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ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS, AND
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Acronyms and Abbreviations
2010 CAP

Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan

μg/L

Microgram per Liter

μg/m3

Microgram per Cubic Meter

ABAG

Association of Bay Area Governments

ADRP

Archeological Data Recovery Plan

AMP

Archaeological monitoring plan

APE

Area of Potential Effect

B20

20 Percent Biodiesel

B.P.

Before Present

BAC

Bioactivated Carbon

BAAQMD

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BAWSCA

Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency

Bicycle Plan

San Francisco Bicycle Plan

Blue Book

Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets

BMPs

Best Management Practices

BOD

Biochemical Oxygen Demand

Brine

Reverse Osmosis Concentrate

C‐APE

CEQA‐Area of Potential Effect

CA ARNG

California Army National Guard

CA DPR

California Department of Parks and Recreation

CAA

Clean Air Act

CAAQS

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

CalEEMod

California Emissions Estimator Model

California Register

California Register of Historical Resources

Caltrans

California Department of Transportation
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CAP

Clean Air Plan

CARB

California Air Resources Board

CBOD

Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand

CCAA

California Clean Air Act

CCC

California Coastal Commission

CCO

San Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance

CCR

California Code of Regulations

CCSF

City and County of San Francisco

CDFW

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

CFR

Code of Federal Regulations

CHRIS

California Historical Resources Information System

CNEL

Community Noise Equivalent Level

CO

Carbon Monoxide

dB

Decibel

dBA

A‐Weighted Decibel

DBI

Department of Building Inspector

DPH

Department of Public Health

DPM

Diesel Particulate Matter

effluent

Treated Wastewater

EIR

Environment Impact Report

EP

San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning section

ERO

Environmental Review Officer

ESA

Environmental Science Associates

FARR

Final Archaeological Resources Report

General Plan

San Francisco General Plan

HI

hazard Index

HVAC

heat, ventilation, and air conditioning

I‐280

Interstate 280

JRP

JRP Historical Consulting, LLC

Landmarks Board

Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board

Ldn

Day‐Night Noise Level

LEED

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

Leq

Steady‐State Energy Level
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Lincoln Park

Lincoln Park/Lincoln Park Golf Course

LOS

Level of Service

LSM

Less than Significant with Mitigation

Master Plan

Golden Gate Park Master Plan

MEI

Maximally Exposed Individual

mgd

million gallons per day

mg/L

milligram per liter

MF

Microfiltration/Ultrafiltration

mL

milliliters

MLD

Most Likely Descendant

MPN

Most Probably Number

MTC

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

MTBE

Methyl Tertiary‐Butyl Ether

MUNI

San Francisco Municipal Railway

NAAQS

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAHC

Native American Heritage Commission

National Register

National Register of Historic Places

NHPA

National Historic Preservation Act

NO2

Nitrogen Dioxide

NOP

Notice of Preparation

NOX

Nitrogen Oxides

NPDES

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NPS

National Park Service

NSR

New Source Review

NWIC

Northwest Information Center

Panhandle

Golden Gate Panhandle

PAWS

Project Alternatives Workshop Series

PEIR

Program Environmental Impact Report

PM

Particulate Matter

PM10

Particulate Matter, 10 microns or less in diameter

PM2.5

Particulate Matter, 2.5 microns or less in diameter

ppm

parts per million

PRC

Public Resources Code

Project
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REL

Reference Exposure Level

RO

Reverse Osmosis

ROG

Reactive Organic Gases

RWQCB

Regional Water Quality Control Board

SFBAAB

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

SFDPW

San Francisco Department of Public Works

SFMTA

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

SFPUC

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

SFRPD

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department

SIL

Significant Impact Level

SNRAMP

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan

SO2

Sulfur Dioxide

SPEAK

Sunset‐Parkside Action Committee

SR

State Route

SVP

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology

SWRCB

State Water Resources Control Board

TAC

Toxic Air Contaminants

TASC

Transportation Advisory Staff Committee

TEP

Transit Effectiveness Project

TPZ

Tree Protection Zone

TST

Test of Significant Toxicity

TUc

Toxicity Unit Chronic

U.S. EPA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USFWS

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

UV

Ultraviolet

WPA

Work’s Progress Administration

WPCP

Water Pollution Control Plant

WSIP

Water System Improvement Program

Zoo

San Francisco Zoo

Zoo Road

Internal Zoo Access Road
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Glossary of Terms
Acre‐foot. An acre‐foot is the quantity of water required to cover 1 acre to a depth of 1 foot. Equal to
1,233.5 cubic meters (43,560 cubic feet).
A‐weighted decibel (dBA). Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within
the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A‐
weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or A‐weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement
that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies.
Beneficial use. Those uses of water as defined in the State of California Water Code (Chapter 10 of Part 2
of Division 2), including but not limited to agricultural, domestic, municipal, industrial, power
generation, fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, and mining.
Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD). The amount of dissolved oxygen needed by aerobic biological
organisms in a body of water to break down organic material present in a given water sample at a certain
temperature over a specific time period. The term also refers to a chemical procedure for determining this
amount.
CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act). State law that requires state, local, and other non‐federal
agencies in California to evaluate the environmental implications of their actions.
Colluvium. A loose deposit of rock debris accumulated through the action of gravity at the base of a cliff
or slope.
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). Because community receptors are more sensitive to
unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes,
an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24‐hour noise descriptor called
the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL adds a 5‐dBA “penalty” during the evening
hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and a 10‐dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).
Cultural resource. A fragile and nonrenewable remnant of human activity that is valued by or
significantly representative of a culture or that contains significant information about a culture. Cultural
resources encompass archeological, traditional, and built environment resources, including landscapes or
districts, sites, buildings, structures, objects, or cultural practices that are usually greater than 50 years of
age and possess architectural, historic, scientific, or other technical value.
Cumulatively considerable. A CEQA term used to indicate whether or not a cumulative impact is
significant.
CT value. The product of total chlorine residual and modal contact time measured at the same point.
Day‐night noise level (Ldn). Another 24‐hour noise descriptor, called the day‐night noise level (Ldn), is
similar to CNEL. While both add a 10‐dBA penalty to all nighttime noise events between 10:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m., Ldn does not add the evening 5‐dBA penalty. In practice, Ldn and CNEL usually differ by less
than 1 dBA at any given location for transportation noise sources.
Dewater. To remove water from a trench or other excavation.
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Discharge. The flow of surface water in a stream or canal or the outflow of groundwater from a flowing
artesian well, ditch, or spring. Also refers to the discharge of liquid effluent from a facility, or to chemical
emissions into the air through designated venting mechanisms.
Disturbance. Any event or series of events that disrupt ecosystem, community, or population structure
and alter the physical environment.
EIR (environmental impact report). A report required by the California Environmental Quality Act to
describe the environmental impact of a proposed project.
EIR certification. EIR adoption by a governing agency that involves acceptance of the document as being
complete and adequate according to the California Environmental Quality Act.
Gate Valve. A multipurpose bi‐directional shutoff valve used for commercial and industrial applications.
Fugitive dust. “Fugitive” dust generally refers to the emission of fine soil particles that are released to the
atmosphere from a construction site or agricultural field.
Holocene. A geological epoch that began 11,700 years ago and continues to the present.
Hydrology. The science that deals with the waters above and below land surfaces; their occurrence,
circulation, and distribution, both in time and space; their biological, chemical, and physical properties;
and their reaction with their environment, including their relation to living beings.
Irrigation water. Water of sufficiently quality that can be used for landscape irrigation.
Leq. Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady‐state energy level
(called Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq (24) is the steady‐state
energy level measured over a 24‐hour period.
Level of service (LOS). A qualitative description of a highway/road’s performance based on average
delay per vehicle, vehicle density, or volume‐to‐capacity ratios. Levels of service range from LOS A,
which indicates free‐flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested
or overloaded conditions with extremely long delays.
Mitigation. One or all of the following: (1) Avoiding an impact altogether by not taking a certain action
or parts of an action; (2) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action and its
implementation; (3) rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment; (4) reducing or eliminating an impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of an action; and (5) compensating for an impact by replacing or providing
substitute resources or environments.
Pleistocene. Epoch from 11,700 years B.P. to 2.5 million years B.P.
Potable water. Water of sufficiently high quality that can be consumed by humans; drinking water.
Primary effluent treatment. Removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as
screening and sedimentation.
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Program Environmental Impact Report. One type of environmental review document identified under
the California Environmental Quality Act that may be used to evaluate a plan or program that has
multiple components (projects and actions) or to address a series of actions that are related.
Reasonable potential analysis. An evaluation conducted to identify pollutants in effluent that have the
potential to exceed water quality criteria established in the Ocean Plan.
Regional Transit Screenlines. Identified corridors served by a grouping of transit lines.
Regional water system. The entire SFPUC water system starting at Hetch Hetchy Reservoir and ending
in San Francisco; the regional system includes all facilities serving the SFPUC wholesale and retail
customers, except for the retail customers in San Francisco and a few limited areas outside of San
Francisco (e.g., Castlewood). The SFPUC regional water system consists of a complex network of facilities
covering a geographic range of about 160 miles, from the Sierra Nevada on the east to San Francisco on
the west. The regional water system crosses seven counties—Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin,
Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco. The regional water system includes over 280 miles
of pipelines, over 60 miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs, 5 pump stations, and 2 water treatment plants.
Residence time. In groundwater, the length of time water remains underground before it is extracted or
discharged.
Secondary effluent treatment. Process that reduces suspended solids and biological oxygen demand in
wastewater by approximately 90 percent.
Sensitive receptors. Persons that are sensitive or more vulnerable to effects of (i.e., that “receive”)
excessive noise and/or poor air quality than the general population, usually analyzed in terms of land use
types where such persons are typically located.
Soldier piles and lagging system. Includes concrete‐encased beams in placed in drilled holes that extend
below the bottom of the excavation. Timber lagging is placed between the beams to retain soil in the
excavation sidewall as excavation proceeds.
Spoils. Excess soil remaining from an excavation after backfilling is completed.
Structural fill. Typically a screened earthen material used to create a strong, stable base for structural
purposes.
Upland. Elevated areas lying above the level where water flows or where flooding occurs.
Vertical and horizontal mixing. Refers to air movement patterns. Limited vertical or horizontal mixing
would limit dispersion of pollutants, resulting in a concentration of pollutants.
Wye. A fitting with three openings. The side inlet pipe enters at an angle other than 90 degrees.
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CHAPTER 1

