to the state HMGP administrative plan for project cost 
overrun regulations. If project costs exceed the approved federal share, the subgrantee must contact the 
Governor's Authorized Representative. The GAR will evaluate requests for cost overruns. Written 
determination of cost overrun eligibility in accordance with 44 CFR 206.438(b) shall be submitted by the 
GAR to the FEMA Regional Director. 

9. Real Property (Land). If real property (land) is acquired under an HMGP grant, the use and disposition of 
the property shall be in compliance with 44 CFR Section 13.31 and Section 206.434(d). 

10. Equipment. If equipment is acquired under an HMGP grant, the use and disposition of the equipment shall 
be in compliance with 44 CFR Section 13.32. 

11. Supplies. If there is a residual inventory ofunused supplies exceeding $5,000 in total fair market value upon 
completion of the HMGP grant, and if the supplies are not needed for any other federally sponsored programs 
or projects, the grantee or subgrantee shall compensate the awarding agency for its share (44 CFR Section 
13.33). 
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U. Subaw.anh to deb:an-ed ud suspeundt'd puties. Inn ~re wiittlln '"114 CFR S:e;etfo:ra 1335~ Yfule graimtt.ee aimd 
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15. Monitoring and Reporting Program Performance. The girallllite'e and lmbgramtoos must snmni.:t qMartedy 
p~ reports, ill ac.oo:rd 'I.villi 44 CFR Sectiol!il B.40 md ifhe Sitatre HMGP Admi:rmtrative Pllan.. 

16. Retention and Access Requirements for Records. In acooro.ce wi1th 44 CFR Section 13.42,, financial and 
p:mgrammmic reooros related to expenditure of fumis on grant-sunppmred projectts shall be maintained at least 
3 yeim; following the date the grantee :submits its final expendimre report on the project 

17/. Enforcement. If a grantee or subgrantee materially fails to comply with any term of an award, whether stated 
in a Federal statue or regulation, an assurance, in a State plan or application,, a notice of award, or elsewhere, 
FEMA may talce one or more of the actions outlined in 44 CFR Section 13.43, including termination of the 
grant 

18. Termination for, Convenience. Grant awards may be tenninated for convenience through the procedures 
outlined in 44 CFR Section 13.44. 

19. Discovery of Historic Properties and Cultural Resources. In accordance with 36 CFRPart 800, in the 
event a potential historic property or cultural resource is discovered during construction activities, the 
subgrantee must cease work :in the vicinity of the discovery and talce all reasonable measures to avoid or 
minimize hann to the discovered property/resource. Construction activities in the area of the discovery shall 
not resume until FEMA concludes consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for 
treatment of the. discovery. 

20. Equipment Rates. Rates claimed for use of applicant-owned equipment that are in excess of the FEMA­
approved rates must be approved under State guidelines issued by the State Comptroller's Office or must be 
certified by the State to include only those costs attributable to equipment usage less any fixed overhead 
and/or profit. 11 

fj 

21. Duplication of Funding between PA and HMGP. It is permissible to use PA and 404 HMGP fonds on the 
same facility /location, but the scopes of work identified under each program must be distinct and the funds 
accounted for separately. At the time of closeout, FEMA will adjust the funding if necessary to ensure that the 
subgrantee has been refo1bursed for eligible scope from only one funding source. 

2 



Subrecipient Assurances 

Hazard Mitigation Grants 
~ 

Nore: Oeirtmn of lthese ~ 111!iLa.f Jlil.M be apj]>lliC!l!lble Ito }'l{»ur project or program... ][f. y<Dllll llnawe 6 <:;':J 
~oos., plemse oontact Oilifumia Gowamor"s Offioe ofEmargmcy Servioes (ad OBS)- :0 
Fmtther,, ~ furllerall ~roe~ ~omicies may require appliam11:s m cetUify to r 'O • 
addiliomiall. assummce5. H wCh is flue case,, JOllll will be .ooftffieil. f-:, ":-' 
As the duly authorized representative of the applicant 1 c~ 
the applicant: ~ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Has the legal_ authority to apply :fur :fuillernl assistmce, and 1he imn~· ~ irumageMl 
and financial capability (including funds sufficient to pay the non- share of project 
costs) to ensure proper planning,, maifllagemem and completion project descn'bed in 
this application. 

Will give the awmding agency~ the C.o:mpb:oller Gen4e United St:.atesJ and if 
appropriate. the state, through any authorized~ access to and the right to 
examine all records, books, papers, or docum~J'tlilted to the assistance; and will 
establish a proper accounting system in~~ with generally accepted accounting 
standards or agency directives. _ ' 

·~ 
Will not dispose o:t modify the use~~e the tenns of the real property title, or 
other interest in the site and faciliji~ out permission and instructions from the 
awarding agency. Will reco~~~~e~ interest in the title of real property in 
accordance with aw~· g ~ves and will include a covenant in the title of 
real property acquired · or in part with federal assistance funds to assure 
nondiscrimination~ useful life of the project. 

Will comply w~~uirements of the assistance-awarding agency with regard to the 
drafting, re~~ approval of construction plans and specifications. 

Will pr d maintain competent and adequate engineering supervision at the 
:tliQl~m site to ensure that the complete work conforms with the approved plans and 

P'llll,:~tions and will furnish progress reports and such other information as may be 
r · ed by the assistance awarding agency or state. 

'-.~~ill initiate and complete the work within the applicable time frame after receipt of 

<:.)~
.._ ~

7 
V. approval of the awarding agency. 

~ ~ Will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from using their positions for a purpose 
that constitutes or presents the appearance of personal' or organizational conflict of 
interest, or personal gains. 

8. Will comply with the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act ( 42 U.S.C. §§ 4801 et 
seq.), which prohibits the use oflead based paint in construction or rehabilitation of 
residence structures. 

Cal OES 89 (Rev. 07/12/13)) 1 
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lliW!t lliimiimrll m: (a) Tnttlle VJI of 11lhi.e Gviill ~Ad of ll964 (P ..L. n-:351) undn. ~ 
~mm 11llne 1bmii£ of mire,, mlm- m:mttii.omil o~ (!bi) Tilltlle .lI.X 1i»f 1tlhte &1j!I1!1jffiffjj[))Jill. 

