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FILE NO. 180272 , RESOLUTION NO.

[California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Sewer System Improvement Program - Biosolids Digester Facilities Project]

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the

CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31, including the
édopﬁon of a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a Mitigation and Monitoring
Reporting Program, related to the funding of the Biosolids Digester Facilities Project; and

directing the Clerk of the Board of Superviéors to notify the Controller of this action.

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) developed -
project descriptions for wastewater infrastructure improvements as part of the SFPUC's

Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP), including a project description for the Biosolids

’ Digester Facilities Project, SSIP-Funded Project No. CWWSIPDP (the "Project™); and

- WHEREAS, The objectives of the Pfoject are to replace the existing biosolids digester
facilities at the SFPUC's Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEP) with new
infrastructure with modern and more efficient tréatment technologies to protect public health
and safety and provide continued regulatory compliance; to maximize the efficiency of the
current treatment process and maintenance, staffing resources, and the use of'existing
SFPUC infrastructure; to reliably meet treatment capacity for projected 2045 flows and loads
associated with projected population growth; to beneficially use 100% of the biosolids and the|-
digestef gas generated,; to build critical processes with redundant infrastructure to provide
reliability énd operational flexibility; to improve seismic reliability; to limit notioeable odors from
the Project to the SEP property boundary; to provide visual improvements; to design and lsite
the new facilities to accommodate or adapt to expected sea level rise over their expected life;

to allow for the timely construction of the Project; and to maintain ratepayer affordability; and

Supervisor Cohen :
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WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code
Section 21000 'et seq., the CEQA Guidelines, Cal. Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section
15000 et seq., and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code; and |

WHEREAS, The Draft EIR was prepared and published for public review for the project
in Planning Departmént File No. 2015—000644ENV on May 3, 2017; and

WHEREAS, The Draft EIR was available for public review and comment fdr 45 days,
during which time the Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing to receive
comments on the document; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared a Responées to Comments document
(RTC), published on February 23, 2018, with responses to comments on environmental
issues received at the public hearing and in writing during the 45 day public review period for
the Draft EIR, and prepared revisions to the text of the Draft EIR in response to comments
received or based on addiﬁonal information that becarﬁe available during the public review
period; and ' )

WHEREAS, The Draft EIR and the RTC togéther constitute the Final EIR for the
Project; and - ’

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on March 8, 2018, at a duly-
advertised public hearing certified the Final EIR by Motion No. M-20129 a copy of which is
included in Board of Supervisors File No. 180272 and which is incorporated herein by this
reference; and {

WHEREAS, The Planning Department found the Project consistent with the General

Plan and issued a document entitled “General Plan Referral”, dated March 12, 2018, a copy of

Supervisor Cohen
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which is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 180272 and which is incorporated herein by, |

this reference; and
WHEREAS, On March 13, 2018, the SFPUC, by Resolution 18-0042, a copy of Which

is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 180272 and which is incorporated herein by this

reference: (1) adopted CEQA Findings, including a Statement of Ovérriding Considerations

and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as required by CEQA; and (2) approved

the Project and authorized staff to proceed with actions necessary to implement it; and
WHEREAS, The Project files, including the Final EIR, Planhing Commission Motion

No. M-201 29, Planning Department document entitied “General Plan Referral”, and SFPUC

Resolution No. 18-0042 have been made available for review by‘the Board and the public,

and those files are considered part of the record before this Board; and

WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the information
and findings contained in the Final EIR, Planning Commission Motion No. M-20129, Planning
D'epartment document éntitled “General Plan Referral”, and SFPUC Resolution No. 18-0042,
and all written and oral information provided by the.Planning Department, the publfc, rele\}ant
public agencies, SFPUC, and other experts and the administrétive files for the Project; and

WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 109-16, approving a
supplemental appropriation of $1,215,201,280 for the SSIP for FY201 6-2017 and FY201 7-
2018, including a total of $347,528,000 for the Project; and

WHEREAS, Sections 4 and 10 of Ordinance No. 109-16 placed the appropriated funds
for 2016-17 and 2017-18 on Controller's Appropriation Reserve, by project, making release of
appropriation reserves by the Controller subject to the prior occurrence of: 1) the SFPUC's
and the Board's discretionary adoption of CEQA Findings for projects, following review and

consideration of completed project-related environmental analysis, pursuant to CEQA, the

Sup_ervisor Cohen . :
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State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administraﬁve que, where
required, and 2) the Controller's certification of funds évailability, including proceeds of
indebtedness: now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors makes and adopts the CEQA findings
adopted by the SFPUC in Resolution No. 18-0042, including the Statement of Overriding
Cénsideraﬁons and Mitigaﬁon'l\/lonitoring and Reporting Program; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors directs the Clerk of the Board
to forward this Resolution to the Controller to release from reserve the appropriated funds for

the Project, pursuant to Ordinance No. 109-16.

Supervisor Cohen
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SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTNMENT
- . 16?0 Mission St
Planning Commission Motion No. 20129 SanFanco,
HEARING DATE: MARCH 8, 2018 . CA34105-2479
' ' Reception;
‘ 415.568.6378
' Case No.: , 2015-000644ENV Faxe
Project: Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 415.558.6400
Project Location: 750 Phelps Street, 1700 Jerrold _—
: Avenue, 1800 Jerrold Avenue, and 1801 ]errold o Information:
: Avenue , . 415.558.6377
" Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
: 525 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Staff Contact: Timothy Johnston — (415) 575-9035
Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE PROPOSED BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT.

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby
CERTIFIES the Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2015-00644ENV,
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project (hereinafter, “Project”), located in San Francisco, based
upon the following findings:

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

A, The Deparmlent determined that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) was
required for the Project and provided public notice of that determination by publication
in a newspaper of general circulation, and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15082, prepared and circulated a first and then a revised Notice of Preparation ("NOP")
to interested entities and individuals to begin the formal CEQA scoping process for the
Project on ]une 24, 2015. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, the
Department conducted a scoping meeting on July 16, 2015, at the Southeast Community
Facility, 1800 Oakdale Avenue, San Francisco. The purpose of the meeting was to
present the proposed Project to the public and receive public input regarding the
proposed scope of the EIR analysis. The Department accepted public comments
between June 24 through July 27, 2015. A scoping report was prepared to summarize

- www.siplanning.org
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March 8, 2018 _ : Biosolids Digester Facilities Project

the public scoping process and the comments received in response to the NOP, and the
report is included in Appendix NOP of the Draft EIR.

The San Francisco Planning Department received thirteen comments on the scope of the
EIR either at the scoping meeting or in writing following the scoping meeting. The
comment inventory for the NOP is included in Appendix NOP of the Draft EIR.

B. On May 3, 2017, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(“DEIR”) and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment for a 45-day period, and of the
date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was
mailed to the Department’s list of persons requesting such notice and other interested
parties.

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were
posted near the Project site by Department staff on May 3, 2017. The Notice of
Availability was also made available at the main public library in San Francisco.

D. On May 4, 2017, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of
persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent
property owners, and to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the

~ State Clearinghouse. The DEIR was posted on the Department's Webs1te

E. A Notice of Comple’aon was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State
Clearinghouse on May 4, 2017.

2. The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised pﬁblic hearing on the DEIR to accept
written or oral comments on June 1, 2017. The public hearing transcripts are in the Project
record. The period for acceptance of written comments ended on June 19, 2017.

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the

" public hearing and in writing during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR, and
prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on
additional information that became available during the public review period. The
Department provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by
-commenters, as well as SFPUC and the Planning Department, to address Project updates
since publication of the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to Comments
document (“RTC”), published on February 23, 2018, and distributed to the Commission,
and afl parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at
the Department and on the Department’s website.

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

SAN FRANCISCO . . ) . . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . ’
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Motion No. 20129 : Case No. 2015-000644ENV
March 8, 2018 Biosolids Digester Facilities Project

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

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

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

7. The Commission further finds, in certifying the completion of the Final EIR, that the Project
described in the FEIR would have a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to air
quality and cultural resources, and would contribute to significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts relating te air quality and cultural resources, even with melementatlon
of mitigation measures.

8. On March 8, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does find
that the contents of said report arid the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared,
publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and .

" Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

- 9. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental Impact Report
concerning File No. 2015-000644ENV, Biosolids Digester Facilities Project, .reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,
accurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no
significant revisions to the DEIR or information that would necessitate recirculation of the
FEIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, and ‘hereby does CERTIFY THE
COMPLETION of said Final Environmental Impact Report in comphance with CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines.

SAN FRANGISCD . 3
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Motion No. 20129 o ' Case No. 2015-000644ENV
March 8, 2018 Biosolids Digester Facilities Project

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its
regular meeting of March 8, 2018.

Jonas P. Ion.

Commission Secretary
AYES: Fong, ]ohhson, Koppel, Hillis, Melgar, and Moore
NOES: None
 ABSENT:  Richards
ADOPTED: March 8, 2018
BAN FRANCISCO . - ’ . 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

General Plan Referral sutodn
San Francisco,
GA 94103-2479
Date: March 12, 2018 Reception:
Case No. Case No. 2015-000644GPR - Southeast Plant and Central 415.568.6378
Shops site ‘ Fax:
Block/Lot No.: 5262/009 and 5281/001 : 415.558,6408
Project Sponsor:  Karen Frye, Environmental Project Manager Planning
San Francisco Public Utlities Commission Information:
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 6t Floor 415.558.6377
San Francisco, CA 94102 ‘
Applicant: Carolyn Chiu, Senior Project Manager

San Francisco Public Utiliies Commission
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 9 Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

Staff Contact: Svetha Ambati - (415) 575-9183
svetha.ambati@sfeov.org

Recommendation:  Finding the project, on balance, is in conformity with
- the Gen¢ral Plan

Recommended”
By: ' John R

Director of Planining

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project is the San Francisco Public Utilities Commision’s (SFPUC) proposed replacement of
the outdated existing solids treatment facilities with more reliable, efficient, and modern
technologies and facilities in the Bayview-Hunters Point district of San Francisco. The proposal
is a new Biosolids Digester Facilities Project (the “Project”), which is part of the Sewer System
Improvement Program (SSIP), a 20-year, mulii-billion dollar citywide program to upgrade the
City’s aging sewer infrastructure and to ensure a reliable and seismically safe system. Many of
the existing Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (“Southeast Plant” or “SEP”) solids
treatment facilities are over 60 years old, are operating well beyond their useful life, and require
significant maintenance. If the Project is approved, the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission would continue operations of the Southeast Treatment Plant (SEP) and construct
new solids treatment, odor control, energy recovery, and dssociated facilities adjacent to the
SEP, located at the existing Southeast Plant and Central Shops. site and the decommissioned
Asphalt Plant site. The overall goal of the Project is to replace the existing aged and unreliable
" solids processing facilities at the SEP with new, moderm, and efficient facilities to ensure long-

www.sfplanning.org
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-000644GPR - SOUTHEAST PLANT AND CENTRAL SHOPS SiTE

© term sustainability of the SEP wastewater treatment system. The submittal is for a General Plan
Referral to recommend whether the Project is in conformity with the General Plan, pursuant to
Section 4.105 of the Charter, and Section 2A.52 and 2A.53 of the Administrative Code.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The CEQA environmental review for the “Project” has been completed, and was certified on
March 8, 2018. The CEQA review is found in the EIR Case 2015-000644ENV.

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Project is the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) proposed construction
of a new solids treatment, odor control, energy recovery, and associated facilities adjacent to the
SEP, located at the existing Southeast Plant and Ceniral Shops site and the decommissioned
Asphalt Plant site. The Project is consistent with Seven of the Eight Priority Policies of Planning
Code Section 101.1 as described in the body of this letter and is m—conformlty with the
following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 4
IMPROVE THE VIABILITY OF EXISTING INDUSTRY IN THE CITY AND THE
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY.

Policy 4.10

Enhance the working environment within industrial areas.

The Project will provide long-term improvements to Jerrold Avenue which would occur in accordance
with San Francisco Better Streets Plan guidelines and could include traffic calming measures, curb
extensions (road narrowing), sidewalk improvements, lighting, street trees, and safe pedestrian and
worker crossings.

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY AND
MINIMIZE PROPERTY DAMAGE RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS

Policy 1.3 .

- Assure that new construction meets current structural and life safety standards.
The Project will include facilities constructed according to current engineering standards, such as the
San Francisco Building Code and the SEPUC’s Seismic Des:gn Guidelines, which would serve to limit
damage as a result of seismic ground shaking. :

SAN FRANCISGO ) 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-000644GPR - SOUTHEAST PLANT AND CENTRAL SHOPS SITE

Policy 1.11

Continue to promote green stormwater management techniques.

The Project includes low-impact development features proposed for the project, including street tree
plantings, a green roof for the Solids Pretreatment Facility, and flow-through planters.

- Policy 1.18

Identify and replace vulnerable infrastructure and critical service lifelines in high-risk areas.
The Project will upgrade aging sewer infrastruckure so as to ensure a reliable and seismically safe system.
The upgraded facilities will provide substantial improvement related to seismic safety because it would
replace the anaerobic digesters and other facilities that are over sixty years old and not built to withstand
. amajor eartlfzquizke. :

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 3 .
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE
AREAS

Policy 3.3 '

Implement plans to improve sewage treatment and halt pollution of the Bay and Ocean.
The Project would use a new technology to pretreat solids upsiream of the digesters, which would reduce
- the volume and increase the quality of biosolids produced at the end of the treatment process, compared to
the volume and quality produced in existing facilities. The proposed facilities would produce Class A

biosolids, thus expanding the options for beneficial reuse of these materials.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND
OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

Policy 1.2

Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.

The Project will provide long-term improvements to Jerrold Avenue which would occur in accordarnce
with San Francisco Better Streets Plan guidelines and could include traffic calming measures, curb
extensions (road narrowing), sidewalk improvements, lighting, street trees, and safe pedestrian gnd
worker crossings. These improvements on Jerrold Avenue would generally enhance the safety and -

SAN FRANCISCO . ) 3
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 201 5-000644GPR - SOUTHEAST PLANT AND CENTRAL SHOPS SITE

connectivity of the street for various modes of transportation, in turn also enhancing access to existing
retail uses in the vicinity. '

OBJECTIVE 24 ‘ :
DESIGN EVERY STREET IN SAN FRANCISCO FOR SAFE AND CONVENIENT
WALKING ‘

" Policy 24.1

Every surface street in San Francisco should be designed consistent with the Better Streets
Plan for safe and convenient walking, including sufficient and continuous sidewalks and
safe pedestrian crossings at reasonable distances to encourage access and mobility for
seniors, people with disabilities and children. '

The Project will provide long-term improvements to Jerrold Avenue which would occur in accordance
with San Francisco Better Streets Plan guidelines and could include traffic calming measures, curb
extensions (road narrowing), sidewalk improvements, lighting, street trees, and safe pedestrian and
worker crossings. These improvements on Jerrold Avenue would generally enhance the safety and
conmectivity of the street for various modes of transportation, in turn also enhancing access to existing
retail uses in the vicinity. ' '

. OBJECTIVE 25
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT

Policy 25.2

Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure o support them.
The Project proposes street improvements including the planting of new street trees along Jerrold
Avenue.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE3 '

MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY
PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD
. ENVIRONMENT '

Policy 3.1 ,
Promote harmony in visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings.
The Project’s tallest facilities would be 65 feet above grade, similar to existing SEP facilities, and the
SFPUC is designing project architectural and landscaping features to enhance overall aesthetics. These

. features help to meet the project objective to “provide visual improvements that promote a cohesive
architectural design and identity at the BDFP site, enhance the overall aesthetics, and improve the public
edges in q manner consistent with the surrounding neighborhood and the rest of the SEP.”

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-000644GPR - SOUTHEAST PLANT AND CENTRAL SHOPS SITE

OBJECTIVE 4
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE
PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY

Policy 4.12

Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.

" The Project will include landscaping and architectural improvements to the site, and planting of new
street trees along Jerrold Avenue. :

BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 1

STIMULATE BUSINESS, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING GROWTH WITHIN THE
EXISTING GENERAL LAND USE PATTERN BY RESOLVING CONFLICTS BETWEEN
ADJACENT INDUSTRIAL AND RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Policy 1.2 :

Restrict toxic chemical industries and other industrial activities with s1gn1f1cant
environmental hazards from locating adjacent to or nearby existing residential areas.

The Project would locate the digesters farther away from existing residences, and would also improve
odor control over existing conditions such that any odors from the proposed solids treatment process
* would be contained within the SEP site boundaries.

OBJECTIVE 10
ENHANCE THE DISTINCTIVE AND POSITIVE FEATURES OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS
POINT

Policy 10.3

Recognize, protect, and enhance cultural resources of native populahons as an mtegral
imprint on the land use pattern of Bayview Hunters Point.

The Project would not adversely change the land uses or character of the surrounding housing and
neighborhoods. The Project would enhance the overall aesthetics of the SEP site, and improve the public
edges in a manner consistent with the surrounding neighborhood and the rest of the SEP. ‘

OBJECTIVE 17

SUPPORT COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REVITALIZATION
THROUGH ENERGY MANAGEMENT AND ALTERNATIVE ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES
Policy 17.1

SAN FRANCISCO . - &
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-000644GPR - SOUTHEAST PLANT AND CENTRAL SHOPS SITE

Promote the Bayview as an area for implementing energy conservation and altemahve

energy supply initiatives.

The Project will construct energy recovery facilities to reuse 100 percent of the digester gas generated by

the proposed solids processing facilities to produce energy for heating and power uses at the SEP. In

addition, the project would more than double the current energy recovery capability at the SEP, thus
generating more than enough to power the proposed facilities.

The Project is consistent with Seven of the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1
as described in the body of this lefter and is not in-conformity with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT

OB}ECTIVE 4
ASSURE THAT THE AMBIENT AIR OF SAN FRANCISCO AND THE BAY REGION IS
CLEAN, PROVIDES MAXIMUM VISIBILITY, AND MEETS AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Policy 4.1

Support and comply with objectives, policies, and air quality standards of the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District.

According to the Draft Environmental Impact Report, the Project would nclude construction activities
and equipment that generates NOx, an ozone precursor and criteria air pollutant, above the City’s
significance threshold for NOx during two of the five construction years. As a result, the Project would
violate an air quality standard, and significantly impact air quality. While direct SFPUC offset
opportunities have 1ot been fully Uerzﬁed the SFPUC has identified offsets that could sufficiently offset
the estimated NOx exceedances during construction years 1 and 3. ,

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
RICHNESS OF PAST DEVELOPMENT

Policy 2.4 :

Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and
promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past
development.

The Project would result in the demolition of buildings at the Central Shops site that are eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources and the National Register of Historic Places. As
a result, the demolition of these historic resources would be significant and unavoidable, even with the
implementation of the proposed mitigation measure to zncorporate a hzstonc resources and interpretive
display.

SAN FRANGISCO ’ 5]
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-000644GPR - SOUTHEAST PLANT AND CENTRAL SHOPS SITE

PROPOSITION M FINDINGS - PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1

Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes Eight Priority Policies and requires review of
discretionary approvals and permits for consistency with said policies. Although there are some
impacts regarding the Priority Policies, the Project is overall consistent. The Project is found to
be consistent with the Seven of the Eight Priority Policies as set forth in Planmng Code Section
101.1 for the following reasons:

Eight Priority Policies Findings '
The subject project is found to be consistent with the Seven of the Eight Priority Policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1 in that:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced.

