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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 Fr1:tncisco 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. 

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 Project 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 treatment technologies to protect public health 

and safety and provide continued regulatory compliance; to maximi:ze the efficiency of the 

current treatment process and maintenance, staffing resources, and the use of existing 

SFPUC infrastructure; to reliably meet treatment capadty for projected 2045 flows and loads 

associated with projected population growth; to beneficially use 100% of the biosolids and the 

digester gas generated; to build critical processes with redundant infrastructure to provide 

reliability and operational flexibility; to improve seismic reliability; to limit noticeabl.e odors from 

the Project to the SEP property boundary; to provide visual improvements; to design and site 

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 
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1 WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

2 as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code 

3 Section 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guidelines, Cal. Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 

4 15000 et seq., and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code; and 

5 WHEREAS, The Draft EIR was prepared and pubHshed for public review for the proj_ect 
.. . 

6 in Planning Department File No. 2015-000644ENV on May 3, 2017; and 

7 WHEREAS, The Draft EIR was available for public review and comment for 45 days, 

8 during which time the Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing to receive 

9 comments on the document; and 

.10 WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared a Responses to Comments document 

11 (RTC), published on February 23, 2018, with responses to comments on environmental 

12 issues received at the public hearing and in writing during the 45 day public review period for 

13 the Draft EIR, and prepared revisions to the text of the Draft EIR in response to comments 

14 received or based on additional information that became available during the public review 

15 period; and 

16 WHEREAS, The Draft EIR and the RTC together constitute the Final EIR for the 

17 Project; and · 

18 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Planning Commission on March 8, 2018, at a duly-

19 advertised public hearing certified the Final EIR by Motion No. M-20129 a copy of which is 

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

21 reference; and 

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

23 Plan and issued a document entitled "General Plan Referral", dated March 12, 2018, a copy o 

24 

25 
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which is included in Board of Supervisors File No. 180272 and which is incorporated herein b 

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 Overriding 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 El R, Planning Commission. Motion 

No. M-20129, Planning Department document entitled "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 

Department document entitled "General Plan Referral", and SFPUC Resolution No. 18-0042, 

and 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 

WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 109-16, approving a 

supplemental appropriation of $1,215,201,280 for the SSIP for FY2016-2017 and FY2017-

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 
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State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, where 

required, and 2) the Controller's certification of funds availability, including proceeds of 

indebtedness; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors makes and adopts the CEQA flndings 

adopted by the SFPUC in Resolution No. 18-0042, including the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors directs the Clerk of the Board 

to fc;:irward this Resolution to the Controller to release from reserve the appropriated funds for 

the Project, pursuant to Ordinance No. 109-16. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 20129 
HEARING DATE: MARCH 8, 2018 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Case No.: 2015-000644ENV 
· Project: Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Project Location: 750 Phelps Street, 1700 Jerrold 
Avenue, 1800 Jerrold Avenue, and 1801 Jerrold. 
Avenue 

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Corrun:ission 

Staff Contact: 

525 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Timothy Johnston- (415) 575-9035 
Timothy.I ohnston@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 Plannmg 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 Environmental 
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 Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report ("BIR") was 
required for the Project and provided public notice of that determination by publication 
in a newspaper of general circulation, arid in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082, prepared and circulated a first and then a revised Notice of Preparation ("NOP'.') 
to interested entities and individuals to begin the formal CEQA scoping process for the 
Project on June 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 BIR analysis. The Department accepted public · comments 
between June 24 through July 27, 2015. A scoping report was prepared to summarize 

. www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 20129 
March 8, 2018 

Case No. 2015-000644ENV 
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 requestipg 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 DEIRwere mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of 
persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent 
property owners, and to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the 
State Clearinghouse. The DEIR was posted on the Department's website. 

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

. . 

2. The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public 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. µ11:ormation that became available during the public review period. The 
Department provided additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by 
comm.enters, 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 all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at 
the Department and on the Department's website. 

4. A Final Environmental Im.pact 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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion No. 20129 
March 8, 2018 

Case No. 2015-000644ENV 
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 · 
Oepartment' 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 BIR 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 environmental impacts of the Project, but that was rejected by the 
Project's proponents, or (4) that the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 
inadequate· and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. 

The Commission finds that the Project proposed 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 ~IR. 

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 to air quality and cultural resources, even with implementation 
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 and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, 
publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and . 

· Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code . 

. 9. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental Impact Report 
concerning File No. 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 compliance with CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines. . 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No. 20129 
March 8, 2018 

Case No. 2015-000644ENV 
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. 

A YES: Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Hillis, Melgar, and Moore 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Richards 

ADOPTED: March 8, 2018 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN ~RANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 
Case No. 

Block/Lot No.: 

General Plan Referral 

March 12, 2018 
Case No. 2015-000644GPR - Southeast Plant and Central 
Shopssite 
5262/009 and 5281/001 

1650 Mission SL 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94t03-2479. 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Project Sponsor: Karen Frye, Environmental Project Manager 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 6th Floor 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Applicant: 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Carolyn O:i.iu; Senior Project Manager 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Gold.en Gate Avenue, 91h Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

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

Recommendation: Finrung the project, on balance, is in conformity with 
the Ge ral Plan 

Recommended · 
By: 

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 . modem 
technologies anafacilities 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, multi-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 associated 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, modem, and efficient facilities to ensure long-

wwv-1.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 Gen~ral.Plan 
Referral to recommend whether the Project is in conformity with the General Plan, pursuant to 
Section 4.105 of the Charter, and Section 2.A.52 and 2A53 of the Administrative Code. 

ENV1RONMENTAL 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 Central 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 in-conformity with the 
following Objectives and Policies 9£ the General Plan: 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE4 
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 fue 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 

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

PolicyL3 
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 SfPUC's Seismic De$ign Guidelines, which would serve to limit 
damage ti.s a result of seismic ground shaking. 

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

Policyl.11 
Continue to promote green stormwater management techniques. 
The Project includes low-impact development features proposed for the project, including street tree 
plantings, a gr~en 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 infrastructure 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 ana.erobic digesters and other facilities that are over sixty years old and not built to withstand 
a major earthquake. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE3 
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE 
AREAS 

Policy3.3 
Implement plans to improve sewage treatment and halt pollution of the Bay and Ocean. . 
The Project would use a new technology to pretreat solids upstream 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 facilines. The proposed faci(ities would produce Class A 
biosolids, thus expanding the options for beneficial reuse of these·materials. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE! 
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. 

Policyl.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 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 

SAN FRAflOISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015·000644GPR- 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 

Policy24.1 
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, cur~ 
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 
connectivity 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 

Policy25.2 
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them. 
The Project proposes street improvements including.the planting of new street trees along Jerrold 
Avenue. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVES 
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY 
PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORH.OOD 
ENVIRONMENT 

Policy3.1 
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 
SF PUC 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 a manner consistent with the surrounding neighborhood and the rest of the SEP." 

SAN fl\AHCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 

1485 



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

OBJECTIVE4 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE 
PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY 

Policy4.12 
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. 

BA YVIEWHUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE1 
STIMULATE BUSINESS, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING GROWTH WIIBIN THE 
EXISTING GENERAL LAND USE PATTERN BY RESOLVING CONFLICTS BETWEEN 
ADJACENT INDUSTRIAL AND RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

Policyl.2 
Restrict toxic chemical industries and other industrial activities with significant 
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 populations as an integral 
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~7.1 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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 alternative 
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 recoven; 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 letter and is not in-conformity with the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE4 
ASSURE THAT THE AMBIENT AIR OF SAN FRANCISCO AND THE BAY REGION IS 
CLEAN, PROVIDES MAXIMUM VISIBILITY, AND MEETS AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Policy4.1 
Support and comply with objectives, policies, and ab: quality standards of the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District. 
According to the Draft Environmental Impact Report, the Project would include construction activities 
and equipment that generates NOx, an ozone precursor and criteria air pollutant, above the City's 
significance threshold for NOx during two oj the five construction years. As a result, the Project would 
violate an air quality standard, and significantly impact air quality. Whtle direct SFPUC offset 
opportunities have not been fully verified, 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 

Policy2.4 
Preserve notable landmarks· arid 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 incorporate a historic resources and interpretive 
display. 

SAIi FRANCISCO 
PLANNINQ DEPARTMENT 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-000644GPR - SOUTHEAST PLANT AND CENTRAL SHOPS SITE 

P_ROPOSITION M FINDINGS-PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 

Planning Code Section 101.l 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 Planning 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 overburden our streets or 
neighl;,orhood parking. 

The Project would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdi;ning 
the streets, or altering current neighborhood parki.ng. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial anp. 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. Th~t the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss 
of life in an earthquake. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PL.ANNINO DEPARn/lENT 
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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 earthquqke. 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 sign7ftcance 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 
features of-the Central Shops. Implementing the proposed mitigation measure would reduce the 
severity of fhe 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 integrii:y 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, Cons~uction Staging, and Vicinity Map 

I:\ Citywide\ General Plan\ General Plan Referrals\ 2015 \2015-000644GPR - Southeast Piant and Central Shops 
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Figure 1: Project Location, Construction Staging, and Vicinity Map (BDFP Draft EIR Figure S-1) 

San Francisco Bay 

Southeast'Bay Outfall 

l;;/ais Creek Cf)anne/ Pier 92 

--• SFPUO Southeast Plant (SEP) Boundary 

Project Site (Limited work et SEP North is also 
proposed to integrate fiquid treatment facilities 

0 

with BDFP facilities. In addition, street improvements 
would occur along Jerrold Avenue. west of Phelps Street) 

Potential Construction Staging Areas 
(Staging would require up to 12 acres of the potential areas 
shown, and may also 0CC1Jr within the existing SEP boundary) 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
City and County of San Francisco 

RESOLUTION NO. 18-0042 

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

WHEREAS, The objectives of the Project are to replace the existing solids treatment 
facilities at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEP) with new infrastructure with 
modem 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, 
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 l)lfrastructure 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 iife, 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 M~a,~t.i;{c;lsp..'~ra;t C(?1:1,Jfa9\QA_ (C¥JGC) to provide pre-construction services for the 
proposed P.i;oject ana.; suoject to .. theJcompietioµ, 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 N 
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 BIR 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 cop_tained 
in the FElR, 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 BIR; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Department is the custodian 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. Prograin,(MMRP),.were made available to the public and this. Commission for the 

· Commission's review, consideration and action; now, therefore, be it 

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. 
CWWSIPDPOl, Biosolids Digester Facilities Project, and authorizes staff to proceed with 
actions necessary to implement the Project; and be it 

. ·-·-··--··--FUR-TlffiR-RESOLVED, .. That. tbis .. 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. . r/krw---~ 

Secretary, Pub! ic Utilities Commission 
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FILE NO. 160469 ORDINANCE NO. 109-16 
R0#17005 

SA#40-5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

[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 $1,215,201,280 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 

9 . $312,852,320 and for FY2017-2018 at $902,348,960; re-appropriation of $7,000,000 

10 and de-appropriation of $10,750,000 Wastewater Revenue Bond projects in 

11 FY2016-2017; and placing $1,112,601,280 in Revenue Bonds or State Loan or 

12 Grant Fui:ids and $14,6_00,000 in capacity fees by project on Controller's reserve 

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

14 indebtedness, and for construction related expenditures (excluding program 

15 management, planning, and design) for these projects, as applicable, is also 

16 subject to the prior occurrence of the SFPUC's and the Board of Supervisors' 

17 discretionary adoption of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings 

18 for projects, following revi.ew and consideration of completed project related 

19 environmental analysis, where required. 

20 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 strikethrough itcilics Times }le:..~· Roman fant. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tabJes. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

. Mayor Lee 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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22 

23 

24 

25 

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 

5C CPF 17A-WWE­

Capital Projects-20.17 A 

Bond Fund 

5C CPF RNR - WWE 
. 

Renewal & 

Replacement Fund 

5C CPF CAP­

Wastewater Capacity 

Fee 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

. *CWP5CCPF17A/ 

WWE30001 

*CWWPZZZC505C I 

CWWRNRCSOO 

*CWP5CCPFCAP / 

CWWRNRCSOO 

Total SOURCES Appropriation 

Subobject Description Amount 

80111 Proceeds Sale $257,752,320 

9505C 

79993 

of Bonds 

Wastewater 

Enterprise 

Revenue 

Wastewater 

· Capacity Fee 

$43,000,000 

$12,100,000 

$312,852,320 

S~ction 2. The uses of funding outlined below are herein appropriated in SubobjeC?t 

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

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

Mayor Lee . 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Page2 

1495 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

and reflects the projected uses of funding .to support the Wastewater Capital 

Improvement Program at the San Francisco Public _Utilities Commission for Fiscal Year. 