Summary
1.1 Project Synopsis
The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is proposing the San Francisco Westside
Recycled Water Project (project). The project includes the construction of a recycled water treatment plant
that would be located at the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), and within a
portion of the adjacent California Army National Guard site. Recycled water produced at this facility
would be used in Golden Gate Park (including the Panhandle portion of the park and fill for Golden Gate
Park Lakes), Lincoln Park Golf Course, and various areas of the Presidio, primarily for landscape
irrigation. To deliver the water from Oceanside WPCP to the areas of use, a transmission pipeline would
be constructed primarily along 36th Avenue between the proposed recycled water treatment plant at the
Oceanside WPCP and the existing Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park. Transmission pipelines also
would be constructed between the Central Reservoir and Lincoln Park and the Presidio, as well as
adjacent to the Golden Gate Park Panhandle. Furthermore, the existing Central Reservoir and pump
station in Golden Gate Park would be expanded to include the additional storage and pumping capacity.
A new underground storage reservoir would also be constructed under the Oceanside WPCP facility.
Under the San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31, the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Environmental Planning section (EP) is responsible for conducting the environmental review of all City
and County of San Francisco (CCSF) projects pursuant to the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Planning Department is the lead agency responsible for
preparing this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in compliance with CEQA, and the SFPUC is the
project sponsor proposing to implement the project. This EIR is being prepared for the public and
decision‐makers to disclose the potential physical impacts of the project so that an informed judgment
can be made about the project’s environmental consequences.

1.2 Overview of SFPUC Regional Water System
This overview of the SFPUC regional water system provides background information and context for the
project. The discussion includes a description of the existing water system and the SFPUC’s Water System
Improvement Program (WSIP).

1.2.1 Existing Regional Water System
The CCSF, through the SFPUC, owns and operates a regional water system that extends from the
Sierra Nevada to San Francisco and serves retail and wholesale customers in San Francisco, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Alameda, and Tuolumne Counties. The regional water system consists of water conveyance,
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treatment, and distribution facilities, and delivers water to retail and wholesale customers. The regional
system includes over 280 miles of pipelines, over 60 miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs, 5 pump stations, and 2
water treatment plants. The SFPUC currently delivers an annual average of about 265 million gallons per
day (mgd) of water to its customers. The source of the water supply is a combination of local supplies
from streamflow and runoff in the Alameda Creek watershed and in the San Mateo Creek and Pilarcitos
Creek watersheds (referred to together as the Peninsula watersheds), augmented with imported supplies
from the Tuolumne River watershed. Local watersheds provide about 15 percent of total supplies, and
the Tuolumne River provides the remaining 85 percent.
The SFPUC serves about one‐third of its water supplies directly to retail customers, primarily in San
Francisco, and about two‐thirds of its water supplies to wholesale customers by contractual agreement.
The wholesale customers are largely represented by the Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation
Agency, which consists of 26 member agencies in Alameda, San Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties.1 Some
of these wholesale customers have other sources of water in addition to what they receive from the
SFPUC, while others rely completely on the SFPUC for supply.

1.2.2 SFPUC Water System Improvement Program
In October 2008, the SFPUC adopted a systemwide program, the WSIP (also known as the “Phased WSIP
Variant”) (SFPUC Resolution 08‐200). The WSIP is a comprehensive program designed to improve the
regional system with respect to water quality, seismic response, and water delivery based on a planning
horizon through the year 2030, and to improve the regional system with respect to water supply to meet
water delivery needs in the SFPUC service area through the year 2018. The WSIP consists of a water
supply strategy and modifications to system operations as well as construction of a series of facility
improvement projects in seven counties—Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara,
San Mateo, and San Francisco. The project is one of the WSIP facility improvement projects.
The overall goals of the WSIP are to maintain high‐quality water; reduce vulnerability to earthquakes;
increase delivery reliability and improve the ability to maintain the system; meet customer water supply
needs; enhance sustainability in all system activities; and achieve a cost‐effective, fully operational system
(see Table 2‐1 in Chapter 2, Introduction and Background). To further these program goals, the WSIP also
includes objectives that address system performance in the areas of water quality, seismic reliability,
delivery reliability, and water supply.2
To address the potential environmental impacts of the WSIP in compliance with CEQA, the San Francisco
Planning Department prepared a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) on the proposed WSIP,
which the San Francisco Planning Commission certified in October 2008.3 The PEIR evaluated the
1

The Cordilleras Mutual Water Association is an additional wholesale customer that receives water from the SFPUC but is
not a BAWSCA member. It is a small water association serving 18 single‐family homes in San Mateo County.
2 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), SFPUC Resolution 08‐0200, Water System Improvement Program
California Environmental Quality Act Findings: Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives,
and Statement of Overriding Considerations, October 2008.
3 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program,
Final Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified
October 30, 2008 (San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 17734). Available online at http://www.sf‐
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
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environmental impacts of the WSIP water supply strategy and system operations at a project level of
detail, and evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP facility improvement projects at a program
level of detail. When the SFPUC approved the WSIP in 2008, it made CEQA Findings on the program,
including a statement of overriding considerations and adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program.4
This project‐level EIR on the project tiers from the WSIP PEIR and also incorporates by reference the
relevant analyses presented in the PEIR with respect to the WSIP’s impacts and mitigation measures that
apply to the project. The PEIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026) is available for public review at the
San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103, and is on the Planning
Department’s website at http://www.sfplanning.org. CEQA permits tiering from a program‐level EIR in
order to allow agencies to broadly consider the environmental effects of a series of actions and/or policies,
and then to provide a more detailed examination of a project’s impacts in a subsequent project‐level EIR.
The project was defined as part of the WSIP and was analyzed in the PEIR as a WSIP facility
improvement project. This project‐level EIR provides more detailed information about the project, its
impacts and project‐specific mitigation measures, and alternatives to the project. This EIR summarizes
and incorporates by reference the PEIR evaluation of the impacts associated with the WSIP water supply
strategy and system operations, including the PEIR analysis and conclusions regarding impacts on the
SFPUC’s watersheds and the WSIP’s growth‐inducement impacts. The PEIR analysis of WSIP water
supply and growth‐inducement impacts accounted for the proposed project in sufficient detail, and no
further evaluation of these aspects of the proposed project is required.

Description of the WSIP
The WSIP involves improvements to the regional system with respect to water quality, seismic response,
and water delivery based on a planning horizon through the year 2030. The WSIP also includes phased
implementation of a water supply strategy to meet projected water demand through the year 2018. The
WSIP also includes full implementation of the proposed WSIP facility improvement projects to insure
that the public health, seismic safety, and delivery reliability goals are achieved as soon as possible.5
Under the WSIP, the SFPUC established the year 2018 as an interim mid‐term planning horizon for its
water supply strategy. Thus, the SFPUC made a decision about a water supply strategy to serve its
customers through 2018, and is deferring a decision regarding long‐term water supply after 2018 and
through 2030 until it undertakes further water supply planning and demand analysis.
The WSIP includes the following key program elements:


Full implementation of all of the 17 proposed WSIP facility improvement projects described in the PEIR.



Water supply delivery of 265 mgd (average annual target delivery) to regional water system
customers through 2018, with water supplies originating from the Tuolumne, Alameda, and

4

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), SFPUC Resolution 08‐0200, Water System Improvement Program
California Environmental Quality Act Findings: Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives,
and Statement of Overriding Considerations, October 2008.
5 The size and design of the WSIP facility improvement projects are driven by the SFPUC’s system performance objectives
and would not change as a result of the water supply decision included as part of the WSIP (see SFPUC Resolution
No. 08‐0200).
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Peninsula watersheds. This includes 184 mgd for the wholesale customers (including 9 mgd for the
cities of San Jose and Santa Clara), and 81 mgd for the retail customers.


Development of 20 mgd of conservation, recycled water and groundwater within the SFPUC
service area (10 mgd in the retail service area and 10 mgd in the wholesale service area).



Dry‐year transfer from the Modesto and/or Turlock Irrigation Districts of about 2 mgd coupled
with the Westside Groundwater Basin conjunctive‐use project to meet the drought year goal of
limiting rationing to no more than 20 percent on a systemwide basis.