The Project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for
_ employment in or ownership of such businesses.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood.

The Project would have no adverse effect on the City's housing stock or on neighborhood character.

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
The Project would have no adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or ovérburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening
the streets, or altering current neighborhood parking.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future
opportunities for residential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area.

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss
of life in an earthquake.

SAN FRANGISCO 7
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-000644GPR - SOUTHEAST PLANT AND CENTRAL SHOPS SITE

The Project would not adversely affect achieving the greatest possible preparedness against injury
and loss of life in an earthquake. Project implementation would result in a substantial
improvement related to seismic safety.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

" The Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or
Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. The removal of the Central Shops (including
Buildings A and B), which comprise a complex that is eligible for listing in the California and
National Registers, would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the historical
resource because the project would demolish the physical characteristics that convey the resource’s
historical significance and that justify its individual eligibility for inclusion in the California and
National Registers. The project sponsor proposes to mitigate the removal of a historic resource by
installing a permanent display of interpretative materials concerning the history and architectural
Jeatures of -the Central Shops. Implementing the proposed mitigation measure would reduce the
severity of the impact. The removal of Building 870, a contributor the Southeast Treatment Plant
Streamline Modern Industrial Historic District, would have a less-than-significant impact on the
overall significance and historic integrity of the district.

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The Project would have no adverse effect on parks and open space or their access to sunlight and

vista.
RECOMMENDATION: - Finding the Project, on balance, in-conformity
with the General Plan
Attachments:

Drawing 1: Overall Site and Paving Plan (65% Design)
Figure 1: Project Location, Construction Staging, and Vicinity Map

I\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referrals\2015\2015-000644GPR - Southeast Plant and Central Shops

SAN FRARCISCO 8
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Drawing 1: Overall Site and Paving Plan (65% Design)
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Figure 1: Project Location, Construction Staging, and Vicinity Map (BDFP Draft EIR Figure 5-1)
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
City and County-of San Francisco

RESOLUTION NO. 18-0042

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) staff have developed a
project description under the Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP) for the solids handling
improverients at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, otherwise known as Project No.
CWWSIPDPO1, Biosolids Dlgester Facilities Project (BDFP or Project); and

WHEREAS, The obJectwes of the Project are to replace the existing solids treatment -
facilities at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEP) with new infrastructure with
modern and more efficient treatment technologies to protect public health and safety and provide
continued regulatory compliance, maximize the efficiency of the cuorrent treatment process
operations and maintenance, staffing resources, and the use of existing SFPUC infrastructure,
reliably meet treatment capacity for projected 2045 flows and loads associated with projected
population growth; beneficially use 100 percent of biosolids generated, beneficially use 100% of
digester gas generated, build critical processes with redundant infrastructure to provide reliability
- and operational flexibility, improve seismic reliability, limit noticeable odors from BDFP
facilities to the SEP property boundary, provide visual improvements that promote a cohesive
architectural design and identity at the BDFP site, enhance the overall aesthetics, and improve
the public edges in a manner consistent with the surrounding neighborhood and the rest of the
SEP, design and site new facilities to accommodate or adapt to expected sea level rise over their
expected life, allow for timely construction of the proposed BDFP; and maintain rate payer
affordability; and

- WHEREAS, On May 9, 2017, by Resolution No. 17-0110, this Commission awarded
Agreement No. WW-647R to MWH Constructors/ Webcor Builders, Joint Venture (JV) as a
Construction Manager/General Contracgqn (CM/GC) to provide pre-construction services for the
proposed Project and, subJect to-thie’ completion, of environmental review and the Commission’s
approval of the Project, to provide construction services to deliver the Project; and

WHEREAS, The Notice-to-Proceed date for MWH Constructors/ Webcor Builders JV
for Pre-Construction was set on October 30, 2017; and .

WHEREAS, On March 8, 2018, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the
" Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) in Planning Department File No. 2015-000644ENV,
consisting of the Draft FIR and the Responses to Comments document, and found that the
contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized and
reviewed complied with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, and found further
that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San
Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document
contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the completed said FEIR in
compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines in its Motion No. M-20129 and
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WHEREAS, This Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained
in the FEIR, all written and oral information provided by the Planning Department, the public,
relevant public agencies, SFPUC and other experts and the administrative files for the Project
" and the EIR; and -

‘WHEREAS, The Planning Department is the cnstodian of records, located in File No.
2015-000644ENV, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California; and

WHEREAS, The FEIR, the CEQA Findings and the Mitigation, Monitoring and
Reporting Program.(MMRP), were made available to the public and this. Commission for the
-Commission’s review, consideration and action; now, thé:efore, beit

RESOLVED, This Commission has reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby
adopts the CEQA Findings, including the Statement of Overriding Considerations, attached
hereto as Attachment A and incorporated herein as part of this Resolution by this reference
thereto, and adopts the MMRP attached to this Resolution as Attachment B and incorporated
herein as part of this Resolution by this reference thereto; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Commission hereby " approves Project No.
CWWSIPDPO1, Biosolids Digester Facilities Project, and authorizes staff to proceed with
actions necessary to implement the Project; and be it

e EURTHER-RESOLVED, That. this-Commission hereby. authorizes.the General Manager......... ...

to proceed to the Construction Phase for MWH Constructors/ Webcor Builders, JV to deliver the
new Biosolids Digester Facilities at SEP, in accordance with the terms and conditions of
Agreement No. WW-647R, subject to Board of Supervisors release of appropriated project funds
and the Controller’s certification of funds.

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities
Commission at its meeting of March 13, 2018.

[lsnan \Sbood

Secretary, Public Utilities Commission

1493



N N N N DN N 2 o s ey s A A e o
g A W N A0 O NG DA N

-~ 0O ©® ® N o o M 0 N -

FILE NO. 160469 ORDINANCE NO. 109-16

RO#17005
SA#40-5

[Appropriation - Revenue Bonds, State Loans or Grants, Wastewater Revenues and
Capacity Fees of $1,215,201,280 - Re-Appropriation of $7,000,000, and De-
Appropriation of $10,750,000 - Wastewater Capital Improvements - FYs 2016—2017 and
2017-2018]

Ordinance appropriating a total of $1,21 5,201,280 of proceeds from revenue
bonds, State of California Water Resources Coﬁtrol Board’s revolving loan funds
(State Loan Funds) or grant funds (State Grant Funds), wastewater revenue and
capacity fees for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
Wastewater Enterprisé’s Capital Improvement Program for FY2016-2017 at
$312,852,320 and for FY2017-2018 at $902,348,960; re-appropriation of $7,000,000
and de-appropriation of $10,750,000 Wastewater Revenue Bond projects in
FY2016-2017; and placing $1,112,601,280 in Revenue Bonds or State Loan or

Grant Funds and $14,600,000 in capacity fees by project on Controller’s reserve

' subject to the Controller's certification of funds availability, including proceeds of

indebtedness, and for construction related expenditures (excluding program
management, planning, and design) for these projects, as applicable, is also
subject to the prior occurrence of the SFPUC's and the Board of Supervisors'
discreﬁoﬁary adoption of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings
for projects, following review and consideration of completed project related

environmental analysis, where required.

Note: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.

Deletions to Codes are in stikethrough-italies Times-New-Romanfont-

Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.

Board amendment deletions are m—s#d(ethreagh—AﬁaHent—

Asterisks {* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

_Mayor Lee

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. The sources of funding outlined below are herein appropriated to reflect the

funding available for Fiscal Year 2016-2017.

SOURCES Appropriation
. Fund - Index Code / Subobject  Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF 17A - WWE- _*CWP5CCPF17A | 80111 Proceeds Sale  $257,752,320
Capital Projects-2017A WWE30001 of Bonds
Bond Fund
5C CPF RNR - WWE *CWWPZZZC505C / 9505C Wastewater $43,000,000
Renewal & CWWRNRCS00 Enterprise
Replacement Fund Revenue
5C CPF CAP — *CWP5CCPFCAP / 79993 Wastewater $12,100,000
Wastewater Capacity CWWRNRCS00 " Capacity Fee
Fee
Total SOURCES Approptiation $312,852,320

Section 2. The uses of funding outlined below are herein appropriated in Subobject

06700 Buildings Structures and Improvements, 06R00 Capital Renewal Projects, 081C4

Internal Audits and 06700 Revenue Bond Oversight Committee, 07311 Financing Costs

Mayor Lee : _
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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and reflects the projected uses of funding .to support the Wastewater Capital

Improvement Program at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission for Fiscal Year
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2016-2017.
USES Appropriation
Fund - Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPXSCCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, SSIP — Program- $6,000,000
Capital Projects- .CWWSIPPRPL0O Structures, and  Wide Management
2017A Bond Fund Improvements '
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A / 06700 Buildings, ~SSIP —Land Reuse ~ $28,108,000
Capital Projects- - CWWSIPPRPLOO Structures, and
2>O1 7A Bond Fund Improvements
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings,  Biosolids/Digester ~ $89,976,000
Capital Projects- CWWSIPDP0O Structures, and Project
2017A Bond Fund Improvements
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Treatment Plant $34,198,000
Capital Projects- CWWSIPSEND Structures, and Improvements —
2017A Bond Fund Improvements Headworks
Mayor Lee : Page 3
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Fund Index Code / Description Amount
Project Code
. 5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Building.s,. Treatment Plant $5,881,000
Capital Projects- CWWSIPSEDO’ Structures, and Improvements -
2017A Bond Fund Improvements Southeast
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Flood $10,438,000
Capital Projects- CWWSIPFROO Structures, and  Resilience/Hydrauli
2017A Bond Fund Improvements c Improvements .
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Green $1,320,000
Capital Projects- CWWSIPFCDBOO0 Structures, and Infrastructure
. 2017A Bond Fund Improvements Projects
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Renewal & $42,215,000
Capital Projects- CWWRNRCS00 Structures, and Replacement —
2017A Bond Fund Improvements Collection System
5C CPF RNR — WWE WWECSSCPFRNR 06R00 Capital Renewal & $29,285,000
Renewal & { CWWRNRCS00 - Renewal Prbjects Replacement —
Replacement Fund Collection System
5C CPF CAP - CWPXSCCPFCAP/ 06R0O0 Capital Renewal & $12,100,000
Capacity Fee CWWRNRCS00 Renewal Projects Replacement —
Collsction System
Mayor Lee Page 4
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* Fund Index Code / Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF RNR - WWE WWETF5CPFRNR 06R0O0 Capital Renewal & $13,715,000
Renewal & / CWWRNRTF00 Renhewal Projects ' Replacement ~
Replacemeni Fund Treatment Facilities
5C CPF 17TA-WWE- = CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Ocean Beach $2,000,000
Capital Projects- CWWFACO1 Structures, and Projects
2017A Bond Fund Improvements |
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Southeast $5,000,000
Capital Pyojects— CWWFAC03 Structures, and Comniunity Center
2017A Bond Fund Improvements Improvements
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPXSCCPH AL 06700 Buildings, Islais Creek Outlet $5,000,000
. Capital Projects- CWWFAC04 Structures, and
2017A Bond Fund _Improvements
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 07311 Bond Financing Costs $26,916,972
Capital Projects- CWwW30001 Issuance Cost
2017A Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 081C4 Internal City Services $570,472
Capital Projects- CWW30001 Audits Auditor
2017A Bond Fund
Mayor Lee A Page §
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Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPFA 17A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Revenue Bond '$128,876
Capital Projects- CWW30001 Structures, and Oversight
2017A Bond Fund ' Improvements Committee
Total USES Appropriation S . $312,852,320

Section 3. Of .the above appropriated amount, $570,472 representing 0.2% of the
expenditure budget net of bond financing and audit costs, is to be al‘locatedAand-
available to support the Controller's Audit Fund, pursuant to Charter Appendix F1.i13;
and $128‘,876 representing 0.05% of‘gros_s bond proceeds is to be allocated and
available to support the Public Utilites Commission Revenue Bond Oversight
Committee, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 5A.31. These appropriations may
be increased or decreased by the Cont'rolIAer based on -changes to expenditure
appropriations or actual gross bond proceeds to conform to the applicable Charter and

Administraﬁve Code formulas.

Section 4. $269,852,320 of the total appropriation is hereby placed on Controller's

' Appropriatidn Reserve by project. Release of appropriation reserves by the Controller

is subject to the Controller's certification of funds availability;~including proceeds of
indebtedness, and for construction related expenditures (excluding program
management, planning and design) for these projects, as app}icable, 1s also subject to
the prior occurrence of the SFPUC's and the Board of Supervisors' discretionary
adoption of California Environmental_Quaﬁty Act (CEQA) Findings for projects, following

Mayor Lee ' Page 6
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS .

1499




-

N NN N NN -, a4 @ A A A A s A ’
()] E S w [\ - [an] «© (o] ~J D (&) ] ELN w [\ - o «© o] ~ [e)>] o1 B w N

review and consideration of completed project related environmental analysis, where

required.

Section . Associated Bond financing costs up to $26,916,972 is alsol hereby
appropriated, ‘includihg but not limited to, issuance costs, debt service reserve,
capitalized interest, rating agency, and disclosure costs, all on Confroller's reserve
pending receipt of bond proceeds. To the extent that net available bond proceeds after
financing costs are more than budgeted, the Department may use such surplus bond

proceeds as a substitute for other sources budgeted in this appropriation.

Section 6. The Controller is authorized to record transfers between funds and adjust
the accounting treatment of sources and ‘uses appropriated in this ordinance as

necessary to conform to Generally Accepted Accounting Principles.

Section 7. The sources of funding outlined below are herein appropriated to refl}ect the

funding available for Fiscal Year 2017-2018.

SOURCES Appropriation
Fund ‘ Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
| 5C CPF 17A - WWE- *CWP5CCPF17A/ 80111 Proceeds Sale of ~ $854,848,960
Capital Projects- WWE30001 | Bonds | | '
2017A Bond Fund |
Mayor Lee Page 7
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Index Code /

Fund Subobject Description Amount
Project Code

5C CPF RNR - WWE *CWWPZZZC505C / 9505C Wastewater $45,000,000
Renewal & CWWRNRCS00 Enterprise
Replacement Fund Revenue

5C CPF CAP — *CWPECCPFCAP / 79993 Wastewater $2,500,000

Wastewater Capacity CWWRNRCS00° Capacity Fee
Fee
Total SOURCES Appropriation $902,348,960

Section 8. The uses of funding outlined below are herein appropriated in.Subobject

06700 Buildings Structures and Improvements, 06R00 Capital Renewal Projects, 081C4

Internal Audits, 06700 Revenue Bond Oversight Committee and 07311 Financing.

Costs, and reflects the projected uses of funding to support the Wastewater Capital

Improvernent Program at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission,fbr Fiscal Year

2017-2018.

Mayor Lee
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USES Appropriation
| Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Ambunt
Project Code
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, SSIP — Program- $6,000,000
WWE—Cabital CWWSIPPRPLOO Structures, and wide Management
Projécts-ZO‘l?A Improvements
Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Biosolids/Digester  $257,552,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPDPOO Structures, and Project
Projects-2017A Improvements
Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Treatment Plant $76,427,000 -
WWE-Capital CWWSIPSEODO Structures, and Improvements -
Projects-2017A Improvements Headworks
Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Treatment Plant $95,433,000 -
WWE-Capital CWWSIPSEQD Structures, and Improvements -
Proje'cts-201 7A lmprovements -Southeast
Bond Fund
Maybr Lee Page 9
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Index Code /

1503

Fund Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buiidings, Treatment Plant $57,287,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPTPNPCO Structures, and Improvements — |
Projects-2017A - Improvements North Point
Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ ‘06700 Buildings, Treatment Plant $86,309,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPTPOPQ0 Structures, and Improvements -
Projects-2017A Improvemetits | Oceanside
| Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A / 06700 Buildings, Central Bayside ' $38,069,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPCT00 Structures, and System .
Projects-2017A Improvements Improvements
Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Collection System $4,407,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPCS00 Structures, and Improvements
Projects-2017A Improvements
Bond Fund
Mayor Lee Page 10
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Fund Index Code I Subobject ' Description Amount
Project.Code |
5C CPF 17A - CWPXSCCPF17A / 06700 Buildings, Reliability Program $7,738,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPCSCDO00 ' Structures, and
Projects-2017A ‘ Improvements
Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Pump $20,105,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPCSPS00 Structures, and Stations/Bayside &
Projects-2017A | Im provemehts Westside
Bond Fund ‘
5C CPF 17A - CW.F’X5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Flood $18,776,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPFROQ Structures, and Resilience/Hydrauli
Projects-2017A Improvements ¢ Improvements
Bond Fund
' BC CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Green $1,158,000
WWE-Capital CWWSIPFCDB00 Structures, and .I nfrastructure
- Projects-2017A Improvements Projects
Bond Fund
Mayor Lee Page 11
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Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Advanced Rainfall/ $1,299,000 -
WWE-Capital CWWSIPFCRPOO Structures, and Operating Decision
Projects-2017A lmprovéments System
Bond Fund
5C CPF.17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Renewal & -$53,235,000
WWE-Capital CWWRNRCS00 - Structures, and Replacement —
Projects-2017A Improvements Collection System
Bond Fund '
5C CPF RNR - WWECS5CPFRNR / 06R00 Capital " Renewal & © $30,598,000
WWE Renewal & CWWRNRCS00 Renewal Projects Replacement -
Replacement Collection System
Fund
5C CPF CAP - CWFX5CCPFCAP / 06RO0 Capital Renewal & $2,500,000
Capacity Fee CWWRNRCS00 Renewal Projécts_ Replacement —
Collection System
5C CPF RNR ~ WWETF5CF’FRNR/ 06R0O0 Capital Renewal & $14,402,000
WWE Renewal & CWWRNRTFOO Renewal Projgcts Replacement -
Replacement - Treatment Facllities
Fund
Mayor Lee . Page 12
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Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Project Code |
. BCCPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ . 068700 Buildiﬁgé, Treasure Island $20,463,000
WWE-Capital CWPﬁ 1001 ‘Struétures, and
Projects-2017A Improvements
Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A / 06RO0 Capital Ocean Beach $4,000,000
WWE-Capital CWWFACO01 Renewal Projects Projects .
Projects-2017A
Bond Fund’
5C CPF 17A - CWPXBGCPF17A / 06700 Buildings, Southeast $5,000,000
WWE-Capital CWWFACO03 Structures, and Community Center V
Pfojects—2017A Improvements Improvements
Bond Fund
. BCCPF 17A - CWPX6CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Islais Greek Outlet - $10,000,000
WWE-Capital CWWFACO4 ‘Strucfures, and
Projects-2017A Improvements
Bond Fﬁnd
Mayor Lee ' .Page 13
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Fund . Index Code / . . Subobject Description Amount
Project Code |

5CCPF17A- . CWPX5CCPF17A/ 07311 Bond Financing‘Costs $89,542,020
WWE-Capital CWW30001 Issuance Cost
Projects-2017A

Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 081C4 Internal City Service Auditor $1,621,616
WWE-Capital CWW30001 - Audits
Projects-2017A

Bond Fund
5C CPF 17A - CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, " Revenue Bond $427 424
WWE-Capital  CWW30001 _ Structures, and Oversight
Projects_—ZO'] TA Improvements . Committee

Bond Fund |

Total USES Appropriation - : $902,348,960

Section 9, Of the above appropriated amount, $1,621,516 representing 0.2% of the
expenditure budget net of bond financing and audit costs, is to be allocated and
available to support the Controller's Audit Fund, pursuant to Charter Appendix F1.113;
and $427 424, representing 0.05% of gross bond proceeds is to be al!ocated and
available to support the Public Utilities Commission Revenue Bond Oversight’

Committee, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 5A.31, These appropriations may

Mayor Lee ' Page 14
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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be increased or decreased by the Controller based on changes to expenditure
appropriations or actual gross bond proceeds to conform to the applicable Charter and

Administrative Code formulas.