2016-2017. 

USES Appropriation 

Fund· 

5C CPF 17 A - WWE­

Capital Projects-

2017 A Bond Fund 

5CCPF 17A-WWE­

Capital Projects-

2017 A Bond Fund 

5C CPF 17 A - WWE­

Capital Projects-

2017 A Bond Fund 

5C CPF 17A-WWE­

Capital Projects-

2017 A Bond Fund 

Mayor Lee 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

CWPX5CCPF17A/ 

CWWSIPPRPLOO 

CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 

CWWSIPPRPLOO 

CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 

CWWSIPDPOO 

CWPX5CCPF17A/ 

CWWSIPSEOO 

Subobject Description Amount 

06700 Buildings, SSIP- Program- $6,000,000 

Structures, and Wide Management 

Improvements 

06700 Buildings, SSIP- Land Reuse $28,108,000 

Str_uctures, and 

Improvements 

06700 Buildings, Biosolids/Oigester $89,976,000 

Structures, and 

Improvements 

06700 Buildings, 

Structures, and 

Improvements 

1496 

Project 

Treatment Plant 

Improvements -

Headworks 

$34,198,000 

Page3 



1 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 5C CPF 17A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Treatment. Pfant $5,881,000 

4 Capital Projects- CWWSIPSEOO Structures, and Improvements -

5 2017A Bond Fund Improvements Southeast 

6 

7 5CCPF 17A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Flood $10,438,000 

.s Capital Projects- CWWSIPFROO Structures, and Resilience/Hydrauli 

9 2017A Bond Fund Improvements c Improvements . 

10 

11 5C CPF 17A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Green $1,320,000 

12 Capital P!ojects- CWWSIPFCDBOO Structures, and Infrastructure 

13 2017A Bond Fund Improvements Projects 

14 

15 5C CPF 17A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 ·suildings, Renewal & $42,215,000 

16 Capital Projects- CWWRNRCSOO Structures, and Replacement.,... 

17 2017A Bond Fund Improvements Collection System 

18 

19 5C CPF RNR - WWE WWECS5CPFRNR 06ROO Capital Renewal & $29,285,000 

20 Renewal & / CWWRNRCSOO . Renewal Projects Replacement -

21 Replacement Fund Col~ction System 

22 

23 5C CPF CAP- CWPX5CCPFCAP / 06ROO Capital Renewal& $12,100,000 

24 Capacity Fee CWWRNRCSOO Renewal Projects Replacement -

25 Collection System 

Mayor Lee 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Page4 
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1 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

2 ProjecJ Code 

3 5C CPF RNR - WWE WWETF5CPFRNR 06ROO Capital Renewal & $13,715,000 

4 Renewal & / CWWRNRTFOO Renewal Projects Replacement -

5· Replacement Fund Treatment Facilities 

6 

7 5C CPF 17 A- WWE- CWPX5CCPF17N 06700 Buildings, Ocean Beach $2,000,000 

·a Capital Projects- CWWFAC01 Structures, and Projects 

9 2017A Bond Fund Improvements 

10 

11 5C CPF 17A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Southeast $5,000,000 

12 Capital Projects- CWWFAC03 Structures, and Community Center 

13 2017 A Bond Fund Improvements Improvements 

14 

15 5C CPF 17A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, lslais Creek Outlet $5,000,000 

16 . Capital Projects- CWWFAC04 Structures, and 

17 2017A Bond Fund . Improvements 

18 

19 SC CPF 17A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 07311 Bond Financing Costs $26,916,972 

20 Capital Projects- CWW30001 Issuance Cost 

21 2017 A Bond Fund 

22 

23 5C CPF 17A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 081C4 Internal City Services $570,472 

24 Capital Projects- CWW30001 Audits Auditor 

'25 2017A Bond Fund 

Mayor Lee Page5 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Fund 

5C CPF 17 A - WWE­

Capital Projects-

2017 A Bond Fund 

Index Code/ · 

Project Code 

CWPX5CCPF17A/ 

CWW30001 

Subobject 

06700 Buildings, 

Structures, and 

Improvements 

Description 

Revenue Bond 

Oversight 

Committee 

Amount 

$128,876 

7 Total USES Appropriation $312,852,320 

8 

9 Section 3. Of the above appropriated amount, $570,472 representing 0.2% of the 

10 expenditure budget net· of bond financing and audit costs, is to be allocated. and 

11 available to support the Controller's Audit Fund, pursuant to Charter Appendix F1 .113; 

12 and $128.,876 represe~ting 0.05% of gross bond proceeds is to be allocated and 

13 available to support the Public Utilities Commission Revenue Bond Oversight 

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

15 be increased or decreased by the Controller based on changes to expenditure 

16 appropriations or actual gross bond proceeds to conform to the applicable Charter and 

17 Administrative Code formulas. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

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

Appropriation Reserv~ 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 applicable, is also subject to 

the prior occurrence of the SFPUC's and the Board of Supervisors' discretionary 

adoption of California Environmental QuaHty Act (CEQA) Findings for projects, following 

Mayor Lee Page 6 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
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24 

25 

review and consideration of completed project related environmental analysis, where 

required. 

Section 5. Associated Bond financing costs up to $26,916,972 is also hereby 

appropriated, · including but not limited to, issuance costs, debt service reserve, 

capitalized interest, rating agency, and disclosure costs, all on Controller's reserve 

pending receipt of bond proc_eeds. 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 accol;lnting 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 reflect the 

funding available for Fiscal Year 2017-2018. · 

SOURCES Appropriation 

Fund 

5C CPF 17A-WWE­

Capital Projects-

2017 A Bond Fund 

Mayor Lee 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

*CWP5CCPF17A/ 

WW!::30001 

Subobject Description Amount 

80111 Proceeds Sale of $854,848,960 

Bonds 

Page? 

1500 



1 

2 

3 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23. 

24 

25 

Fund 

5C CPF RNR - WWE 

Renewal & 

Replacement Fund 

5C CPF CAP-

Wastewater Capacity 

Fee 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

*CWWPZZZC505C I 

CWWRNRCSOO 

*CWP5CCPFCAP / 

CWWRNRC$OO· 

Total SOURCES Appropriation 

Subobject 

9505G 

79993 

Description 

Wastewater 

Enterprise 

Revenue 

Wastewater 

Capacity Fee 

Amount 

$45,000,000 

$2,500,000 

$902,348,960 

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

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

Internal Audits, 06700 Revenue Bond Oversight Committee and 07311 Financing 

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

Improvement Program at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.for Fiscal Year 

2017-2018. 

Mayor Lee 
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1 USES Appropriation 

2 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

3 Project Code 

4 SC CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, SSIP - Program- $6,000,000 

5 WWE-Capital CWWSIPPRPLOO Structures, and wide Management 

6 Projects-2017A Improvements 

7 Bond Fund 

8 

9 SC CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A I 06700 Buildings, Biosolids/Oigester $257,552,000 

10 WWE-Capital CWWSJPDPOO Structures, and Project 

11 Projects-2017 A Improvements 

12 Bond Fund 

13 

14 5C GPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Treatment Plant $76,427,000 . 

15 WWE-Capitaf CWWSIPSEOO Structures, and Improvements -

16 Projects-2017 A Improvements Headworks 

17 Bond Fund 

18 

19 SC CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Treatment Plant $95,433,000 · 

20 WWE-Capital CWWSIPSEOO Structures, and Improvements -

21. Projects-2017 A Improvements .Southeast 

22 Bond Fund 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor lee Page 9 
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1 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 SC CPF-17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Treatment Plant $57,287,000 

4· WWE-Capital CWWSIPTPNPOO Structures, and Improvements-

5 Projects-2017 A · Improvements North Point 

6 Bond Fund 

7 

8 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Treatment Plant $86,309,000 

9 WWE-Capital CWWSIPTPOPOO Structures, and Improvements -

10 Projects-2017 A Improvements Oceanside 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Central Bayside $38,069,000 

14 WWE-Capital CWWSIPCTOO Structures, and System 

15 Projects-2017 A I ri,provements Improvements 

16 Bond Fund 

17 

18 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Collection System $4,407,000 

19 WVVE-Capital CWWSIPCSOO Structures, _and Improvements 

20 Projects-2017A Improvements 

21 Bond Fund 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Lee 
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•• 1 

1 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 SC CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Reliability Program $7,738,000 

4 WWE-Capital CWWSlPCSCDOO Structures, and 

5 Projects-2017 A Improvements 

6 Bond Fund 

7 

8 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Pump $20,105,000 

9 WWE-Capital CWWSIPCSPSOO Structures, and Stations/Bayside & 

10 Projects-2017 A Improvements Westside 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Flood $18,776,000 

14 WWE-Capital CWWSIPFROO Structures, and Resllience/Hydrauli 

15 Projects-2017 A Improvements c Improvements 

16 Bond Fund 

17 

18 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Green $1,158,000 

19 WWE-Capital CWWSIPFCDBOO Structures, and Infrastructure 

20 Projects-2017 A Improvements Projects 

21 Bond Fund 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Lee Page 11 
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1 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Advanced Rainfall/ $1,299,000 

4 WWE-Capital CWWSIPFCRPOO Structures, and Operating Decision 

5 Projects-2017 A Improvements System 

6 Bond Fund 

7 

8 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 06700 Buildings, Renewal & · $53,235,000 

9 WWE-Capital CWWRNRCSOO - Structures, and Replacement-

10 Projects-2017A Improvements Collection System 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 SC CPF RNR- WWECS5CPFRNR/ 06ROO Capital _Renewal & $30,598,000 

14 WWE Renewal & CWWRNRCSOO Renewal Projects Replacement -

15 Replacement Collectio_n System 

16 Fund 

17 

18 SC CPF CAP- CWPX5CCPFCAP / 06ROO Capital Renewal & $2,500,000 

19 Capacity Fee CWWRNRCSOO Renewal Projects Replacement -

20 Collection System 

21 

22 5C CPF RNR- WWETF5CPFRNR / 06ROO Capital Renewal & $14.402,000 

23 · WWE Renewal & CWWRNRTFOO Renewal Projects Replacement -

24 Replacement - Treatment Facilities 

25 Fund 

Mayor Lee . 
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1 Fund Index Code I Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17 A/ . 06700 Buildings, Treasure Island $20,463,000 

4 WWE-Capital CWP11001 Structures, and 

5 Projects-2017 A Improvements 

6 Bond Fund 

7 

8 5C CPF 17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06ROO Capital Ocean Beach $4,000,000 

9 WWE-Capital CWWFAC01 Renewal Projects Projects 

10 Projects-2017 A 

11 Bond Fund 

12 

13 5CCPF17A- CWPX5CQPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, Southeast $5,000,000 

14 WWE-Capital CWWFAC03 Structures, and Community Center 

15 Projects-2017 A Improvements Improvements 

16 Bond Fund 

17 

18 5CCPF17A- CWPX5CCPF17A/ 06700 Buildings, lslais Creek Outlet · $10,000,000 

19 WWE-Capital CWWFAC04 Structures, and 

20 Projects-2017 A Improvements 

21 Bond Fund 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Lee 
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1 

2 

3. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Fund 

5C CPF 17A­

WWE-Capital 

Projects-2017A 

Bond Fund 

5C CPF 17A­

WWE-Capital 

Projects-2017A 

Bond Fund 

5G CPF 17A­

WWE-Capital 

Projects-2017 A 

Bond Fund 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

CWPX5CCPF17A/ 

CWW30001 

CWPX5CCPF17 A/ 

CWW30001 

CWPX5CCPF17A/ 

CWW30001 

Total USES Appropriation 

Subobject 

07311 Bond 

Issuance Cost 

081 C4 Internal 

· Audits 

06700 Buildings, 

Structures, and 

Improvements 

Description 

Financing Costs 

City Service Auditor 

Revenue Bond 

Oversight 

Committee 

Amount 

$89,542,020 

$1,621,516 

$427,424 

$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, pursµant to Charter Appendix F1 .113; 

and $427,424, representing 0.05% of gross bond proceeds is to be allocated and 

available to support the Public Utilities Commission Revenue Bond Oversight 

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

Mayor Lee 
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1 be in9reased or decreased by the Controller based on changes to expenditure 

2 appropriations or actual gross bond proceeds to conform to the applicable Charter and 

3 Administrative Code formulas. 

4 

5 Section 10. $857,348,960 of the total appropriation is hereby placed on Controller's 

6 Appropriation Reserve by project. Release of appropriation reserves by the Controller is 

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

8 indebtedness, and for construction related expenditures (excluding program 

9 management, planning and design) for these projects, as applicable, is also subject to 

10 the prior occurrence of the SFPUC's and the Board of Supervisors' discretionary 

11 adoption of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings for projects, following 

12 review an_d consideration of completed project related environmental analysis, where 

13 required .. 