Am~ofJl~iaullmi1emfllteili(2@U..S.C.§§ 16$1-161K3mndl6S5-l6'.Bl6)&idht _ \ 
pmlbm.""bits ~ID>n m illhte limm; of sex; (re} Semon 5M o:flllhie R~«JJlmAd of "~ 
1913,, ilBS ammrllm (29U.KC. § 194)-whidht prob.ul>itt:~mn.m Ullne ~of 6 'V 
Jln:mmlliiciaps; (d) 1tlln.re Age ~om Act of 1975., as ammded (41 U.S.C.. H 6ll01- f'X ;o 
6107) whlcla prolbm."bm ~on mn. Ullne basis of age; (e) tthe DmgAJ!m:se Offioo ~ V 
TremtmmtAdof11912 (JP.L. 93-255) m amemled. :rdilllff:Bngm n~non~. 
basis of drug abuse; (ii:) 11llne ~MooholAbuse md AJ!oob.o1lism Prew~~ 
Tremnmt mdR.drabilli11mil.onAct ofl970 (P.L. 91-616) as amen~ :r~el 
oondiscrimina1tion oo.1the basis of all.oob.ol abuse o:r all.ooholism; (g) §§ .523 of 1tlbte 
Pub~c Hcaltth Savi~ ~d of 1912 (42 U..S.C. 290 dd-3 _amf 290 ee-3),, 
relating to confidentialifly of aloob.ol md dmg abme patient~ reoords;w e vm of ithe 
Civil Rights Ad of 1968 (42 U.S.C. § 3601 et seq.),, as amended, to 
nondiscrimination in the sale rental or :firum.cing ofhousing;~1 · >tlller 
nondiscrimimrtion provisions m 1he specific statute(s) under: application fur federal 
assistance is being i:rmde, and (j) the :requirements on an~er ondiscri.mllmtion 
statute{s) which may apply to the application. ~ 

10. Will comply, or has already complied,, with the ents of Titles II and ID of the 
Unifonn. Relocation Assistance and Real cquisition Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 
91-646) which provides for fair and equitab ent of peisons displaced or whose 

property is acquired as a result of ti~~ federally assisted programs. These . 
requirements apply to all interests in perty acquired for project purposes 
regardless of federal participatio~ bases. 

11. Will comply with the flood ~~~'cc purchase requirements of Section 102(a) of the 
Flood Disaster Protec~tio ~1973 (P ~L. 93-234) which requires recipients in a special 
flood hazard area to p te in the program and to purchase flood insurance if the total 
cost of insurable co~ on and acquisition is $5,000 or more. 

12. Will compl~ "'('ft\~mnental standards which may be prescn"bed pursuant to the 
following: ~~tution of environmental quality control measures under the National 
Enviro Policy Act of 1969 (P.O. 91-190) and Executive Order (EO) 11514; (b) 

~Nrrofviolating facilities pursuant to EO 11738; (c) protection of wetlands 
p to EO 11990; (d) evaluation of flood hazards in floodplains in accordance with 
E 988; (e) assurance of project consistency with the approved state management < .1 ~rogram developed under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451 

'-yet seq.); (f) conformity of federal actions to State (Clean Air) Implementation Plans under 
O'V Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act of 1955, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 7401 et seq.); (g) 
\..' protection of underground sources of drinking water under the Safe Drinking Water Act 

~ of 1974, as amended, (P.L. 93-523); and (h) protection of endangered species under the 'J "(_ ·~ Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, (P .0. 93-205). 

13. Will comply with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1271 et seq.) 
related to protecting components or potential components of the national wild and scenic 
rivers system. 
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114. Will ~lfilueawllIDrJiimg ~cym ~ ~wi&sro.tiimt 106 of Uh.eN:aitioSil!ll 
~c~mA.d of 11966,, m ammdetli (ll6 U.S.C. 4710). ID U593 
(lisdmtifi.Qlti@im md ~oo ofhimric ~es), md itlln.e Alrrllmool@gial ad 
BiishmicPr~mn.Ad of Jl.974 (16 ULS.C~ 4'69a!-Jl. d: seq.). 

~ 
us. Will. OOlll!lljpfy'Wilth s~ Em.agmcy ~m (SEMS) ireqW.rem.ems as smtt:ed 6 <:;:) 

iim Uhe Callifumia Fm.ergemey Sea:vi.l'leS Act,, Gmreim.mmlt ODde,, Cbailp1ter 1 of Division l oh._ ;(} 
Tittllel,, Section 8001.l(e) and CCR Tittlle 19,, Stdii.om 2445,, 24%,, 2447 md 2448. (J> 

116. Will.~ fin be pmnned the required fimm.crall mil oompfumce ml!dits in ~":A• 
wittb. the Sing1J.e Audit Act of 11984 md ttb.e Sim\gll.e AOOit Act Amendments o~"" _.. 

n. W':ill oomplywilth ali. applicable requiremmts of all oUher federal laws. E~~ Ordern,, 
regaii]attons md policies governing this program.. ~ • 

Ut Has requested through the State of California,, federal fimmcial~ce to be used to 
perfonn eligible wm:k: approved in the subgrantee applicati~~:i assistance. Will, 
after the receipt of federal financial assisbmce, through~ of California, agree to 
~fu&wing: ~ 

a. The state warrant covering federal financial "~ce will be deposited in a :special 
and separate accoun~ and will be used ~lmly eligible costs for projects 
descn"bed above; . '......, 

b. To return to the State of Califo~~art of the funds so reimbursed pursuant to 
the above numbered applicatiji()'ltich are excess to the approved actual 
expenditures as accepted b~udit of the federal or state government 

c. In the event the app~~ount of the above numbered project application is 
reduced, the reimbrO:~t applicable to the amount of the reduction will be 
promptlyrefun~~e State of California. 

19. Will not Eard or permit any award (subgrant or contract) to any party which is 
debarred o ded or is otherwise excluded from or ineligible for participation in 
Fed~!:~ ce programs under Executive Order 12549 and 12689, "Debarment and 

Sus~&·" 
The unde~ed represents that he/she is authorized by the above named subgrantee to enter into 
~ement for and on behalf of said subgrantee. 