Section 10. $857,348,960 of the total appropriation is hereby placed on Controller's N
Appropriation Reserve by project. Release of appropriation reserves by the Controller is
subject to the Controller's certification of funds availability, .including proceeds of
indebtedness, and for construction related expenditures (excluding program
manégement, planning and design) for these projects, as appli‘cab!e, is also subject to
;the prior occurrence of the SFPUC's and the Bbard of Supervisors' discretionary
adopﬁon of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings for projects, following
review and considera’ciqn of completed project related environmental analysis, Where

required..

Section 11.  Associated Bond financing costs up to $89,542,020 is also heréby
apprdpriated, including but not limited to, issuance costs, debt service résewe,
capitalized interest, rating agency, and disclosure costs, all on Controller's reserve
pending receipt of bond proceeds. To the extent that net available bond proceeds after
financing costs are more than budgeted, the Department méy use such surplus bond

proceeds as a substitute for other sources budgeted in this appropriation.

Section 12. The Controller is authorized to record transfers between funds and adjust

the accounting treatment of sources and uses appropriated in this ordinance as

necessary to conform to Generally Accepted Accounting Principles.

Mayor Lee ’ ' ’ Page 15
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS !
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Section 13. The funding below was previously appropriated and no additional funding is

requested in this supplemental appropriation Ordinanc_e.

Sources De - Appropriation

[ NN (o RN o B T > B &) B S S R (N

Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF 12A - WWE- *CWP5CCPF12A / 80111 Proceeds from Sale $2,000,000
~ Capital Projects~ CWWBAEQQ Sale of of Bonds
2012A Bond Fund Bonds
5C CPF 13A - WWE- *CWP5CCPF13A/ 80111 Proceeds from Sale $5,000,000
Capital Projects- WWE30001 Sale of of Bonds
2013A'Bond Fund Bonds
Total Sources De - Appropriation $7,000,000
Sources Re - Appropriation
Fund . Index Code / Subobject. Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF 12A-WWE-  *CWP5CCPF12A/ 80111 Proceeds from $2,000,000
Capital Projects- - CWWSIPPRPLOO . Sale of Sale of Bonds
2012A Bond Fund Bonds
Mayor Lee Page 16
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Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Project Code '
5C CPF 13A - WWE- *CWPS5CCPF13A/ 80111 Proceeds from $5,000,000
Capital Projects- CWWSIPPR:PLOO Sale of Sale of Bonds
2013A Bond Fund Bonds
Total Sources Re - Appropriation $7,000,000

Section 14. The uses of funding outlined below‘are herein re-appropriated in Subobject

06700 (Buildings, Structures, and Improvement Project—Budg‘et) and reflects the use of

funds to support the Wastewater Capital Improvement Program at the San Francisco

Public Utilities Commission for FY 2016-2017.

Uses De - Appropriation

Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF 12A - WWE- *CWPSCCPF12A / 06700 SSIP -Biesolids / $2,000,000
Capital Projects- CWWBAEQ0Q Buildings, Digester Project
2012A Bond Fund Structures, and
Improvements
Mayor Lee Page 17
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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bescription Amount

Fund Index Code /- Subobject
Project Code
5C CPF 13A - WWE- CWPXECCPF13A 06700 SSIP -Biosolids / $5,000,000
Capital Projects- / CWWBAEQQ Buildings, Digester'Project
ZOiSA Bond Fund Structures, and
Improvements
Total Uses De — Appropriation $7,000,000
Uses Re - Appropriation
Fund Index Code / . Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF 12A - WWE- *CWP5CCPF12A/ 06700 Buildings, ~ SSIP — Program  $2,000,000
Capital Projéctgs- CWWSIPPRPLOO Structures, and Wide Efforts
2012A Bond Fund Improvements
5C CPF 13A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF13A 06700 Buildings,  SSIP —Program - $5,000,000
Capital Projects~ - { CWWSIPPRPLOO Structures, and Wide Efforts
2013A Bond Fund Improvements
Total Uses Re — Appropriation $7,000,000
- Mayor Lee Page 18
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Section 15. De-Appropriation of $10,750,000 of Wastewater Revenue Bond funds.

Sources De-Appropriation:

Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF LOC — CWP *CWP5CCPFLOC / 80111 Proceeds from Sale of ~ $7,088,685
-Capital Projects- CWW10000 Bonds
Local Fund
5C CPF 11A - WWE- *CWP5CCPF11A/ 80111 Proceeds from Sale of $3,661,315
Capital Projects- CWW10000 Bonds
2011A Bond Fund
Total Sources De-Appropriation $10,750,000

Section 16. De-Appropriation of uses $10,750,000 in 06C00 Capital Projects Budget

Carryforward and requesting felease of $10,750,000 of Wastewater Enterprise Bond

Funds on Controllers Reserve.

Uses De-Appropriation

Fund Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Project Code
5C CPF LOC —~ CWP *CWPS5CCPFLOC/ 06CQ0 Property Purchase $7,088,685
-Capital Projects- © CWW10000
Local Fund
Mayor Lee Page 19
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Fund | Index Code / Subobject Description Amount
Projéct Code |
5C CPF 11A - WWE- *CWPSCCPF11A / 06C00  Property Purchase $3,661,315
Capital Projects- CWW10000 '
2011A Bond Fund

Total Uses De-Appropriation $10,750,000

Section 17. PUC Capital Improvements for the Sewer System Improvement Program
shall be budgeted and approved by program (Program Wide Mar}agement, Treatment
Facilities, Sewer/Collection System, Storm Water/Flood Control Management), and may
be defined based on functional im_provements,'and may cqntain sub-projects to further

define components of capital improvements. Appropriations to capital improvements

.shall .be monitored and controlled by the Controller at the program level. The PUC is

authorized to transfer funds within sub-projects with approval of the Controller. -

Section 18. This Board, by Ordinance No. 89-15, authorized the SFPUC to enter into
one or more State of California State Water Resources Control Board Installment Sale
Agreements under the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (State Loan Fuhds), and
amended and supplemented Ordinance No. 107-14 té authorize, in addition to the
issuance of Waste Water revenue bonds, the execution and delivery of State Loan
Funds to finance projects, provided that any such indebtedness shall not exceed in an
aggregate principal amount $819,035,941. The Board is concurrently considering with
this Ordinance a SFPUC. Waste Water Revenue Bond issuance, includ?ng authorization
to obtain State Loan Funds and State Grant Funds, not to exceed $1,112,601,280. The
Sources of Funds herein appropriated in Section 1 and Section 7 of this Ordinance, or

Mayor Lee " Page 20.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS '

1513




© 0O N & o1 bW N =

(4 KN w N - ) © 0] ~{ (o] [8;1 AN 4%} N - (e}

pre\)iously appropriated by Ordinance 105-14, may include State Loan Funds or State
Grant Funds when available, subject to compliance with the terms of the authorizing
legislation for such Funds. The Controller is authorized to record substitution of the
source of funds appropriated with State Loan Funds or State Grant‘Funds, as

necessary to conform o Generally Accepted Accounting Principles.

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ‘ FUNDS AVAILABLE

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney ~ BEN ROSENFIELD, Controller
' . T TR [T
By: _L ~4 ] ZAN " By;?\% S
THOMAS OWEN S v\_awégjemhem
Deputy City Attorney Contro

Edwin M. Lee ' ' Page 21 of 21
Office of the Mayor :
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City and County of San Francisco City Hall
.. : 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

Tails San Francisco, CA. 94102-4689

Ordinance

File Number: 160469 Date Passed: June 14, 2016

Ordinance appropriating a total of $1,215,201,280 of proceeds from revenue bonds, State of
California Water Resources Control Board’s revolving loan-funds (State Loan Funds) or grant funds
(State Grant Funds), wastewater revenue and capacity fees for the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC) Wastewater Enterprise’s Capital Improvement Program for FY2016-2017 at
$312,852,320 and for FY2017-2018 at $902,348,960; re-appropriation of $7,000,000 and

: de—appropriation of $10,750,000 Wastewater Revenue Bond projects in FY2016-2017; and placing
$1,112,601,280 in Revenue Bonds or State Loan or Grant Funds and $14,600,000 in capacity fees
by project on Controller's reserve subject to the Controller's certification of funds availability,
including proceeds of indebtedness, and for construction related expenditures (excluding program
management, planning, and design) for these projects, as applicablg, is also subject to the prior .
occurrence of the SFPUC's and the Board of Supervisors' discretionary adoption of California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings for projects, following review and consideration of
completed project related environmental analysis, where required. '

May 25, 2016 Budget and Finance Committee - RECOMMENDED

June 07, 2016 Board of Supervisors - PASSED, ON FIRST READING

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Peskin, Tang,
Wiener and Yee

June 14, 2016 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Peskin, Tang,
Wiener and Yee

File No. 160469 [ hereby certify that the foregoing
o Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
6/14/2016 by the Board of Supervisors of
the City and County of San Francisco.

[} .
M QA‘\I%
( Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

el /24l

Mayéf/ ' ‘ Date Approved

City and County of Sm Francisco Page 21 . : Printed at 10:54 am on 6/15/16
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ATTACHMENT A

Biosolids Digester Facilities Project

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

San Frahcisco Public Utilities Commission

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

.This document is organized as follows:

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental review
process for the Project Environmental Impact Report (the "Final EIR" or "EIR"), Planning
'Depanment Case No., 2015-000644ENV, State Clearinghouse No. 2015062073 the approval
actions to be taken and the locatlon of records;

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

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

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

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

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

. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that
have been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Attachment B to SFPUC

" BDFP CEQA Findings 1
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Resolution No. 18-0042 . The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091. Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure
listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project ("Final EIR") that is required to -
reduce.or avoid a significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency responsible
for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring
- schedule. The full text of th§ mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B.

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

L Approval of the Project
A. Project Description

By this action, the SFPUC adopts and implements the BDFP identified in the Final EIR. The
Project as adopted by the Commission is described in detail in the Draft EIR at pages 2-1 through
2-69. A summary of the key components of the Project follows.

The proposed project would replace the outdated existing solids treatment facilities with more
reliable, efficient, and modern technologies and facilities. Biosolids are the recyclable solid
materials removed from wastewater during the treatment process, and digesters are the major
- facility used in the solid treatment process. Many of the existing Southeast Water Pollution
Control Plant (“Southeast Planit” or “SEP”) solids treatment facilities are over 60 years old,
require significant maintenance, and are operating well beyond their useful life.

The project facilities would be situated on portions of the SEP located at 750 Phelps Street and
1700 Jerrold Avenue, and two adjacent properties at 1800 Jerrold Avenue (Central Shops site)
and 1801 Jerrold Avenue _(Asphalt Plant site). The project site encompasses approximately
562,000 square feet (12.9 acres).

Specifically, the Project adopted by the SFPUC includes the following components:

» - Replace and relocate the solids proéessing treatment processes with new processes and new
facilities;
e Replace the 10 existing digesters (1.8-n1111ioh gallons each) with five (5) digesters (1.66

million gallons each), and place the new digesters further away from residential uses;

e Upgrade the solids treatment process such that quality of the biosolids produced by the SEP
would achieve Class A biosolids, which contains no detectable levels of pathogens and do not
attract vectors such as flies, mosquitoes and other potential disease-carrying organisms;

BDFP CEQA Findings 2
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.o Install odor control facility to collect and treat odors from solids handling and energy
recovery facilities, thereby limit odors from biosolids facilities to within revised SEP site
boundaries;

o Reuse 100 percent of the digester gas generated by the propbs ed solids processing facilities to
produce energy for heating and power uses at the SEP; increase digester gas production from
1.3 million cubic feet/day (cfd) to 2 million cfd; '

e Increase the annual average electricity generation from up to 2 megawatt (MW) to up to 5.2
MW;

» Install support facilities such as buildings for operations and maintenance staff, and ancillary
piping and electrical facilities; and

e Make changes to vehicular circulation and access, landscaping, and archifectural
improvements.

The BDFP would require construction of new structures on approximately 206,000 square feet of
the project site and excavation in certain areas to a maximum depth of about 41 feet below grade.
The height of new structures would be up to 65 feet above grade.! To accommodate the proposed
facilities, a number of existing structures within the project site would be demolished. This
includes the Central Shops buildings and existing SEP facilities within the SEP boundaries of the
project site totaling about 136,000 square feet.

- Project construction would require five years to complete, from 2018 through 2023. During the
construction period, the SFPUC would operate and maintain the existing solids treatment
facilities to ensure no interruption of service and ongoing compliance with applicable regulatory
permits. To maintain a safe construction work area, the Project includes a temporary closure of
approximately two blocks of Jerrold Avenue to public through traffic (starting at the Caltrain
right-of-way and up to the SEP entrance on Jerrold Avenue west of Phelps Street) during the five-
year project construction period.

Construction would require temporary use of other off-site locations for staging including
"construction employee parking during the five-year construction period. The BDFP would require
up to 12 acres for off-site construction staging at one or more sites, in addition to areas within the
project site itself. Potential staging areas include the segments of Quint Street and Jerrold Avenue
that would be closed during construction, the Southeast Greenhouses site and the 1550 Evans
Avenue site if they are available for use (both owned by SFPUC), and portions of Piers 94 and 96
and the Pier 94 Backlands (administered by the Port of San Francisco and available for lease).For
most of the project construction period, construction activities at the project site would occur
Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m., with some activities extending to 8:00 p.m.
as needed. Construction could also occur on Saturdays and Sundays when needed. Work would

1 Heights listed exclude mechanical penthouses, catwalks, and similar accessory structures that qualify for
exemption from the 65-foot height limit for the project site pursuant to Section 260(b) of the San Francisco
Planning Code. ' i .
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occur on holidays and 24 hours per day only if needed for critical facility connections. Pile
driving would generally occur between 7:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m., Monday to Friday, and at times
until 8:00 p.m. consistent with the City's Noise Ordinance. During the peak of construction, a
period of approximately one year, and other times during critical functions, construction would
occur in two shifts per day if needed: Monday through Saturday from 7:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. and
from 2:30 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. Nighttime work (after 8:00 p.m.) would be limited to interior
facility work and outside work with minimal noise. The size of the construction work force would
vary over the five-year construction period, averaging about 333 workers per day and ranging
from about 133 to 550 workers per day. :

Proposed long-term improvements to Jerrold Avenue would occur in accordance with San
Francisco Better Streets Plan guldehnes and could include traffic calming measures, curb
extensions (road narrowmg) sidewalk improvements, lighting, street trees, and safer pedestrian
and worker crossings.

The, project would also include a new entrance at Rankin Street to facilitate the movernent of
truck traffic to and from the proposed facilities. Two entrances (as well as emergency access
gates) on either side of Jerrold Avenue and one entrance on Quint Street are also proposed. The
project would include redesign of on-site vehicular circulation within the SEP boundaries to
accommodate the new entrances, exits, and facility layout.

B. Project Objectives-

The overall goal of the BDFP is to replace the existing aged and unreliable solids processing
facilities at the SEP with new, modern, and efficient facilities to ensure the long-term sustainability
of the SEP wastewater treatment system. The specific BDFP objectives are as follows:

. Replace the existing solids treatment facilities at the SEP with new infrastructure with
modern and more efficient treatment technologies to protect public health and safety and
provide continued regulatory compliance;

. Maximize the efficiency of the current treatment process operations and maintenance,
staffing resources, and the use of existing SFPUC infrastructure;

. AReliably meet treatment capacity for projected 2045 flows and loads associated with
projected population growth;

»  Beneficially use 100 percent of biosolids generated;
. Beneficially use 100 percent of digester gas ‘génerated;

. Build critical processes with redundant infrastructure to provide reliability and operational
flexibility;

. Improve seismic reliability;

. Limit noticeable odors from BDFP facilities to the SEP property boundary;

BDFP CEQA Findings . 4
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. Provide visual improvements that promote a cohesive architectural design and identity at
the BDFP site, enhance the overall aesthetics, and improve the public edges in a manner
consistent with the surrounding neighborhood and the rest of the SEP;

. Design and site new facilities to accommodate or adapt to expected sea level rise over their
-~ expected life;

) Allow for timely construction of the proposed BDFP; and

. Maintain rate payer affordability.

C. Environmental Review

Biosolids Digester Facilities Project Environmental Impact Report

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Gﬁidelines, the Environmental
Planning (“EP”) staff of the San Francisco Planning Department, as lead agency, prepared a
Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) and conducted a scoping meeting for the Project EIR. The San
Francisco Planning Department released the NOP on June 24, 2015, held a scoping meeting on
July 16, 2015 at the Southeast Community Facility, 1800 Oakdale Avenue in San Francisco, and
accepted written comments on the NOP through July 27, 2015.

EP distributed the NOP to the State Clearinghouse, and mailed notices of the availability of the
NOP to over 1,540 interested parties, including property owners and tepants within 300 feet of
the proposed Project. The scoping meeting was noticed in local newspapers through the San
Francisco Neighborhood Newspaper Association, including El Tecolote, a Spanish/ English
publication and in Sing Tao (published in Chinese). Approximately 22 people attended the
meeting.

The San Francisco Planning Department received 17 verbal comments at the scoping meeting and
three wriiten comment letters/email. The comments are included in the Scoping Report in
Appendix NOP of the EIR.

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared the Draft EIR, which described the Project
and the environmental setting, identified potential impacts, presented mitigation measures for
impacts found to be significant or potentially significant, and evaluated Project alternatives. The
Draft EIR analyzed the impacts associated with each of the key components of the Project, and
identified mitigation measures applicable to reduce impacts found to be significant or potentially
significant for each key component. It also included an analysis of three alternatives to the
Project. In assessing construction and operational impacts of the Project, the EIR considered the -
impacts of the Project as well as the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed Project in
combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that could affect
the same resources. '

Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR was analyzed with respect to significance
criteria that are based on EP guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered
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significant. EP guidance is, in turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some
_ modifications. ’

The Draft EIR was circulated for public comment on May 3, 2017 for a 47-day comment period,
which closed at 5:00pm on June 19, 2017. The San Francisco Planning Commission held a public
hearing on the Draft EIR to accept written or oral comments at San Francisco City Hall on June 1,
2017. During the public review period, the Planning Department received written comments sent
through the mail, fax, or email. A court reporter was present at the public hearing, transcribed the
public hearing verbatim, and prepared a written transcript.