Reevaluation of 2030 demand projections, potential regional water system purchase requests, and
water supply options by 2018, and a separate SFPUC decision in 2018 regarding regional water
system water deliveries after 2018.



Financial incentives to limit water sales to an annual average of 265 mgd from the watersheds.

Under the WSIP, the SFPUC will deliver to customers up to 265 mgd from the SFPUC watersheds on an
average annual basis. While average annual deliveries from the SFPUC watersheds would be limited to
265 mgd, such that there would be no increase in diversions from the Tuolumne River to serve additional
demand, there would be a small increase in average annual Tuolumne River diversions of about 2 mgd in
order to meet delivery and drought reliability goals through 2018.
The SFPUC must maintain water deliveries to all its customers for the protection of public health and
safety. Therefore, under the WSIP, the SFPUC will work with its customers to develop financial
incentives to limit water sales to an average annual amount of 265 mgd from the watersheds through
2018. With the projected 20 mgd of conservation, recycled water and groundwater projects, the WSIP
water supply strategy would meet average daily demand of 285 mgd in 2018.
As part of adoption of the WSIP, the SFPUC has committed to implementing the mitigation measures
identified for the WSIP in the PEIR, including measures addressing impacts that may result from
increases in deliveries from the SFPUC watersheds over the total average annual of 265 mgd in the event
that conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects are not completed prior to the increase in
customer demand.6

WSIP Systemwide Operation Strategy
The WSIP also provides an operating strategy for the regional water system, which addresses the
condition of the physical facilities and infrastructure while accounting for factors that affect the system
including fluctuating customer demand, meteorological and hydrological conditions, facility and
infrastructure capacity and maintenance requirements, and institutional parameters. The operating
strategy addresses four components of system operation: water supply and storage, water quality, water
delivery, and asset management.
Day‐to‐day operation of the regional water system under the WSIP is similar to prior operations, but
provides for additional facility maintenance activities and improved emergency preparedness. This will
allow the SFPUC to meet its WSIP objectives and provide for increased system reliability and additional
6

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), SFPUC Resolution 08‐0200, Water System Improvement Program
California Environmental Quality Act Findings: Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives,
and Statement of Overriding Considerations, October 2008.
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flexibility for scheduling repairs and maintenance. The WSIP operations strategy also includes a multistage
drought response program. Under the WSIP, regional water system operations continue to comply with all
applicable institutional and planning requirements including complying with all water quality,
environmental, and public safety regulations; maximizing the use of water from local watersheds; assigning
a higher priority to water delivery over hydropower generation; and meeting all downstream flow
requirements.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Associated with the WSIP Water
Supply and System Operations Strategy
The WSIP would result in changes in reservoir levels and associated changes in downstream flows in
rivers and creeks in the three affected watersheds, potentially affecting groundwater, water quality,
fisheries, and terrestrial biological resources. In the event that deliveries to customers exceed 265 mgd
(average annual), streamflow changes in the Tuolumne River watershed could affect fisheries and
terrestrial biological resources. In the Alameda Creek and Peninsula watersheds, the WSIP, which
includes restoring the historical storage capacities of Calaveras and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoirs,
could affect reservoir levels, downstream flows, fisheries, and terrestrial biological resources. In addition,
the WSIP proposes to develop groundwater supplies in the North Westside Groundwater Basin as well as
a conjunctive‐use program in the South Westside Groundwater Basin.
The WSIP impacts identified in the PEIR that are potentially significant but mitigable, potentially
significant and unavoidable, and significant and unavoidable are listed below. As set forth in the PEIR,
the San Francisco Planning Department determined the environmental impacts on all resources not listed
below would be less than significant and no mitigation measures for those impacts would be required
(see WSIP PEIR Chapter 5, Environmental Setting and Impacts, for further discussion of the impact
analysis on the WSIP’s water supply strategy; see PEIR Chapter 6, Mitigation Measures, for a list of the
mitigation measures associated with these impacts).

Potentially Significant but Mitigable WSIP Water Supply and System Operations Impacts


Fisheries Resources: Tuolumne River (only when average annual deliveries from the watersheds
exceed 265 mgd); Alameda Creek.



Terrestrial Biological Resources: Tuolumne River (below La Grange Dam ‐ only when average
annual deliveries exceed 265 mgd; and impacts on alluvial features that support meadow and
riparian habitat from OʹShaughnessy Dam to Don Pedro Reservoir); Calaveras Reservoir; Alameda
Creek; Calaveras Creek; Upper and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir.



Groundwater: Pumping overdraft; change in water levels in Lake Merced and other surface water
features; seawater intrusion due to decreased groundwater levels; contamination of drinking water.

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operations Impacts


Fisheries: Upper and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir. Based on the best available information at
that time, the PEIR made the conservative determination that the WSIP would result in potentially
significant and unavoidable impact on fishery resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir related to
inundation of spawning habitat upstream of the reservoir (see PEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.5.5,
Impact 5.5.5‐1). The project‐level fisheries analysis in the EIR on the Lower Crystal Springs Dam
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Improvements project modified certain PEIR impact determinations based upon more detailed site‐
specific data and analysis.7 Project‐level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in
the PEIR, and the project‐level analysis determined that impacts on fishery resources due to
inundation effects would be less than significant.


Growth inducement: SFPUC service area.

Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operations Impacts


Streamflow: Alameda Creek below Alameda Creek Diversion Dam. Based on the best available
information at that time, the PEIR made the conservative determination that the WSIP would result
in a significant and unavoidable impact related to flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda
Creek Diversion Dam (“Alameda Creek Hydrologic Impact”) (see PEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1,
Impact 5.4.1‐2). The project‐level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project EIR modifies
this PEIR impact determination to be less than significant based upon more detailed site‐specific
data and analysis.8 Project‐level conclusions supersede any contrary impact conclusions in the
PEIR.

Alternatives to the WSIP
The PEIR evaluated seven alternatives to the WSIP because of their apparent ability to meet most of the
WSIP’s goals, their ability to reduce one or more of the significant impacts associated with program
implementation, their potential feasibility, and their collective ability to provide a reasonable range of
alternatives to foster informed decision‐making and public participation. Analysis of the No Program
Alternative was included as required by CEQA. The seven WSIP alternatives are summarized in Chapter 7,
Alternatives, of this EIR; PEIR Chapters 9, CEQA Alternatives, and 14, Master Responses, respectively,
present a more detailed summary of these alternatives and are incorporated into this EIR by reference.

1.3 Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This EIR analyzes the potential effects of the SFPUC San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, as
determined in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR, issued July 16, 2014 (Appendix A of this Draft
Environmental Impact Report). The Initial Study attached to the NOP (also in Appendix A) found that
the proposed project would have potentially significant effects in the areas of cultural and paleontological
resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, and hydrology and water quality. It also
found that the project’s effects on other environmental resource areas either would not be significant or
would be less‐than‐significant with mitigation, or that the project would have no impact.
Table 1‐1 (found at the end of this chapter) summarizes all impacts identified for the proposed project
addressed in the environmental review for this EIR, whether their level of significant was found to be no

7

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvements
Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, Draft EIR Vol. 1 and Response To Comments, File No. 2005.0161E, State
Clearinghouse No. 2007012002, Certified October 7, 2010.
8 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Calaveras Dam Replacement Project,
Final Environmental Impact Report, Vol. 1, 3, 4, File No. 2005.0161E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005102102, Certified
January 27, 2011.
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impact, less‐than‐significant impact, or significant. For any impacts found to be significant, corresponding
mitigation measures are included and the level of significance after mitigation is indicated.
The Initial Study identified resource topics that were determined not to apply to the proposed project and
topics where the project would have no impact, less‐than‐significant impact, or less‐than‐significant with
mitigation. For any impacts identified as significant in the Initial Study, corresponding mitigation
measures are included that would reduce these impacts to a less‐than‐significant level. These topics,
summarized in Table 1‐2 (found at the end of this chapter), are not addressed in this EIR.
As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.1, Growth Inducing Impacts, the proposed project is one of the facility
improvement projects that comprise the WSIP. Implementation of the WSIP would contribute to the
growth‐inducement potential of the WSIP and the associated indirect effects of growth. Insofar as the
proposed project is a component of the WSIP, it would contribute to the WSIP’s significant and
unavoidable, and potentially significant and unavoidable water supply and growth‐inducement impacts as
identified in the WSIP PEIR9 and summarized Section 6.2.2, Significant and Unavoidable Effects of the
WSIP.

1.4 Summary of Project Alternatives
This section describes the project alternatives that were selected and analyzed in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The alternatives to the proposed project selected for detailed analysis in this
EIR are:




Alternative A: No Project Alternative
Alternative B: Project Design Alternative
Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative

Table 1‐3 (found at the end of this chapter) provides a brief description of these alternatives and highlights
how they differ from the proposed project. Since the alternatives are conceptual, the evaluation is based on
the available information and reasonable assumptions about how each alternative would be implemented.
Table 1‐3 also summarizes the environmental impacts of the selected alternatives compared to those of
the proposed project. This table presents the significant impacts of the proposed project as well as less‐
than‐significant impacts whose severity would be different under the project alternatives than under the
proposed project. Table 1‐3 does not include less‐than‐significant impacts of the proposed project that
would have the same significance determination and/or impact severity as those of the project
alternatives.