$-'V 
C., ~ Name of Authorized Applicant's Agent Title 

Signature of Authorized Applicant's Agent Date 

Cal OES 89 (Rev. 07/12/13)) 3 



Authorization 

Tide Signature 

Cal OBS 89 (Rev. 07/12/13)) 4 



~m-~ 

~G~"Sl«l!HFlIClEW'~'.S!BliWiEJE£ 

ICAiL!iYES ll3'0 

u.11.0BSIDN;i;: ________ _ 

DESIGNA'llON OF APPLICANl"SAGIDNTRESOLUIION 
lluard.Mitigation Gnnt.P.mgntm and Pni-Disulier M"JJfigation Prngnun 

BEll'RESOLVEDBYTI.l!iE __________ ~OFilIB ____________ _ 
(~~)) 

-----------------~·OR 

-----------------~OR 

{Na= 3f Applicant) ' 
~eti maderihehiw.s oftheS!JJmll:eof~ ttilnlis ~ lEllll!d ro filemtwi& fheO!liii • or":s Offioeof~cy Sl:irwiioe. 
im" !the pmposeof oh'taiiimmg oomrua ~ ~ ~ mndar hNic law 93-188 as the RobmT. Stllffiml! ~ Rdiief 
mild~ AssislmceAd:ofl988, muiWm~~ ~um!erfhe :Ass~AJ:t. 

THAT the a publicemiity~~ wida-tthe laws of tthe Sita!!c of~ 
(Nameoflapplicam) cA~ 

here'byaulhorizies ils Rr,uail(s) to provide to theCalifumm Govenmm"s Office of A,~ Service fur all ma:tmr.s ~Un SJJdt SIJare 

disaster assistmce lhe assurances and~ reqwiirell ~" 

.....,,_ ... _ ... ""'"" • ;:;.. f:::j 

9!:.';,"""""""""""""'"""_ ..... _'";~"""'"""'('J"""'fullowingd;e-of_...,J 
[]This is a Disastw'Grant specific resolution and is ~'"';fy DisasteD'Grant namehmmber(s) 

Passed and approved this---~~ re ,20 __ 

...,..~-~-~ ............... -(N_am_e_an_d_T_i_tle-o-fG_o_v_emmg-.-Body--R.epresen---!ah:-.v-e)-----

').._ &_ss _____ (N_am_e_an_d_Ti_itl_e_o_rao_v_emm_·_g_B_ody_R_epF_es_eniati_·v-e) ____ _ 

~ (Name and Title of Governing Body Representative) 

!,~~ 
~ ""-' (Name) (Title) 

U~=~=-"r--~---------------' do hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a -r (Name of Applicant) 

CERTIFICATION 

, duly appointed and ______________ of 

Resolution passed and approved by the ___________ 'of the ___________ _ 
(Governing Body) (Name of Applicant) 

on the _______ day of _______ , 20_. 

(Signature) (Title) 

Cal OES 130 (Rev.7/13) Pagel 



g'Jl..1IJE@F~ 

CJD.~~IDES!ffiF.FllDEW~Sl6RWllDE 
!CAll,fl}B ll3ll-~~ 

Cal OES Form 130 
Instructions ~ 

Anew Daignation cf AppJk.u.t"s Agent BesoIID.fimt ii l'tllJl.uiml irdle previou.ly nbmiltreil dommeatn oJda- lfl. ... 6..~ (3) 
:yean from Ube Jut da!re ofBoanlf!Ot!IMil approVlll. ~"""' 

Wbm""""""""""°" OB,_ ll0.~.oo.Jiliillia1ibe_ .. ,_ L --""''"ho~-
Rewlulion Setgon; ~ 
GovemingBOOy.: Thisistk~m~ir~efur~amiapprovilngJ!llneA~ 
Agents. Eumples mcl.mie: Bmmll of~ GlyCmmcil,,:&am of~r:s. etc. ~7 

Name cf Appliemnt: "Ims is 1!ltne official mrm.re of* l!IDl!D:-JPID.fil. ~. ci!(y, OO'l.m1ty or ~ct ttllimt Jlnm;; appired :fuir tk girim1l:. 
Examplesmcl.ude: att;y o:ifSl!iaMtern!to; ~ CounJUy. er Im Angelles Unffied ~dt 

.AmhorizOOA.,,,oent: These are dmfundividun&s fuatare~ byttm ""---'--~ ~ willl!t theFehal ~ 

.Management Agency and tim Oili:fumia Governors Office ofEmergen;;~~ grams applied for by 1!ltne.Appliamt. There 

are two ways of completing ttbis section: ~"' • 
L Titles Only: If the Governing Body so chooses, the titl\t_ ~e Authorized Agent'! should be efilel"ed here,, not their 

names. This allows the document tu remain vali~· ~~orizred Agent leaves the position and is replaced by another 
individual. Jf""Titles Only'" is the chosen meth · · ml& be accompanied by a cover letrer naming the 
Authorized Agents by name and title.~- can be completed by any authorized pe:mm within the agency 
( ~.g.; City Qerk, the Authorized Agent. to the Director) and does not require the Governing Body's 

Signature. ~ 

2. Names and Titles: If the Go·~~ so chooses, the names and titles of the Authorized Agents should be listed. A 
new Cal OES Form 13~h~~ if any of the Authorized Agents are replaced, leave the position listed on the 
document or their title ;:!:,J:,.'V 

Governing Body Representative: '~e the names and titles of the approving board members. Examples 
ill~ Cbaimum of the r--eto. The-" ond ~ oannot ho one of the 00.1-e<IADlhorizedAgems. 

Certification SeytionA_ <::) 
Name and~itl Thi1jlli.~ individual that was in attendance and recorded the Resolution creation and approval. 
Examples · lu . City Clerk. Secretary to the Board of Directors, County Clerk, etc. This person cannot 
be one o~ s · ted Authorized Agents to eliminate "Self Certification." 

# 
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HAZARD MITIGAilON GRAN"IS PROGRAM 
NOTIFICATION ro SUJBGRANI'EES 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION PROCEDmms 

1. ADVANCES (HUGP Only) 

The~ G.owenni.m"'s Offire m~Servioes (Qiil OES)may~~WJ1malOO!l'eitiime~re 
~ tik~tteej~kmmz1furm~m 11llneiiir Hlmnrd.K~ 6iranmltPJrogimm(BMG:P) 
3PJPllicl1lltTuoo.. Amt~ anm. be mrnatlle :alflrer f~ fumlis hive beern. BJl¥O~ bJJlll: bd!iome 1flhte ~of elJjgible 
~ Tllne~mll«iiIDillll1Mllll lb>e~iirom.iffiue~"$:Jliirrg~~ 'Ilhhe~ 

requestt:mut lb>el!lliWk by $W!hmmnrutfumg a~ fur Advaoo ofFoo.ds .Dm.. Sui!b.~ ~ i!li1lmlllt~ am 
~oe m ih.eir 1l!lppnncmttim areJlllott: elligu_liifire :fur advamtce:s. A~ :fund :fur llhe ~of ttlln.e s.tm!lie~it1!ilmSt be 
esrablished impoo.~ o:lf ay~ fuimilimig. 