The Planning Department then prepared the Responses to Comments document, which provided
written responses to each comment received on the Draft EIR. The Responses to Comments
document was published on February 23, 2018 and included copies of all of the comments
received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments. The Responses to Comments
provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as
well as SFPUC and Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to address Project updates.
The Final EIR provided angmented and updated information presentéed in the Draft EIR, on the
following topics: project description, aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation, air quality,
cultural resources, sea level rise, hazardous materials, cumulative projects, and alternatives. Other
topics covered which are not part of the CEQA process include project merits, socioeconomics,
community benefits, and environmental justice. This- augmentation and update of information in -
the Draft EIR did not constitute' new information or significance that altered any of the
conclusions of the EIR. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR, which
includes the Draft EIR and the Responses to Comments document, and all of the supporting
information. '

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

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

BDFP CEQA Findings ) 6
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D. Approval Actions

Under San Francisco’s Administrative Code Chapter 31 procedures, the San Francisco Planning
Commission certifies the Final EIR as complete and all approving bodies subject to CEQA adopt
CEQA findings at the time of the approval actions. Anticipated approval actions are listed below.

1. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

’

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

Adopts these CEQA findings and the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

Approves the Project, as described in these findings, and authorizes the General Manager or
his designee to obtain necessary permits, consents, agreements and approvals

Authorizes the General Manager to proceed to implement the Project and proceed with the
Construction Phase

2, San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions

3.

Considers any appeal of the Planning Commission’s certification of the Final EIR.
Releases appropriated funds for implementation of the Project.

Other — Federal, State, and Local Agencies

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

United States Environmental Protection Agency:

- Consideration for Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act loan and review
of environmental review requirements that must be completed to apply for a loan

State Water Resources Control Board:.

— Construction General Permit and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, if more than
one acre of land were disturbed?

- Consideration for Clean Water State Revolving Fund loan and review of environmental
review requirements that must be completed to apply. for a loan

State Historic Preservation Officer: Review under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (as part of the Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovatlon Act and State
Revolving Fund loan application process)

San Francisco Planning Commission: Certification of the BDFP Final EIR

2

Applicable to areas that do not drain to the City’s combined sewer system; therefore, not applicable to the
project site but potentially applicable to the Piers 94 and 96 staging areas.
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San Francisco Public Works (SFPW): Approval of Sidewalk Changes (SFDPW Order) and
Street Improvement Permit

San Francisco Department of Public Health: Approval of Site Mitigation Plan
San Francisco Board of Supervisors: Approval of Sidewalk Legislation (if needed)

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency: Approval of On-Street Parking Legislation
(if needed)

Bay Area Air Quality Management District: Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate |

San Francisco Port Commission: Approval of use of Pier 94 and Pier 96 for construction
staging o

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

.E. Contents and Location of Records

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

The Draft EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR, including technical
memoranda and reports prepared by the Planning Department, the SFPUC, and the EIR
consultants and subconsultants. (The references in these findings to the EIR or Final EIR

- include both the Draft EIR and the Comments and Responses document.)

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

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

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

. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

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

The Commission has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the
Project, even if not every document was formally presented to the SEPUC. Without exception,
these documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior’ planning or

legislative decisions that the SFPUC was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents
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influenced the expert advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants, who then
provided advice to the SFPUC. For these reasons, such documents form part. of the underlying
factual basis for the SFPUC’s decisions relating to the adoption of the Project.

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the
public review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR
are available at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.
Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the Custodian. of Records for the Planning Department.
Materials concerning approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in
SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. CWWSIPDP01 in the Bureau of Environmental
Management, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate Avenue, San
Francisco, California 94102. The Custodian of Records is Karen Frye. All files have been made
~ available to the SFPUC and the public for review in considering these findings and whether to
approve the Project. ’

F. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

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

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

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

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

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

I Impacts Found Not To Be Significant and Thus Do Not Requite
Mitigation '

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant

(Public Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3),

15091). Based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding; the SFPUC finds that the

implementation of the Project will result in no impacts in the following areas: project-level

“impacts to recreation and agriculture and forest resources. These subjects are not further
discussed in these findings.

The SFPUC further finds that implementation of the Project will not result in any significant
impacts in the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation:

Land Use

¢ - Tmpact LU-1: The project would not physically divide an established community. .(DEIR
Section 4.2.3.3, Page 4.2-7 to 4.2-8) -

. Tmpact LU-2: The project would not conflict with land use plans and policies adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (DEIR Section 4.2.3.3, Page
4.2-8) ‘ :

. Impact C-LU-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, would not physically divide an established community, nor would it conflict with
applicable land use plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. (DEIR Section 4.2,3.3, Pages 4.2-9 to 4.2-10)

. BDFP CEQA Findings . ' 10
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Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: Project construction would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the site or its surroundings or damage scenic resources. (DEIR Section 4.3.3.3,
Pages 4.3-20 to 4.3-22) ' :

TImpact AE-2: Project construction would not create a substantial new source of light or
glare that could adversely affect nighttime views in the area, or could substantially impact
other people or properties. (DEIR Section 4.3.3.3, Page 4.3-22)

Impact AE-3: Project operation would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the site or its surroundings or damage scenic resources. (DEIR Section 4.3.3.3,
Pages 4.3-23 to 4.3-28)

Impact AE-4: Project operation would not create a substantial new source of light or glare
that could adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, or substantially impact other
people or properties. (DEIR Section 4.3.3.3, Pages 4.3-29 to 4.3-30)

Impact C-AE-1: Implementation of the BDFP, in combination with past, present, and
probable future projects in the vicinity, would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the site or its surroundings or damage scenic resources. (DEIR Section 4.3.3.3,
Pages 4.3-30 to 4.3-31)

Impact C-AE-2: Implementation of the BDFP, in combination with past, present, and
probable future projects in the vicinity, would not contribute considerably to substantial
new sources of light or glare that could adversely affect nighttime views in the area, or
could substantially impact other people or properties. (DEIR Section 4.3.3.3, Pages 4.3-31
t0 4.3-32)

Population and Housing

TImpact PH-1: Construction of the BDFP would not directly or indirectly induce substantial
population growth in the area or create demand for additional housing. (DEIR Section
4.4.3.3, Pages 4.4-6 to 4.4-7)

Impact PH-2: Operation of the BDFP would not directly or indirectly induce substantial
population growth in the area or create demand for additional housing. (DEIR Section
4.4.3.3, Pages 4.4-7 10 4.4-8)

Impact C-PH-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth or create
demand for additional housing. (DEIR Section 4.4.3.3, Pages 4.4-8 t0 4.4-9)

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Project construction would not result in substantial interference with
pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, and would
not result in potentially hazardous conditions. (DEIR. Section 4.6.3.3, Pages 4.6-35 to 4.6-
46)
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Impact TR-2: Project construction would not result in inadequate emergency vehicle
access. (DEIR Section 4.6.3.3, Pages 4.6-46 to 4.6-47) ‘

Impact TR-3: Project operations and maintenance activities would not cause substantial
additional vehicle miles traveled (VMT), substantially induce automobile travel, or cause
or worsen traffic safety hazards. (DEIR Section 4.6.3.3, Pages 4.6-47 to 4.6-50)

Xmpact C-TR-1: Construction of the project, in combination with past, present, and
probable future projects, would not result in significant transportation impacts. (DEIR

‘Section 4.6.3.3, Pages 4.6-52 to 4.6-58)

Impact C-TR-2: Project operations and maintenance activities, in combination with past,
present, and probable future projects, would not result in significant transportation impacts.
(DEIR Section 4.6.3.3, Pages 4.6-58 to 4.6-61)

Noise and Vibration

Impact NO-2: Construction of the project would not expose structures or persons to
excessive groundborne vibration levels. (DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Pages 4.7-33 to 4.7-35)

Impact NO-3: Operation of the project would not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity and permanently expose persons to
noise levels in excess of standards in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).
(DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Pages 4.7-35 to 4.7-39)

TImpact NO-4: The project would not result in substantial permanent increases in traffic-
related ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Page 4.7-39)

Impact NO-5: Operation of the proj ect would not expose any people or off-site structures
to excessive groundborne vibration levels. (DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Page 4.7-40)

Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the project when considered with other cumulative
development would not cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels or
result in excessive groundborne vibration levels in the project vicinity. (DEIR Section
4.7.3.3, Pages 4.7-44 to 4.7-46)

Air Quality

Tmpact AQ-2: During project operations, net changes in criteria air pollutant emissions
would not result in any new violations of air quality standards, contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in
criteria air pollutants. (DEIR Section 4.8.3.3, Pages 4.8-51 to 4.8-54 and Response to
Comments (RTC) Section 10.6, page 10.6-20)

Impact AQ-3: : Construction and operation of the project would generate toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors
to substantial air pollutant concentrations or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in health risks or hazards. (DEIR Section 4.8.3.3, Pages 4.8-55 to 4.8-62)
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Impact AQ-5: Construction and operation of the BDFP facilities would not create
objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people. (DEIR Section
4.8.3.3, Pages 4.8-66 to 4.8-70)

Impact €-AQ-1b: Operation of the project, in combination with other past, present, and
probable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in
criteria air pollutants nor contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts. (DEIR

‘Section 4.8.3.3, Page 4.8-71)

Impact C-AQ-2: Construction and operation of the project, in combination with other past,
present, and probable future projects, would generate toxic air contaminants, including
diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial air
pollutant concentrations or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in health risks
and hazards. (DEIR Section 4.8.3.3, Pages 4.8-71 to 4.8-75)

Impact C-AQ-3: The project, in comb.ir‘lation with past, present, and probable future
projects, would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of
people. (DEIR Section 4.8.3.3, Pages 4.8-76 to 4.8-80)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG~-1: The project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels
that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy,
plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (DEIR
Section 4.9.3.3, Pages 4.9-15 t0 4.9-21)

_ 'Wind and Shadow

Impact WS-1: The project structures would not alter wind in a manner that would
substantially affect public areas. (DEIR Section 4.10.3.3, Pages 4.10-7 to 4.10-8)

Tmpact WS-2: Project structures would not create new shadow in a manner that would
substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (DEIR Section
4.10.3.3, Pages 4.10-8 t0 4.10-9)

Impact C-WS-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on wind. (DEIR Section
4.10.3.3, Pages 4.10-9 t0 4.10-11)

Impact C-WS-2: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on shadow. (DEIR
Section 4.10.3.3, Page 4.10-11)

Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: Project construction would not result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. (DEIR
Section 4.12.3.3, Pages 4.12-14 to0 4.12-15) ' ’
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Impact UT-2: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect related
to landfill capacity. (DEIR Section 4.12.3.3, Pages 4.12-15 to 4.12-16)

Impact UT-3: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect related
to compliance with federal, state, or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
(DEIR Section 4.12.3.3, Pages 4.12-16 t0 4.12-17) :

Impact UT-4: The City’s water supply provider would have sufficient water supply

_ available to serve project operations from existing entitlements and resources, and the

project would not require new or expanded water distribution or treatment facilities. (DEIR
Section 4.12.3.3, Pages 4.12-17 to 4.12-18)

* Impact UT-5: Project operations would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs (DEIR Section 4.12.3.3,
Pages 4.12-18 t0 4.12-19)

Impact UT-6: Project operations would not 'result in a substantial adverse effect related to
compliance with federal, state, or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
(DEIR Section 4.12.3.3, Page 4.12-20)

Impact C-UT-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and prébable future
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts on utiljties and service systerns.
(DEIR Section 4.12.3.3, Pages 4.12-21 t0 4.12-22)

Public Services

Dmpact PS-1: Construction and operation of the BDFP would not increase demand for
public services to an extent that would require new or physically altered governmental
facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for public services. (DEIR Section 4.13.3.3, Pages 4.13-7 to 4.13-8)

Impact C-PS-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts related to public
services. (DEIR Section 4.13.3.3, Pages 4.13-8 to 4.13-9)

‘Biological Resources

Impact BI—2 Project construction would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. (DEIR Section 4.14.3.3, Page
4.14-20)

Impact BI-3: Construction activities would not conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.
{DEIR Section 4.14.3.3, Page 4.14-21)

Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: The project would not expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving seismic ground shaking or seismically induced ground fallure (DEIR
Section 4.15.3.3, Pages 4.15-20 to 4.15-21)
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Impact GE-2: The project would not result in substantial erosion. (DEIR Section 4.15.3.3,
Page 4.15-22)

Impact GE-3: The project site is not located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, and
the site would not become unstable as a result of the project. (DEIR Section 4.15.3.3, Pages
4.15-22 10 4.15-24)

Impact C-GE-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on geology or soils.
(DEIR Section 4.15.3.3, Pages 4.15-26 t0 4.15-27)

Hydfology and ‘Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Construction of the project would not violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. (DEIR
Section 4.16.3.3, Pages 4.16-37 to 4.16-41)

Tmpact HY-2: Construction of the project would not substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table. (DEIR Section 4.16.3.3, Pages
4.16-41 to 4.16—42) ‘ ,

Impact HY-3: Construction of the project would not place structures within a 100-year
flood zone or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding under current conditions or. future conditions resulting from sea level
rise. (DEIR Section 4.16.3.3, Pages 4.16-42 to 4.16-43)

Impact HY-4: Construction of the project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. (DEIR
Section 4.16.3.3, Pages 4.16-43 to 4.16-44)

Impact HY-5: Operation of the project would not violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. (DEIR Section
4.16.3.3, Pages 4.16- 44 10 4.16-49)

Impact HY-6: Operation of the project would not substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table. (DEIR Section 4.16.3.3, Pages
4.16-49 to 4.16-50)

Impact HY-7: Operdtion of the project would not exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff. (DEIR Section 4.16.3.3, Page 4.16-50)

Impact HY-8: Operation of the project would not include the construction of structures
that would impede flood flows within an existing 100-year flood zone or 100-year flood
zones resulting from sea level rise. (DEIR Section 4.16.3.3, Pages 4.16-51 to0 4.16-52) '

Impact C-HY-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects in the site vicinity, would not result in significant adverse cumulative hydrology
impacts. (DEIR Section 4.16.3.3, Pages 4.16-52 to 4.16-53)
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Impact C-HY-2: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects in the site vicinity, would not result in significant adverse cumulative water quality
impacts. (DEIR Section 4.16.3.3, Page 4.16-54) -

Hazards and Hazardous vMaterials

Impact HZ-1: Project construction and operation would not result in a significant hazard
to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials. (DEIR Section 4.17.3.3, Pages 4.17-25 to 4.17-26)

Impact HZ-2: Project construction and operation would not result in reasonably
foreseeable conditions involving the release of hazardous building materials to the
environment. (DEIR Section 4.17.3.3, Pages 4.17-27 to 4.17-28)

Impact HZ-3: Project construction and operation would not release hazardous emissions
or handle acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one- quarter mile of an

_existing or proposed school. (DEIR Section 4.17.3.3, Page 4.17-29)

Impact HZ-4: The project would be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5; however, project
construction and operation would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the
environment under reasonably foreseeable conditions. (DEIR Section 4.17.3.3, Pages 4.17-
2910 4.17-34)

Tmpact HZ-5: Project construction and operation would not impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. (DEIR Section 4.17.3.3, Pages 4.17-34 to 4.17-35)

Impact HZ-6: Project construction and operation would not result in a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving fire. (DEIR Section 4.17.3.3, Pages 4.17-35 to 4.17-36)

Impact C-HZ-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative hazards or hazardous materials
impacts. (DEIR Section 4.17.3.3, Pages 4.17-36 to 4.17-38)

Mineral and Energy Resources

TImpact ME-1: Construction of the project would not result in the use of large amounts of
fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources ina wasteﬁll manner. (DEIR Section 4.18.3.3,
Pages 4.18-13 t0 4.18-15)

Impact ME-2: Operation of the project would not result in the use of large amounts of
fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources in a wasteful manner. (DEIR Section 4.18.3.3,
Pages 4.18-15 to 4.18-20)

Tmpact C-ME-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future -
projects, would not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel,
water, or energy, or use such resources in a wasteful manner. (DEIR Section 4.18.3.3,
Pages 4.18-20 to 4.18-21)
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III. - Findings of Potentially Significant or Significant Impacts
That Can Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less-Than-Significant Level
through Mitigation and the Disposition of the Mitigation Measures

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a
project’s identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are
feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative).
The findings in this Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the
EIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for
adoption by the SFPUC, which can be implemented by the SFPUC. The mitigation measures
proposed for adoption in this section and referenced following each Project impact discussed in
this Section III, are the same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR for the
Project. The full text of each mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final
EIR and in Attachment B, the MMRP. Attachment B identifies the SFPUC as the agency
responsible for the implementation of all mitigation measures and establishes monitoring actions
and a monitoring schedule.

This Commission recognizes that some of the mitigation measures are partially within the
jurisdiction of other agencies. The agencies and measures are:

o San Francisco Planning Department (Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Documentation of
Historic Resources and Interpretive Display; Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Archaeological
Testing, Monitoring, and/or Data Recovery; Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Accidental
Discovery of Archaeological Resources; Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b: Emissions Offsets;
Mitigation and Mitigation Measure M-GE-4: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and
Mitigation Program). A '

e San Francisco Planning Department and Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b: Emissions Offsets). -

s CDFW (Mitigation Measure M-Bl-le: Protective Measures for Special Status Bats and
Maternity Roosts); and

The Commission urges these remaining agencies to assist in implementing these mitigation
measures and finds that these agencies can and should participate in implementing these
mitigation measures.

The Commission adopts all of the mitigation measures proposed for the Project. The
Commission finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate and feasible and that
changes or alterations will be required in, or incorporated into, the Project that mitigate or avoid
the significant environmental effects as identified in the Final EIR. The Commission finds that
for the reasons set forth in the Final EIR and elsewhere in the record, the impacts identified in this
section would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation
measures identified in this section.
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Project Impacts

Cultural Resources

Impact CR-2: The project could caunse a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource. (DEIR Section 4.5.3.3, Pages 4.5-45 to 4.5-54)

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a and Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b- would
reduce - any impacts on known (CA-SFR-171, a National Register-eligible prehistoric
archaeological site) or previously unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archacological
deposits to less-than-significant levels by requiring the SFPUC and its contractors to implement
the Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan and adhere to the appropriate procedures
and protocols to identify and appropriately treat possible archaeological resources discovered
during construction activities. '

s Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, and/or Data Reéovery

»  Mitigation Measure M~CR-2b: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources

Impact CR-3: The project could disturb human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries. (DEIR Section 4.5.3.3, Pages 4.5-54 to 4.5-55)

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a would reduce any impacts on buried human
remaing and associated burial items that are accidentally discovered during project construction
activities to less-than-significant levels by requiring the SFPUC to solicit the Most Likely
Descendant’s recommendations and adhere to appropriate excavation, removal, recordation,
analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition protocols.

e Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Archeolégical Testing, Monitoring, and/or Data Recovery
Impact C-CR-2: The project, in combination with pést, present, and probable future
projects, could result in camulative adverse imapacts on archeological resources and human

remains. (DEIR Section 4.5.3.3, Pages 4.5-57 t0'4.5-58)

See Impacts CR-2 and CR-3. Implémentation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the
Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources and human remains
encountered during construction to a less-than-significant level.

o Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, and/or Data Recovery

» . Mitigation Measure M~CR-2b: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources
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Noise

Impact NO-1: Construction of the project could cause a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in.the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project and could expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards in the
Noise Ordinance. (DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Pages 4.7-22 to 4.7-33) ‘

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a and M-NO-1b would reduce any noise impacts
during construction to less-than-significant levels by requiring temporary noise control measures
in proximity of sensitive receptors. :

. 'Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Shielding of Concrete Saw Operations

»  Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Construction Noise Control Measures at Southeast Greenhouses
Staging Area

Impact C-NO-1: : Construction activities of the project combined with cumulative
- construction noise in the project vicinity could cause a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity or result in excessive groundborne
vibration levels during construction. (DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Pages 4.7-41 to 4.7-44)

e Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b would reduce the project's contribution to
potential cumulative noise impacts to less than significant.

o Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Construction Noise Control Measures at Southeast Greenhouses
Staging Area ' : '

Air Quality

Impact AQ-4: The project’s construction-related air pollutant emissions could conflict with,
or obstruct implementation of, the 2010 Clean Air Plan. (DEIR Section 4.8.3.3, Pages 4.8-62
to 4.8-66, RTC Section 10.6, pages 10.6-15 and 10.6-16, and RTC Section 11.2, pages 11-1 to
11-2) ' .