9

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October 30,
2008. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
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1.4.1 Alternative A: No Project Alternative
In the event that the SFPUC does not approve the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, the
proposed recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed and 1.6
mgd of recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable demand.
Existing irrigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well as lake fill would
continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater. The No Project Alternative would not
meet any of the Project Objectives.
Implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in continuation of current conditions and
would therefore avoid all construction‐related impacts of the project because no treatment, storage,
pumping, or distribution facilities would be constructed. Therefore, there would be no potential to
encounter previously unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits,
archaeological resources, human remains (Impacts CP‐2; CP‐4; CP‐5), or legally‐significant prehistoric
deposits within the Colma formation at the Oceanside WPCP site (Impact CP‐3); no construction activities
resulting in fugitive dust or criteria pollutant emissions would occur (Impact AQ‐2); and no construction‐
related effects or disturbance to special‐status species including California red‐legged frog, western pond
turtle, nesting birds, and roosting bats would occur (BI‐1 and C‐BI‐1).

1.4.2 Alternative B: Project Design Alternative
The Project Design Alternative would combine alternate physical site locations for the following primary
project components to minimize or avoid potential impacts to cultural and biological resources, and air
quality. Under this alternative, treatment, storage, and pumping facilities would be co‐located at the
San Francisco Zoo (Zoo) overflow parking lot instead of the Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir in
Golden Gate Park, respectively. The Project Design Alternative modifies the proposed distribution
pipeline to avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard. The Project
Design Alternative excludes the Harding Road staging area, and includes staging for treatment facility
construction within the 2.3 acre Zoo overflow parking lot site or the Zoo’s maintenance yard.
The Project Design Alternative would meet all Project Objectives and would avoid or reduce significant
impacts to paleontological resources, biological resources, and air quality compared to the proposed
project. The Project Design Alternative could result in additional traffic, and noise impacts during
construction. It may also result in increased energy use to pump recycled water over longer distances.

1.4.3 Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative
The Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate Lincoln Park and the Presidio as recycled water
customers; eliminating the need to construct and operate the new underground storage reservoir and
pump station in Golden Gate Park’s Central Reservoir, as well as distribution pipelines north of Central
Reservoir. Further, the recycled water treatment plant and storage at the Oceanside WPCP would be
somewhat smaller than the proposed project. Staging areas, construction methods, excavation,
dewatering, and equipment would be consistent with those described in Chapter 3, Project Description.
However, the overall duration of construction would be reduced. The operational capacity to serve peak‐
day demands would be up to 3.8 mgd (or 1.7 mgd annual average).
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Reducing the number and size of project components under the Reduced Project Alternative would
reduce impacts to cultural resources and biological resources. All of the significant impacts of the
proposed project would remain significant under the Reduced Project Alternative, with the exception
with potential disturbance of human remains that may be present in the vicinity of the Golden Gate
Cemetery, which would be avoided. The magnitude of significance would generally be less under the
Reduced Project Alternative, and all of the impacts would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with
implementation of the same mitigation measures specified in this EIR for the proposed project. However,
this alternative would not meet WSIP level of service goals to the same extent as the proposed project.

1.4.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative
The Reduced Project Alternative is considered to be the environmentally superior alternative among the
project alternatives. The Reduced Project Alternative would decrease the intensity of construction‐related
impacts relative to those of the project. However, this alternative would not meet WSIP level of service
goals to the same extent as the proposed project.

1.5 Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved
The SFPUC first proposed the project in June 2008 with the release of an NOP and scoping meetings by
the San Francisco Planning Department. This first proposal was to construct a recycled water treatment
plant at the Oceanside WPCP that would supply recycled water to Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, the
Zoo, and other smaller parks. The project did not include reverse‐osmosis treatment of the water. The
SFPUC subsequently determined that: (1) reverse osmosis was a necessary component of the project, and
(2) the original site location at the Oceanside WPCP was too small to include reverse‐osmosis treatment
facilities. The SFPUC then proposed to construct the recycled water treatment plant at the site of the
former Richmond‐Sunset WPCP within Golden Gate Park; this revised project would have supplied
recycled water to Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio Golf Course. The San Francisco
Planning Department issued a second NOP in September 2010 and held scoping meetings on this second
proposal. Substantial public comment was received following the release of the 2010 NOP, with many
commenters expressing concern about the proposed location of the recycled water treatment plant at the
site of the former Richmond‐Sunset WPCP within Golden Gate Park. Following the NOP scoping period,
the SFPUC held a series of public workshops to inform the public of the planning process that led to the
2010 proposed project description and to solicit feedback on other potential project sites. As a result of
that process, the SFPUC identified five sites as technically feasible, including the proposed Golden Gate
Park site. Over the following year, the SFPUC evaluated the feasibility of the five potential project sites.
This evaluation process resulted in the project as now proposed.
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TABLE 1‐1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

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

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact CP‐2: The proposed project could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5(f).

Significant

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources. The following measures shall be
implemented should construction activities result in the accidental discovery of an archeological resource:

Less than
Significant

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on
accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(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, etc.
firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing
activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all
field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall
provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime
contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of
the Alert Sheet.
Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the
project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall
immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined
what additional measures should be undertaken.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall
retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant, based on standards developed by the Planning
Department archeologist. The archeological consultant shall evaluate the discovered material and advise the ERO as
to whether the discovery historical or unique retains sufficient integrity and is of potential
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If a significant archeological resource is present, the archeological
consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO
may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor including
avoidance measures or other appropriate mitigation.
Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological monitoring program;
or an archeological testing/data recovery program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological
testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the EP division guidelines for such programs. The ERO
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TABLE 1‐1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Impact CP‐2 (cont.)

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 damaging actions.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological
and historical research methods employed in the archeological testing/data recovery program(s) undertaken.
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert
within the final report.
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies
of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey NWIC shall receive one (1) copy
and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked,
searchable copy on compact disk (CD) three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation
forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the
ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

Impact CP‐3: The project could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature.

Significant

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3: Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources. The following measures shall be
implemented should construction at the recycled water treatment plant site result in the accidental discovery of
paleontological resources:

Less than
Significant

To reduce the potential for the proposed project to result in a significant impact on paleontological resources, the
SFPUC shall arrange for a paleontological training by a qualified paleontologist regarding the potential for such
resources to exist in the project site and how to identify such resources. The training could consist of a recorded
presentation of the initial training that could be reused for new personnel. The training shall also include a
review of penalties for looting and disturbance of these resources. An alert sheet shall be prepared by the
qualified paleontologist and shall include the following:

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

1.

A discussion of the potential to encounter paleontological resources.

2.

Instructions for reporting observed looting of a paleontological resource; and instructions that if a
paleontological deposit is encountered within a project area, all soil‐disturbing activities in the vicinity of the
deposit shall cease and the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall be notified immediately.

3.

Who to contact in the event of an unanticipated discovery.
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TABLE 1‐1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Impact CP‐3 (cont.)

Impact CP‐4: The proposed project could
accidentally disturb unknown human remains,
including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.
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Case No. 2008.0091E

If potential fossils are discovered by construction crews, all earthwork or other types of ground disturbance
within 50 feet of the find shall stop immediately until the qualified professional paleontologist can assess the
nature and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the paleontologist may
record the find and allow work to continue, or recommend salvage and recovery of the fossil. The paleontologist
may also propose modifications to the stop‐work radius based on the nature of the find, site geology, and the
activities occurring on the site. If treatment and salvage is required, recommendations shall be consistent with
SVP 1995 guidelines and currently accepted scientific practice, and shall be subject to review and approval by the
ERO or designee. If required, treatment for fossil remains may include preparation and recovery of fossil
materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection, and may also include
preparation of a report for publication describing the finds. The SFPUC shall be responsible for ensuring that
treatment is implemented and reported to the San Francisco Planning Department. If no report is required, the
SFPUC shall nonetheless ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is readily
available to the scientific community through university curation or other appropriate means.
Significant

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4: Accidental Discovery of Unknown Human Remains. The following measures shall be
implemented should construction activities, all of which are outside a dedicated cemetery, result in the accidental
discovery of previously unknown human remains and associated cultural materials:

Less than
Significant

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil‐
disturbing activities shall comply with applicable state laws. This shall include immediate notification of the
coroner of the county within which the project is located for (i) a determination that no investigation of the cause
of death is required; and (ii) in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native
American, notification of the California Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most
Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, SFPUC, and MLD shall make all
reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment, with appropriate dignity, of human remains and
associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[d]). The agreement should take
into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. The PRC allows 24 hours to
reach agreement on these matters. If the MLD and the other parties do not agree on the reburial method, the
SFPUC shall follow Section 5097.98(b) of the PRC, which states that “the landowner or his or her authorized
representative shall reinter the human remains and items associated with Native American burials with
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.”
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Impact CP‐5: Construction of the proposed project
along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th
Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park could
disturb human remains associated with the historic‐
period Golden Gate Cemetery.