14 

15 Section 11. Associated Bond financing costs up to $89,542;020 is also hereby 

16 appropriated, including but not limited to, issuance costs, debt servic~ reserve, 

17 capitalized interest, rating agency, and disclosure costs, all on Controller's reserve 

18 pending receipt of bond proceeds. To the extent that net available bond proceeds· after 

19 financing costs are more tha_n budgeted, the Department may use such surplus bond 

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

21 

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

23 the ~ccounting treatment of sources and uses appropriated in this ordinance as 

24 necessary to conform to Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. 

25 

Mayor Lee Page 15 
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1 Section 13. The funding below was .previously appropriated and no additional funding is 

2 requested in this supplemental appropriation ordinance. 

3 

4 .sources De -Appropriation 

5 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

6 Project Code 

7 5C CPF 12A- WWE- *CWP5CCPF12,A / 80111 Proceeds from Sale $2,000,000 

8 Capital Projects- CWWBAEOO Sale of of Bonds 

9 2012A Bond Fund Bonds 

10 

11 5C CPF 13A- WWE- *CWP5CCPF13A / 80111 Proceeds from Sale $5,000,000 

12 Capital P.rojects- WWE30001 Sale of of Bonds 

13 2013ABond Fund Bonds 

14 

15 Total Sources De - Appropriation $7,000,000 

16 

17 Sources Re - Appropriation. 

18 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

19 Project Code 

20 5C CPF 12A-WWE- *CWP5CCPF12A / 80111 Proceeds from $2,000,000 

· 21 Capital Projects- CWWSIPPRPLOO . Sale of Sale of Bonds 

22 2012A Bond Fund Bonds 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Lee 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

.21 

22 

23. 

24 

25 

Fund 

5C CPF 13A - \NWE­

Capital Projects-

2013A Bond Fund 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

*CWP5CCPF13A / 

C\NWSIPPRPLOO 

Total.Sources Re - Appropriation 

Subobject 

80111 

Sale of 

Bonds 

Description 

Proceeds from 

Sale of Bonds 

Amount 

$5,000,000 

$7,000,000 

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

06700 (Buildings, Structures, and Improvement Project-Budget) 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 

5C CPF 12A- \NWE-

Capital Projects-

2012A Bond Fund 

Mayor Lee 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

*CWP5CCPF12A / 

C\NWBAEOO 
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06700 

Buildings, 

Structures, and 
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Description 

SSIP -Biosolids / 

Digester Project 

Amount 

$2,000,000 
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1 Fund Index Code/- Subobject Description Amount 

2 Project Code 

3 5C CPF 13A - WWE- CWPX5CCPF13A 06700 SSIP -Biosolids / $5,000,000 

4 Capital Projects- /CWWBA~OO Buildings, Digester Project 

5 2013A Bond Fund Structures, and 

6 Improvements 

7 

8 Total Uses De - Appropriation $7,000,000 

9 

10 Uses Re • Appropriation 

11 Fund Index Code/ Subobject Description Amount 

12 Project Code 

13 5C CPF 12A - WWE- *CWP5CCPF12A/ 06700 Buildings, SSIP - Program $2,000,000 

14 Capital Project:5- CWWSIPPRPLOO Structures, and Wide Efforts 

15 2012A Bond Fund Improvements 

16 

17 5C CPF 13A-WWE- CWPX5CCPF13A 06700 Buildings, SSIP - Program $5,000,000 

18 Capital Projects- · / CWWSIPPRPLOO Structures, and Wide Efforts 

19 2013A Bond Fund Improvements 

20 

21 Total Uses Re - Appropriation $7,000,000 

22 

23 

24 

25 

. Mayor Lee 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Section 15. De-Appropriation of $10,750,000 of Wastewater Revenue Bond funds. 

Sources De-Appropriation· 

Fund 

5C CPF LOG - CWP 

-Capital Projects­

Local Fund 

5C CPF 11A- WWE­

Capital Projects-

2011A Bond Fund 

Index Code/ 

P~oject Code 

*CWP5CCPFLOC / 

CWW10000 

*CWP5CCPF11A/ 

cvvw10000 

Total Sources De-Appropriation 

Subobject Description Amount 

80111 Proceeds from Sale of $7,088,685 

Bonds 

80111 Proceeds from Sale of $3,661,315 

Bonds 

$10,750,000 

Section 16. De-Appropriation of uses $1.0,750,000 in 06COO Capital Projects Budget 

Carryforward and requesting release of $10,750,000 ~f Wastewater Enterprise Bond 

Funds on Controllers Reserve. 

Uses De-Appropriation 

Fund 

SC CPF LOG - CWP 

-Capital Projects­

Local Fund 

Mayor Lee 

Index Code/ 

Project Code 

*CWP5CCPFLOC / 

CWW10000 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Fund 

5C CPF 11A - VWVE­

Capital Projects-

2011A Bond Fund 

Index Code I 

Project Code. 

*CWP5CCPF11A / 

CVWV10000 

Total Uses De-Appropriation 

Subobject Description Amount 

06COO Property Purchase $3,661,315 

$10,750,000 

8 Section 17. PUC Capital Improvements for the Sewer System Improvement Program 

9 shall be budgeted and approved by program (Program Wide Ma~agement, Treatment 

1 O Facilities, Sewer/Collection System, Storm Water/Flood Control Management), and may 

11 be defined based on functional improvements,· and may contain sub-projects to further 

12 define con,ponents of '?apital improvements. Approprfations to capital improvements 

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

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

15 

16 Section 18. This Board, by Ordinance No. 89-15, authorized the SFPUC to enter into 

17 one or more State of California State Water Resources Control Board Installment Sale 

18 Agreements under the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (State Loan Funds), and 

19 amended and supplemented Ordinance No. 107-14. to authorize, in addition to the 

20 issuance of Waste Water revenue bonds, the execution and delivery of State Loan 

21 Funds to finance projects, provided that any such indebtedness·shall not exceed in an 

22 aggregate principal amount $819,035,941. The Board is concurrently considering with 

23 this Ordinance a SFPUC Waste Water Revenue Bond issuance, including authorization 

24 to obtain State Loan Funds and State Grant Funds, not to exceed $1,112,601,280. The 

25 Sources of Funds herein appropriated in Section 1 and Section 7 of this Ordinance, or 

Mayor Lee Page 20. 
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1 previously appropriated by Ordinance 105-14, may include State Loan Funds or State 

2 Grant Funds when available, subject to compliance with the terms of the authorizing 

3 legislation for such Funds. The Controller is authorized to record substitution of the 

4 source of funds appropriated with State Loan Funds or State Grant · Funds1 as 

5 necessary to conform to Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: FUNDS AVAILABLE 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney BEN ROSENFIELD, Controller 

By: C ~-~~-/let;-_ 
THOMAS _QWEN 
Deputy dty Attorney 

.~--------~- \ -------------------
~------···/ By;, 

Edwin M. Lee 
Office of the Mayor 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Ordinance 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Good[ett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

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 applicable, 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 

(:ity and County of Sa1,.Fra11cisro Page21 

I hereby certify that the for~going 
Ordinance was FlNALL Y PASSED on 
6/14/2016 by the Board of Supervisors of 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

Angela Calvillo · 
Clerk of the Board 

I 

t,/ -z.(f./!0 
' Date Approved 

Prmteil at 10;54 am 011 6/15/16 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 

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

Alternatives 

San Francisco 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 Qua~ity 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 
Department Case No., 2015-000644ENV, State Clearinghouse No. 2015062073, the approval 
actions to be taken and the location ofrecords; 

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

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

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

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and the economic, legal, socia~ 
technological and other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection 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 BIR") that is required to· 
reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency responsible 
for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring 
schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B. 

I 

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

·I.Approval of the Project 

A. Project Description 

By this action, the SFPUC adopts and implements the 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 modem 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 Plant" 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 processing treatment processes with new processes and new 
facilities; 

• Replace the 10 existing digesters (1.8-million gallons each) with five (5) digesters (1.66 
million gallons each), and place the new digesters further away from residential uses; 

• 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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• Install odor control facility to collect and treat odors from soiids handling and energy 
recovery facilities, thereby limit odors from biosolids facilities to within revised SEP site 
boundaries; 

• 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; increase digester gas production from 
1.3 million cubic feet/day (cfd) to 2 million cfd; 

• 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 

• Make changes to vehicular circulation and access, landscaping, and architectural 
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.1 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 A venue 
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. · 
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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 ab(?Ut 133 to 550 workers per day. 

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

The. project would also include a new entrance at Rankin Street to facilitate the movement 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 umeliable 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 ~reatment 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; 

• Reliably meet treatment capacity for projected 2045 flows and loads associated with 
projected population grmyth; 

• Beneficially use 100 percent ofbiosolid.s generated; 

• Beneficially use 100 percent 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; 
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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 ri::tanner 
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 Guidelines, 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 th~ availability of the 
NOP to over 1,540 interested parties, including property owners and tenants 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 written comment letters/email. The comments are include.cl 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 reaso.nably 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 envir9nrnental effects to be considered 
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significant. BP guidance is, in tum, based on CBQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some 
modifications. 

The Draft BIR 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 BIR 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 BIR. The Responses to Comments 
document was published on February 23, 2018 and included copies of all of the comments 
received on the Draft BIR 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 BIR provided augmented and updated information presented 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 CBQA process include project merits, socioeconomics, 
community benefits, and environmental justice. This· augmentation and update of information in 
the Draft BIR did not constitute· new information or significance that altered any of the 
conclusions of the BIR. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final BIR, which 
includes the Draft BIR and the Responses to Comments document, and all of the supporting 
information. 

In certifying the Final BIR, the Planning Commission determined that none of the factors that 
would necessitate recirculation of the Final BIR under CBQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 are 
present. Specifically, the Final BIR 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 BIR was so 
fundamentally and_ basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review 
and comment were precluded. This Commission <,oncurs in that determination. 

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

BDFP CEQA Findings 6 

1521 



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 

• Considers any appeal of the Planning Commission's certification of the Final EIR. 

· • Releases appropriated funds for implementation of the Project. 

3. Other - Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

Implementation of the Project may involve consultaticm 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.2 · 

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 Innovation 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 · 

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 tl)e 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 BIR or Final BIR 
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 Planmng Commission' relating to the EIR, the Project, and the alternatives set 
forth in the EIR. 

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

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

BIR. 

• . The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• All other documents available to the SFPUC and the public, comprising the administrative 
record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167 .6( e ). 

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 SFPUC. Without exception, 
these documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior planning or 
legislative decisions that the SFPUC was aware of in approving the Project. Other documents 

BDFP CEQA Findings 8 

1523 



influenced the expert advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants, who then 
provided advice to the SFPUC. For these reasons, such documents form part. of the underlying 
factual basis for the SFPUC's decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the 
public review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final BIR 
are available at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. 
Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Department. 
Materials concerning approval of the Projecf and adoption of these findings are contained in 
SFPUC files, SFPUC Project No. CWWSIPDPOl in the Bureau of Environmental 
Management, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 525 Golden Gate A venue, San 
Francisco, California 94102. The Custodian of Records is 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 IV set forth the SFPUC's findings about the Final EIR's 
determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures 
proposed to address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of ~e. 
SFPUC regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and :the mitigation measures included 
as part of the Final BIR 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 BIR, these findings will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final BIR 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 BIR are supported by substantial evidence in 
the record, including the expert opinion of the BIR preparers and City staff; and (iii) the 
significance thresholds used in the BIR provide reasonable and appropriate means· of assessing 
the significance of the adverse environmentaJ effects of the Project. Thus, althqugh, as a legal 
matter, the SFPUC is not bound by the significance determinations in the BIR (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 BIR 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 conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 

As set forth below, the SFPUC aqopts 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 mitigati~n measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. 
In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings 
or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical 
error, the language of the policies and implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall 
control. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect tl:J.e 
information contained in the Final EIR. 