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a and M-AQ-1b would ensure that the project
with be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan’s control measures, such that the project would
not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and the impact
would be less-than-significant. .

e Mitigation Measure M-AQ 1a: Construction Emissions Minimization

e Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b: Emission Offsets
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Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: Project construction could have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or United States Fish and ledhfe Service. (DEIR Section
4.14.3.3, Pages 4.14-16 t0 4. 14—20)

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BI-1 would reduce any potential impacts on special-
status bats and maternity roosts to less-than-significant levels by requiring preconstruction
surveys and specific avoidance or minimization measures.

. Mziiguhon Measyre M-BI-1: Protective Measures for Special Status Bats and Matmzfy Roosts

Impact C-BI-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, could substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources.
(DEIR Section 4.14.3.3, Pages 4.14-22 to 4.14-23)

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-1 would reduce the project's contribution to potential
cumulative impacts to less than significant. '

s Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: Protective Measures for Special Status Bats and Maternity Roosts

Geology and Soils

Impact GE-4: Project construction could result in a substantial adverse effect by directly or
indirectly destroying a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.
(DEIR Section 4.15.3.3, Pages 4.15-24 to 5.15-25)

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-4, Paleontological Resources Monitoring and
Mitigation Program, would reduce the Project’s potential construction-related impacts on
paleontological resources to less-than-significant levels by requiring the preparation and
implementation of a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program, which shall
specify emergency discovery procedures to be followed in the event of a discovery.

e Mitigation Measure M-GE-4: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program

Impact C-GE-2; The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, could substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources.
(DEIR Section 4.15.3.3, Page 4.15-27)
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See Impacts GE-3. Implementation of the listed mitigation measure would reduce the Project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources encountered during construction
to a less-than-significant level.

e Mitigation Measure M-GE-4: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program

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

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the SFPUC finds that,
where feasible, changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the Biosolids
Digester Facilities Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts as.identified in the
Final EIR for the Project. Most Project-specific impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with the implementation of the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth
in the MMRP, attached hereto as Attachment B.

The SFPUC further finds, however, that the Project will contribute to the significant and
unavoidable impacts, even with implementation of mitigation measures. For the impacts listed
below, the effect remains significant and- unavoidable. The SFPUC determines that the
following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the Final FIR, are unavoidable,
but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) (3) and (b), and CEQA Guidelines Sections
15091(a) (3), 15092(b) (2) (B), and 15093, the SFPUC determines that the impacts are acceptable
due to the overriding considerations described in Section VI below. This finding is supported by
substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding.

Cultural Resources Impacts

. TImpact CR-1: The project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those
resources listed in Article 10 or Axticle 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (DEIR
Section 4.5.3.3, Pages 4.5-42 to 4.5-45)

e Impact C-CR-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future
projects, would substantially contribute to cumulative adverse historic architectural
resources impacts. (DEIR Section 4.5.3.3, Pages 4.5-55 to 4.5-57)

The project would result in the removal of the Central Shops (including Buildings A and B),
which comprise a complex that is eligible for listing in the California and National Registers. The
removal of Buildings A and B at the Central Shops would cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of the historical resource because the project would demolish the physical
characteristics that convey the resource’s historical significance and that justify its individual
eli gibility for inclusion in the California and National Registers, resulting in a significant impact
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Implementing Mitigation Measure M-CR-1
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(Documentation of Historic Resources and Interpretive Display) would reduce the severity of the
impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 would not reduce the severity
of the impact to a less-than-significant level, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable
with mitigation. ‘

In addition, a portion of the SEP, including 26 buildings and structures that comprise most of the
southernmost block of the SEP and a portion of the block adjacent to the north, qualifies as a
California Register- and National Register-eligible historic district, named the Southeast
Treatment Plant Streamline Moderne Industrial Historic District (district). The SHPO concurred
with this recommendation in a letter dated October 6, 2016. Of the 26 buildings within the
historic district,s 22 buildings and structures were assessed as contributors to the district’s
significance. The impacts associated with the loss of SEP Building 870 (as part of the Project) in
combination with the impact associated with the proposed future demolition of all existing
digesters (Buildings 630-730) and their control buildings (Buildings 620 and 680), as part of the
Demolition of the Existing SEP Digesters and Southside Renovation Project (a reasonably
foreseeable future project included in the cumulative analysis), would result in a significant,
adverse cumulative impact on historic architectural resources. With these two projects combined,
the district would lose approximately 13 of its 22 contributors, or 59 percent of the district’s
contributory buildings as part of a future cumulative scenario. The material impairment of over
50 percent of the district’s contributory buildings would mean that the district as a whole would
no longer retain sufficient integrity to convey its associations under National Register/California
Register criteria- A/1 or C/3. This would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 (Documentation of Historic Resources and Interpretive Display)

~would reduce the severity of the cumulative impact but would not reduce the impacts to the
district to "a less-than-significant level. As such, the cumulative impact of the project in
combination with the future demolition of the existing digesters and control buildings would be a
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on historic resources, even with mitigation. The
proposed fiture demolition of the existing digesters will be subject to CEQA environmental
review. :

Although the Project would result in the loss of Building 870, only one of the district’s 22
contributory buildings, the overall implementation of the Project would replace the function of
the existing digesters and associated control buildings, thereby allowing for demolition of the
existing digesters and control buildings. Therefore, the project’s contribution to this cumulative
impact would be cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant), and the cumulative impact on
historic districts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Air Quality Impacts

s TImpact AQ-1: The project’s construction activities would not generate fugitive dust that
could violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, but project construction would generate criteria air
pollutants that would violate an air quality standard and contribute substantially to an
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existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. (DEIR Section 4.8.3.3, Pages 4.8-43 to 4.8-51)

e Impact C-AQ-1a: Construction of the project, in combination with other past, present,
and probable future projects, would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
in criteria air pollutants and contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts.
(DEIR Section 4.8.3.3, Pages 4.8-70 to 4.8-71)

Construction of the project would occur over approximately five years. The SFPUC, through its .
contractors, would be required to implement air emissions control measures in compliance with the
requirements of the Clean Construction Ordinance. With these control measures, estimated average
daily construction emissions of NOx, would exceed the applicable significance thresholds.

‘ Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a (Construction Emissions Minimization) would
help to reduce NOx emissions, but not to below the applicable significance threshold during the first
and third construction years. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b (Emission Offsets)
could offset the residual NOx emissions to below significance thresholds. While use of waivers
allowed under Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a could alter the residual NOx emissions requiring
offsets under Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b, use of these waivers is not expected to occur
frequently enough to alter the amount of offsets that would be required under Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1b.

While direct SFPUC offset opportunities have not been fully verified, to further mitigate these
significant and unavoidable impacts, the SFPUC has evaluated and recommends potential offset
projects as listed in the Response to Comments document (pg. 4.6-17) to satisfy Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-1b. These offset projects include use of renewable diesel for the SFPUC
Headworks Replacement Project and replacing old diesel equipment at SFPUC facilities (at the
Southeast Community Facility and the City Distribution Division). These emission reductions
would occur in the vicinity of the BDFP and mitigate the construction impacts on air quality in
the vicinity of the Bayview-Hunters’ Point neighborhood. If verified and approved, these
opportunities could sufficiently offset the estimated NOx exceedances.

Although implementation of these two mitigation measures combined would -mitigate NOx
emissions to below threshold levels, construction-related NOx emissions are considered significant
and unavoidable with mitigation because the offsets identified by SFPUC, described above and in
the RTC, are not verified at this time, and therefore some uncertainty remains as to their ability to
fully mitigate this impact..

Likewise, the Project would also be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to regional air quality impacts even with implementation of mitigation measures
identified for Impact AQ-1, and the cumulative impact is also considered significant and
unavoidable with mitigation for the first and third years of construction, and less than significant
with mitigation for all other construction years. Because the project’s criteria pollutant emissions
could result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts during the
first and third years of construction, the cumulative impact of construction-related criteria
pollutant emissions is considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Therefore, the
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residual impact of construction emissions was conservatively considered significant and
unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures.

V. Evaluation of Project Alternatives

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

consequences of the Project. 4

A. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

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

The following four alterpatives are analyzed in the EIR:

. Alternative A: No Project

. Alternative B: Pier 94 Backlands

. Alternative C: Historical Resources Relocation
. Alternative D: SEP South/Quint Street

Alternative A: No Project

The No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the
foreseeable future if the project were not to be approved. Under the No Project Alternative, the
BDFP would not be constructed and the SFPUC would continue to operate and maintain the
existing SEP solids treatment and energy recovery facilities indefinitely. The SFPUC would not
demolish Central Shops Buildings A and B, an identified individual historical resource. However,
because of the age and condition of the existing facilities, the SFPUC would need a more rigorous -
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program to repair and replace facilities, requiring up to five additional permanent staff over the
existing conditions. In addition, in order to maintain reliable operations, increased levels of repair
and replacement of equipment and facilities would ultimately be required.

The No Project Alternative would have the same risk of upset compared to existing conditions,

' but the risk of upset in the future would increase the longer the existing solids treatment facilities
are in use. The risk of upset would be substantially higher than what would occur under the
proposed project. The existing facilities are not built to current seismic standards, nor are they
designed for fiture sea level rise considerations. Thus, long-term continued use of the existing
solids treatment facilities under the No Project Alternative would result in an increasing risk of
faijure and shutdown the longer this equipment is used. A seismic event in the SEP vicinity could
‘have severe consequences. In addition to the increased likelihood of physical damage and release
during an earthquake, failure of portions of the SEP could reduce the efficacy of wastewater and
solids treatment and limit the facilities available for wastewater processing. The SFPUC's ability to
treat wastewater could be compromised, with implications for public health and safety as well as
regulatory permit violations. '

The No Project Alternative would- avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts related to
historical resources and construction-phase nitrogen oxide emissions identified for the proposed
* project. Under "normal" conditions (without breakdowns and equipment failure), the No Project
Alternative would also avoid-all construction and operational impacts that were identified for the
project, but under possible future scenarios with breakdowns and equipment failures, there would
be potential for a wide range of impacts, depending on the nature and extent of those breakdowns.

However, unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would have a potentially
significant impact related to greenhouse gas emissions because it would not recapture energy
from increased digester gas production (and would not improve biosolids reuse opportunities).
Thus, the No Project Alternative would not be consistent with adopted policies intended to reduce
statewide greenhouse gas emissions. This would also be considered a wasteful use of a local
energy resource, and would be a significant impact that would not occur under the proposed
project. However, there are feasible mitigation measures that could reduce these impacts to less
than significant. '

The No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because, although it would eliminate
the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, it would fail to meet most of the Project’s
objectives, and would still result in the potential for a wide range of impacts that may or may not
be more severe than those identified for the project, depending on the nature and extent of
breakdowns of existing equipment. Therefore, the No Project Alternative is not a feasible
alternative.

Alternative B: Pier 94 Backlands

The Pier 94 Backlands Alternative would construct the BDFP facilities on approximately 15-
acres within-the 27-acre Pier 94 Backlands, one of the same sites as the potential staging areas
under the proposed project. Under this alternative, no construction or demolition activities would
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occur at the project site, and Central Shops Buildings A and B would not be demolished. This

alternative was selected for evaluation because it would avoid a significant impact on a historical

resource, and thus is a full preservation alternative. This alternative was also one of two sites

recommended by an advisory group representing the local Bayview-Hunters Point community

(the advisory group, the Southeast Digester Task Force, recommended the Central Shops site and
the Pier 94 Backlands site).3

This alternative would also reqﬁire construction and operation of multiple pipelines to convey
sludge and other materials about 4,000 feet between the SEP and the Pier 94 Backlands. Under
this alternative, the SFPUC would have to secure permission to use the Pier 94 Backlands site
from the Port of San Francisco, and the State Lands Commission would have to make a public -
trust determination. To secure access to the site, the SFPUC would enter a trust exchange
agreement with the State Lands Commission either through negotiation or if authorized by special
legislation. In the trust exchange agreement, the SFPUC would need to place into the trust land of
similar size and value as the area needed for this alternative.”

The proposed facilities under this alternative would occupy a larger area than the proposed
project (15 acres compared to 10 acres), and the maximum height of structures would be lower
(40 feet compared to 65 feet). The distance of the digesters. to the nearest residences would be.
greater than under the proposed project (more than 1,800 feet compared to 1,000 feet).
_ Construction requirements at the Pier 94 Backlands site would generally be the same as those of
the proposed project, but there would be additional construction required for new utilities at the
site and for the pipelines construction between the Pier 94 Backlands and the SEP. Construction
. duration would be the same as the proposed project, but the start date for construction would be
delayed by at least several years due to site acquisition and use requirements.

The Pier 94 Backlands Alternative would avoid one significant and unavoidable impact on
historical resources by retaining Central Shops Buildings A and B in place, but the other
significant and unavoidable impacts of this alternative on historical resources and construction-
phase nitrogen oxide emissions would be the same or more severe than those of the proposed
project. This alternative would have additional. construction noise impacts associated with
pipeliné construction that would not occur under the proposéd project as well as increased
potential for vibration impacts along the pipeline route, although these impacts could be mitigated
to less than significant with similar mitigation measures to those identified for the proposed
project. The Pier 94 Backlands Alternative would result in minor differences in construction-
related toxic air contaminant emissions, but like the proposed project, impacts would be less than
significant. Unlike the proposed project that would have significant but mitigable impacts,
impacts of this alternative on biological resources (roosting bats) and on paleontological
resources would be less than significant. All other impacts would be less than significant,
assuming compliance with and implementation of all federal, state, and local regulations-designed
to protect the environment and implementation of SFPUC standard construction theasures.

3 Southeast Digester Task Force for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Review of the Biosolids ngester
Facility Project, June 2, 2010.
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The Pier 94 Backlands Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because, although it would
eliminate the significant, unavoidable impact to Central Shops Buildings A and B, it would 1) not
eliminate the other significant, unavoidable impacts to the historic district and air quality; 2) fail
to meet four of the Project’s objectives (related to visual improvements at the SEP, construction
schedule, efficiency of existing infrastructure and resources, and rate payer affordability); 3)
result in a greater area of disturbance (about 10 additional acres) compared to the project; and 4)
require approval from the Stand Lands Commission (and possibly approval from state legislature)
for the trust exchange agreement and approval of long-term use of Pier 94 Backlands from the
Port which could increase complexity and uncertainty on the viability of this alternative).
Therefore, the Pier 94 Backlands Alternative is not a feasible alternative.

_ Alternative C; Historical Resources Relocation

The Historical Resources Relocation Alternative is a full preservation alternative that would
consist of full construction and operation of the BDFP as proposed, plus the relocation and
. rehabilitation of Central Shops Buildings A and B to a similar industrial setting in San Francisco.
The relocation, rehabilitation, and reuse of Buildings A and B would be consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and would reduce the significant and unavoidable impact on
historical resources under the proposed project to a less-than-significant level. The SFPUC has -
identified an approximately three-acre site at Pier 90 on Amador Street east of Illinois Street and
Cargo Way as a potential new location for Buildings A and B. The Pier 90 site is within a port-
priority use area, and it is assumed that future uses of Buildings A and B at this site would be
consistent with the existing use of the Central Shops, as well as with allowable uses within a port-
priority area. Construction requirements for this alternative would be the same as those of the
proposed project, with the addition of about one year at the beginning of the construction period
to dismantle and transport Buildings A and B to Pier 90 plus the site preparation and construction
activities required to reconstruct and rehabilitate these buildings at the new site. '

Because the Historical Resources Relocation Alternative would involve full implementation of
the BDFP as proposed, this alternative would have all of the same environmental impacts as those
identified for the proposed project, with the exception of avoiding the significant and unavoidable
impact associated with demolition of Central Shops Buildings A and B. However, the significant
and unavoidable impact of this alternative on the historic district would be the same as those of
the project, and the significant and unavoidable impact associated with construction-phase

_nitrogen oxide emissions would be more severe than those of the proposed project because of the
additional emissions resulting from relocation and rehabilitation of the Central Shops buildings.
In addition, there would be impacté associated with relocation and rehabilitation of the Central
Shops Buildings A and B at an off-site location, although any significant impacté could generally
be mitigated to less than significant with similar mitigation measures ‘identified for the proposed
project. '

The Historical Resources Relocation Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because,
although it would eliminate the significant, unavoidable impact to Central Shops Buildings A and
B, it would 1) not eliminate the other significant, unavoidable impacts to the historic district and
air quality; 2) fail to meet two of the Project’s objectives (related to construction schedule and

27

1542



rate payer affordability), 3) result in a slightly greater area of disturbance (about 3 additional
acres) compared to the project and 4) the feasibility of meeting Secretary of the Interior standards
for the relocated historic resource is uncertain. Therefore, the Historical Resources Relocation
Alternative is not a feasible alternative.

Alternative D: SEP South/Quint Street Alternative

The SEP South/Quint Street Alternative is a full preservation alternative that would consist of
construction and operation of the same processes and facilities as the proposed project, except
that the project facilities would be reconfigured and located within different portions of the SEP
boundaries, the Asphalt Plant site, portions of the Central Shops site, and within the right-of~way

~of Quint Street between Jerrold Avenue and the Caltrain right-of way. Central Shops Buildings A

" and'B and the immediate surrounding area would be preserved, thereby avoiding the significant
impact on this historical resource that would occur with its demolition under the proposed project.
Under this alternative, the digesters would be located at the Asphalt Plant site, placing the
digesters closer to the nearest residences (600 feet to Phelps Street and 700 feet to Oakdale
Avenue) compared to the proposed project (1,000 feet). The location of the waste gas burners
would also be closer to residences.