Significant

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐5: Archeological Monitoring Program: Based on the potential that human remains
associated with the historic‐period Golden Gate Cemetery may be present (buried) within the project area, the
following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project
on the human remains if exposed during construction. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified
archeological consultant, based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological
consultant shall undertake an archeological monitoring program (AMP) as specified herein. In addition, the
consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological data recovery program (ADRP) if required pursuant to this
measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of
the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall
be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to
revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this
measure could suspend construction of the 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 a suspension is the only feasible
means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c).

Less than
Significant

Archeological Monitoring Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review
and approval an AMP for the ground disturbing activities associated with construction of distribution pipelines
along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park and a connection point to
the Lincoln Park Pump Station. The AMP shall be conducted in accordance with the approved AMP. The AMP shall
minimally include the following provisions:

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E



The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP
reasonably prior to any project‐related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored and the
frequency. In most cases, any soils‐ disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation,
grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc.,
shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential human remains and to
their depositional context;



The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence of the presence of
the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate
protocol in the event of apparent discovery of human remains;



The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by the
archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant,
determined that project construction activities could have no effects on human remains;
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Impact CP‐5 (cont.)



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



If human remains are encountered, all soils‐disturbing activities in the vicinity of the find shall cease. The
archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile
driving/construction activities and equipment until the find is evaluated. The archeological consultant shall
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered human remains.

If human remains are encountered, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: the SFPUC immediately notifies the San Francisco
County coroner for (i) a determination that no investigation of the cause of death is required; and (ii) a determination
whether the human remains are Native American. If the human remains are not Native American, and if the coroner
determines the remains are not subject to his or her authority, the ERO in consultation with the archeological
consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken
include additional archeological testing and/or an ADRP. If the ERO determines that the human remains could be
adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:
A) The proposed project shall be re‐designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the human remains; or
B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the find is of greater interpretive
than research significance and that interpretive use of the find is feasible.
Archeological Data Recovery Program. If required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery program shall be
conducted in accord with an ADRP. The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult
on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft
ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant
information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is
expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data
recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by
the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological
resources if nondestructive methods are practical.
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E



Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and operations.



Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures.
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Impact CP‐5 (cont.)



Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post‐field discard and deaccession
policies.



Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on‐site/off‐site public interpretive program during the course of the
ADRP.



Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from vandalism,
looting, and non‐intentionally damaging activities.



Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.



Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered data having
potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies
of the curation facilities.

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological
testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological
resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey
NWIC shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The
Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one
unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (California
Department of Parks and Recreation 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high
interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than
that presented above.
Impact CP‐CP: The proposed project could result in
cumulatively considerable impacts related to
historical, archaeological, or paleontological
resources or human remains.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

Significant

Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐CP‐2, M‐CP‐3, M‐CP‐4, and M‐CP‐5.
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Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR‐2: Closure of travel lanes during project
construction would temporarily reduce roadway
capacity and increase traffic delays on area
roadways, causing temporary and intermittent
conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects
would be of short duration and limited in
magnitude.

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Noise
Impact NO‐3: Construction of the project would not
result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient
noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and
would not expose persons to substantial noise levels
in excess of standards established in the Noise
Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact C‐NO: The proposed project would not have
significant cumulative noise impacts.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact AQ‐2: The proposed project’s construction
activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria
air pollutants, and could violate an air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.

Significant

Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1: Construction Emissions Minimization.

Impact AQ‐3: The proposed project’s construction
activities would generate TACs, including DPM, but
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

Air Quality

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

A. Additional Exhaust Control Measures. In addition to complying with the Clean Construction Ordinance
requirements (use of biodiesel fuel grade B20 or higher, and either meets or exceeds Tier 2 engines or operate
with the most effective VDECS for off‐road equipment), average construction‐related NOX emissions from all
overlapping project components shall not exceed 54 pounds per day. The construction contract specifications
shall require the contractor to submit a comprehensive inventory of all off‐road construction equipment greater
than 25 horsepower and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities.
The inventory shall include each vehicle’s license plate number, horsepower rating, engine production year, and
projected hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece of equipment. The inventory shall demonstrate, through
the use of Tier 3 engines (or engines retrofitted with CARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy ),
that the combined average emissions from all overlapping project components shall not exceed 54 pounds per
day. The contractor shall update the inventory and submit it monthly to the SFPUC throughout the duration of
the project.
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Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HY‐6: Project operation would not violate
water quality standards or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact C‐HY‐2: The proposed project, in
combination with other reasonably foreseeable past,
present, and future projects, would not contribute to
violations of water quality standards.

Less than
Significant

None required

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Land Use and Land Use Planning
Impact LU‐1: The proposed project would not
physically divide an established community.

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact LU‐3: The proposed project would not have
a substantial impact upon the existing character of
the vicinity.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact C‐LU: The proposed project would not have
a significant cumulative impact on land use.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact AE‐1: The proposed project would not have
a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista,
substantially damage scenic resources, or degrade
the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact AE‐2: The proposed project would not result
in a substantial source of light and glare.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact C‐AE: The proposed project would not have
a significant cumulative impact on aesthetics.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact PH‐1: The proposed project would not
induce substantial population growth, either
directly or indirectly.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact PH‐2: The proposed project would not
displace existing housing units or substantial
numbers of people, nor would it create substantial
demand for additional housing that would
necessitate the construction of replacement housing.

No Impact

None required

Aesthetics

Population and Housing

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Population and Housing (cont.)
Impact C‐PH: The proposed project would not have
a project‐specific impact on population and housing
and, therefore, would not directly result in a
significant cumulative impact on population and
housing.

Less than
Significant

None required

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact NO‐1: The project would not result in
substantial groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact NO‐2: Project operations would not result in
the exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise
levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.

Less than
Significant

None required

Less than
Significant

None required

Less than
Significant

None required

Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR‐1: The project would not result in
conflict with an applicable congestion management
program
Noise

Air Quality
Impact AQ‐1: The project would not create
objectionable odors that would affect a substantial
number of people.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact C‐GG‐1: The proposed 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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Wind and Shadow
Impact WS‐1: The proposed project would not alter
wind in a matter that substantially affects public
areas.

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact C‐WS: The proposed project would not have
significant cumulative wind and shadow impacts.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact RE‐1: The proposed project would not
increase the use of existing neighborhood parks or
other recreational facilities resulting in, substantial
physical deterioration or degradation of the
facilities.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact RE‐2: The proposed project would not
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have a significant effect on the
environment.

No Impact

None required

Impact C‐RE: The proposed project would not have
a significant cumulative impact on recreation.

Less than
Significant

None required

Less than
Significant

None required

Recreation

Utilities and Service Systems
Impact UT‐1: Implementation of the proposed
project would not result in construction or expansion
of water or wastewater treatment facilities or
stormwater drainage facilities, exceed wastewater
requirements, or result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that there is
insufficient capacity to serve the project.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Utilities and Service Systems (cont.)
Impact UT‐2: The proposed project would have
sufficient water supply available, and would not
require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact UT‐3: The proposed project would be served
by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact UT‐4: The construction and operation of the
proposed project would comply with all applicable
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

No Impact

None required

Impact UT‐5: Project construction would not result
in a substantial adverse effect related to disruption,
relocation, accidental damage to existing utilities.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact C‐UT: The proposed project would not have
a significant cumulative impact on utilities and
service systems.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact PS‐1: The proposed project would not
increase demand for public services to an extent that
would require new or physically altered facilities to
be constructed or physically altered in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times,
or other performance objectives.

No Impact

None required

Impact C‐PS: The proposed project would not result
in a significant cumulative impact on public
services.

Less than
Significant

None required

Public Services

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Biological Resources
Impact BI‐1: The project would potentially have a
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on species identified as
candidate, sensitive, or special‐status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
CDFW or USFWS.

Significant

Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1a: Nesting Bird Protection Measures.

Less than
Significant

Nesting birds and their nests shall be protected during construction by use of the following:
Conducting vegetation and tree removal and construction activities outside the bird nesting season (February 1
to August 30), to the extent feasible.
If construction occurs during the bird nesting season, a qualified wildlife biologist would conduct
preconstruction surveys within seven days of the start of construction or after any construction breaks of 14 days
or more to identify active nests. A nest is defined to be active for raptors if there is a pair of raptors displaying
reproductive behavior (i.e., courting) at the nest an d/or if the nest contains eggs or chicks. Surveys shall be
performed for the project site and suitable habitat within 250 feet of the project site in order to locate any active
passerine nests and within 500 feet of the project site to the extent access is granted by other property owners to
locate any active raptor (birds of prey) nests or double‐crested cormorant or heron rookeries.
If active nests are located during the preconstruction bird nesting survey, the wildlife biologist shall evaluate if
the schedule of construction activities could affect the active nest and the following measures shall be
implemented based on their determination:
If construction is not likely to affect the active nest, it may proceed without restriction; however, a biologist
shall regularly monitor the nest to confirm there is no adverse effect and may revise their determination at
any time during the nesting season. In this case, the following measure would apply.
If construction may affect the active nest, the biologist shall establish a no disturbance buffer. The biologist
shall determine the appropriate buffer taking into account the species involved, the presence of any
obstruction, such as a building, is within line‐of‐sight between the nest and construction, and the level of
project and ambient activity (i.e. adjacent to a road or active trail). No disturbance buffers for passerines
typically vary from 25 feet and greater and for raptors from 300 feet and greater. For bird species that are
federally and/or state‐listed sensitive species (i.e., threatened, endangered, fully protected, species of special
concern), an SFPUC representative, supported by the wildlife biologist, shall consult with the USFWS and/or
CDFW regarding nest buffers.
Removing inactive passerine nests may occur at any time. Inactive raptor nests shall not be removed unless
approved by the USFWS and/or CDFW.
Removing or relocating active nests shall be coordinated by the SFPUC representative with the USFWS/and or
CDFW, as appropriate, given the nests that are found on the site.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI‐1 (cont.)