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

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

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant 
(Public Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subdivision (a)(3); 
15091). Based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding; the SFPUC finds thatthe 
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 

• Impact 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) 

• Impact 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) 
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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) 

• Impact 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 43-23 to 4.3-28) 

• Impact AE-4: Project operation would not create a substantial new source of light or glare 
th~t 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 
to 4.3-32) 

Population and Housing 

• Impact 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 to 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 to 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 c;use 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) 

• Impact G,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 N0-2: Construction of the project would not expose structures or persons to 
excessive groundbome vibration levels. (DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Pages 4.7-33 to 4.7-35) 

• Impact N0-3: 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) 

• Impact N0-4: 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 N0-5: Operation of the project would not expose any people or off-site structures 
to excessive groundbome vibration levels. (DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Page 4.7-40) 

• Impact C-N0-2: 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 groundbome vibration levels in the project vicinity. (DEIR Section 
4.7.3.3, Pages 4.7-44 to 4.7-46) 

Air Quality 

• Impact 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 
increas.e 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 C-AQ-lb: 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 
·sectiqn 4.8.3.3, Page 4.8-71) 

• Impact C-AQ-2: Construction and operation of the project, in ~ombination 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 cumuiatively 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 combination 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 to 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) 

• Impact 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 to 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 to 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 
Section4.10.3.3, Page4.10-11) · 

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 to 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 compfomce with federal, state, or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
(DEIR Sectlon4.12.3.3, Pages 4.12-16 to 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 to 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 probable future 
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts on utilities and service systems. 
(DEIR Section 4.12.3.3, Pages 4.12-21 to 4.12-22) 

Public Services 

• Impact 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: Tp.e project, in combination with past, present, and probable future 
projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts related to public 
services. (DEIR Section4.13.3.3, 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 Section4.14.3.3, 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 failure. (DEIR 
Section4.15.3.3, Pages 4.15-20 to 4.15-2.1) 
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• Impact GE-2: The project would not result in substantial erosion. (DEIR Section 4.15.3.3, 
Page4.15-22) 

• 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 to 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 to 4.15-27) 

Hydrology 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) · 

• Impact 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 Secti?n 4.16.3.3, Pages 4.16-42 to 4.16-43) 

• Impact HY-4: Construction of the project would not expose p~ople 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 to 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: Operation 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 to 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 ~dverse 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, Page4.16-54) 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• 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 resuit 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-
29 to 4.17-34) 

• Impact 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 a;,.d operation would not result in a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving frre. (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 substanfially 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 

• Impact ME-1: Construction of the project would not result in the use oflarge amounts of 
fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources in a wasteful manner. (DEIR Section 4.18.3.3, 
Pages 4.18-13 to 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) 

• Impact 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 A voided or Reduced to a Less-Than-Significant Level 
through Mitigation and the Disposition of the Mitigation Measures 
CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially· lessen a 
project's identified significant impacts or potentially significant impacts if such measures are 
feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). 
The findings in this Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the 
EIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the EIR and recommended for 
adoption by the SFPUC, which can be implemented by the SFPUC. The mitigation measures 
proposed for adoption in this section and referenced following each Project impact discussed in 
this Section III, are the same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR for the 
Project. The full text of each mitigation measure listed in this section is contained in the Final 
EIR and in Attachment B, the 11MRP. 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: 

• 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-lb: Emissions Offsets; 
Mitigation and Mitigation Measure M-GE-4: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and 
Mitigation Program). 

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

• CDFW (Mitigation Measure M-BI-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 cause 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) archaeological 
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. · 

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

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Accidental Discovery of Archeologica,l 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 b:uried human 
remains 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. 

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

Impact C-CR-2: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future 
projects, could result in cumulative adverse impacts on archeological resources and human 
remains. (DEIR Section 4.5.3.3, Pages 4.5-57 to' 4.5-58) 

See Impacts CR-2 and CR-3. Implementation of the listed mitigation measures would reduce the 
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological Tesources and human remains 
encountered during construction to a less-than-sign.ificant level. 

• 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 N0-1: 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-la and M-NO-lb would reduce any noise impacts 
d_uring construction to less-than-significant levels by requiring temporary noise control measures 
in proximity of sensitive receptors. · 

• Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: Shielding of Concrete Saw Operations 

• Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb: Construction Noise Control Measures at Southeast Greenhouses 
Staging Area 

Impact C-N0-1: : Construction activities of the project combined with cumulative 
construction noise in the project vicinity could cause a substantial teniporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity or result in excessive groundborne 
vibration.leveis during construction. (DEIR Section 4.7.3.3, Pages 4.7-41 to 4.7-44) 

• Implementation or'Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb would reduce the project's contribution to 
potential cumulative noise impacts to less than significant 

• Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb: 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-la and M-AQ-lb 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 impiementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and the impact 
would be less-than-significant. 

· • Mitigation Measure M-AQ la: Construction Emissions Minimization 

• Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lb: 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 speci~­
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or United States Fish and Wildlife Service. (DEIR Section 
4.14.3.3, Pages 4.14-16 to 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. 

• Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: Protective Measures for Special Status Bats and Maternity 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. 

• 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 
implementat~on of a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program, which shall 
specify emergency discovery procedures to be followed in the event of a discovery. 

•. 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 l~ted mitigation measure would reduce the Project's 
contribution to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources encountered during construction 
to a less-than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure M-GE-4: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and MitigatiQn 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 hav~ 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 BIR, are unavoidable, 
but under Public Resources Code Section 2108l(a) (3) and (b), and CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15091(a) 0), 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 

• Impact CR-1: The project would cause a s.ubstantial 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. (DEIR 
Section 4.5.3.3, Pages 4.5-42 to 4.5-45) 

• Impact <:;-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 <::onvey the resource's historical significance and that justify its individual 
eligibility 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 

. 21 

1536 



(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 fu a letter dated October 6, 2016. Of the 26 buildings within the 
historic district, 22 buildings and structures were assessed as contributors to the district's 
significance. The µnpacts 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 All 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 future 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 

• Impact 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) 

• 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-la (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-lb (Emission Offsets) 
could offset the residual NOx emissions to below significance thresholds. While use of waivers 
allowed under Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la could alter the residual NOx emissions requiring 
offsets under Mitigation Measure M-AQ-lb, 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-lb. 

While ·direct SFPUC offset opportunities have not been fully verified, to further mitigate these 
significant and unavoidable impac~, the Sf PUC 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-lb. 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 ~esult 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 ell1ss10ns 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. 

A. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The Commission rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final BIR 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 alternatives 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 o~ur in the 
foreseeable future if the project were notto 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 tr.eatnient 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, ~e 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 future 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 
failure 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 require 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 B_acklands 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 ~nter 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 
pipeline construction that would not occur under the proposed 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 measures. 

3 Southeast Digester Task Force for fue San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Review of the Biosolids Digester 
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 (a~d 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 d~molition 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 impacts associated with relocation and rehabilitatfon of the Central 
Shops Buildings A and B at an off-site location, although any significant impacts could generally 
be mitigated to less thari 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 

' . 
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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 relocat~d 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. Therefore, this alternative 
would require construction of interim facilities ( e.g., gravity belt thickeners, centrifuge systems, 
sludg~ 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 has 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 
w_ould 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 (relate_d to construction schedule and rate payer 
affordability), and 4) require a longer construction duration in proximity to sensitive receptors 
which could generate greater 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. Altematiyes 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 BIR. 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 provide 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 Section 15093, the Commission hereby 
finds, after consideration of the Final BIR and the evidence in 'the record, that each of the specific 
overriding economic, legal, sociaL technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below, 
independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts and is an 
overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval 
cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even. if a court were to conclude 
that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its 
determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the 
various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into 
this section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Section I. 

On the basis of the above fmdings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding, the Commission specifically fmds that there are significant benefits of the Project that 
outweigh the unavoidable significant impacts to air quality and historic resources described in 
Section IV, above, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations. The 
Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant 
effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated or 
substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final BIR for the 
Project are adopted as part of this approval action. Furthermore; the Cormi:iission 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 beyond their useful life. As specified in Section 6.3.1.1 of the 
BIR, 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 equipment 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: 

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

2. 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. 

3. 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). 

4. 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 (USEP A) Guide to Part 503 Rule, Class A biosolids that meet the 
USEP A'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. 

5. 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 tl:,ie 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 emergencies) .. 

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

7. 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 
improvem·ents to Jerrold Avenue would occur in accordance with Sa1_1 Francisco Better 
Streets Plan guidelines and may include traffic calming measures, curb extensions (road 

narrowing), sidewalk improvements, lighting, street tre.es, and safer pedestrian and worker 
crossings, a benefit to the neighborhood. 

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-lb 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 
Commission finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental 

effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are therefore acceptable. 
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Applicable Jo Ccmuul Shops site 

Mltigntion Measure M·CR·l. Documentation of Historic Resources nud InterpreUve 
Displny 

Prior to demolition~ the SFPUC shall retnin a professional who meets the Secretncy of the 
Interior's Professional Qualifications Sf\Utdards for Architectural History lo prepare written and 
photographic documentation of1he Central Shops. 'The documentation effort shnll be based on 
the National Park Service (NPS) Historic American Building Survey (HABS)/Historic AmeriCJlU 
Engineering Record (HAER) Historical Report Level II Guidelines, and NPS's policy for 
photographic docwnentafion as outlined in the National Register of Historic Places ancl National 
Historic Landmarks Survey Photo Policy fu.-pansion. 

The written historical data for this documentation shall follow HABS/HAER standards. Efforts 
shall be made to locate original cot1struction drawings or plans of the Central Shops. If located, 
these drawings shall be reproduced and included in the dataset. Historicnl information, as well as 
copies of building plans gathered from the prior evaluations of the SEP and Central Shops,. can be 
reused and reformatted for this effort 

Digital ·photography shall be used 111e ink and paper combinations for printing photographs shall 
be in compliance \\'ith National Register•National Historic Landmark (NR·NHL) Photo Policy 
E.'Cpansion1 and have a pem1anency rating of approximately 115 yen rs. Digital photographs shnll 

•
1 be tnken as uncompressed, Tagged Image File Format(TIFF) files. Each imngesball be 1,600 by 

1,200 pixels at 330 pixels per inch (ppl) or larger in size, color formnt, and printed in black and 
white. The file name for each electronic image :Shall correspond with the index: of photographs 
and photograph label. Photograph vi•\\" for tho datnsot 

shall include (a) con1eKtual views; (b) vie11ts of each side of each building and interior views, 
where possible; (c) oblique views of buildings; and (d) detail vie,vs of character-defining 
features. All vie'ill'S shall be referenced on a photographic key. TI1is photographic key shall be on 
·a map of the property and shall show the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the 
direction of the view. Historic photographs shall nlso be collected. reproduced, and included in 
the dntaset 

1l1e SFPUC shall transmit the datasets as hardcopies on archival paper and in electronic PDF 
format to the History Room of1he San Francisco Public Librmy, the San Francisco Planning 
Department, the archives of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. m1d to the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Informalio1t Resource .System. The SFPUC shall 
scope 1he documentation measures with San Francisco Planning Departme11t Presentation start 
Preservation staff shall also review and approve the submitted documentation for adequacy. 

In addition, the SFPUC' shall pro\~de a permanent disp[ay of interpretive materials (\\rhich may 
include, but are not limited to, a display of photographs, a brochure, educruiono.1 ,vebsite or fill 
exhibitive display) concerning the history nnd architectural fentures of the Central Shops. 
Development of the interpretivt, materials shnll be supervised by an architectural historian or 
historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards. The 
intetpretative materials shall be placed in a prominent, public setting. A proposal describing the 
general pammetera of the interpretive materials shall be app;oved by Planning Department 
Preservation staff prior 10 constrncrion completion. The substance, media and other elemen1s of 
sud1 interpretive display shall be npproved by Planning Department Preservation staff prior lo 
completion of the project. 

1 Nulionul Park Smrico, N(lf/a11al Regis/er P/,o/a Polley Fac1slmtl, Updn!cd M!ly JS, 2013. 

ATIACHMENTB 

MITiGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

1. Qualified professional to prepare written and 11. Prior to demolition. 
pSbl otographic documentation of the Central 2. During construction. 