2. WORKSCllEDULES 

The subgr.mttee munsitprovide Cal OES wiifh a projected work scliedule wilfllnm. tthmy (3([))) days o:lf irereipt of 1Jlbis 
oblig.moo. package. "Ibis is a one-time-Only :report.. It shooid outlline the proposed work sclltedmille :fur illb.e approved 
actlvity. mcludmg mille:s11ones. The milestones lisred in your work schedule will be~ to measure tthe progress 
reported ro Cal O:E'S in the Qwmrrerly Reports. Please provide a separate report fur ca::b. gccm.t 'The wmk schedule 
should include the fullowfug :infumnation: 

Table/Chart or Graph - Create a table, chart or graph depicting your proposed wmk schedule by.major milestones 
{acti.vitieslmeasures) from 1he time of initiation to completion of proposed activity. 
Tune line - How long :you anticipate the activity will. take to complete (in momhs). 
Phases -Explain in sbme detail. if you plan to perform your activity in several phases, and why. 
Extended Start and Completion Dates - Explain any activity start dates beyond sixty (60) days from approval date, 
or completion dates beyond three (3) years. 

The Work Schedule should be sent to: California Governor's Office of Emergency Services 
Hazard Mitigation Grants Division 
3650 Schriever Avenue 
Mather. California 95655 

3. PROCUREMENT/COMPETITIVE BIDS PROCESS 

All contract/procurement transactions must be carried out in a manner consistent with financial administrative 
requirements found in Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations (44CFR) Part 13. 

4. ALLOWABLE COSTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS. 

Once Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) approves a total eligi"ble activity cost and obligates funding, 
Cal OES can process reimbursement requests for eligible activities. Payments are made on a reimbursement basis and 
no funds will be disbursed for activities that are not consistent with the approved scope of work. Activity 
expenditures will be reimbursed at 75% of eligible costs. Additionally, Cal OES will withhold retention of 10% from 
each reimbursement request. The retention amount will be released to the subgrantee upon completion of the closeout 
process. 

Reimbursement requests must be submitted to Cal OES on a Hazard Mitigation Reimbursement Form. The form must 
be signed by the applicant's designated authorized agent. 

Should the subgrantee be able to complete this work for less than the maximum allowable costs, the subgrantee will be 
reimbursed at 75% of the actual costs. Any remaining funds will be deobligated. If activity costs exceed the 
maximum allowable costs, the subgrantee will be reimbursed at 75% of the FEMA approved activity cost. 
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Owtt~-:rnllllll$;Qllll.·be~ifa~lle-!!iliimim;mmiml.kBMUPbM~~. O:m~-Iill!!Dl$ 

lEiilOOllm' Um (it®~~ «llfilllne ~ ~ooS!t a!llre a'llik@w.Ol!l w~ omiet byiOO'JBI: lllll!lliilar-mmI!I$ Oil!l. ~ ~ m; 

«i\1$ennmiimicl lhlyCa1l OJBR C'mt~-mmIDEl ~trm(ll~) p~<mffillfu.e~d~CMt~ ~ OES l1lm 
m1hmii!t11llme~~a~~ltmlfl!rueFEUA~Diiredtmffinrr~li!!Mmmll~{J)Il. 

om: owe:r-:lI1llllllL'S w.llllll. ooiimtrillii:i:ailroill by~y~ 111fPmil:s 1l!llllld.lll!imy be~b.w~m.~. AH i.1ost 
ower-IDmllll$; ~be~ 1befuJre ~diltlnre illlf ~ iHn. exoess !Il>:lf ttlhte1f«mll. ~.11;Mwility oogjs uid itlEe ireq~ 
:1lilillld be~ by11lhtell!IJPP1liiCtl!lillt's ~eihml!lln.OOmd apll:. ~-~ of1filmlll ~'fled amwmtyoom 
~ beJ!iooe~v:lilll «J>f ooot over-iI11l!M will.not be~ diigiibllell!MGP ~ Allll mst over-rnllll$! 
l1l!IDlll$llt be~ byiilhte~ad~ bya ~-iOMJ:ll!lililiHlll~~ nllmigith:eFEMA ~-iDOst 
lliOOil!ds. ~eill OVa'-lnllllllS will. be dernied by cm ORS. 

6. SCOPE OFWOnK CHANGES: 

Any:reqitllests :fur cbanges m ithe approved scope of work must be oomiis!tmit wiUh program gmdmoe amd regulmions,, 
mIJistt: be mbrirmmd to Cal OES ood signed by the applicam:~s desigmi:i!!lted mJiltlllmized agmt. Pr~val is irequired 
befure tll:n.e :sb!!rt of any aciivity:not included m the approved scope of WOD:k Costs~ wit1l:n. any activity fimt is 
not mcfu.ded iHn. fue approved scope of work are not eligl"ble for ~t 

7. QUART.ERLYBEPORT PROCEDURES 

Subgramrees are required to submit progress :repoI1s to Cal OES on a quarterly basis until the end of the approved 
perfurmance period or 1he activity is complete. Quarterly Reports will not be required of activities with duration of 
less than. three months. A single report for such short-term activities will satisfy :repoiwtlng :requirements. 

The :fust Quarterly Report is due to Cal OES within three months following 1he activity initiation. Quarterly Reports 
will thereafter be numbered consecutively by quarter and year (e.g. a 24 month project is required to submit 8 
quarterly reports.) The following is the schedule for the Quarterly Reports: 

First Reporting Period: 
Second Reporting Period: 
Third Reporting Period: 
Fourth Reporting Period: 

January01-March31 
April 01 - June 30 
July 01 - September 30 
October 01 - December 31 

Quarterly Reports shall include, at a minimum: 

Report due by April 15 
Report due by July 15 
Report due by October 15 
Report due by January 15 

A. The status and completion date for the activity funded, including any problem or circumstances affecting the 
completion date, scope of work, or costs which are expected to result in noncompliance with the approved 
grant conditions. 