Any birds that begin nesting within the project area and survey buffers amid construction activities are assumed to
be habituated to construction‐related or similar noise and disturbance levels and no work exclusion zones shall be
established around active nests in these cases.
Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1b: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special‐Status Bats.
In coordination with the SFPUC, a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct preconstruction special‐status bat
surveys before trees and structures that are suitable for bat roosting (i.e., excluding temporary trailers, retaining
walls, etc.) are removed. If active day or night roosts are found, the wildlife biologist shall take actions to make such
roosts unsuitable habitat before trees and structures are removed. A no‐disturbance buffer of 100 feet shall be created
around active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes. Bat roosts that begin during construction
are presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer would be necessary.
Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1c: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red‐Legged Frog and
Western Pond Turtle.
During construction on Route 35/Skyline Boulevard, at the Central Pump Station site, on the pipeline route within
Golden Park near aquatic habitat, and during use of the Harding Road staging area, the SFPUC shall ensure a
biological monitor is present during installation of exclusion fencing and initial vegetation clearing and/or grading,
and shall implement the following measures:
Within one week before work at these sites begins (including demolition and vegetation removal), a qualified
biologist shall supervise the installation of exclusion fencing along the boundaries of the work area, as deemed
necessary by the biologist, to prevent California red‐legged frogs and western pond turtles from entering the
work area. The construction contractor shall install suitable fencing with a minimum height of 3 feet above
ground surface with an additional 4‐6 inches of fence material buried such that species cannot crawl under the
fence.
A qualified biologist shall conduct environmental awareness training in person or via video for all construction
workers prior to construction workers beginning their work efforts on the project. The training shall include
information on species identification, avoidance measures to be implemented by the project, and the regulatory
requirements and penalties for noncompliance. If necessary, the content shall vary according to specific
construction areas (e.g., workers on city streets will receive training on nesting birds but not on California red‐
legged frog identification).
A qualified biologist shall survey the project area within 48 hours before the onset of initial ground‐disturbing
activities and shall be present during initial vegetation clearing and ground‐disturbing activities. The biological
monitor shall monitor the exclusion fencing weekly to confirm proper maintenance and inspect for frogs and

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI‐1 (cont.)

turtles. If California red‐legged frogs or western pond turtles are found, the SFPUC shall halt construction in the
vicinity that poses a threat to the individual as determined by the qualified biologist. If possible, the individual
shall be allowed to move out of the project area of its own volition (i.e., if it is near the exclusion fence that can be
temporarily removed to let it pass). For western pond turtles, a qualified biologist shall relocate turtles to the
nearest suitable habitat. For California red‐legged frog, a SFPUC representative shall contact the USFWS and/or
CDFW for instructions on how to proceed. Construction shall resume after the individual is out of harm’s way.
During project activities, excavations deeper than 6 inches shall be covered overnight or an escape ramp of earth
or a wooden plank at a 3:1 rise shall be installed; openings such as pipes where California red legged frogs or
western pond turtles might seek refuge shall be covered when not in use; and all trash that may attract predators
or hide California red‐legged frogs or western pond turtles shall be properly contained on a daily basis, removed
from the worksite, and disposed of regularly. Following construction, the construction contractor shall remove
all trash and construction debris from work areas.

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

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact BI‐5: The project would not conflict with
applicable local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance.

No Impact

None required
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TABLE 1‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DISCLOSED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact M‐C‐BIO: The project, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the vicinity, could result in significant
cumulative impacts on biological resources.

Significant

Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐BI‐1a through M‐BI‐1c.

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

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact GE‐2: The proposed project would not result
in substantial erosion or loss of top soil.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact GE‐3: The project site would not be located
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
could become unstable as a result of the project.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact GE‐4: The project site would not
substantially change existing topography or unique
geologic features of the site.

No Impact

None required

Impact C‐GE: The proposed project would not have
a significant cumulative impact related to geologic
hazards.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact HY‐1: Project construction would not violate
water quality standards or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality.

Less than
Significant

None required

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

Less than
Significant

None required

Less than
Significant

Geology and Soils

Hydrology and Water Quality
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TABLE 1‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DISCLOSED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Impact HY‐3: The proposed project would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact HY‐4: The proposed project would not alter
the existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner
that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or
flooding on‐ or off‐site.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact HY‐5: The project would not expose people
or structures to a significant adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam
or by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

No Impact

None required

Impact C‐HY: The project would not have a significant
cumulative hydrology and water quality impact.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact HZ‐1: The project would not create a
significant hazard through routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact HZ‐2: The proposed project would be
constructed on a site identified on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 but excavation activities would
not expose workers and the public to adverse effects
from release of hazardous materials.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact HZ‐3: Reconfiguration of the chemical
building interior would not expose workers and the
public to hazardous building materials including
asbestos‐containing materials, lead‐based paint,
PCBs, bis(2‐ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and
mercury, or result in a release of these materials into
the environment during construction.

Less than
Significant

None required

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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TABLE 1‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT – DISCLOSED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact HZ‐4: Implementation of the project would
not result in adverse effects related to hazardous
emissions or handling of acutely hazardous
materials within one‐quarter mile of an existing
school.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact HZ‐5: Implementation of the project would
not impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact HZ‐6: The project would not expose people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving fires.

No Impact

None required

Impact C‐HZ‐1: The proposed project would not
have a significant cumulative impact related to
hazardous materials.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact ME‐1: The proposed project would not
encourage activities that result in the use of large
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these
resources in a wasteful manner.

Less than
Significant

None required

Impact C‐ME: The proposed project would not have
significant cumulative mineral and energy impacts.

Less than
Significant

None required

Mineral and Energy Resources
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TABLE 1‐3
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Description

Recycled water treatment and storage at the
Oceanside WPCP; storage and distribution
facilities at the Golden Gate Park Central
Reservoir.

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

Recycled water treatment, storage,
and distribution facilities would not
be constructed. 1.6 mgd of recycled
water would not be produced or
delivered.

Co‐locates the treatment, storage, and
pumping facilities at the San Francisco
Zoo overflow parking lot instead of the
Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant
and Central Reservoir, respectively.

Recycled water treatment and storage at
the Oceanside WPCP; upgrade of existing
storage and distribution facilities at the
Golden Gate Park Central Reservoir.
However, the recycled water treatment
facility and storage at the Oceanside WPCP
would be somewhat smaller than under the
proposed project and new storage and
distribution facilities at the Golden Gate
Park Central Reservoir would not be
required.

Includes staging areas at the Oceanside
WPCP, Zoo Overflow Parking, Zoo Road,
and Harding Road.

Excludes Harding Road staging area.
Modifies distribution pipeline to avoid
Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and streets
adjacent to Sunset Boulevard.
Distribution pipeline would extend from
treatment and storage plant at San
Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot to
Wawona Street, then east to 34th
Avenue and north to the point of
connection in Golden Gate Park. North
of Golden Gate Park, the pipeline would
be the same as the proposed project.

Distribution pipeline route between the
Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir
would include Route 35/Skyline Boulevard
and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard.
Operational capacity to serve peak‐day
demands of up to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd annual
average).

Extends the overall project construction
schedule duration by including
sequenced, staggered construction of
treatment, pumping, storage, and
pipeline facilities, and reducing
concurrent construction (overlapping
phases) of facilities.

Includes staging areas at the Oceanside
WPCP, Zoo Overflow Parking, Zoo Road,
and Harding Road.
Distribution pipeline route between the
Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir
would include Route 35/Skyline Boulevard
and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard.
Distribution pipelines would not be
required north of the Golden Gate Park
Central Reservoir.
Operational capacity to serve peak‐day
demands of up to 3.8 mgd (or 1.7 mgd
annual average).

Operational capacity to serve peak‐day
demands of up to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd
annual average).
Ability to Meet Project
Sponsor’s Objectives

Meets all of the Project Objectives
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TABLE 1‐3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would be avoided.
(No Impact)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by consolidating
treatment and storage facilities to one
area, slightly reducing potential to
expose and cause impacts on unknown
archaeological resources. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by reducing excavation
requirements at the Oceanside WPCP and
Central Reservoir, and eliminating
construction of pipelines north of the
Central Reservoir; thereby reducing the
potential to expose and cause impacts on
unknown archaeological resources. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would be avoided.
(No Impact)

Eliminates potential impacts to
paleontological resources associated
with proposed treatment plant
construction by avoiding excavation in
the Colma formation. (Less than
Significant)

Reduces excavation requirements at the
Oceanside WPCP; therefore, reduces
potential impacts to paleontological resources
associated with proposed treatment plant
construction and excavation in the Colma
formation. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would be avoided.
(No Impact)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by consolidating
treatment and storage facilities to one
area, slightly reducing potential to
expose and cause impacts on human
remains, if present. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced reducing excavation
requirements at the Oceanside WPCP and
Central Reservoir and eliminating
construction of pipelines north of the
Central Reservoir, reducing potential to
expose and cause impacts on human
remains, if present. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

IMPACTS
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Archaeological Resources Impact CP‐2: The proposed project could
cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Excavation, grading, and the movement of
heavy construction vehicles and equipment
could expose and cause impacts on
unknown archaeological resources.