10ps 

2. Qualified professional to prepare 
interpretative display material. 

3. Prior to completion of tho project 

3. SFPUC to install interpretative display. 
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l. SFPUC Burenu of Environmental 
Management (BBM) and San Francisco (SF) 
Plruming Department Preservation staff 

2. SFPUC BEM and SF Plnnning Department 
Preservation stnff 

3. SFPUC BEM and SF Plnnning Dcpartmellt 
Preservatio11 staff 
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Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 

Motion No. 

1. Distribution of approved HABS/HAER 
Historic Report to specified entities. 

2. SF Planning Department Preservn.tion staff 
. approval of interpretative display material. 

3. Documentation of installed interpretive 
display. 
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ATIACHMENTB 

l\llTIGATION MONITORlNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

Applicable 10 projccJ site 

Mitigation Mensul'e M-CR·la, Artheological Testing, Monitoring, and/or Dntn Rcco\'ery 

Based on the results of the project Archeologica{ Research Design and Treatmellt Pia.ii 
(ARDTP). legally-significant prehistoric arcbeologica1 resources nre present widtin tpe 
archeologicnl C-APE. The following measures shaH be undertaken to -avoid any potentially 
significant adverse effects from the project on nn historicnl resource under CEQA. The SFPUC 
shaU retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant(s), based on standards developed 
by the Chy rutd County of San Francisco Environmental Review Officer (ERO) .. The 

SFPUC BEM to retain qualified professional 
archeologist determined, in consultation with 
EP archaeologist. to have specialized e,.,-pertise 
in geoarchaeology and historictLl archaeology 

archeo1ogical consultant(s) shall have demonstrated experience in geoarcheology nnd historical · 1-

archeology. TI1e archeologicnl consultllllt shall implement archeological testing nnd other · 
treatment as specified in the project ARDTP, as detailed below, \W.ticb shall include arcbeo!ogicaI 
monitoring and data recovery as required puisuant to findings of ongoing testing and this 
measure. 'Ihe arclteological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure 
and with the requirements of the project ARDTP at the direction of ERO or its designated 
representative nnd in coordination with th8 SFPUC, In instnnces of inconsistency between the 
requirement of the project ARDTP nnd of this archeologico.l mitigation measure, the requirements 
of this archeological mitigation me~sure shaU prevail. Project design changes after finalizing the 
ARDTP eliminnted the portion of the C·APE that was identified in the ARDTP as sensitive for 
historicol ilrcheologicnl resources. Testing ns discussed below for historico.l nrcheologicnl 
i-esources shall only be required if future design changes call for ex:cnvation in I.hat location. If 
fu~reproject design changes further revise other ports of the C·APE, th.en testing shall Only be 
required in archeologically sensitive are.as 1hat potentially would be adversely affected by project 
implementation. All plans nud reports prepared by the consultanl as specified herein shall be 
submitted directly to the ERO for review and comment and concurrently to the SFPUC for 
review and comment. and sball be considered draft reports, subject to revision until final 3pproval 
by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this mensure 
could suspend construction of the affected area of the project for up tO a maximum of four weeks. 
At the direction of the ERO. the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks 
only if such n suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significnnt level 
potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Sectlon 15064.5 (•) and (c). 

Constdtntion wHh Descendnnt CommunWes. On discovery of an archeological site3 associated 
with descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested 
descendant group, an appropriate representntive4 o~the descendant group, the ERO, nnd the 
SFPUC shall be contacted The representative of the de.scendant group shall be given the 
opportunity to monitor archeologico.I field investit:,1tttions of the site rutd to offer recommendations 
to the ERO and SFPUC regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered 
data from the site, and, if applicable, aiiy interpretative treatment of the associated archeologi.caJ 
site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) sh1dl be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 

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

2. Qualified nrchneological consultant to 
prepare FA~ 

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

Prior to ground disturbing nctivities. 

1. For the duration ofsoil..disturbingnctivities 

2. Prior to completion of the project. 

SFPUC Archeological consultant to prepare 
and submit archeological testing plan and 
archaeological monitoring plan lo 1he ERO for 
review and approval. BEM and ERO. 

1. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

Case No. 2015-000644ENV 
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 

Motion No. 

Considered complete when SFPUC retains a 
qualified professional archeological consultant, 
nrcheologicnl consul1anfs scope hns been 
approved by the ERO, and req,ured plans and 
reports have been submitted to nnd approved by 
the ERO and submits nny required reports to 
ERO for1h8 nrcheological testing plan. 

1 & 2. Considered complete upo11 
documentation of consultation nud submittal of 
FARR to descendant group(s). 

Byrd, Sriun F., Philip Knijamkoski, Rebecca Allen, nnd M11Uhcw RtL'>.'>till, Aruhnc.-o!ogil!al Resi::nrcb Dc:>ign nnd 1'rcntrucnt Plnu for the Biorolids Digeslii:r Facility Project, S0Ulhc11sl \Voter Pollution Control PJ1111l, Snn Francisco, Cnliforni11. Prcp"~li for So.11 FmnciSt.'O Public UtiUlic:; Commi:ision, October, 2016. 
The term "nrclu:ologica.1 site" is intended bcr1! lo minim111ly include m1y urcheologicnl deposit. fonturc, huri11l1 Clr e\'idenee ofburiul. · 

,i An ··upproprinle n:pru:n.:11tnth·"" of the d1!!Sl!c.'11d11t1I group is hen: defined to mcun, in the en~ or N111iw Amerk1ms, nny indi\iduul list1.'lf in llu: curn:nt N11ti"c Amcricttn Co11111cl List for the City and County of Snn Frqnci:n:o tnnintttitwd l>y the CnlifontLn N11tiw Amcrlc.un Hcrit11ge Cl.'lmmis.~011 und in the c:11~ oft ho Ovcr:1cns Chinese, 
the CbincseHistoricnt Society of Amcricn. An npproprinte n:prc:;enlath·¢ of olho- dc~cendnnl groups should he del\.'mlined in com,-ultnlion with the Dcpnrtmenl nrcheologisl. 
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Atcheologicnl Testing Progt'nm-Pl'ehistolic Al·cl1eology. Depending on the resu11s of on-going 
prchistorlc arcbeological testing outlined in the project ARDTP, ndditional testing may be required 
to define site boundaries of CA-SFR-171 or other prehistoric deposits at the SEP, and to assess 
whether redeposited and/or reworked prehistoric.nrcheological material identified in the project 
'ARDTP ,vi thin the C-APE hns sufficient integrity to contribute to the significance of knO\vn 
resources at SEP. At the direction of the ERO and in coordination with SFPUC, additional testing 
mny be rotted into a subsequent data recovery progrrun (see bet ow). 

Archeologicnl Testing Pl"Ogrmu-Historlcnl Arclteology. lf foture desgn changes would affect the 
area identified as sensitive for historical archeological resources, the arclieological consultant shall 
implement the hislorical archeological testing plan outlined in the project ARDTP for potential 
historical archeological resources that could be adversely affeeted by the project. The archeological 
testingpro&'Tilm shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ARDTP. The project ARDTP 
identifies the property types of the expected archeological resource(s} that coald be adversely 
affected by the project, the testing method to be used. and Uie locations recommended for testing. 
The purpose of the archeologicaJ testing program ,\111 be to determine to the extent possible the 
presence or absence of historical archeological resources and to ide11tify and to evaluate whether any 
archeological resource encotmtered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA 

lf future project design changes further alter the C~APE from what is identified in the ARDTP, then 
the arclJeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO fotreview and approvnl an 
archeological testing plan (ATP) for both prehistoric and historicnl nrcheological resources to 
address any area added to the C~APE to accommodate the project desigit chauges. The archeological 
testing program shall be conducted in nccordnnce with tho approved ATP. The ATP shall identify 
the property types of the expect&! archeological resource(s) tliat potentially cculd be adversely 
affected by the project. tbe testing method to be used, and d1e locations reconm1ended for testing.. 
The purpose of the archeological testingprogrnm \Wl be to determine to the extent possible the 
presence or absence ofarcheological resourc.es and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
archeologicaI resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, as required, the archeological consultant 
shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO nnd the SFPUC. If based on the 
nrcheologicaJ testing program the arcbeologicnl consultant finds that significant archeological 
resources mny be present, the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant Md 
coordinatioo with the SFPUC shall determine if additional measures are 'n'tllTanted. Addition.:tl 
measures that mny be tmdertaken include additiomtl nrcheologicnl testing, arcl1e0Iogica1 monitoring, 
and/or an nrcheologic.al data recovery progrrun. No archeological do.la recovery shall be undertaken 
without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department arcbeologist. lf the ERO 
detennines that a significant nrcheological resource is present and that the resource could be 
adversely affected by the project, at tho discretion of the SFPUC ei1her: 

A) The project shall be re-designed so ·as t~ avoid any adverse effect on the significant 
archeologi cal resource; or 

B) An archeologiatl data recovery program shall be implemented. unless the ERO determines that 
the arcbeological resource is of greater interpretive than researd1 significance and that 
interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

AITACHMENTB 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

1. Qualified nrcbeological consultant to scope 
additional testing if warrante~ in 
consultation 'M1h the ERO, and to 
implement that testing 

2. Qualified consultant to prepare supplemental 
testing report ifwammted and report of 
supplementnl archaeological testing 

I. If future design changes V.'Ould ntfect 
sensitive historical archaeol_ogical resources 
outside the C-APE but within the ATP 
outlined in !he ARDTP. n qualified 
archeologicnl consultant shall implement the 
ATP as outlined in the ARDTP. 

2. Qualified archaeological consultant to 
prepare, implement and report 1.1po11 nn 
updated ATP for any new areas outside the 
C-APE in consultation \\1th the ERO 

1. Based on findings of approved testing 
report, and ifimpncts cannot be avoided, 
SFPUC BEl'vl and qualified arcbeological 
consultant will consult ,"Ath ERO, to 
delennine, based on relationship between 
locations of known and suspected resources 
and anticipated soiJ disturbance. whether 
additional treatment is ,vammted, and 
appropriate _scope of additional treatment. 

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

If additional testing is warranted, it shall be 
carried out prior to a11y soil disturbing activities 
that, in the assessment of tho project 
archaeologist in consultation with ERO, have 
lhe potential to disturb archaeological resources 
based on the results of Phase 1 and Phase 2 
preconstmction nrchneological testing. 

1. Prior to any soil disturbing activities. 

2. Prior to any soil disturbing activities. 

I. Upon completion of the archeologiatl 
testing program and ERO approval of the 
archaeological testing report, and prior to 
ground disturbing activity at Ute project site. 

2. Upon completioh of ERO consultation on 
scope and prior to any ground disturbing 
activity. 
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SFPUC BEM and ERO 

I. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

2. SFPUC BEl'v! and ERO 

I. SFPUC Ba.1, qunlified archaeological 
consultnnt and ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM, qualified archaaologist and 
ERO 

Case No. 2015-000644ENV 
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 

Motion No. 

1. Considered complete upon fmding by the 
ERO thnt the nrchaeological testing program 
has been adequate to identif)' and assess 
resources lik~ly to be present nnd that 
supplemental testing is not required, 

2. If supplemental testing is required, 
considered complete upon submittal of the 
supplemental nrchaeological testing report. 

1. Considered complete upon approval of the 
ATP in the ARDTP by tl1e ERO and finding 
by the ERO that 1he ATP has been 
implemented and no further testing is 
warranted based on testing results. 

2. Considered complete upon approval of the 
updated ATP by the BRO, finding by tlie 
ERO thnt the ATP hns been implemented, 
andsubTIUttal and approval ofa 
supplemental nrchaeologicnl testing report. 

1. Considered complete afte"r ERO review and 
approval ofreport(s) on ATP finding.,, and 
after concurrence by ERQ on appropriate 
scope of ADR.P. 