B. A description of milestones completed in accordance with the work schedule provided by the subgrantee. The 
milestones declared in the subgrantee's work schedule will be applied as a standard of the activity's progress. 

Cal OBS will review subgrantee reports to identify activities requiring special attention or inspection. The Governor's 
Authorized Representative will review the reports and forward a report to the FEMA Regional Director on the status 
of each grant. 

Cal OBS will suspend reimbursements to subgrantees that are not current in the submission of quarterly progress 
reports. Reimbursement requests received for suspended grants will be returned to the subgrantee. 
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. , 

CriilliilOOmmia ~'s:Olllfii:oe@f~~ 
Hmmrd~Gmrnlt$D~ 
36$®~.A~ 

~»~95655 

S. mSPECDONS 

Oall OJES reserves 11heri.g1blt m impoct aill. ~es fm mmlllJl»lliim.re. aill om lll!MiJ'~ illln.e ~ m .~a 
:fim;aJlimspi:dfuimmndprepErearepr.rt Iif~msmd~ ofk~~n:rt~~ 
problenmsm~ofwoilk.:andfor1.the~m:mcl:a ~ CallOES ~ireg_Wire1he~m 
~1.the dmcimcres befuJre c~ 

9. PERFORMANCE PERIOD EXTENSIONS 

A1ll1 perfom:raJ!ilce period extmsioo ~ mti!t inclwl!e 1the &res ad pmrisioo. of all previous eximsiom on flm 
adiv.Dly. a deiailed exphmation :fur the delay mn.d are~ acttiwityworlk: ~e. All paful!lIDallloepcrirni exremion 
~ mus!t be ~tted m Cal O:ES and signed byilhe appllicaJI1.tfs desilpated mdhorimii agmJt. Any costs micm:reid 
o1*Rde of an approved perfoammce period will not be coosidereiil eligible acitivify costs. 

HMGP 
E:xt.ensions to original perfun:mmce period of up to twelve montlbs may be granted by Cal OES upon written.request 
from the subgrantee. Requests :fur time extensions must be suibmitred m Cal OBS prior to file end of the cmroot 
approved perfon:mmce period. 

Requests for time extensions beyond the authority of Cal OES must be submitted to Cal OES in writing and :received 
by Cal OES no later than ninety (90) days prior to the expiration of the current: approved performance period Time 
extension requests received by Cal OES less than ninety (90) days prior to the end of the current approved 
performance period will not be considered. Cal OES must submit these requests to the FEMA Regional Director for 
final determination. 

Following the Regional Director's review, Cal OES will be notified in writing of the determination. Cal OES will 
notify the subgrantee of FEMA 's determination. If the extension is denied, the subgrantee can submit a second 
request to be considered by the FEMA Associate Director. 

FMA I LPDM I PDM I SRL 
Performance period extension requests must be submitted to Cal OES in writing and received by Cal OES no later 
than ninety (90) days prior to the expiration of the current approved period of performance. Time extension requests 
received by Cal OES less than ninety (90) days prior to the end of the current approved period of perfonnance will not 
be considered. Review program guidance for period of performance extension request requirements. 

10. ADMINISTRATIVE DOCUMENTS 

The administrative documents included with this package must be completed, signed by an authorized representative 
of the subgrantee and received by Cal OES before any payments can be processed. These forms include (1) 
Subgrantee Assurances and (2) Designation of Applicant's Agent Resolution. Completed forms must be mailed to: 

California Governor's Office of Emergency Services 
Hazard Mitigation Grants Division 
3650 Schriever Avenue 
Mather, California 95655 

11. FINAL REPORTS 

Final Claims must be filed using the Final Claim form. All activity costs are subject to audit; therefore, adequate 
documentation is required to verify the scope of work and the activity costs. All activity documentation must be 
retained by the subgrantee for three years from closeout. The subgrantee shall submit a final report package 
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WI!lC:filO~ ~!llhe~mlh>l.mm.~~ 1.IJbJ;e~q~i~~m.k~®lf 
~-The~ll'Elilll'St~mllmmU!ln.e~ 

• F~ ·C'.i1Rmt funnm. 
• Acoo:rn:p11.~ ame5lmlltts; ~ 

-~~ 
• ~~hillllfiariial!s 

ll.AUDI'IS 

l'llme ad OBS may.request muimiliit cf myifimimm ~to a.smb~ & amy1!We, ~of me m!OOllll!lillt. JE:aclln. 
~is required ro provide:remsomblle illlll!d 1tiimm.elly aooeB$ to aJlll.reoon:k. Subgr.m.ttres iliat expem.d ~ 
~:lil.Wialfiisabove $500.000 masuilb:mitt:il!l!llldilit~~-w.lllthttlln.e~ofOffi.reof~~tt: 
andBJJ!dgd OMB C"~ A-133. Such audiitt:s of~ will. be ooo.duded m accoorumoe wifu daereqWre.mimlts 
of ifhe SIDglle Audit Act mud amended by 1996 (PL 1041-1.56). Reooros :must be retam.ed byfue mbgiramree fur1ll:uree 
yeattS :firom project closeout 

13. MONITORING 

In order to provide reasonable assurance of compfumce witth applicable Fedeaal and State laws and regnlatl~ md to 
comply 'With Cal oES•s administrative o~t respomn'bilities, mbgrantee activities shall be monitored and 
associated finding (s) and program deficiencies :resolved though viable corrective action plans. Fmancial and 
administrative compliance monitoring is comprised of desk reviews, as well as field reviews, of specific subgranltee 
infonnati.on and supporting financial documentation and books of record. · 

14. APPEALS (HMGP Only) 

A subgrantee may appeal any detennination made by FEMA relative to grant assistance by submitting justification in 
writing to Cal OES within sixty(60) days of the action being appealed Appeals must be submitted through the 
Govern.or's Authorized Representative (GAR). Subgrantees must provide sufficient information to allow the GAR to 
determine the facts and validity of the request 

Cal OES will review the appeal material submitted, make any additional investigations necessary and forward the 
appeal with a written recommendation to the FEMA Regional Director within sixty (60) days. 

The FEMA Regional Director shall notify Cal OES as to the disposition of the subgrantee's appeal or need for 
additional information within ninety (90) days following receipt of all related information. If the decision is to grant 
the appeal, the Regional Director will take appropriate implementing action. 