Construction of facilities within SEP South would require demolition of existing solids treatment
facilities that need to operate during construction of the new facilities. T herefore, this alternative
would require construction of interim facilities (e.g., gravity belt thickeners, centrifuge systems,
sludge pipelines, biosolids dewatering, cake storage and loadout, etc.) at another location prior to
construction, and these interim facilities would be required to operate for at least seven years,
until construction is completed and the new facilities are fully commissioned. One possible site
for the interim facilities is the Southeast Greenhouses site. In addition, this alternative would .
require permanently vacating the segment of Quint Street between Jerrold Avenue and the
Caltrain right-of way for construction of both aboveground and below ground structures. This is
unlike the proposed project, under which this same portion of Quint Street would be closed to the
public and incorporated into the project site, but no permanent facilities would be constructed
here, and relocation of underground utilities would not be required. The SEP South/Quint Street
Alternative would require relocation of existing utilities under Quint Street, including a 24-inch
diameter high pressure gas line. The location and extent of relocating the existing utilities bas not
been identified, but could require construction in locations outside of the SEP boundaries. The
construction schedule for this alternative would be at least seven years, substantially longer than
the five years estimated for the proposed project, and the start date of construction would be
delayed by several years. * '

" The SEP South/Quint Street Alternative would result in most of the same impacts as the proposed
project, plus several significant impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. Even
though the Central Shops Buildings A and B would be retained in place, at least seven structures
that are contributors to the eligible historic district would be demolished, a significant and
unavoidable impact that would not occur under the proposed project. In addition, due to the closer
proximity of sensitive receptors, health risk impacts associated with exposure to toxic air
contaminants would be greater than those under the proposed project, a potentially significant
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impact. Increased exposure to toxic air contaminants due to closer' proximity to sensitive
receptors would occur during construction (due to construction equipment and trucks) as well as
during operations (due to waste gas burners). The extended construction period for this alternative
would extend the duration of all construction-related impacts, and specifically air pollutant
emissions and noise impacts, which as stated above would occur in closer proximity to sensitive
receptors, further exacerbating these impacts. '

The SEP South/Quint Street Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because, although it

would eliminate the significant, unavoidable impact to Central Shops Buildings A and B, it would

1) not eliminate the other significant, unavoidable impacts to the historic district and air quality;

2) have an additional project specific significant and unavoidable impact on the historic district,

3) fail to meet two of the Project’s objectives (related to construction schedule and rate payer
affordability), and 4) require a longer construction duration in proximity to sensitive receptors

which could generate gredter health risks. Therefore, the SEP South/Quint Street Alternative is

not a feasible alternative.

Environmentally Superior Alternative. Either Alternative B, Pier 94 Backlands Alternative or
Alternative C, the Historical Resources Relocation Alternative would be considered
environmentally superior to the proposed project because either would avoid the proposed
project's significant and "unavoidable impact on historical resources associated with the
demolition of Central Shops Buildings A and B. However, on balance, the Historical Resources
Relocation Alternative would have a slight environmental advantage over the Pier 94 Backlands
Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. This is mainly because, although
operational impacts would be substantially the same for these two alternatives, the construction
impacts under the Pier 94 Backlands Alternative would have a substantially greater area of
disturbance and affect more sensitive resources along the 4,000-foot pipeline corridor between
the SEP and Pier 94 compared to the construction impacts of the Historical Resources Relocation
Alternative.

C. Alternatives Considered but not Analyzed in Detail

The Draft EIR, Section 6.5 explains the process for selecting the BDFP and the alternatives
considered and evaluated in the Draft EIR. Nineteen options/alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed consideration in the EIR, together with the reasons why they were
eliminated, include:

. Seven alternative site locations or combinations of locations
. Three alternative site layouts
. Seven alternative approaches to preserve historical resources

. Two alternative strategies (divert wastewater flows to Oceanside Plant and use of railways
for hauling biosolids) '
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The Draft EIR explains that all of these alternative options or strategies were eliminated from
further evaluation. Reasons for elimination include but are not limited to infeasibility, greater
project-level impacts on historical resources, increased risk to existing operations, complicated site
acquisition and construction, reduction in operational redundancy, and inability to meet the project
objectives. Some. alternatives were determined to be feasible, but they did not have any
environmental advantages compared to the other alternatives carried forward for analysis. The
process the SFPUC undertook to consider all of these alternatives and a detailed analysis of these
alternatives considered and the reasons they have been rejected from further analysis is described in
the Draft EIR, Section 6.5. The SFPUC finds each of the reasons identified prov1de sufficient
independent grounds for rejecting these alternatives.

The SFPUC finds that the Draft EIR evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives, as required by
CEQA that allows Project decision-makers and the public to evaluate and compare the potential
impacts of the proposed project with alternatives designed to avoid or lessen the project’s
environmental effects.

VI. Statement of Overriding Considerations

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Séction 15093, the Commission hereby
finds, after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific
overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below,

- independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is an

overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval
cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude
that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Comumission will stand by its
determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the
various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into
this section, and in the documents found in the Record of Procéedings, as defined in Section L.

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this
proceeding, the Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project that
outweigh the unavoidable significant impacts to air quality and historic resources described in
Section IV, above, and theréfore makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations. The
Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant
effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated or
substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR for the
Project are adopted as part of this approval action. Furthermore; the Commission has determined
that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable
due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social, and other considerations.

Many of the existing' SEP solids treatment facilities are over 60 years old, require significant '
maintenance, and are operating well béyond their useful life. As specified in Section 6.3.1.1 of the
EIR, the Needs Assessment Report found that, in addition to failing to meet the Sewer System
Improvements Program (SSIP) levels of service goals, many individual structures and facilities lack
redundancy, are structurally inadequate (e.g., concrete structures exhibited cracking, leakage, and
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spalling), are seismically unreliable, do not provide adequate treatment capacity to treat the solids
from the projected 2045 flows and loads, and use equipmert that (due, for example, to corrosion)
" require major maintenance, repair, or replacement. Thus, there are important public health and
welfare reasons for the Project to be implemented.

The project would meet all of the objectives of the project and provide multiple benefits, as
identified below: o :

1.

The Project would replace the existing solids treatment facilities at the SEP with new
infrastructure with modern and more efficient treatment technologies to protect public
health and safety and provide continued regulatory compliance.

The Project would be co-located with the existing SEP, to maximize the efficiency of the
current treatment process operations and maintenance, staffing resources, and the use of
existing SFPUC infrastructure. ’

The Project would treat the solids from projected 2045 flows and loads associated with
projected population growth. The project would not change the existing overall capacity of
the SEP for wastewater treatment (250 million gallons per day [mgd] wet weather flow and
85 mgd dry weather flow). - ‘

The Project would increase the quality of the biosolids from Class B to Class A biosolids,
such that 100 percent of the biosolids could be reused. Class A biosolids contain no
detectable levels of pathogens and do not attract vectors such as flies, mosquitoes, and other
potential disease-carrying organisms. According to the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) Guide to Part 503 Rule, Class A biosolids that meet the
USEPA’s metals pollutant limits are labeled “Exceptional Quality (EQ)” biosolids and have
the fewest restrictions for land applications such as soil conditioning and fertilizer. Class B
biosolids are treated but still contain detectible levels of pathogens.

With the Project, 100 percent of the digester gas generated would be used. The energy
recovery facilities would maximize digester gas utilization and energy recovery for the
production of heat, steam, and electrical power. The project would generate up to 5.2
megawatt of electricity in 2045which would meet the BDFP operational power needs as
well as provide power to other SEP facilities. Because digester gas would be used
beneficially, less flaring by the waste gas burners would occur (limited to only testing,
planned maintenance and emergeneies)..

The Project would build critical processes with redundant infrastructure to provide
reliability and operational flexibility.

The Project would improve seismic reliability by rebuilding the digesters and solid
treatment facilities to meet the latest seismic criteria, thereby reducing the possibility of
structure failure. '
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8. The Project would limit odors from the biosolids facilities to within revised SEP site
boundaries, thus minimizing impacts to neighbors. In addition, the Project would locate the
digesters farther away from residents. Currently the digesters are located south of Jerrold
Avenue, adjacent to residents along Phelps Street. The proposed digesters would be located
at the farthest end of the project site away from these receptors, along the Caltrain right-of-
way within the Central Shops site.

9. The Project would provide visual improvements that promote a cohesive architectural
design and identity at the Project site, enhance the overall aesthetics, and improve the
public edges in a manner consistent with the surrounding neighborhood and the rest of the

- SEP. Jerrold Avenue would be redesigned as part of the Project. Proposed long-term
improvements to Jerrold Avenue would occur in accordance with San Francisco Better
Streets Plan guidelines and may include traffic calming measures, curb extensions (road
narrowing), sidewalk improvements, lighting, street trees, and safer pedestrian and worker
crossings, a benefit to the neighborheod.

10. The Project would provide new facilities that are capable of accommodating or adapting to
expected sea level rise over their expected life.

11. The Project would allow for timely construction of the proposed BDFP. Project
construction has the shortest construction duration (5 years) compared to the other:
alternatives. Thus, this project would minimize construction impacts to the public.

12. The Project has the lowest cost and least amount of uncertainties with respect to timely
initiation of project construction compared to the other alternatives. . Hence, this. Project
will best serve rate payer affordability.

While the EIR concluded that the Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts to air
quality from construction NOx emissions, as described above, SFPUC has committed to implement
a NOx offsets program as part of its implementation of mitigation measure M-AQ-1b as described
in RTC Section 10.6, pages 10.6-16 to 10.6-17), that would in practice reduce the impact to a level
comparable to less than significant. The significant and unavoidable with mitigation conclusion is
due to the fact that the emissions reductions that will result from the offset program are not verified
yet, and therefore some uncertainty remains. The program would require the use of renewable
diesel by the SFPUC Headworks Replacement Project and replacement of old, diesel equipment
with newer equipment that reduce NOx emissions. Thus, with implementation of the NOx offsets,
the project would likely not increase emissions above CEQA thresholds.

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section I above, the
Comimission finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental
effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are therefore acceptable.

BDFP CEQA Findings 32'
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ATTACEMENT B . : Case No. 2015-000644ENY
. Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Motion No.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR o
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

. Monitoring Actions/Schedule and
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Implementation Responsibility Mitigation Schedule Montitering/Reporting R Ibility Verification of Compliance

Applicable 1o Cemral Shops site 1. Qualified professional 1o prepare written and | 1. Prior to demolition, 1. SFPUC Bureau of Environmental 1. Distribution of approved HABS/HAER

photographic documentation of the Central Management (BEM) and San Francisco (SF) |  Historic Report to specified entities.

Yl;liisﬁﬂ\ﬁon Measure M~CR-1 Documentation of Historic Resouvces and Interprefive Shops 2. During construction. Planning Department Preservation staff SF Plami R

piny . . 3. Prior to completion of the project. -, z anning Department Preservation staff
Prior to demolition, the SFPUC shall retain a prufesswnal who meets the Secretary of the 2. Qualified ?mf;‘.ss"’““‘ fo prepare 2 lS’FP 'UC BEM and SF Planning Def . approval of interp display material,
Tnterior’s Professional Q History to prepare written and interpretative display material, reservation staff 3. D fon of installed interpretive
photographic documentation of the Central Shops ‘The documentation effort shall be based on 3, SFPUC to install interpretative display. 3. SFPUC BEM and SF Planning Department display.

the National Park Service (NPS) Historic American Building Survey (HABS)/Historic American Preservation staff’

Engineering Record (HAER) Historical Report Level 1f Guidelines, and NPS’s policy for
photographic documentation as outlinad in the National Register of Historic Piaces and National
Historic Landmarks Survey Photo Policy Expansion.

The written historical data for this documentation shall follow HABS/HAER standards. Eﬂ”orts
shall be made to locate original construction drawings or plans of the Central Shops. If located,
these drawings shall be reproduced and included in the dataset. Historical information, as well as
copies of building plans gathered from the prior evalustions of the SEP and Central Shops, can be
rensed and reformatted for this effort

Digital photography shall be used. The ink and paper combinations for printing photographs shn!l
be in mmphance with National Regls(er Nationat Histonc Landmark (NR-NHL) Photo Policy

ion’ and have a p rating of ly 115 years. Dlgmal photographs shall
| be taken as uncnmprcssed Tagged Image File Format (TIFF) files. Each image shall be 1,600 by
1,200 pixels at 330 pixels per inch {ppi) or larger in size, color format, and printed in black and
whilel ‘The file name for each electronic image shall correspond with the index of photographs
and photograph label, Photograph views for the dataset

shall include (a) contextual views; (b) views of each side of each building and interior views,
where possible; (c) oblique views of bulldmz._,s and (d) detail views of character- defmmg

features, All views shall be referenced on ap hic key. This ph phic key shall ba on
‘2 map of the property and shall showthe photogmph number thh an armow to indicate the
direction of the view. Historie ph v shal! also be coll D d, and included in
the dntaset.

‘The SFPUC shall transmit the datasets as hardcopies on archival paper and in electronic PDF
format to the History Room of the San Francisco Public Library, the San Francisco Plannmg

Department, the archives of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and to the Nostk
Information Center of the Californin Historical Information Resourca System. The SFPUC shall
scope the d asures with San Francisco Planning D Preservation staff.

Preservation staff shall also review and approve the submitted documentation for adequacy.

In addition, the SFPUC shall provide a permmem disp[uy cf mterprehve matennls {which may
include, but gre not limited 1o, a display of ph tonal website or an
ex}ubmve dxsplay) conceming the hlstory and archxtectuml features of the Central Shops.

D of the ve shall be supervised by an architectural historian or
historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s P ional Qualification Standards, The
interpretative materials shall be placed in 2 pmmmcnt public semng, A proposal describing the
general of the interpretive is shall be approved by Planning Di

Preservation staff prior to construction completion. The substance, media and other elements of
such mterprehve dxsplay shall be approved by Planning Department Preservation staff prior to
completion of the project.

' Nutional Park Service, Narlonal Register Phots Polley Pacisheet, Upduted May 15,2013,

Page 10f 11 .
February 15,2618



6tG1

ATTACHMENT B

Case No. 2015-000644ENV
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Motion No.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

Applicable w project site

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

Manitoring/Reporting Responsibility

Monitaring Actions/Schedule and
Verification of Complinnce

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a. Archeological Testing, Monitoring, and/or Data Recovery

Based o the results of the proj eot Archeologcal Research Design and Troatment Plan®
(ARDTP), legally-significant p 1 resources are present within the
archeological C-APE. The followmg mensures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially
stgmﬁcunt adverse effects from the pro;ect an an hlstoncnl resource under CEQA. The SFPUC
shall retain the services of a quali s}, based on dards developed
by the Clty nnd County of San Francisco Envxronmamal sta\\' Officer (ERO). The
shall have d peri in geoar and}
heology. The archeol [tant shall impl heological testing nnd other
treatment as specified in the project ARDTP, as defailed below, which shalt include archeological
monitoring and dats recovery as required pursuant to findings of ongomg testing and this
measure, The archeological consultant's work shall be umducled in accordance with tl\xs measure
and with the requirements of the project ARDTP at the di of ERO or ifs desi;
representative and in coordination with the SFPUC, In instances of inconsistency between the
requirement of the project ARDTP ond of this archeological mitigation measure, the requirements
of this archeological mitigation measure shall prevail. Project design changes after finalizing the
ARDTP ehmmnted the portion of the C-APE ﬁmt was identified in the ARDTP as sensitive for
Testing as di d below for historical nrcheclogl cal
resources shall only be required if future desxgn changes call for excavation in that location, If
future project design changes further revise other parts of the C-APE, then testing shall only be
required in archeologically sensitive areas that potentially would be adversely affected by project
implementation. All plans and reponts prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be
submitted directly to the ERO for review and comment and concurrently 1o the SFPUC for
review and and shall be idered draft reports, subject to revision until final approval
by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure
could suspend construction of the affected area of the project for up t6 a maximum of four weeks.
At the direction of the ERQ, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks
only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant level
polential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5 (n) and (c).

SFPUC BEM to refain qunl ified professiunal
N " for with

d, in will
) .

EP archavol to have

in geoarchaeology and hlstoncnl archaeo!ogy

Prior to ground disturbing actiy

SFPUC Archeological consultant to prepare
and submit archeological testing plan and
archaeological monitoring plan {o the ERO for
review and approval. BEM and ERO.

Considered complc:e \vhcn SFPUC remms a
qualified p ical
archeological consultant’s scope has been
approved by the ERO, aad required plans and
reparts have been submitted to and approved by
the ERO and submits any required reports to
ERO for the archeological testing plan.

Cansultation with D: dant Ci ities. On discovery of an archeological site® associated
with descendant Native Americans, the Ovexseas Chinesg, or other potentially intsrested
descendant group, an uppmpnnte represemnu\'e of the descendant group, tha ERO, and the
SFPUC shall be d The rep of the d group shall be given the

ity fo monitor archeological field of the site and to offer recommendations
1o the ERO and SFPUC appropriate i of the slte of racovered
data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative of the
site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) shall be provided to the
representative of the descendant group.

1. 8FPUC and archeological consultant to
inform descendant group and ERO on
discovery of site

2. Qualified archaeological consultant to
prepare FARR

3. SFPUC to provide FARR to representative
of the descendant group

1. For the duration of soil-disturbing activities
2. Prior to completion of the project.

1. SFPUC BEM and ERO
2. SFPUC BEM and ERO

I &2 Consndered complere upon
and submittal of

FARR to descendunt group(s).

2 Byrd, Briun F., Philip Kaijunkoski, Rebecea Allen, and Mutthew Russoll, Archaeological Resenrch Design und Treatment Plan for the Biosolids ngesler Pacility Project, Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, San Francisco, Culifornia. Prepured for San Franciseo Public Utilitics Commnission, October, 2016.
The term nrcllcologxcnl site” isintended here to mmlmul)y include any archeological deposit, feuture, burinl, or evidence of buridd.

* An* ivo™ of the d o
the Cliinese Historical Socicly of Americn. An approy T

tive of olher d dr

lintion with the Dey

Page 2 of 11
Febiuary 15,2018

Broup is here defined to mean, in the cuse of Notive Americans, uny mdn'lduul Histed in the current Native Ammc«n Contuel List for the City and Cotnty of Snn anmsw wnintuined by the Coliformin Nutive Ameriesn Heritupe Comenission and in the cuse of tho Oversens Chinese,
groups should be d
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ATTACHMENT B

Case No. 2015-000644ENY
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Motion No.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Archeologleat Testing Progl am-Prehistorie Avcheology. Depending on the results of on-going
prehistoric archeological testing outlined i the project ARDTP, additional testing may be required
to define site boundaries of CA-SFR-171 or ofher prehistoric deposits at the SEP, and to assess
whether redeposited and/or reworked prehistoric archeological materinl identified in the project
"ARDTP within the C-APE has sufficient integrity to contribute to the sxgnﬁeauce of known
resources at SEP. Atthe direction ofthe ERO and in dination with SFPUC, i testing
may be rolled into a subsequent data recovery program (see below)

Implementation Responsibility

1. Qualified archeological consultant to scope
additional testing if warranted, in
consultation with the ERO, and to
implement that testing

Qualified to prepare
testing report if warvanted and report of
supplemental archaeolopical testing

P

Mitigation Schedule

If additionel testing is warranted, it shall be
carried out prior fo any soil disturbing activities
that, in the assessment of the project
archaeologxst in consultation \vnth ERO have
the p | to disturb ar

based on the results of Phase 1 and Phase 2
precoustruction archaealogical testing.