2. Considered complete nfter ERO revi~w and 
approval of ADRP and implementation of 
the ADRP and/or interpretive progrant. 
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Arrheological J\.fonitoaing P1•ogl'nn1. Preparation of an archeological monitoring program (AMP) 
may be required prior to project construction depending on the results of the prehistoric and 
historical archeological testing pro1:,Tfnms outlined above. If lhe ERO in consultation wilh the 
archeologica1 consultant detennines lhat m1 Dtcheological monitqring program shall be 
Implemented, thearc:heo!ogic.al monitoring progmm shall minimally include the following 
provisions: 

• The archeological consultant. SFPUC, and ERO shall meet and consult on lhe scope of the 
AMP reasonably prior to commencement of any project-related soils disturbing activities. 'Ille 
ERO in consultation \\ith the archeologicel consultant shall detem1ine whnt project ac6vities 
shall be archeoiogically monitored based on 1he results of pre.c.onstruction archeologiccl testing 
currently approved and undenvay or plRnned, and archeological se.nsitivity assessment based 
on the results of thnt testing; 

• TI1e archeological consultant shall ndvise all project contractors to be on the alert for 
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the 
expected resource(s)1 and of the appropriate protocol in the event of discovery of a potential 
archeological .resource; 

• TI\e archeological monitor{s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 
ngreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO or until 1he ERO hns. in 
consultatio11 ,\lith project archeological consultant, otherwise detennined that project 
construction activities could have no effects on significant archeo[ogical deposits and 
monitoring can conclude; · 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized lo collect soil snmples nnd 
m-tifactunl/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis~ 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encowllered, nll soils-distt1rbiug activities in the vicinity of 
the deposit shall cease. 1l1e nrcheolog.ical monitor shall be empowered to tcmpomrily redirect 
demolition/ex:cavatio11/constniction activities and equipment until the deposit is eval uatcd 11\e 
nrcheologicnl consultant shall immediately nodfy 1he ERO nnd the SFPUC of the encountered 
archeological deposit. TI1e archeological consuhnnt shall mnke a reasonable effort to nssess lhe 
idenlity2 integrity, and significance of 1he encolmtered archeologicnl deposit, nnd present the 
findings of this assessment to the ERO nnd the SFPUC. 

Whether or not significant nrchcological resources nrc encountered, tho nrcheological consultnnt · 
sbnU submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to tfle ERO and the 
·s~PUC. 

Archeologicnl Dntn Re covet')' Progrnm. An arCheologi cal dntn recovery program shnll be 
implemented in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). TI1e ADRP shall 
incorporate (l) programmatic-level procedures for deeply buried prehistoric e.rcheological 
deposits; (2) site-specific procedures for identified prehistoric archeologi.cal deposits~ (2) and 
site-specific procedures for historical archeological deposits (as wnrranted). 

T11e archeologicttl consultont. SFPUC, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP 
prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeologicsl consu1tant shall submit a draft ADRP to lhe 
ERO and SFPUC. The ADRP sbnll ide11tify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve 
the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. Thnt is, the ADRP 
shall identify whnt scientific/historical researd1 questions are applicable to the expected resource, 
what data classes the resource is expected to possess;and how the expected data. classes would 
address the applicable research questions. Data recovety, in general, should be limited to the 
portions of the historical re.source 

ATIACHMENTB 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

L Qualified archaeological consultant to 
prepare an AMP 

2. Qualified archaeological consultant to' 
implement the AlvlP, including notification 
of ERO of any potentially significant 
discoveries, and consultation with the ERO 
on scope of subsequent assessment and 
treatment 

3. Qualified archaeologicnl consultant to 
prepare written report offindi11gs during 
construction. Monitoring results may be 
included in F .ARR. 

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

2. Archaeological consultant to implement the 
ADRP. 

3, Archaeoloi;ical consultnnt to prepare written 
report of findings of the data recovery 

· program. 

1. A!\1P to be subject to approvttl by ERO prior 
to construction. Qualified archaeologist to 
conduct construction crew training prior to 
soil disturbing activities, 

2. During constru~tion 

3. Post-construction 

1. Prior to son disturbing activities 

2. Prior to and duringsoil~disturbing 
constrnction activities:. · 

3. Upon completion of all soil-disturbing 
activities that may trigger ADRP 
implementation, nnd upon completion of all 
ADRP analyses. 
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I. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

3. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

1. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM and ERO 
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Motion No. 

I. Considered complete on npproval of 
AMP(s) by ERO, 

2. ERO to be notified qunrterly of monitoring 
progress including any proposed chruiges in 
monitoring schedule 9r intensity; notified 
illllnedialely of any potentially significant 
discoveries;. and consulted in development 
of proposed assessment and treatment plan 
in the event of a discovery 

3. ERO approval of written report of 
monitoring findingd FARR. 

1. ERO approval of the ADRP 

2. ERO approval of the f}nal archaeological 
report(s) docuinenting implementation of the 
ADRP and curation of resultant 
archaeological co!Jections. 
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that could be adversely affected by the project Destructive dnta recoveiy methods shall not be 
applied to portions of the archeologicnl resources if non-destructive methods are practical. 

TI1e scope of the ADRP shall include the folloVving elements: 

F/<1/d .Mcihods aud Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations for the following elements: 

1) Programmatic-level procedures for deeply buried prehistoric archeologica1 deposits 
potentially mcovered during excavation for deep foundations (e.g., driven, drilled, or 
augored piles). 

2) Site-specific procedures for known/identified prehistoric archeological deposits potentially 
affected by project excevation activities {e.g. CA-SFR-171). 

J) Site-specific procedures for historical nrcheological deposits"(as warranted) potentially 
affected by project excavation acti"11ies. 

• Cata/og11i11g and Labora!O!J' Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 

Disf.Xmf and Deaccession Policy. Description of and ratiooBle for field end postwfield discard 
and deaccession policies. 

• I11le1prelil'e Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during 
1he course of the archeological data recovery program. 

• Secmjl)t Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the ercheological resource from 
vandnHsm, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

Final Report. Description of proposed report forU1at aod distribution of results. 

• Cumt/011. Description oftlte procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered 
data having potential research value. identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a 
summruy oftbe accession policies of lhe curation facilities. 

Human Remains nnd Associated or U11.1SSocinted Funerm·y Objects, The treatment of human 
remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during my soils disturbing 
activity. in the conteld of an archeological deposit or in isolation~ shall comply with applicable 
slate and federal laws. This shall includeimmediatenotificntio1\ of the Coroner of the City nnd 
County of San Francisco and in die event of the Coroner~s:determination that the buman remains 
are Native American remains, notification of the California Slate Native American Heritage 
Commission {NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Llkely Descend.ii,t {MLD) {PRC Section 
5097.98). PRC5097.9& fodicates: that 11 The descendants shall complete their inspection and make 
'their recommendation within 48 hours of their notification by the Native Aruericrul Heritage 
Comrrlission. 11 The archeological consultnnt, SFPUC. ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not 
beyond six days of discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the 
treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate 
dignity (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.S[dD. The agreement should lnke info consideration tl,e 
appropriate e"cavation, removal, recordation. analysis. custodianship, curation, and final 
disposition of the human remains and associated or lmassocinted funeraiy objects. Nothing in 
existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the SF'PUC and the ERO to 
nccept recommendations of an MLD. 111e archeological consultant shall retain possession of any 
Native Americnn human remains and nssociated or unassociated burial objects until completion 
of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement 
if such as agreement has been made or. otherwise, as detennined by the archeologicnl consultant 
aodtheERO. 

AITACHMENI'B 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
.BJOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

SFPUC aod qualified archeologicnl consultant, 
iu consultation with the San Francisco Coroner, 
NAHC, ERO, end MLD. 

1n the event human remains and/or funerary 
objects nl'e encountered, during soils disturbing 
activity; immediately, upon eacb such 
discovery 
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Motion No. 

Considered complete on notification of the San 
Francisco County Coroner and ERO~ and if 
Native American remains are discovered, then 
notification to NARC, and l\lll..D, and 
completion of treatment agreement and/or 
analysis and archaeological reporting. 
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Appl/cable to project ,lie 

Finni Archeologk:nl Resources Report. The archeologkal consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Reso,uces Report (FARR) to the ERO w,d SFPUC that evaluates ~,e historical 
significance of any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological nod historical 
research methods employed in tbe archeologicnl testinw'monitoring/daln recovel)' program(s) 
undertaken. 1l1e FARR shall include 11ew updated DPR fonu~ as npplicable. Information that may 
put nt risk any archeologiCtll resource shnll be provided ill o separate removnble insert ,'ti thin the 
final report. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributedns follows: Northwest 
Infom1ation Center (NWIC) of the Califomia Historical Resources Information System sbnll receive 
one (!) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal orn,e FARR to the NWIC. The 
Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shnll receive one bound. one unbound 
and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along wilh copies of any formal site 
recordation fom1S (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National 
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instnnces ofbigh public 
jnterest in ~r the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report 
content. format, and distriliution tha.11 that presented above. 

AppliCablc to project site, 1550 E1'(111s, a11d Pie~ 94 and 96 staging ar£!as 

Mitigntion Mensul'e 1\1-CR-lb. Accidental Discoyery of Al'cheologicnl Resources 

TI1e following mitigation moas\lre is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the 
project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.S(a) and (c), The project sponsor shall distribute the.Planning 
Department archeological resource "ALERT" sheet to the project prime contractor, to any project 
subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile installation, etc, firms)i 
or utilities finn involved in soils disturbing activities,\1thin tl1e project site. Prior to any soils 
disturbing activities being \lndertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that tho "ALERT' 
sl1eet is circulated to all field porsmmel including. ma.chine opernlors, field crew, pile drivers, 
supervisory per.;om1el, etc. · 

A preconstruction training shall be provided to nil construction personnel by n qualified nrcheologist 
prior lo their starting work on tl1e project The training may be provided in person or using a video 
and include a handout prepnred by !he qualified archeologist The video ru1d materials shall be 
revieV1-ed and approved by the ERO and the SFPUC. The purpose of the traitling is to enable 
personnel to identify archeologicnl resources tho.t may be encounti.,red and to instruct them on ,~hat 
10 do if n potential discovery occurs. Images or video of eh.-pected archeological resource types and 
archeological testing and datarecovezy methods should be included in the training. As possible, 
video or imn.ges should utilize archeologicnl investigations that have occurred at the project site. The 
training sho\dd also include general information about U1e known archeological resources identified 
,vi.thin the project site. 

The project sponsor shall pcovide the Environmental Revi~w Officer {ERO) ,~th a signed affidavit 
from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontmctor[s], and utilities firm) to the ERO 
confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet and have taken the 
µreconstruction training. 

Should any indication of an archeologicnl resource be encountered during nny soils disturbing 
activity of1he project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify Ute 
ERO and the SF.PUC and shall immediately suspend auy soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of 
the discovery wiril the ERO, in coordination with the SFPUC. has determined v..fiat additional 
measures should be undertaken. 

ATIACHMENTB 

MITIGATION MONITORJNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

1. SFPUC m1d qualified archeological 
consultant to consult with ERO regarding 
interpretive value ofidentified resources 
and, if so, to develop an interpretive plan 

2. Qualified archeological consultant to 
prepare the FARR m1d/orFARR wi1h 
interpretive augmentation 

l. SFPUC Construction Management Bureau 
(CMB)/BEM to prepare training materials 
and conduct preconstruction training and 
provide signed affidavit. 

2. Qualified archaeological consultnnt to notify 
the ERO and the SFPUC, immediately 
suspend any soils disturbing activities in the 
vicinity of the discovery, and consult with 
ERO to nssess significance and identify 
appropriate treatment measures. 

3. Qualified nrchneological consultant to 
implement significance assessment and 
treatm1mt measures 

4. Qualified arcl1aeological consultant to 
prepnre o. FARR. 

l. Post-ronstruction, upon recommendation by 
qualified archaeologist based on preliminary 
analytical results 

2. Within one year of the completion of tut soil 
disturbing activity at the projecl sile that bas 
potential for archaeological impacts 

l. Prior to any grow1d disturbing activity. 

2. Jn the event archcological resources nre 
encountered during soil disturbing activity 

3. Upon concurrence by ERO on significance 
assessment fllld treatment measures 
proposed by qualified archaeologist and 
prior to further construction activities thnt 
,vould impact the resource. 

4. Post construction 
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I. SFPUC BEM, qualified archaeologist and 
ERO 

2. SFPUC BE!vl and qualified archaeologist 

1. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

2. SFPUC BE!vl nnd ERO 

3. SFPUC BEMandERO 

4. SFPUC BEM and ERO 
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Motion No. 

l. If the ERO delermineS that the findings have 
high interpretive value, completion and 
approval of an interpretive report or other 
interpretive product, to be scope in 
consultation between the ERO, SFPUC nnd 
the qualified archaeological consultrult 

2. Considered complete on submittal of FARR 
nnd approval by ERO, ,~ritten confirmation 
the FARR has been distributed to specified 
entities and that any archaeological 
collections hnve been curated as specified in 
theADRP. 