If the Regional Director denies the appeal, the subgrantee may submit a second appeal in writing to the GAR. The 
GAR reviews the second appeal and may forward it to the FEMA Associate Director through the FEMA Regional 
Director. Such appeals shall be made in writing and shall be submitted not later than sixty (60) days after receipt of 
notice of the Regional Director's denial of the first appeal. The Associate Director shall render a determination on the 
GAR's appeal within ninety (90) days following receipt of all related information. The Associate Director's 
determination is final. 

In rendering such determinations, the Associate Director may, in those cases involving appeals of a highly technical 
nature, refer the appeal to an independent scientific or technical body for review. The GAR must first agree to such a 
process, including a waiver of the Ilinety (90) day time limitation for appeal resolution, as well as sharing the cost of 
such reviews. 

See Part 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations (44CFR) Section 206.440. 
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California Go~or"s DmttofEmergmcy Serrica (Qd OES) 
Hazard :Mitigation Grano 

Awan.IIDisuter IJ -----

Reimbursement Request Form 

.Applicmit: _________ ~ 

Oilifumia. Gm.ic:JIIDr"s Olffioo ofEmmeJrFmcy'Sav.ices 
Hazvd :MiJtigmtion llimW; ~ 

3650 Schriever Ava:me 
Maitlmr,, CA 95655 

Please mmk 1llhis box ro iimdii.Cllllbe a dhmmnge m. 
the Aufuorized Acoe!Iilil:"s Mailiirng A~ bellow 

D 
' Project Number ! Cumulative Expenditures Reimbursement Request for the 

to date period of 
to 

$ IS 
Toml $ $ 

Under penalty of perjury,, I certify that: 

• I am the duly authorized officer of the claimant herein 
• This claim is in all respects true, correct, and all expenditures were made in accordance with 

applicable laws, rules, regulations and grant conditions and assurances 
• This claim is for costs incurred within the Grant Performance Period 

Authorized Agent (Per Governing Body Resolution) 

Printed Name Phone No. Fax No. 

Title E-Mail Address 

Signature Date 

New Mailing Address Only 

For Cal OES Only (Cal OES 400) 

Obligated Amount:$ _________ _ Date: ________ _ 

Expenditures To Date:$ ________ _ Reviewer: _______ _ 

Cost Share (50% or75%): $ -------- Title:. ________ _ 

Less Retention:$ __________ _ Date: ________ _ 

Prior Payments Made:$ ________ _ Approval: _______ _ 

Amount Allowable for Payment: $ ______ _ Title:. ________ _ 

! 

11 



FIPSIDi/# 

Project Number 

Expenditures To 
Date 

Reimbursement 
Request for the 
Period of: 

Authorized 
Agent 
Information 

Mail 

Supporting 
Documents 

Imtmdion Sheet for .R.eimbunement Request­
Califonda Governors Office of Em.agency Senica 

1Jlrte lal_P.Pli~ is fue enrttilty,, m; idmttillied m 1tlfue OOigiim)l gro'!llll1lt ~ati.mn.. Do nott: 
idmJlify <l!UlllY ~mts oir offices u 1tllrue 2JPljplicm.tt 

11l:m is fue appllicmirnt"s idmtifiC!lllt.ion1lt1Ill!!llJl1! u idmttffi.erll on fue NottifiCiil1tiiol!ll of 
~Ldlter 

mmcalte a clmirngem address by clieckmgfue box mown and m6Jrng1tllienew 
address m fue area marked "maifung addJress 

The project nmnber can be :found on the Nmificaiioo. of Approval Ld:iter 

Identify rotal grant expenditures incurred to date for each project number 
(mcluding local share) 

The applicant may request reimbursement of all,, or a portion o~ Grant 
Expenditures incurred since the last Reimbursement Request. Indicate 1he month 
and year for the beginning of the period covered to the end of the period covered 
during which these expenditures were incurred. This is Mt the Project/Budget 
Period listed on the subgrant 

HMGP Disasters Grants: No Fisctil Year restricli,ons 

All Other Grants: Tliis request period cannot cross S'late ftscal. years. 
Therefore, separate requests Must be submiJted for expenditures incurred on 
or before June 30, and on or after July 1 

Complete all line items requested and ensure that the form is signed by an 
Authorized Agent named in the Governing Body Resolution 

Mail the original to the address identified at the top of the request form 

Supporting documents are not required to be submitted with the Reimbursement 
Request; however, California Governor's Office of Emergency Services reserves 
the right to request documentation at any time. Applicants are reminded to 
maintain docum~nts that support the expenditures and reimbursement amo-µnts 
shown on the request 

Revised 02-25-16 



Cafihsmia Govemor"s Oftiioe of Emelgency Services 
SUPPl.Ell'dlENTAL GRANT SUBAWARD INFORlllATION 

];'fimca!lfumrn1aiGIDttmru!:©f$mliiooG!8MtfEll@Bl'JQYSl:m:llrn;Js«©BIC!»ES»,~aGTaii$~(/ijjfm;idsseilIDiithlltmllihleifllll~; 

GGWBTlliltilfs Offiiooo'l'E~y SB!Wlms 
lMarik S. Gilflandlllltlci. IIliredttlr 
~ S:r::llme\181' .#Werioo 
mJlatbler,, CA 95555 
[9ilifii)S~~ ;pihmme • (9i1$) M5-B:iii111 lfm: 

5. Federal AwaRI 
ldentilication Number 

I ;>,. 

c 
O' 

·~ 
:::J> 

'Ill@ 

w 
0 
"ii 
0 

6. Perimmance Period: 

7. Indirect Cost Rate: 0 NIA; 010% de minimis; 0Federally Approved ICR 

Supp No. AFederal B. Non-Federal C.Admin D.CDAA 

Share Share Cost {STAlE} 

B 12 $404.208.00 $190, 133.00 $0.00 
9 

10 

11 

12. TOTALS 
$404.208.00 $190, 133.00 $0.00 

13. Federal Awarding Agency Section 

calOES#t o~ 
iRIPS#F 075-0'0000 
~#f. 