Manitoring/Reporting Responsibility

SFPUC BEM and ERO

2.1 swp]emenlal tes(mgxs reqmred,

. Considered complete upon finding by the
ERQ that the archaeological testing program
haos been adequate to identify and assess
rasources likely to be present and that
supplemental testing is not required,

Monitoring Actions/Schedule nnd
Verification of Compliance

upon ittal of the
supplemental archaeological 1esting report.

Archeological Testing Progr: nm—H:stmicn! Ax chenlogy. IF future desxgn chang,es wunld affect the
area identified as seusmve for hi the shall
} the hi 1 arch ! testing plan outlined in the project ARDTP for potential
historical archeological resources th:xt could be adversely affected by the project. The archeological
testing progran shall be with the approved ARDTP, The project ARDTP
identifies the property types of lhe p heological (s) that conld be adversely
affected by the project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for tesfing.
The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the
presence of absenoe of historical m'dteologxcal resourees nnd lo xdeutlfy and to evaluate whether any
| resource d on the site ical resource under CEQA.

If future project design changes firther efter the C-APE from what is identified in the ARDTP, then
the archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO fnr rewew and approvnl an

archeological testing plan (ATP) for both prehistoric and hi

address any area added 1o the C-, APE to nccommodnte the project design changes. The ud:eologcal
{esting progeam shall be conducted in with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify
the property types of the expected archeological that potentially could be adversely

affected by the project, the testing methad to be used, and the locations recommended for testing.
The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the
presence or absence of: archeo[oglcal resources and to identify nd to evaluate whether any

f resourc d on the site an historical resource under CEQA.

1. If future desngn changes would nﬁ’cct
sensitive t
outsids the C-APE but within the ATP
oullmed in lhe ARDTP, a qualified

ltant shall impl the
ATP as outlined in the ARDTP. -

Qualified archaeological consuliant to
prepare, implement and report upon an
updated ATP for any new areas outside the
C-APE in consultation with the ERO

N

1. Prior to any soil disturbing activities.
2. Prior to any soil disturbing activities.

1. SFPUC BEM and ERO
2. SFPUC BEM and ERO

1

2. Considered complete upon approval of the

Considered lete upon approval of the
ATP in the ARDTP by the ERO and finding
by the ERO that the ATP has been
implemented and no further testing is
warranted based on testing results,

updated ATP by the ERO, finding by the
ERO that the ATP has been implemented,
and submittal and approval of 2
supplementat archaeologjcal testing report.

At the complation of the archeolopieal testing program, as required, the archeological consultant
shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO and the SFPUC, 1fbased on the
archeological testing program the archeclogxcnl consultant ﬁndsihar s:gmﬁcant archeo!ugml
resources may be present, the ERQ in tation with the and
coordination with the SFPUC shall d if addittonal are d Addmonal

1. Based on findings of approved testing
report, and if impacts cannot be avoxded,
SFPUC BEM and qualified archeol

1. Upon completion of the archeological

Considered lete after ERO review and

1. SFPUC BEM, qualified archaeological

testing program and ERO approval of the
haeological testing report, and prior to

consuftant will consult with ERO, to
delenmne, based on relationship between

measures that may be undertaken include additional logical testing, arclieo}
andfor an archeological data recovery program, No archeological data recovery shall be

of known and suspected resources
and anticipated sofl disturl whether

without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Depariment archeologist. If the ERO
defermines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be
adversely affected by the project, at the discretion of the SFPUC either:

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

B) An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that
the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that
interpretive use of the resource is foasible,

additional treatment is warranted, and
appropriats scope of additional treatment.

8]

. Qualified archaeological consultant to
prepare archeological data recovery program
(ADRP)

ground disturbing activity at lie project site.

2. Upon completlon of ERO consultation on
scape and prior to any ground disturbing,
activity.

and ERO

2, SFPUC BEM, qualified mhaeologls( and
ERO

)

approval of rcpm'l(s) on ATP fi ndm@‘ and
after coneurrenca by ERQ on sppropriate
scope of ADRP.

Considered complete after ERO review and
approval of ADRP and implementation of
the ADRP and/or interpretive progrant.

Page3of 11
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ATTACHMENT B

Case No, 2015-000644ENV
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Mation No,

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

PR 1

Archeological Mclutonng Progrnm, Preparation of an program (AMP)
may be required prior to proj ject construction depending on the results of the prehxstonc and
hxstonm[ axcheulogxcal tesrmg programs oullined above, I lhe ERO in consultation with the

ines that an archeol g program shall be

Implementation Responstbility

L. Qualified archacological consultant to
prepare an AMP

2. Quahﬁed archaeological consultant o
the AMP, including notification

bl

1

d, the ardh program shall z ity ¢ include the follow

provisions:

» The archeological mnsuhant, SFPUC, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scape of the
AMP bly prior to ofany pro;eck -related soils disturbing activities. The
EROin with the archeologi shall d ine wint project activities
shall be archeologically monitored based on the results of pre-mnstrucuon arclieological testing
currently approved and underway or planned, and archeological sepsitivity based
on the results of that testing;

» The archeological cansultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for
idence of the p of the d resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the
expected r&source(s}, and of the appropriate pm!ocol in the event of discovery of & potential
archeological Tesourcs;

s The archeclog: cal nmonitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule
agreed upon by the archeologicat consultant and the ERO or until the ERO has, in
consultation with project archeological consultant, otherwise determined that project
construction activities could have no effects on sxgmﬂcant archeological deposits and
monitoring can conclude;

» The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and
artifactual/ecofactunl material as warranted for analysis;

» Ifanintact archeol i deposit is d, nll soils-disturbi in the vicinity of
the deposlt shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to tomporarily redirect
demolm iifies and equi unti! the deposit is evaluated. The

1 k sha!l dintely notify the ERO and the SFPUC of the encountered
ioal

archeologlcs.l deposit. The arch
idendity, integrity, and signifi of the
findings of this assessment to the ERO and the SFPUC.

‘Whether or not simificant archeological resources are

k ltant shall moke a ble effort to assess the
d archeological deposit, and present the

Tanteal 1

d, the arct

 sholl submyit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO and the

SFPUC.

of ERO of any potentially significant
discoveries, and consultation with the ERO
on scope of subsequent assessment and
treatment

3. Qualified archaeological consultant to
prepare written report of findings during
construction. Monitoring results may be
included in FARR.

Mitigation Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting i{esponsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule and
. Verification of Campliance -

1. AMP to be subject to approval by ERO prior
ta construction, Qualified archacologist to
conduct construction crew training prior to
soil disturbing activities,

»

During construction
3. Post-construction

1. SFPUC BEM and ERO
2, SFPUC BEM and ERO
3. SFPUC BEM and ERO

1. Considered complete on approval of
AMP(s) by ERO,

2, ERO to be notified quarterly of monitoring
progress including any proposed changes in
monitoring schedule or intensity; notified
immediately of any polenna}ly significant
dxscoverxes: and consulted in development

andt plan
m the event of a discovery

3. ERO approval of wiitten regort of
monitoring findings/ FARR.

Ar clleologlml Data Recovery Program. An archeological data recovery program shall be

implemented in accord with & archeo!agtcal data recovery plan (ADRF). The ADRP shall

1) or deeply buried prehistoric archeological

depostts, 2) sxte-specxﬁc ¢ for id heological deposxts. (2) and
pecific proced for historical archeol i deposils (as

The archeological consultent, SFPUC, and ERO shall mest and consult on the scope of the ADRP
prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. Ths archeologicsl consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the
ERO and SEPUC. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve
the significant information the archeological resource is expecled to contain. That s, the ADRP
shall identify what scientific/hi; | research questions are applicable to the d resource,
what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would
address the applicable research questions, Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the
portions of the historical resource

1. Qualified archeological consultant to
prepare an ADRP to address those portions
of the historic resources that could be
adversely affected by the project.

2. Archacological ltant to implement the
ADRP.
3, Archaeological constltant to prepare written

report of findings of the data recovery
* program. .

1. Prior to soil disturbing activities

2. Priorto and during soil- -disturbing
construction activities.

3. Upon complstion of all soil-disturbing
acnvmes (hat may trigger ADRP
and upon completion of all
ADRP analyses.

1. SFPUC BEM and ERO
2. SFPUC BEM and ERO

1. ERO approval of the ADRP

2. ERO approval of the final archaeological
report(s) documenting implementation of the
ADRP and curation of resultant
archaeological collections.

Page 4 of 11
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ATTACHMENT B Case No, 2015-000644ENV

Biosolids Digester Facilities Project

¢SSl

Motion No.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

that could be adversely aﬂ‘ected by the praject Destructive data recovery methods shall not be

applied to portions of the if non-destructive methods are practical.
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: .
o Field Methods and Proced: Descriptions of proposed field fes, p jures, and
ions for the following el :
1) ng'ammah c-level procedures for deeply buried prelnstonc archeological deposits
i during for deep found: (e.g, driven, drilled, or
augured piles).
2) Site-specific procedures for & fidenti histori logical deposits potentially

ed |
affected by project excavation activities (e.g. CA-SFR-17 l)

3) Site-specific procedures for hi | archeological deposits (as warranted) potentially
affected by project excavation activities.

»  Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact
analysis procedures,

»  Discard and D of and

and deaccession policies.

Policy. D le for field and post-field discard

P

o Interprelive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during
- the course of the archeological data recovery program.

»  Securily Measures. R | resource from

vandalism, looting, and
» Final Report. Description of proposed repon formt and distribution of results.

»  Curmijon, Description of the procedures and ations for the curation of any recovered
data having potential research valus, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and 8
summary of the acosssion policies of the curation facilities.

d secun'ty fo protect the srel

Mitigation Sehedule

lmplerﬁenlminn Responsibility

Monitoring/Reporting Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule and
Verification of Complinnce

Human R and A d or Us inted Funerary Objects, The treatment of human
remains and of associated or unasscciated finerary objects discavered during any soils disturbing
activity, in the context of an archeolagical deposit ot in isolation, shall comply with applicable
state and federal laws. This shall include immediate notifieation of the Coroner of the City and
County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains
are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD}) (BRC Section
5097.98). PRC 5097.98 § that " The d dants shall lete their ion and make
Their reconm)endahon within 48 hours of their notification by the Native American Heritage

i " The archeol ltant, SFPUC, ERC, and MLD shall have up to but not
beyond six days of discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agresment for the
treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated fanerary objects with appropriate
dignity (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[d]). The ﬂgreement should take into consideration the
appropriate i removal, ion, analysis, cust hip, curation, and final
dlsposmon of the human remains and assocnted or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in
existing State regulations or in this mmgamn measure compels the SFPUC and the ERO to
accept recommendations of an MLD. The ar shall retain p ion of any
Native American human remains and associated or unassaciated burial objects ntil complehon
of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement
if s;luc:h 85 agreement has been made of, ofherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant
and the ERO.

SFPUC and qualified archeological consultant, | In the event human remains andfor fimerary
1 Coroner, | abjects are encountered, during soils disturbing

in ion with the San F
NAHC, ERO, and MLD. activity; immediately, upon each such
. | discovery

SFPUC BEM and ERO .

Considered complete on nolification of the San
Francisco County Coroner and ERO, and if
Native American remains are discovered, then
nonﬁcaﬂon to NAHC, and MLD, and .

of andfor
analysis and archaeological reporting.

Page 5of 11
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ATTACHMENT B

Case No. 2015-000644ENV
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Motion No.

MITKGA’I‘ION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implententation Responsibility

Mitigntion Schedule

Monitor

Applicable 1o project site

Final Archeologicn! Resources Report, The archeological consultant shall submit & Draft Final
Archeological R&somces Report (FARR) (o the ERO and SFPUC that evaluates (he kustonml
significance of any d ical resource and d thear and hi
resesrch methods employed in the archeclogical testing/monitoring/daia recovery program(s)
undertaken. The FARR shall include new updated DFR forms, as applicable, Information that may
put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the
final report,

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed ns follows: Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System shall receive
one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The
Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound
and one unlocked, searchable PDT copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of miy formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or docutmentation for nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places/Califomia Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public
interest in or the high inferpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report
conteat, format, and distibution thax that presented above.

L

SFPUC and qualified archeotogical
consultant to consult with ERO regarding
interprefive value of identified resources
and, if s, to develop an interpretive plan

Qualified archeological consultant to
prepare the FARR end/or FARR with
interpretive augmentation

1. Post-construction, upon recommendahon by
qualified archgeol ased on Y

analytical results

‘Within one year of the completion of all soil
disturbing activity at the project sife that has
potential for archacological impacts

»

1. SFPUC BEM, qualified archasologist and

ERO

2, SFPUC BEM and qualified archaeologist

Monitoring Actions/Schedule and
Verification of Compliance

1,

1f the ERO determines that the findings have
high interpretive value, completion and
approval of an interprelive report or other
interpretive product, to be scope in
consultation between the ERO, SFPUC and
the qualified archaeological consnltant

Considered leto on sut [ of FARR
and approval by ERO written confirmation
the FARR has been distributed to specified
entities and that any archaeological
collections have been curated as specified in
the ADRP.

Applicable fo project site, 1350 Evens, and Plers 94 and 96 staging areas
Mitigation Mensure M-CR-2b. Accidental Biscovery of Avcheological Resources

The following mitigation measure is required {0 avoid any polential adverse effect from the
project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA
Gmde!mes Secﬂon 15064 5(a) and (c) The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning
“ALERT" sheet to the project prime contraclor; to any project

subcontractur (including demolition, ion, grading, ile installation, etc. firms);
or uulxhes firm involved m soils di sturbmg activities within the pmject 'site, Priorto any soils

bein, each is resp for ensuring that the “ALERT”
sheet is circulated to n!l ﬁeld { including, machine of , field crew, pile drivers,
supervisory personuel, etc. :

A preconstruction training shall b provided to all construction p by aq
prior (o their starting work on the project. The training may be prowded in person orusing 8 video
and include a handout prepared by the qualified archeologist. The video und fals shll be
revnawed and approved by the ERO and the SFPUC. The purpose of the training is toenable

1 to identify archeol that may be d and to instruct them on what
todaifa potential discoyery occurs. Images or video of expected archeological resource types and
archeological testing and data recovery me(hods shculd be included in the training As poss:bie,
video or images should utilize ions that have d at the project site. The
training shoudd also include general information about the known archeol opical resources identified
within the project site.

The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit
from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontracior{s], and utilities firm) to the ERO
confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheetand have taken the
preconstruction training.

Should any indication of an archeoly | resource be d during any soils disturbing
activity of the project, the project Head Foreman andfor project sponsor shall immediately notify the
ERO and the SFPUC and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of
the discovery until the ERO, in coordination with the SFPUC, has determined what additional
measures should be undertaken.

1 B0 d archanh

~

w

»

. SFPUC Construction Management Burean

{CMBYBEM to prepare training materials
and conduct preconstruction training and
provide signed affidavit.

Qualified archaeological consultant to notify
the ERO and the SFPUC, immedinately
suspend any soils disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the discovery, and consult with
ERO fo assess significance and identify
appropriate treatment measures.

Qualified archaeological consultant to
implement significance assessment and
treatment measures

Qualified archaealogical consultant fo
prepare 8 FARR.

Pricr to any ground disturbing activity.

2. In the event archeological resources are
encountered during soil disturbing activity

3. Upon by ERQ on signifi

and
proposed by qualified archaeologist and
prior to further construction activities that
would impact the resource.

4. Post construction

1. SFPUC BEM and ERO

2. SFPUC BEM and ERO
3. SFPUC BEM and ERO
4. SFPUC BEM and ERO

0

Rl

Ll

. Considered complete on notifieation of the

Considered complete on approval of training
matetials and when signed affidavit from
responsible parties is received by ERO.

ERO, and completion of ERO consultatidn

on treatment

Upon completion of agreed upon
ignifi A of the

discovery.

SF Planning Depariment approval of FARR
and confirmation that FARR has been
distributed to specified entities and the
collection has been curated as specified in
the ADRP.

Page 6 of 11
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" ATTACHMENT B

Case No. 2015-000644ENY
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Motion No.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1f the ERO determines that the find may represent an archeo}ogtcal resource, ihe pro;ect sponsor

shall retain the services of an Thear shall advise the
ERO and the SFPUC as to whether the discovery is &0 a.rcheolugca.l resource, retams suﬁicient
integrity, and is of potential scientific/hi: Ifan | resource is
praent, the arc}mologxm! consultant shall 1denhfy und evaluate the archeol ogml resource. The

shall makea as to what action, if any, is watranted, Based
on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be =
implemented by the project sponsor,

‘ot honlaa anl

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the arcl s an
monitoting program; or an nrdxeologica] testing progran. 1f an archeological monitoring program or
archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environinental Planning
(EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor
immediately implement a sité security program if the archeological resource is at risk from
vandalism, loofing, or other damaging sctions.

‘The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR)
tothe ERO and the SFPUC that evalumes the ]ustonm! significance of any discovered archeological
resource md g the archeo) and histor rsearch me(hzxk employed in the

ing/data recovery that may put at risk any
archeological resource shall be provxded in a separate removable insert within the final report.

Copies of'the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval and concurrently to the |
SFPUC for review and comunent. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be
distributed as follows: Califomia Archaeclogicat Site Survey Northwest Information Center
(NWIC) shiall receive ane (1) copy and the ERQ shall receive a copy of the transmiital of the FARR
to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one
bound copy, ane unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the
FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of
Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO mny require
a different final report content, fonmat, and distribution than that presenied above.

Implementntion Responsibility Mitigation Schedule

Monitoving/Reporting Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule and
Verifieation of Complinnce

{pplicable to work af Southeast Greenh Staging Area C to erect shielding when e Prior to conducting concrete saw operations SFPUC BEM Documentation of compliance
ST NO . . saw operations are conducted within 100 feat of | within 100 feet of a sensitive receptor. -

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1n. Shielding of Concrete Smv Operations 2 sensitive receptor.
Project contractors shall erect temporary shielding when te saw ions are conducted
within 100 fset of a sensitive receptor. Shleldmg shall be suEﬁcxeut to reduce noise levels to 80
dBA at a distance of 100 feet {an app 5dBA ) with the noise limit
specified in Section 2907 of the Noise Ordinance.

dpplicable to work at Southeast Gr Staging Area Contractor to implement noise control Prior to and during construction activities at the { SFPUC BEM Docuntentation of compliance

Mitigation Mensure M-NO-1b, Counstruction Noise Control Mensures at Southeast
Greenhouses Staging Aren

Project shall impl noise control at the Soutt Greenh staging
area, such as one of the followin g stratepies, to ensure that construction-related noise does not
exceed 77 dBA at the closest residences located across Phelps Street or 70 dBA at the daycare
center (including its outdoor play area) at the Southeast Community Facility {this performance
standard is based on the City’s ambient +10 dBA noise limit):

measures; SFPUC CMB to post sign.

Southenst Greenhouses staging ares.