J, Considered complete on approval of training 
materials nnd when signed affidavit from 
responsible parties is received by ERO. 

2. Considered complete on notification of the 
ERO, and completion of ERO consultaticin 
on treatment 

3. Upon completion of agreed upon 
significance nssessment/treatment of tl1e 
discovery. 

4. SF PlauningDepartment approval of FARR 
and confirmation that FARR has been 
distributed to specified entities and the 
collection has been curated as specified in 
theADRP. 
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If the ERO determines d1at the find may represent an archeological resource, the project sponsor 
shall retain the services of an archeological consultant. TI1e archeological consultant shall advise the 
ERO and the SFPUC as to ,vi1ether1he discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient 
integrity, and is of potential scienti£cthistorical/cultural significnnce. If an archeo1ogical resource is 
present, the archeological consultant shall identify nnd evaluate the archeological resource. The 
archeological consultant shall make a recommendntion as to iA<hnt action. if any, is warranted Bnsed 
on 1his information, the ERO may require, if warrnnted, specific additional measures to be · 
implemented by the project sponsor. 

Measures might include: pfeservntion in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological. 
monitming program; or an nrdteological testing program. 1f nn nrcheologica1 monitoringprogram or 
archeotogical testing program is required. it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning 
(EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor 
immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from 
vandalism,. looting, or other damagiug actions. 

The project archeological cons!lltaat shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) 
to the ERO and the SFPUC that evaluates the historical significru1ce of any discovered archeologicaJ 
resource and describing the archeological and historical research melhods employed in die 
archeological monitorin&fdata recovery program(s) undertaken. lnfonnalion thar may put at risk any 
archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report 

Copies of1he Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval and concurrently to the • 
SFPUC for review and conunent. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: California Arcbaeologicnl Site Survey Northwest lnforrnntion Center 
(NWJC) shall receivo one ( I) copy and tlie ERO shall receive n copy of the transmittal of the FARR 
to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Plnnning Depanment shall receive one 
bound copy, one unbow1d copy and 01te unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the 
FARR along with copies of any formal siterecordation fonns (CADPR523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Plnces/Califomia Register of 
Historical Resources.. Jn instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO rnny require 
a different final report content, fonnat, and distribution than that presented above. 

Applicable to 11'01* af Soutlteasr Greenhouses S1agi11g Area 

~itigntion Mensure M-NO~tn. Shielding of Concl'ete Snw Opel'fttions 

Project contractors shall erect temporaiy shielding when concrete saw operations are conducted 
within l 00 feet of a sensitive receptor. Shielding shall be sufficient to reduce noise levels to 80 
d.BA at a distance of 100 feet (an approximate 5 dBA reduction), consistent with the noise limit 
specified in Section 2907 of the Noise Ordinance. · 

Applicable to work a( S0utheas1 Greenhouses Stag I fig Area 

Mitigation Mensure M-NO-lb. Constl'uctiou Noise Contt·ol Mensures nt Sonthenst 
GJ'eenbouses Staging Aren 

Project contractors shall implement noise control measures nt the Southeast Greenhouses staging 
area, such ns one of the following strategies. to ensure that constmction-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 performauce 
standard is based on the City•s ambient+IO dBA noise limit): 

ATIACHMENTB 

l\fiTIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BJOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

Contractors to erect shielding when concrete I Prior to conducting con Crete saw operations 
saw operations are conducted within I 00 feet of within 100 feet of a sensitive receptor. 
a sensitive receptor. 

SFPUCBEM 

Contractor to impleme1)t noise control 
measures; SFPUC Cl\AB to post sign. 

Prior to mid during construction nctivities at 1ha I SFPUC BEl\-1 
Southeast Greenhouses staging area 
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Documentation of compliance 

Docwnentation of compliance 
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• Restrid Use of Hem')' Eq11ipme11I. Reslrict operation ofhenvy equipme11t and trucks in the 
southern portion of the Southeast Greenhouses staging area within approxim1tteiy 200 feet of 
the daycare center (including the outdoor play area) ru1d .residences across Phelps Street such 
that noise levels are maintained below this performance standard. · 

• Te111i,ort1rJ• N11ise Burrier. Erect temporary noise barrier(s) nlong the southern. and eastern 
boundaries of the Southeast Greenhouses staging area to shield the daycare facility and 
residences from noise generated by staging are.a activities necessary to achieve this 
perforniance stnndnrd. 

The SFPUC shn11 also post n sign on-site describing permitted constmction dnys and hours, 
noise complaint procedures, and a complaint hotline number (available during constructlon 
hours). 

Applicable to all ptoject locatious 

Mitigntion MeRSure M-AQ-ln. Constmction Emissions Mininlizntion 

1l1e SFPUC's contractors shall comply , ... ith the following: 

A. E11gim1 Req11ire111e11tr. 

1. All off-road equipment v.i'th larger engines (greater than or equnl to 140 horsepower) shall 
meet United States Environmental Protedion Agency (USEP A) or Califomin Air Resources 
Board (CARB) Tier 4 Finni off-rood emission standards. while equipment with smaller 
engines (less 1hlln 140 horsepower) shall meet or exceed Tier 2 off-road emissiml standards 
nnd be equipped 'Mth diesel particulate filters (DPFs), v.hich is equivalent to • Level 3 
verified diesel emission control strategy (VDECS}. 

2 At least &O percent of haul trucks (i.e., trucks used to remove or deliver backfill soil, 
excavated soii and demo Ii tion debris) tlsed must tuwe 2010 or newer engines. The SFPUC 
should strive to exceed this requirement when possible; if trucks ,..J:th 2010 or newer engines 
are available in the Contractor's, or subcontractor's fleet. then those should be used for the 
project. 

The SFPUC, through its Contractors Assistance Center, '\\,m work with the BAAQMD's 
Strntegic IncentiVes DivisiOlt nnd interested, eligible truckers to pursue funding to replace 
vehicles or retrofit engines to comply with the IO\wr emis.sions requirement, including but 
not limited to conducting infommtional presen1ations at the Contractors Assistance Center to 
notify trackers about the grants and incentives Md assisting with the completion of 
applications to th, gnu1tprograms. · 

3. All diesel-pow~red haul trucks and off~rond equipment must use renewable diesel. 

B. JVttfrers. 

L Pursuant to the Clean Construction Ordinance, the SFPUC General Manager (GM) or 
designee may vvaive the alternative source of power requirement if an alternative source of 
power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the SFPUC GM grants the waiver, the 
contractor shall submit documentntion thnt 1he eqldpment used for on-;ite power generation 
meets the requirements of Subsection (A}(l). 

ATTACHMENT B 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BlOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

SFPUC Cl\1B and contractor . Implement prior to and during constmction 
activities. 
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Considered complete upon Planning Department 
review and approval of documentation. 
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2. The SFPUC GM or designee may waive tl,e equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(l) 
but only under any of the followlngtmusunl·circumstances; ifa pmticularpie~ of off-road 
equipment 1i1h TI er 4 Finn! standards or CARB Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; 
the equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating 
modes; installation of the equipment would crente a safety hn2nrd or impaired visibility for 
the operator; or there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not 
retrofitted with a CARB Level 3 VDECS. lfthe SFPUC GM or designee grants the \\'lliver, 
the contractor shal! use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment:, according to 1he 
followingtable: 

Compliance Alternative Engine 'Emission Standard 

• Tic-r4 Interim 

TierJ 

Tie,2 

NOTES: }fow ta use thu. ta bit!! Uthe SFPUCGM ord1?.Slb-neecktermln1?S thntthe 
eqttlpm.mt n=qulrer.uents c:i.nntit be met, thcn the oontr.u:tor shall tt\L>cl Compl\ru,~ 
Altematl\'e 1. If tho SFPUCGM ordttSlgna!. dL'lonl\lnllslhat theamtractorcannot 
supply ofMo~d equlpmmt n1oeUngComplf.:mo.,. Altematl\•e l, then thl? c:ontract,:,r 
sh11llm6!1: Compliance Altt!matlve 2. lflhcSFPUC GM or d1?.Slgt1ed de1ti1rn!nl!s that 
tho contrndor C:.'Vlnotsupply olf-roadL'<]Ulpml!t\tnweling C(lmplIMo., 
Altcmatlve2. then !he amtractorshnllmeet Compll.1nro AltemnU\loJ. 

Mitigation Menson, M-AQ·tb, Emission Offsets . 

During die five-year construction period and prior to project completion, the SFPUC, with the 
ove~ght of the Planning Department. shall implement either of the following two options or n 
combination ·of both: 

1. Directly implement n specific offset progrnm (sacb n.s replace equipment) to nchieve reductions 
of 2.3 tons per year of ozone precursors, subject to Environmental Review Officer (ERO) 
approval. To qualify under this mitigntion measure,. the specific emissions retrofit project must 
result in emissions reductions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin {SFBAAB) that nre 
real, surplus, quantifiable, enforceable., and would not othenvise be achieved through 
compliance \'Jth existing regulatory requirements or nny other legal requirement Prior to 
implementation of tho offset project, the SFPUC must obtain Planning Depnrtme11t1s approval 
of the proposed offset project by pro,~ding documentation of the estimnted amount of emissions 
of 2.3 tons per year of ozone precursors within tl.1e SFBAAB from 1he emissions redaction 
project(s). The project sponsor shnll notify the Planning Department within six months of 
completion of the offset project for verification. 

2. Pay a mitigation offset ree to 1he Bay Area Air Quality Management District's (BAAQMD) 
Bay Area Clean Air Foundation (Fowidation) in an amount to be determined at the time of the 
,impact The midgntion offset fee ·wm be no Jess than $30,000 per weighted ton of omne 
precursors per year requiring emissions offsets plus an administrative fee of no less tlmn 
5 percent, to fund 0110 or ntore emissions reduction projects within the SFBAAB. Tite $30,000 
will be adjusted to reflect annual California Conswner Price fnd~ nqjustments bet\veen 2017 
and the estimated first yenr of ex:ceednnce. This feo will be detennined by the Planning 
Depnrtment in consultation ,\itl1 the SFPUC and BAAQMD and based on 1he type of projeClS 
nvailable at the time ofimpnct This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to 
achieve reductions of2.3 tons per year of ozone precursors. 

ATIACHMENT B 

l\1lTlGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

SFPUC Qffscr program: During construction and notify 
d1e Planning Depamnent within 6 months of 
completion ofthei offset project(s). 

and.for 

.Miligcrtfo11 Fee; Pay nmount detemtlned at titi1e 
of impact 

Page 9 ofll 
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Q/fsel p1vgm111: SFPUC and ERO 

.Mitigatio11 Fee::. BAAQMD 

Case No. 20I5·000644ENV 
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 

Motion No. 

Offi·et prog7'mn: Documentation of offset 
projects implemented 

Mlf}gaf/oll Fee: BMQhID confirmation of 
receipt of payment. 
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For this option, the SFPUC is required to enter into a Memorandum ofUnders1ancling (MOU) with 
tl1eBAAQMD's Foundatioic The MOU will include details regarding the funds to be paid, 
administrative fee and the timing of the emissions reductions project, Acceptance of this fee by the 
BMQMD shall serve as M. ack.,ia,,1edgment nnd commitment by the BAAQMD to: (t) implement 
an emissions reducti011 pioject(s) within a time.frame lo be detemlined hJ\Sed on the t)'Pe of projecl(s) · 
selected7 after receipt of tbe miti&,ation fee to ad1ie...i the emission reduction objectives specified 
nbove; and (2) provide documentation to the ERO and the SFPUC describing the amount of nod the 
project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including 1he amount of eu:iissions ofNC»c reduced (tons per 
yenr) within the SFBAAB from die emissions reduction project(s). Irt11ere is auy remaining tmspent 
portion of the mitigation offset fee following implementation of the emission reduction project(s), the 
SFPUC shall be entitled ton refund in that amount from theBAAQMD. To qualify under this 
mitigation measure, the specific emissions reduction project must result in emission reductions within 
the SFBAAB lhat are real, surplus~ quantifiable. enforceable. and would not othenvise be achieved 
through compliance with existing regulatol)' requirements or any od1er legal requirement. 

~ 
Applicahle lo buildings a11d J'fn1clures lo he demolishe,I, trees Jo be remo1•e,I, a11d 
buildi11gsls1111ctures and trees within JOO feel qf consfn1aJio11 actMty. 