DR41158-$ubawaro! #I 
PJ0272 

PCA 82845 
fetj!era'I Awam f111001U:ooro5f1t 6 
Oates Io: 04ro5f17 

1a.DUNS#.: 

2a.DUNS#.: 

CA 

to 

% 

E. Total Project Fed/Non Fed 

Cost Percentage 

$~94.341 ~oo 68%/32% 
' .,· 

_'' 
' ' 

---·-

' $.0~00 
•'$0.00 

12E TD!al Project Cost 

$594,341.00 

IOuu LO...._, 

Federal Program Fund I CFDA fl. Federal Awarding Agency 
Total Federal Award Assistance 

Amount Amount 

Hazard Mitigation Grant U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 
Program I 97.039 Federal Emergency Management Agency $594,341.00 NIA 

14. Primary Authorized Agent: 15. Federal Employer ID Number: 

Name: 

Telephone: 
""'!(-ar-ea_c_o""de"") ___ _ 

Mailing Address: 

Payment Mailing 
Address: 

16. Project Description Section: 

FAX: 
""'!(-ar-ea_cod....,.e~)-----~ 

Street 

Early Intake Switchyard· Slope Stabilization 

17. Research & Development Section: 
• Is this Subaward a Research & Development grant? 

Supplemental GrantSubaward Information - Cal OES 2-101a 

-------------
Title: 

Email: 
~-------------

CA 
City Zip+4 

CA 
ity Zip+4 

Yes 0 No 0 

Revised: 6/30/2016 



SUSA.WARD DATA INSiRUCTIONS 
'1L ~ 

11it.ie~1¢lel\itiis!lti!e!IJr.iitd~<mr~illsm~matiom~i!mtl\Willltira\le~~lb11lifll'lllrl!!Ja;epil!ttffnmlils«q.019JlfliiW 
d.fJ\l~,OJWdfiF!leS'lillilm~!s!Fllmlel!!if~.lEintlarttlilelle]JiillfHlelli!'f1!ilaeSU!mln1¢lea!t. 

5*irpw9-di@lt lFaiiiarall OaJta l!.lllil1l:'alSiil !Nlllli!llibelfllilJJI ~ ({IIJ.IJINI~ ID imllmilbarifwlltle S'l!lbl!etltpientlfJS!eti! aoo11e. lllf~ lllhil mm'f }'£itlhaIIS aO!JIMS 
mnmiblllrassplll.,crnei!i11lii!JbeCl!ilaiirnelll!hJya:m:mfl:cdllilJJ!Dunn&~a'les5-7®3-511!11matwww.dnb.com.Thisllelllliiitrsnmel!it•restGlfelllar.!a11y 
~ giallits 01llily. Yo!llf Dl.JN'Si#lll!ll&e <tllllllnemt amll illl:!!iwa iiln itilile ~ b Awam Al.llarnagemerilt l(SA\ll~ a'tk llinn c'fyal!!f ~ 

2.. Implementing Agency 
&'terlllile cmmptete l!ilalllile Gflllile ~!le5,lDl!llllShbrlllile~llHllay~ mltt.iegiarn't (q. Stile~, Nlioe ~. <mT~enfic'f P.l!ib'flc 
WOlb). JIUbe U!ifill)1emelilfmg ~ iis lllile fSllllllile as 1!ilae iS'JlitooetJQ:iisrnt emtterlllile same ftfle ~aiim. 

2a. Federal DUNS Number (Implementing Agency) 
E'llllerlllile fil'll !M!igit Fetllerall !Da'la 1l.ll!liiVS1Sil ~ Sys1enm PLUNI~ BD mmiiber1for!ihe ilm.?1emen'timliJAgenq. Hitt.le llml!llernilemhliJ ~dt!es irm1 
yet have a I01JJNS mamber assigned, one 11i!ill1Jbe Obllaime!li by~ Dl!llll & Brads'li!eel: al 866-700-51111 orallwww.dnb.com. lT'ms ae~ 
ii!PPfies to i.ederally footied grams ooUy. Your OOJNSi#must be Ol!llll5!!#t anm adfive iin .ti;eSystem for Aw.mi~ {SA.~ a't!lti!e flllllle of ymtr 

Awatd 

3. Implementing Agency AddJess 
Emerlhe address of the~ Agency. Pmwille tine mmp3e'te niirne oigitz.ip oode {Zip+.4). 

4. Location of Project 
Enter the City and Coun1yl0perational Area wheie the projedt iis loca!eli. Provide the complete nine d"igitzip code (Zip+4). 

5. FedeJal Award Identification Number (FAIN): 

Enter the Federal Aw-..rd Identification Number associated With this funlfmg soon;e I Disaster. {Example: 1911-0R-CA or FEMA-1911-DR-CA). 

6. Performance Period 
Enter beginning and ending dates of the peiformanoe period for the Grant Subawam. {mmlddlyy). 

7. Indirect Cost Rate 

Indicate 'Whether you are using ttie 10% de minimis rate based on Modified Total D~ Costs (MTOC) or your oognizant agency approved indirect cost 
rate agreement. A copy of the approved ICR Negotiation Agreement must be enclosed with your application. lmfK:ate NfA if you will not be claiming 
indirect costs under the award. Indirect costs may or may not be allowable under all Federal fund sources. · 

8A-12E. Fund Allocations and Total Project Cost 

Enter the FEMA Supplement number, the amount of Federal Share, Non-Federal Share, applicable sub-recipient Administrative Fee, and the COM 
share of this obligation. Enter this obfigation Cost Share percentage in the far right column. 

13. Federal Awarding Agency Section: 
Identify the Federal Awarding Agency, Federal Program, and the CFDA number for the funding. Also, enter the total federal funds allocated to this sub­
recipient for the disaster event, including this obligation action. 

14. Primary Authorized Agent and Payment Address 

Primary Authorized Agent will be the main contact for GPU correspondence and must be one of the authorized agents named in the governing body 
resolution. Enter the name, title, telephone number, e-mail address, and mailing address of the primary correspondence contact for this project. Enter a 
Payment Mailing Address where grant funds should be sent if different from the primary contact address. 

15. Federal Employer ID Number 
Enter the 9-digit Federal Employer Identification Number for the Subrecipient Agency. 

16. Project Description Section 

Enter the Project number associated wHh this sub-award and type a summary of the project description in the space provided. 

17. Research & Development Section 
Place a check mark In the applicable box; choose "Yes" if award is for Research & Development. 