Page 7of 11
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ATTACHMENT B Case No. 2015-000644ENV
. Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
R Motion No.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

. N Monitoring Actlons/Schedule and
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Implenientation Responsibility Mitigation Schedule Monitoring/Reporting Responsibility Verification of Complinnce

» Restrict lkeofl{z«vy" i Restrict operation of heavy equi and trucks in the

southern portion of the Sotitheast Greenhouses staping area within approximately 200 feet of
the daycsre center (including the outdoor play area) and residences across Phelps Street such -
that noise levels are maintained below this performance standard. :

. meormmese Burrier. Erect temporary noise barrier(s) along the suuthem and eastern
daries of the f Greenh staging area to shield the daycare facility and
residences from noise generated by staging area activities necessary to achieve this
performancs standard,

*« The SFPUC shall also posta sign on-site describing permitted ion days and hours,

noise complaint p , and & complaint hotline number (available during construction
hours), .

PR

g T

inplicable to all project locati SFPUC CMB and contractor. Implgn:nem prior o and during construction SFPUCBEM. Cor}sidered comiplete upon Planning Department
Mitigation Mensure M-AQ-1n. Construction Emissions Minimizntion activites. " reviewy and approval of documentation.

The SFPUC's contractors shall comply with the following:

A. Engine Requirements,

1. Al offroad equipment with larger engines (greater than or equnl to 140 horsepower) shall
meet United States Environmental Prokecuon Agency (USEPA) or C’thomm Air Resources
Board (CARB) Tier 4 Final off-road eroi while with smalter
engines (less than 140 horsepower) shall meet or exceed Tier 2 off-road emission standards
and be equipped with diesel particulate filters (DPFs), which is equivalent fo a Level 3
verified diesel emission control strategy (VDECS).

2. Atleast 80 percent of hal trucks_ {i.e., trucks used to remove or deliver backfill soif,
excavated soil, and demolition debris) used must have 2010 or newer engines. The SFPUC
should strive to exceed this (cqulremem when possxble if trucks with 2010 or newer engines
are available in the C ’s, O s fleet, then those should be used for the
project.

The SFPUC, thrg)ugh its Contractors Assistance Center, will work with the BAAQMD's
Strategic Incentives Division and interested, elipible truckers to pursue funding to replace
vehicles or retrofit engns 0 comply \vnh the lower emissions requlremenr including but
ot limited to cond ions at the C Center to
notify truckers about the grants and | incentives and assxsung with the complation of
applications to the grant programs.

3. All diesel-powered haul trucks and off-rond equipment must use renewable diesel.
B Waivers,

1. Pursuant {o the Clean Construction Ordinance, the SFPUC General Manager (GM) or . .
designee may waive the altemative sourcs of power requirement if an altemative source of :
power is {imited or infessible s the project site. If the SFPUC GM grants the waiver, the

shall submit d ion that the equi used for on-site power generation
meefs the requirements of Subsection (A)(1). .

Peage 80f 11
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ATTACHMENT B

Case No. 2015-000644ENV
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Motion No.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

2. The SFPUC GM or designee may wnive the qui g of Subsection (A)(1)

e s il

but only under any of the es; ifa piece of off-road
equipment with Tier 4 Final slandards or CARB Level 3 VDECS is techmca!ly not feaS\ble-
{he equipment would not produca desired duction due to

modes; installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or xmpmred vtsxbllxty for
the operatar; or there is & compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not
retrotitted with a CARB Level 3 VDECS. If the SFPUC GM or designee prants the waiver,
the contractor shall use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the

following table:
Compliance Alternative Engine Emission Standard
1 . Tier4 ‘Inteﬁm
2 ’ Tierd
3 Tier2

NOTES: How to use the table: [ the SFPUC GM or designee detemmines that the
" equipment requirements cannot be met, then the contractor shall meet Complinnos
Altemative 1. If the SFPUC GM or designes detemines that the contractor cannot

supply aff-road equipment nceting Alemative 1, then th
shaiimext Compliance A!temaﬂve 7_ 1fthe SFPUC (.M ar d\.slgnce detuernyines that
the contractor cannot su,

Altemative, then the contractor shafl meet Comphance Allemnu\'u 3.

Implementation Responsibility

Mitigation Schedule

ibility

Monitaring Actions/Schedule and
Verifieation of Compliance

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b, Emisslon Offsets

During the five-year construction period and prior to pro;ecx compleuon, the SFPUC, with the
sight of the Planning Dx shall impl either of the & ing two aptions or a
combination of both:

1. Directly implement a specific offset program (such s replace eqmpmem) to achieve reductions
0f 2.3 tons per year of 0zons p stubject to I Review Officer (ERO)
approval. To qualify under this mitigation mensure, the specific emissions retrofit project must
result in emissions reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) that are
real, surplus, quantifiable, enforceable, and would not othenwise be achieved through
compliance with existing regu]arnry requirerents or any other legal requirement. Prior to
implementation of the offSet project, the SFPUC nwst obtain Planning Depmtmem’s approval
of the proposed offset project by provid of the esti d amount of
of 2.3 tons per year of ozons precursors wnhm the SFBAAB from the emissions reduction
projeci(s). The pr(uec‘rsponsor shall notify the Planning Department within six months of
completion of the offset project for verification.

2. Pay & mitipation offset e to the Bay Area Air Qualily Management District's (BAAQMD)

Bay Area Clean Air Foundation (Foundation) in an amount to be determined at the lime of fhe
impact. The mitigation oﬁ‘set fee will beno less than $30;! 000 per \vexghled ton of pzone

per year reqs ions offsets plus an adi ive fee of no less than
5 percent, to fund one or more emissions reductmn projects within the SFBAAB. The $30,000
will be adjusted to reflect annual California Consumer Price Index adjustments between 2017
and the esti d first year of d This fee will be determined by the Planning
Department in consultaﬁon with the SFPUC and BAAQMD and based on the typs of projects
available at the time of impact. This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to
achieve reductions of 2.3 tons per year of ozone precursors.

SFPUC

Offker program; During construction and notify
the Planning Department within 6 months of
completion of the offset project(s).

and/or

Mitigaiion Fee: Pay amount determined at tire
of impact

Qffset program; SFPUC and ERO
AMdidigation Fee: BAAQMD

Qffset prograny: Documentation of offset
projects implemented.

Mitigation Fee: BAAQMD confirmation of
receipt of payment.

Page 9 of 11
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ATTACHMENT B

Case No. 2015-000644ENY
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Motion No,

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Trplenientation Responsibllity

Mitigation Schedule.

For this option, the SFPUC is required to enter into & Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with
the BAAQMD's Foundation, The MOU will include details re},ardmg the finds to be paid,
administrative fee and the ummg of" the issi ions peoject, Accep of this fee by the
BAAQMD shall serve as pn and by the BAAQMD to: (1) implement

- an emissions reduction proj jecl(s) within a tims frame to be detemuned bpsed on the type of project(s) -

selected, after receipt of the mitigation fee to achieve the emission reduction objectives specified

nbove; and (2) provide documentation to the ERO and the SFPUC describing the amount of and the
project(s) funded by the mili gatmn fée, |ndudmg (he amount of entissians of NOx reduced (tons per
ycm') within the SFBAAB from the i If there is any unspent

portion of the mitigation offset fee followmg nplementation of the emission reduction project(s), the
SEPUC shall be entitled to a refund in that amount from the BAAQMD. To qualify under this
mitigation measure, the specific emissions reduction project must resul{ in emission reductions within
the SFBAAB that are real, surplus, quantifiable, enforceable, and would not otherwise be achieved
through compliance with existing regulatory requirements or any other legal requirement.

Moniforing/Reporiing Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/Schedule and
Verification of Compliance

Applicable to buildings and structures fo be demolished, trees 1o be removed, ad
buildings/structures and trees within 100 feet of construction activity.

Mitigation Menasure M-BI-1: Profective Mensures for Special Status Bats and Maternity
Raosts

The San Francisco Public Utilities Coinmission (SFPUC) shall engage a qualified biologist to
conduct a pre-construction survey of b\uldmgs and other struclures to bc demolished, vacant
buildings within 100 feet of ities, frees to be d, and trees located within
100 feet of construction activities to locate pokenhal roosting habitat for special-status bats and
active imgtenal colonies. The pre- construcuon survays shall oceitr no more than two weeks in
advance of i of building demolition or ion activities on-site or initiation of
construction, No activities that cauld disturb active roosts of special-status bats or matemal roosis
shall proceed prior to the completed surveys. The pre-construction survey shall include ata
minimum;

» Identification of potential direct and indirect project-related bat- disturbing activities; and

o Locations of active roosting habitat and matemal colonies,

Ifthe pre~oonsh‘uchon survey does not identify sxgns of potentinlly active bat roosis (e.g., guano,
uring stammg. dead bats, ete.) thea no further action is required. Lf the pre-construction survey

- | identifies signs of potentially active bat raosts, the following shall be

« Removal of structures and trees shall occur when bats are active, approximately between the
periods of March 1 to April 15 and August 15 to October 15; outside of bat matemity roosting
season (approximately April 15 to August 31); and outside of manths of winter torpor
(apprmamntely October 15 to February 28). On structures where bals were obssrved during the

survey, exclusion devices (i.e., one-way doors) shall be instelled prior to
remaval ofthe structures, Exclusion devices shall be left in place for a minimumm of four nights
prior to demofition of the structures.

s If removal of structures and trees during the periods when bats are active is not faasible and
active bat roosts being used for matemity or hibemation puitposes are found on orin the
immediate vicinity of the project site where structure demolition or renovation is pi anned, ano-
disturbance buffer of 100 feet or less if determined adequate by a qualified biotogist in
coardination with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) based on site-
specific conditions shall be established around the roost sites until they are determined fo be no
Tonger active or volant by a qualified biologist.

1. Qualified biologist to conduct
preconstruction surveys no more than two
weeks in advance of building demolition or
renovation activities onsite

2. If active bat roosts are identified, qualified
biologist to implement one of the
avoidance/profective measures.

1. Prior to consiruction

Conduct pre-construction surveys no more
than two weeks in advance of initiation of
buifding demolition or renovation activities
on-site or initintion of construction.

2. During construction

1. SFPUC BEM
2. SFPUC BEM

1. Documentation of surveys

2. D ion that avoidance / p
measures were taken,

Page 10 of 11
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ATTACHMENT B Case No. 2015-000644ENV
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Motion No.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

+  The qualified biologist shall be present during structure and tree disturbance if active bat roosts
are present. Structures and trees with active roosts shall be removed only when nio rain is
oceurring or is forecast 10 accur for three days and when daytime temperatures are at least 50
degrees Fahrenheit {F).

P

. or frees ini ] to contain active bat roosts shall be dismantled or
removed under the supervision of the qualified biologist in the evening and after bats have
emerged from the roost to forage. Structures shall be partially dismantled to significantly change
the roost conditions, causing bats to abandon and hot refum to the roost.

» If significant bat roosting habitat (.., matemity roosts or special-status non-matemity roosi
sites) is destroyed during strueture or tree removal, artificial bat roosts shall be constructed in an
undisturbed area in the project site vicinity away from human activity and at least 200 feet from
project demolitian/construction activities. The design and location of the artificial bat roost(s)
shall be determined by a qualified bat biologist.

+ Batroosts that begin during construction are presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer would be
necessary.

. . . Monitoring Actions/Schedule and
Implementation Responsibility Mitlgation Schedule Monitoring/Reparting Responsibility Verification of Compliance

Applicable 10 profect site

Mitigation Measure M-GE-4: Pal ieal Resources Menitoring and Mifigation Program
The SFPUC shall re!am the sérvices of & qua.hﬁcd logical ltant having expertise in
California p to design and impl. 1 logical Resources M ingand '

Mitigation Program (PRMMP) for coristruction acﬂ vmes that would disturb the upper | layered
sedlments that are sensitive for paleontological resources. The PRMMP shall not require monitoring
in that do not the upper lnyered sedi ‘The PRMMP shall
include a description of when and where wold be required; emergency
discovery procedures; sampling and data recovery proced procedure for lhe

identifi cation, analysis, and curatmn of fossil speci and data i
coardineation procedures; and for g the results of the mcmzormg program.

P P
ThePRMMP shall be consxstaut with the Sccxety for Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) Standard

lines for the miti of telated adverse impacts on paleontological resources
and the requirements of the dcsxgnsted reposnory for any fossils collccted Durmg construction,
earth-moving activities shall be d by a qualified pal having experti:
in Cahfomm paleonlology inthe areas where these activities have the potential to disturb the upper
layered ing need not be conducted for activities that would disturb
only antificial fill material and/or young bay mud.

The consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure and at the direction of the
City's Environmental Review Officer (ERO} in coordination with the SFPUC. Plans and reports
prepared by the consultant shall be submitted first and directly 1o the BRO for review and comment
and concurrently to the SFPUC for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports
subject to revision until final approval by the ERO, Paleontological monitoring and/or dala recovery
programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project in an appropriate
bulfer zone around a discovered paleantologieal resource or areq determined in the PRMMP to bs
sensitive for paleontological resources foruptoa ma\umum of four weeks. At the direction of the
ERO and in coordination with the SFPUC, the susp of ion may be ded beyond
four weeks for 1 reasonable time required to impl nppropriaie in ] with the
PRMMP only if such 2 suspension is the only fessible means {o reduce potential effects ona
significant paleontological resource as previously defined 1o 2 less-than-significant [evel.

1. PRMMP; qualified paleontological 1. PRMME: Before the start of any geound 1. SFPUC BEM and ERO 1. Final PRMMP approved by ERO
consultant. disturbing activities. 2. SFPUC BEM and ERO
Mo Pl Togi cal itant and | 2. Monitoring: During construction )
SFPUC CMB

2, Documentation of compliance
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Biosolids Digester Facilities Project (BDFP)
Project Location & Purpose 1

G

Proposed BDFP
Located Adjacent to

- Existing Southeast -
- Treatment Plant
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BIOSOlIdS Dlgester Facmtles Prolect (BDFP)
Key Features
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Digesters from9to5 quality from Class B to Class
® Generate 5MW electrlmty Afor m‘?‘r‘? o enefllcl:llaluses |
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Phase: Initiated 95% Design

Biosolids Digester Facilities Project (BDFP)

Budget. $1,276M

Updates:
e Receiving SRF & WIFIA
loans
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® Procuring a COHAS'[l’lUCﬁOH
Manager (recently
approved by Board)

Project Timeline:

Close Qut

B Planning through Bid & Award = Bl Construction
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Draft Environmental Impact

Environmental Review:

iedule

Report Published

- Response to Comments Published

Final Environmental Impact Report
Certified (Planning Commission)

SFPUC Commission Project Approval
Board of SupervisorsApproval
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May 3, 2017

Feb 23, 2018

March 8, 2018

March 13, 2018
- April 2018




LLSGL

‘e Analyzed cumulative EJ

Environmental Justice Analysis Report:

° Prepared in conformance with
SFPUC Environmental Justice |  sweiereae 7 0
Policy | |

Pregared for
SanvFrarm‘ 500 Pubkc Uiillles
sl

> Published in June 2017 | _“’""

impacts in the Bayview
* Incorporated public

‘engagement
e Resulted in potential BDFP EJ
effects and recommendations
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Board of Supervisors:
Action Ask of Supervisors

e Make and Adopt the CEQA findings; and

¢ Direct 'the Clerk of the Board to fo.rward:

this Resolution to the Controller to release

~ from reserve the appropriated funds for
~ the Project.
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525 Golden Gate Avenue, 13th Floor

Saﬁ Fraﬂ@iSCO E g San Francisco, CAf4102
Water ’ © T 4156.654.3155 |

P aeWer . " F '415.554.3161

=

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission ZE;_’? TTY ;415-5543488
TO: Supervisor Malia Cohen, Board of Supervisors, District 10 ~ B
FROM: John Scarpulla, Policy and Government Affairs %’ .-
DATE: -  March 15,2018 ®oo
. b
SUBJECT: Resolution Adopting Findings Related to San Francisco | .
' Public Utilities Commission Sewer System Improvement '
Program (SSIP) Biosolids Digester Facilities Project
Attached please find an original and one copy of a proposed resolution
adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31,
including the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a
Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, related to the funding of the
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project, and directing the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors to notify the Controller of this action.
The following is a list of accompanying documents (2 sets):
1. Board of Supervisors Resolution
2. Biosolids Digester Facilities Project Final Environmental Impact Report:
a. Draft EIR Volume 1
b. Draft EIR Volume 2
c. Draft EIR Appendices
d. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
3. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. M-20129
4, San Francisco Planning Department General Plan Referral
5. 8an Francisco Public Utilities Commission Resolution No. 18-0042
6. BOS Ordinance No. 109-16 .
7. Biosolids Digester Facilities Project CEQA Findings (included as
Attachment A)
8. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (included as
- Attachment B) '
Marl Farrell
Please contact John Scarpulla at (415) 934-5782 if you need additional e tt::

information on these items. A . President

Vince Courtney
Vice President

Anr Moller Caen
Compmissioner

Francesca Vietor
Commissioner

Anson Moran
Commissioner

Harlan L, Kelly, Jr.
" General Manager

SUR MISSION: To provide our customers with high-quality, efficient and reliable water, power and sewer
services in a manner that values environmental and community interests and sustains the resources enfrusted
to our care.
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM
TO: Harlan Kelly, Jr., General Mahager, Public Utilities Commission

John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department

FROM: ﬁ Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee

- DATE: March 26, 2018 -

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Land- Use and Transportation Committee has received the
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Cohen on March 20, 2018:

File No. 180272

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code,
Chapter 31, including the adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Considerations and a Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, related
to the funding of the Biosolids Digester Facilities Project; and directing the
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Controller of this action.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Franpisoo, CA 94102 or by email at: alisa.somera@sfgov.org.

c:  Juliet Ellis, Public Utilities Commission
Donna Hood, Public Utilities Commission .
John Scarpulla; Public Utilities Commission
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department
Lisa Gibson, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Aaron Starr, Planning Department
Joy Navarrete, Planning Department
Laura Lynch, Planning Department
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Introduction Form e

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or May.or

a0 Z! i
‘me,ixcr_g 5
Jitza

- I DA e et
40T D meeting datg

f‘-.,}

. T hereby subniit the following item for introduction (select only one):

1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).
[ ] 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

[]3. Request for hearing of a subject matter at Committee.

[ 4. Request for letter begmnmg :"Supervisor  |inquiries"

[ ] 5. City Attorney Request.
[ ] 6. Call File No. from Committee.

[] 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).
[ ] 8. Substitute Legislétion File No.

[ ] 9. Reactivate File No.

L1 10. Question(s) submitted for Maybral Appearance before the BOS on

_Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the foﬂowing:

" []Small Business Commission ] Youth Commission [ ]Ethics Commission
[[]Planning Commission ' [ ]Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):
Cohen

Subject:
Resolution Adopting Findings Related to San Francisco Public Utilities: Commission Sewer System Improvement
Program (SSIP) Biosolids Digester Facilities Project

~The text is listed:

Resolution adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, and
San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, including the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations
and a Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, related to the funding of the Biosolids D1gest<7¥’ )111:168

PrOJect and directing the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Contyolifr Qf th1§,ﬁctlon
L L) ll

Signature of Sponsormg Supervisor: " / / ' / / ;\/( /( A ’t
i\ N

For Clerk's Use Only ‘ v Vv
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