Paleontological
Resources

Impact CP‐3: The proposed project could
directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)
At the recycled water treatment plant site,
excavation would extend approximately into
the underlying Colma Formation, which has
the potential to include paleontological
resources.

Human Remains

Impact CP‐4: The proposed project could
disturb human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)
Earthmoving activities associated with
project construction could result in direct
impacts on previously undiscovered human
remains.
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TABLE 1‐3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

No Impact

No Change

No Impact

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would be avoided.
(No Impact)

Ground disturbing activities associated
with construction in the vicinity of the
Golden Gate Cemetery site would be
the same as the proposed project. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Earth disturbing activities would not occur
in the vicinity of the Golden Gate Cemetery
site; therefore, the potential to disturb
human remains, if present, would be
avoided. (No Impact)

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would not occur
and would not contribute to any
cumulative cultural resources impact.
(No Impact)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by consolidating
treatment and storage facilities to one
area, slightly reducing potential to
expose and cause impacts on cultural
resources, if present. Potential effects to
paleontological resources would be
avoided. Thus, the potential to contribute
considerably to a cumulative impact is
less than under the proposed project.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The area of construction activities is lightly
reduced reducing excavation requirements at
the Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir
and eliminating construction of pipelines
north of the Central Reservoir, reducing
potential to expose and cause impacts on
cultural resources, if present. Potential effects
to paleontological resources would be
avoided. Thus, the potential to contribute
considerably to a cumulative impact is less
than under the proposed project. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Decreased

No Change

Activities associated with emission of
fugitive dust or criteria pollutants
would not occur; potential air quality
impacts would be avoided. (No
Impact)

Concurrent phased construction of
multiple facilities simultaneously
would be reduced. Therefore,
associated fugitive dust and criteria
pollutant emissions during staggered
sequential construction activities
emissions may not exceed regulatory
thresholds. (Less than Significant or
Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The maximum daily average criteria
pollutant emissions would be similar to the
proposed project. But, the alternative
would reduce the overall total emissions
since overall construction would be
reduced. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Human Remains

Impact CP‐5: Construction of the proposed
project along Clement Street from 36th
Avenue to 39th Avenue on the south side of
Lincoln Park could disturb human remains,
including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
Ground disturbing activities associated with
construction in the vicinity of the Golden
Gate Cemetery site has the potential to
disturb human remains, if present.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C‐CP: The proposed project could
result in cumulatively considerable impacts
related to historical, archeological, or
paleontological resources or human remains.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Without project‐level mitigation for Impact
CP‐1 through Impact CP‐5, the project could
result in cumulatively considerable impacts
related to historical, archaeological, or
paleontological resources or human remains.

Air Quality
Construction Emissions

Impact AQ‐2: The proposed project’s
construction activities would generate
fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, but
would not violate an air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Project‐related demolition, excavation,
grading, and other construction activities may
cause wind‐blown dust that could contribute
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TABLE 1‐3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Construction related‐activities that
could affect special‐status species
would not occur. (No Impact)

Areas near known habitat for special‐
status amphibian species would be
avoided. The pipeline would be located
in areas with fewer trees than the
proposed project; reducing but not
avoiding potential impacts to special‐
status bird and bat species. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Construction activities at the Central
Reservoir would be reduced; thus
construction noise and activity adjacent to
trees that could include active nests and in
areas where red‐legged frog or western
pond turtle could occur would occur for a
shorter period of time than under the
proposed project. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Air Quality (cont.)
particulate matter into the local atmosphere.
Furthermore, the combined NOx emissions
from overlapping construction schedules of
the project components could exceed the 54
pounds/day significance criterion.
Biological Resources
Special‐status Species

Impact BI‐1: The project would potentially
have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
species identified as candidate, sensitive, or
special‐status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or United States Department of Fish and
Wildlife Service. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
Removal and/or relocation of trees with
active nests, and construction noise and
activity adjacent to such trees during the
bird nesting season, could result in nest
abandonment, destruction, injury, or
mortality of nestlings and disruption of
reproductive behavior during the breeding
season. Also, these activities could result in
the death and/or injury of roosting and
breeding special‐status bats. Injury or
mortality to red‐legged frog or western pond
turtle could occur during project
construction in the vicinity of Route
35/Skyline Boulevard, Harding Road,
Metson Lake and Lloyd Lake, and Central
Reservoir.
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TABLE 1‐3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Construction related‐activities that
could affect special‐status species
would not occur and would not
contribute to any cumulative cultural
resources impact. (No Impact)

Impacts to special‐status amphibians is
avoided and impacts to special‐status
bird and bat species is reduced
compared to the proposed project.
Thus, the potential to contribute
considerably to a cumulative impact is
less than under the proposed project.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Construction activities at the Central
Reservoir would be reduced; thus
construction noise and activity adjacent to
trees that could include active nests and in
areas where red‐legged frog or western
pond turtle could occur would occur for a
shorter period of time than under the
proposed project. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Biological Resources (cont.)
Cumulative Impacts

Impact C‐BI‐1: The project, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity, could result in
significant cumulative impacts on biological
resources. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
The contribution of the proposed project to
significant cumulative biological resources
impacts could be considerable, due to the
project’s potential to cause significant,
project‐specific impacts on the western pond
turtle, California red‐legged frog, special‐
status and migratory birds, and special‐
status bats.
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CHAPTER 2

Introduction and Background
2.1 Introduction
The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is proposing the San Francisco Westside Recycled
Water Project (project). The primary purpose of the project is to reduce the City and County of San
Francisco’s (CCSF) reliance on potable water for nonpotable uses such as irrigation through the production
and distribution of highly treated recycled water. The project is a component of the SFPUC’s Water System
Improvement Program (WSIP), which includes facility improvement projects designed to: (1) maintain high‐
quality water; (2) reduce vulnerability to earthquakes; (3) increase delivery reliability and improve the ability
to maintain the system; (4) meet customer purchase requests in nondrought and drought periods; (5) enhance
sustainability in all system activities; and (6) achieve a cost‐effective, fully operational system. Implementation
of this project would contribute to meeting the overall WSIP goals and objectives.1
The project proposes to construct a recycled water treatment plant at the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water
Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) and within a portion of the adjacent California Army National Guard site.
Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Golden Gate Park (for irrigation of the Panhandle
portion of the park and as fill water for Golden Gate Park lakes) as well as at Lincoln Park Golf Course and
within various areas of the Presidio, primarily for landscape irrigation. A transmission pipeline would be
constructed between the proposed recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside WPCP and the existing
Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park, primarily along 36th Avenue; this pipeline would deliver the
recycled water from the Oceanside WPCP to the areas of use. Transmission pipelines would also be
constructed between the Central Reservoir and Lincoln Park and the Presidio as well as adjacent to the
Golden Gate Park Panhandle. Furthermore, the existing Central Reservoir and pump station in Golden Gate
Park would be expanded to include additional storage and pumping capacity.

2.2 Background – Regional Water System and the Water
System Improvement Program
2.2.1 Regional Water System Overview
The CCSF, through the SFPUC, owns and operates a regional water system that extends from the Sierra
Nevada to San Francisco and provides drinking water to 2.4 million people in San Francisco, San Mateo,
1

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October 30,
2008. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
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Santa Clara, Alameda, and Tuolumne Counties. The regional water system consists of water conveyance,
storage, treatment, and distribution facilities, and delivers water to retail and wholesale customers. The
existing system includes more than 280 miles of pipelines, more than 60 miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs,
five pump stations, and two water treatment plants. The SFPUC currently delivers an annual average of
about 265 million gallons per day (mgd) of water to its customers. The water source is a combination of
local supplies from stream flow and runoff in the Alameda Creek watershed and in the San Mateo Creek
and Pilarcitos Creek watersheds (referred to together as the Peninsula watershed), and imported supplies
from the Tuolumne River watershed. Local watersheds provide about 15 percent of total supplies, and the
Tuolumne River watershed provides the remaining 85 percent. Figure 2‐1 illustrates the general location of
the SFPUC regional water system, and Figure 2‐2 shows the location of the water supply watersheds.
Water from the upper Tuolumne River watershed that is captured in the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir can be
delivered to SFPUC customers without filtration, provided it meets all federal2 and state3 “filtration
avoidance” requirements. These requirements specify that the water provider must meet source water
quality standards and disinfection criteria and conduct extensive routine water quality monitoring and
watershed protection activities. The SFPUC maintains the filtration avoidance status for Hetch Hetchy
water by proactively operating and maintaining facilities to prevent contamination of water supplies,
and, when unfavorable changes in water quality do occur, by diverting the quality‐impaired Hetch
Hetchy water out of the regional water system to prevent the water from being delivered to customers.4
SFPUC water supplies from the Alameda Creek and Peninsula watersheds do not meet the filtration
avoidance criteria and require filtration before delivery to customers.
The SFPUC serves about one‐third of its water supplies directly to retail customers, primarily in
San Francisco, and about two‐thirds of its water supplies to wholesale customers by contractual agreement.
The wholesale customers are represented by the Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency
(BAWSCA), which consists of 26 member agencies, as shown on Figure 2‐3.5 Some of these wholesale
customers have access to other sources of water in addition to the supplies they receive from the SFPUC
regional water system, and others rely completely on the SFPUC for water.