Supplemental Grant Subaward Information - Cal OES 2-101 a Revised: 6/30/2016 



HAZARD MITIGATION 

Subgrantee Quarterly Report Page 1 of ___ _ 

Award/Disaster # CalOES# FEMA# FIPS# Months Covered Report# 

Project Name Subgrantee Name 

Subgrantee Telephone# % of Worlc Completed I Project Completion Date 

Estimated Draw Down for Next quarter $ Budget Status (" Unchanged r Cost Underrun (Explain below) 
f'" Cost Overrun (Explain below 

Work Schedule Is project proceeding on schedule? (" Ahead of Schedule (Explain below){' On Schedule 
(" Behind Schedule {Explain below) 

General Comments 

Authorized Signature: Print Name: Date: 

Address: City, State, Zip: 

Revised 2/1 /09 

Page 1 



HAZARD MITIGATION 

Subgrantee Quarterly Report PAIJI! ·--= of=--"""""'= 

List all milestones from work schedule including those planned & completed. Describe problems or olrcumatanooa Affl!le~ng completion dot@§, !!leop@ of work, 
cost, and impacts on anv other milestones. Also describe achievements successes oroaress and 11:1ecl1l lsauea. -

Projected ProJoctod l!Hatulli 

Milestone# Start Date Comoletlon Date 0 Ah&Uld of Seli@dUI@ Q ~U§f]@nii@d 

g On Schadule 8 Mll@§ton@ Cilmpleiteid 
Behind Soh@dUI@ Withdrawn 

Comments 

Projected Projected SlllltlJlli 

Milestone# Start Date Comoletlon Dato 0 Ahead of Schedule 0 ~U§f,'IE'lnd@tl 

0 On Schedule ~ Mlle8tona Oompl@t@d 
('j Behind Schedule Withdraw11 

Comments 

,..,."" 

Projected Projected Smtu111 
Milestone# Start Date Comoletlon Dato 0 Ahead Of SchedUI@ 0 SU§p@ndeit'l 

0 On Sehedula g Mll@§ttine eampleit@d 
('j Bcihlnd Schedule Withdrawn 

Comments 

.. 
Projected ProJocted Sta tu a .. 

Milestone# Start Date Comnletlon Date 0 Ahead of SohiiidUl!i! 0 StJ§pendM 
0 On Schodule 0 . MilE!§ttina ('l()mpfeteiEI 
() Behind Schedule F\ Withdrawn 

Comments 

. -· ~··· 

(Additional sheets may be used as needed) 



Early Intake Slope Hazard Mitigation Project - Pre-Award and Phase 1 Budget 

Budget Contractor Costs SFPUC Direct Labor 

Costs 

1 Pre-Award Professional Services: $54,330 $54,330 $0 
Asessment & Engineering Support for 
HMGP Sub-Application 

2 Project Management $97,270 $0 $97,270 
3 Environmental $277,141 $208,280 $68,861. 
4 Design $165,600 $165,600 $0 

Total: $594,341 $428,210 $166,131 

Indirect Cost (20%) $118,868 



PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 16-0192 

WHEREAS, The 2013 Rim Fire severely burned the slope next to the Early Intake 
Switchyard, causing an increased risk of slope hazards which may cause damage to the 
switchyard and loss of power transmission capability to the City; and 

WHEREAS, The 2013 Rim Fire was declared a major federal disaster, and as a result, 
the State of California is eligible to apply for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program funds from the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); and 

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) submitted, 
through the California Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OBS), a sub-application 
(FEMA-4158-DR-CA, Project #0272, FIPS#075-00000) for a Hazard Mitigation Grant from 
FEMA to help fund the implementation of the Early Intake Slope Stabilization project (the 
Project) to reduce the risk of slope hazards which may cause damage to the Early Intake 
Switchyard and loss of power transmission capability to the City; and 

WHEREAS, FEMA awarded, through Cal OES, SFPUC a grant of $404,208.00 in 
federal funds for Pre-award and Phase One of the Early Intake Slope Stabilization project; and 

WHEREAS, The estimated cost of Pre-award and Phase One of the Project is $594,341; 
and 

WHEREAS, Pre-award for grant sub-application is complete and Phase One of the 
Project is anticipated to begin in October 2016 and end in July 2017; and 

WHEREAS, Funds for Phase One work will be available from a new project account to 
be created under Hetchy Capital Improvement Project No. CUR 101 Hetchy Water - Power 
Infrastructure; now, therefore. be it 

RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby authorizes the General Manager of the 
SFPUC to request approval from the Board of Supervisors to accept and expend Hazard 
Mitigation Grant funds from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in an amount 
not to exceed $404,208. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities 
Commission at its meeting of September 131 2016. 

1x·~1 1 L f ff-•u i ; 
I I ,~ !! fU/<A... ( \i/1}?,"i= 
v Secretary, PubliC Utilit7i5!'!rcommission 



San Francisco 
·Water:~. '! 

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 13th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

T 415.554.3155 

F 415.554.3161 

TTY 415.554.3488 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

FROM: John Scarpulla, Policy and Government Affairs 

DATE: November 2016 

SUBJECT: Accept and Expend Grant - Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program, $404,208.00 

Attached please find an original and one copy of a proposed resolution 
authorizing the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) General 
Manager to accept and expend a grant in the amount of $404,208.00 from the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) through the California 
Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES) for Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program (FEMA-4158-DR-CA, Project #0272, FIPS #075-00000). 

The following is a list of accompanying documents (2 sets): 

1. Board of Supervisors Resolution 
2. Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Project Sub-Application 
3. Cal OES Notification of Sub-Application Award Letter 
4. Early Intake Slope Hazard Mitigation Project - Pre-Award and Phase 1 

Budget 
5. SFPUC Resolution No. 16-0192 
6. Grant Resolution Information Form 

Please contact John Scarpulla at (415) 934-5782 if you need any additional 
information on these items. 

Edwin M. lee 
Mayor 

Francesca Vietor 
President 

Anson Moran 
Vice President 

Ann Moller Caen 
Commissioner 

Vince Courtney 
Commissioner. 

Ike Kwon 
Commissioner 

Harlan L Kelly, Jr. 
General Manager 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 

TO: 

FROM: W 
RE: 

DATE: 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk ~. e Board of Supervisors 

Mayor Edwin M. Lee~ 
Accept and Expend Grant - Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, 
$404,208.00 
January 10, 2017 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a resolution authorizing the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) General Manager to accept and expend 
a grant in the amount of $404,208.00 from the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) through the California Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal 
OES) for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (FEMA-4158-DR-CA, Project #0272, FIPS 
#075-00000). 

I respectfully request that this item be calendared in Budget & Finance Committee on 
February 8, 2017. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168 . 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETI PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 

CI! 

...;._, .· 