Mitigation Men.sure M~Blwl! Pl'o(ecti\'e Mensures for Special Status Bats and Mntomity 
Roosts 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Co1nmission (SFPUC) shall engage a qualified biologist to 
conduct a pre-construction survey of buildings and other structures to be demolished. vacnnt 
buHdings "within I 00 feet of construction activities, trees to be removed. and trees located within 
100 feet of constructio11 aCtivities to locate potential roosting habitat for special-status bats and 
active maternal colonies. The pre-construdion surveys shall occur no more than h\'o \yeeks in 
advnnce ofinitiation of building demolition or renovation activities on-site or initiation of 
construction. No activities that could disturb active roosts of special-status: bats or maternal roosts 
shall proceed prior to the completed surveys. The pre-constn1ction smvey shall include at a 
mininmm: 

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

• Locations of active roOStinghabitat and ma.temal colonies. · 

If the pre~construction survey does not identify signs of potentially active bat roosts (e.g., guano, 
urine stah1ing, dead bats, etc.) then no further action is required lf U1e pre-construction survey 
identifies signs of potentially active ba.t .roosts, d1e following measures shall be implemented: 

• Removal of structures and trees shall occur when bats are active, approximately between the 
periods of March l to April 15 and August 15 lo October 15; outside of bat matemity roosting 
season (approximately April 15 to August 3 I); nnd outside of months of wintcrtotpor 
(appro,dmately October 15 to Febnuuy 28). On structures where bats were observed during the 
pre-construction survey, exclusion devices (Le. •. one-wny doors) shall be installed prior to 
removal of the stn1ctures:. Exch1sion devices shall be left in place for a minimum of four nights 
prior to demolition of the structures. 

• If removal of strnctures and trees during the periods when bats are active is not feasible and 
active bat rooots being used for maternity or hibernation pJrposes are found on or "in the 
immediate vicinity of the project site where structure demolition onenovation is planned, a no­
disturbance bufl'er of JOO feet or Jess if determined adequate by a qunli.fied biologist in 
coordination with rhe California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) based on site­
specific conditions shall be established around the roost sites until they are determined to be 110 

longer active or volant by a qualified biologist. 

A'JTACHMENTB 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

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

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

1. Prior to construction 

Conduct pre-construction stuveys no more 
than two weeks in advance of initiation of 
building demolition or renovntion activities 
on-site or initintion of construction. 

2. During construction 
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I. SFPUCBEM 

2. SFPUCBEM 

Case No. 2015-000644ENV 
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 

Motion No. 

1. Documentation of surveys 

2. Documentation that avoidai1co / protective 
measures were taken. 
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• The qualified biologist shall be present during structure and tree distutbnnce if active bat roosts 
nre present. Structures and trees ,mh active roosts shall be removed only when no rain is 
occurring or jg forecast 10 occur for three dn.ys. and ,,~1en daytime temperatures are at lea5t 50 
degrees Fabrenbeit ('F). 

• Structures or trees co11taining or suspected 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 fornge. Structures sball be partially clismautled to significantly change 
the roost conditions, causing bats to abandon and Uot r~tum to the roost 

• If significant bat roostll1ghabitat (e.g., maternity roosts or special~atus non-maternity roost 
sites) is destroyed during structure or tree removal, artificial bat roosts shaU be constructed in nn 
tmdisturbed area in the project site vicinity away from human activ_ily and at least 200 feet from 
project demolition/construction activities. The design and location of the artifidfil batroost(s) 
shall be detennined by a qualified bat biologist. 

• Bat roosts that begin during construction are presumed to be unaffected. and no buffer would be 
necessazy . 

Appllccrhlc 10 projecr site 

Mitigntiou Merunn'e M-GE-4: Paleontologicnl Resources Monitol'ing nud Mitigntiou P1·ogi-an1 

The SFPUC shall retain the services of a qualified paleontological consultant ha,~ng e.""<pertise in 
California paleontology to design and implement a Paleontologicnl Resources Monitoring and ' 
Mitigation Program (PRMl\4P) for construction activities that would disturb the upper layered 
sediments that are Sl}I\Sitive for paleontotogicol resourc.es. The PRMMP-shnll not require monitoring 
in shallower excavations that do not encounter the upper Jnyered sediments. The PR~1MP shall 
include a description of ,,hen and where constn1crion mmtitoring would be re qui red; emergency 
discovery procedures; sampling and dala recovery procedures; procedure for the prepnration. 
identification, analysis, and curmion of fossil specimens and data recovered; pre-construction 
co~rdination procedmes; and procedures for reporting 1he results of the monitoring pro grant 

TI1e PRMMP shall be consistent with the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) Standard 
Guidelines for1he mitigation of constniction-related adverse impacts on paleonlological resources 
and the requirements oftbe designated repository for any fossils collected. During construction, 
earth-moving activities shall be monitored by a qualified paleontologicnl constdtnnt having expertise 
in Califomia paleontology in the areas ,\here these activities hnve the potential to disturb the upper 
layered sediments. Monitoring need not be conducted for construction activities that \·\'Ould disturb 
only artificial fill material and/or young bay mud. 

The consultant's work shall be c.onducted in accordance \ith this measure and at the direction of the 
C.ity's Environmental Review Officer(ERO) in coordination with the SFPUC. Plans and reports 
prepared by the consultant shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review nnd comment 
and concurrently to the SFPUC for review and commeot, and shalt be coosidered draft reports 
subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Paleontological monitoring ancVor data recovery 
programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project in an appropriate 
buffur zone around a. discovered paleontological resource or aren determined in the PRMMP to be 
sensitive for paleontological resources for up to a ma.~mum of four weeks. At the direction of the 
ERO and in coordination witl1 the SFPUC, tl1e suspension of construction may be extended beyond 
four weeks for n reasonnble time required to implemei1t nppropriale measures in nccordance with the 
PRMMP only if such a suspension is lhe only feasible means to reduce potentittl effects 011 n 
significant paleontological resource as previously defined ton. I ess~tban--significant level. 

A'ITACHMENT B 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT 

l. PRMMP: qualified paleontological 
consultnnt 

2. Monitoring: Paleontologi~al consultnnt and 
SFPUCCMB 

1. Pfil..1:rvIP: Before the start of any gcound 
disturbing activities. 

2. Monitoring: During construction 
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I. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

2. SFPUC BEM and ERO 

Case No. 201s-000644ENV 
Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 

Motion No. 

l. Final PRMMP approved by ERO 

2. Documentation of complinnce 
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Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
CASE NO. 2015-000644ENV 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2015062073 

CLICK HERE FOR A LINK TO THE DOCUMENT 

Draft EIR Publication Date; May 3, 2017 

Draft EIR Public Hearing Date: June 1, 2017 

Draft EIR Public Comment Period: May 4, 2017 to June 19, 2017 

Written comments should be sent to: 

Timothy P. Johnston, MP, Environmental Planner 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 I San Francisco, CA 94103 

-DEPARTMENT or Email Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
CASE NO. 2015-000644ENV 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2015062073 

CLICK HERE FOR A LINK TO THE DOCUMENT 
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Draft EIR Publication Date: May 3, 2017 

Draft EIR Public Hearing Date: June 1, 2017 

I "~""" 

Draft EIR Public Comment Period: May 4, 2017 to Ju 
,,.,,_.__y .... 

Written comments should be sent to: 

Timothy P. Johnston, MP, Environmental Planner 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 I San Francisco, CA 94103 

or Email Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org 
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APPENDIX BIO 
Special Status.Species List and 
Tree Survey Results 

CLICK HERE FOR A LINK TO THE DOCUMENT 

Biosolids Digester Facilities Project Draft EIR 
Case No. 2015-000644ENV 

BI0-1 
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SAM FRANG!SGO 
PLAN!\HNG 
'DEPARTMENT 

Biosolids Digester Facilities Project 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
CASE NO. 2015-000644ENV 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2015062073 

CLICK HERE FOR A LINK TO THE DOCUMENT· 

I Draft EIR Publication Date: 
I 

l Draft EIR Pubiic Hearing Date: 1,2017 

l Draft EIR Public Comment Period: I May 4, 2017 - June 19, 2017 
' ! Final EIR Certification Hearing Date: 

I I March 8, 2018 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING DIVISION I SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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The Big Picture: 
utheast Treatment Plant l;ampus 

''To transform San Francisco's 

oldest wastewater treatment 

plant into a state of the art 

resource recovery facility, 

·. a City destination, a proud 

neighborhood asset, .and an .. 

attractive· workplace,,'' 
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Biosolids Digester Facilities Project (BDFP) 
ey reatures 

@ Reduce Number ot· • Improve Biosolids treatment 
·oigesters from 9 to 5 quality from Clas_s B to Class 

• Generate s MW electricity A for more beneficial uses · 
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Biosolids Dig.ester Facititi.es Project (BDFP) 
ite Layout 
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Biosolids Digester Facilities Project (BDFP) 
erial View from East 
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Biosotids Digester Facilities Project (BDFP) 
urrent Project Status 

Budget $1,276M 

·Phase: Initiated 95°/o Design· 

Updates: 
@ Receiving SRF & WIFIA 

loans 

® Procuring a Construction 
Manager (recently 
approved .l?Y Board) 

lJl!l1 (j;; ~ t•i ;a, r'•i 

• ,ti: 2021 2022. 

• Planning through Bid & Award . • Construction • Close Out 
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Environmental Review: 
chedule 

Draft Environmental Impact 
Report Published 

Response to Comments Published 

Final Environmental Impact Report. 
Certified (Planning Commission) 

May 3, 2017 

Feb 23, 2018 

March 8, 2018 

SFPUC Commission Project Approval March 13, 2018 

Board of Supervisors Approval · April 2018 

. SEWER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM I Grey. Green. Clean. a · 



~ 

01 
-.J 
~ 

Environmental. Justice Analysis Report: 

ii) Prepared in conformance with 
SFPUC Environmental Justice 
Policy 

• Published in June 2017 

• Analyzed cumulative EJ 
impacts i·n the Bayview 

@ Incorporated public _ 
engagement 

• Resulted ·in potential BDFP E·J 
effects and recommendations 

SEWER SYSTEM BMPROVEMENT PROGRAM I Grey. Green. Clean. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS FOR 
BAYV!EW-HUNTERS POINT 

Biosolids Digester Facilities Project and Commun[I,'· 
Benefits Program 

Pceoared!or 
SanF~PL:bEcUfi~!les 
CQrimlsslon 

Ju11ego11 
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Board of Supervisors: 
ction_Ask of Supervisor.s 

• Make and Adopt the CEQA findings; and 

8 Direct the Clerk of the Board to forward 
this Resolution to the Contro·ller to release 

' . . . . 

· from reserve the appropriated funds for 
the Project .. 

SEWER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM I Grey. Green. Clean. 
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525 Golden Gate Avenue, 13th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

T 415.554.3155 

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Supervisor Malia Cohen, Board of Supervisors, District 1 O 

John Scarpulla, Policy and Government Affairs 

March 15, 2018 

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 

t 
! 

2. Biosolids Digester Facilities Project Final Environmental Impact Report: 
a. Draft EIR Volume 1 
b. Draft EIR Volume 2 
c. Draft El R 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. San 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) . 

Please contact John Scarpulla at ( 415) 934-5782 if you need additional 
information on these items. 

b r;;:· 

OUR MBSS!OINJ: 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 entrusted 
to our care. 
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Mark Farrell 
Mayor 

. Ike Kwon 
President 

Vince Courtney 
Vice President 

Ann Moller Caen 
Commissioner 

Francesca Vietor 
Commissioner 

Anson Moran 
Commissioner 

Harlan L Kelly, Jr. 
· General Manager 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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 

M E M O R A N_ D U M 

TO: Harlan Kelly, Jr., General Manager, Public Utilities Commission 
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department · 

FROM: ~ Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
--l;U' 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 
Francisco, 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 . . 
. ' 

C:· L,! ,. ·~~ ' •• ~.,,-· ~ ~-· ;' .... : ,: • 1 •• '-·· :·· ··-· '._~ 

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

I hereby subrriit the following item for ill;troduction (select only one): 

[Z] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request. for letter beginning :"Supervisor · inquiri~s" 
"--,-----------------~ 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request ( attached written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. 
~---=========;------' D 9. Reactivate File No. 
'-------------~ 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

. Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Cohen 

Subject: 

Resolution Adopting Findings Rel~ted 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 Digester ac"lities 
Project, and directing the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to notify the Cont r o thi ction. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk's Use Only 
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