2.2.2 SFPUC Water System Improvement Program
On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC adopted the WSIP (also known as the “Phased WSIP Variant”) and the
WSIP goals and objectives (SFPUC Resolution 08‐200). The adopted WSIP will improve the regional water
system reliability with respect to water quality, seismic response, and water delivery, based on a planning
horizon through the year 2030. The WSIP will also improve the regional system with respect to water
supply, to meet water delivery needs in the service area through the year 2018. The program area spans
seven counties: Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco.
2

In 1991, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) adopted the Surface Water Treatment Rule, which includes
water quality provisions for unfiltered water systems. In 1993, the U.S. EPA approved Hetch Hetchy water supplies as an
unfiltered source that meets all filtration avoidance criteria contained in the federal statute.
3 In 1998, the state added filtration avoidance provisions to Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, under which the
California Department of Public Health currently regulates the Hetch Hetchy system.
4 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October 30,
2008. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
5 The Cordilleras Mutual Water Association is also a wholesale customer receiving water from the SFPUC, but it is not a
BAWSCA member and is not shown in Figure 2‐3. It is a small water association serving 18 single‐family homes in
San Mateo County.
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Figure 2-1
SFPUC Regional Water System
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Figure 2-2
SFPUC Water Supply Watersheds
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Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency)

1
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4c
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Alameda County Water District
City of Brisbane
City of Burlingame
CWS – Bear Gulch
CWS – Mid-Peninsula
CWS – South San Francisco
Coastside County Water District
City of Daly City
City of East Palo Alto
Estero Municipal Improvement District
Guadalupe Valley Municipal Improvement District
City of Hayward
Town of Hillsborough
City of Menlo Park

13
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17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Mid-Peninsula Water District
City of Millbrae
City of Milpitas
City of Mountain View
North Coast County Water District
City of Palo Alto
Purissima Hills Water District
City of Redwood City
City of San Bruno
City of San Jose (North)
City of Santa Clara
Stanford University
City of Sunnyvale
Westborough Water District

* Portions of Coastside County Water District not
served by the SFPUC regional water system.
NOTE: For the purposes of this EIR, the California Water Service (CWS) Company
is a single wholesale customer with three different water service districts.
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Figure 2-3
SFPUC Water Service Area –
San Francisco and SFPUC Wholesale Customers
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2. Introduction and Background

The WSIP includes a water supply strategy, modifications to system operations, and construction of a
series of facility infrastructure improvement projects. The overall goals of the WSIP are to maintain high‐
quality water; reduce vulnerability to earthquakes; increase delivery reliability and improve the ability to
maintain the system; meet customer purchase requests in nondrought and drought periods; enhance
sustainability in all system activities; and achieve a cost‐effective, fully operational system (see Table 2‐1).
To further these program goals, the WSIP includes objectives that address system performance in the
areas of water quality, seismic reliability, delivery reliability, and water supply.
TABLE 2‐1
WSIP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Program Goal

System Performance Objective

Water Quality – maintain
high‐quality water

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

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

 Continue to implement watershed protection measures.
Seismic Reliability – reduce
vulnerability to earthquakes

 Design improvements to meet current seismic standards.
 Deliver basic service to the three regions in the service area (East/South Bay, Peninsula, and
San Francisco) within 24 hours after a major earthquake. Basic service is defined as average
winter‐month usage, and the performance objective for the regional system is 229 mgd. The
performance objective is to provide delivery to at least 70 percent of the turnouts (i.e., water
diversion connecting points from the regional system to customers) in each region, with 104, 44,
and 81 mgd delivered to the East/South Bay, Peninsula, and San Francisco regions, respectively.

 Restore facilities to meet average‐day demand of up to 300 mgd within 30 days after a major
earthquake.
Delivery Reliability –
increase delivery reliability
and improve the ability to
maintain the system

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

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

 Provide operational flexibility and system capacity to replenish local reservoirs as needed.
 Meet estimated average annual demand of up to 300 mgd under the conditions of one planned
shutdown of a major facility for maintenance concurrent with one unplanned facility outage
resulting from a natural disaster, emergency, or facility failure/upset.
Water Supply – meet
customer water needs in
nondrought and drought
periods

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

 Meet dry‐year delivery needs through 2018 while limiting rationing to a maximum 20 percent
systemwide reduction in water service during extended droughts.

 Diversify water supply options during nondrought and drought periods.
 Improve use of new water sources and drought management, including groundwater, recycled
water, conservation, and transfers.
Sustainability – enhance
sustainability in all system
activities

 Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect watershed ecosystems.
 Meet, at a minimum, all current and anticipated legal requirements for the protection of fish and
wildlife habitat.

 Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect public health and safety.
Cost effectiveness – achieve a
cost‐effective, fully operational
system

 Ensure the cost‐effective use of funds.
 Maintain a gravity‐driven system.
 Implement a regular inspection and maintenance program for all facilities.

SOURCE: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), SFPUC Resolution 08‐0200, Water System Improvement Program California
Environmental Quality Act Findings: Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding
Considerations, October 2008.
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The San Francisco Planning Department prepared a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) to
address the potential environmental impacts of the WSIP. The San Francisco Planning Commission certified
the WSIP PEIR on October 30, 2008.6 The SFPUC approved the WSIP and made findings pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), including preparation of a statement of overriding
considerations and adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program, for the WSIP. The WSIP
PEIR is described in Section 5.1.3, Relationship to the WSIP PEIR.
Under the adopted WSIP, the SFPUC committed to implementing conservation, water recycling, and
groundwater supply programs in the SFPUC retail service area to achieve the equivalent of 10 mgd of
supply every year, including nondrought and drought periods. The proposed project is one of several water
supply projects that would help the SFPUC meet this water supply goal (see Section 3.1.1, Recycled Water
Demand and Related Projects).

2.3 Purpose of this Environmental Impact Report
Under the San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31, the San Francisco Planning Department, through
its Environmental Planning section (EP), is the lead agency responsible for implementing the requirements
of the CEQA for all projects sponsored by the CCSF or located within the city, including those sponsored by
the SFPUC. CEQA requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) when a proposed
project could significantly affect the physical environment. EP determined that the San Francisco Westside
Recycled Water Project, for which the SFPUC is the project sponsor, could cause significant environmental
impacts, and that preparation of an EIR was therefore required for the project to comply with CEQA.
EP has prepared this EIR to provide the public and the responsible and trustee agencies reviewing the
project with information about the project’s potential effects on the environment. This EIR describes the
potential environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the San Francisco Westside Recycled
Water Project, identifies mitigation measures for reducing impacts to a less‐than‐significant level where
feasible, and evaluates alternatives to the proposed project. The EIR also discusses the potential
environmental impacts that could result from the possible future addition of the San Francisco Zoo to the
Project. Should the Zoo be added as a water customer to the proposed project, additional CEQA review
could be required.

2.4 Environmental Review Process
In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning
Department, as lead agency, sent a first and then a revised Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR to
interested entities and individuals to begin the formal CEQA scoping process for the project on June 5,
2008 and September 8, 2010, respectively. After the release of the first NOP in June 2008, the SFPUC
determined that reverse‐osmosis treatment of the recycled water was necessary, and that the original

6

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program,
Final Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October
30, 2008 (San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 17734). Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/
index.aspx?page=1829.
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proposed site location for recycled water treatment at the Oceanside WPCP was too small to include a reverse‐
osmosis treatment facility. The September 2010 NOP identified a proposed treatment plant at the site of the
former Richmond‐Sunset WPCP within Golden Gate Park. Following the 2010 NOP scoping period, the
SFPUC solicited feedback from the public on other potential project sites for the new recycled water treatment
plant and, over the following year, evaluated the feasibility of five possible sites. This evaluation process
resulted in the project as now proposed and described in the third NOP, which was released on July 16, 2014.
Appendix A includes scoping reports that summarize the number of attendees and the verbal and written
comments received during the 2008 and 2010 scoping periods.
The revised NOP published on July 16, 2014 identified the project changes made to date and described
the proposed facilities and potential environmental effects of the currently proposed project (see
Appendix A). The scoping period began on July 16, 2014 and ended on August 15, 2014. The revised NOP
was distributed to interested parties that had received the initial NOPs as well as to applicable public
agencies and additional interested parties, and landowners/occupants located in the vicinity of the
proposed project facilities; was posted on the San Francisco Planning Department website; and was
placed in the legal classified section of the San Francisco Chronicle.
The scoping process provided an opportunity for governmental agencies and the public to comment on
the issues to be covered in the EIR and on the scope of the EIR analyses. The Planning Department
prepared draft scoping reports to summarize the public scoping process and the comments received in
response to both the initial NOP and the two revised NOPs. The primary environmental concerns raised
during the 2014 scoping period are summarized in Table 2‐2, which also cross‐references comments to
the applicable EIR sections. In addition, comments submitted during the 2008 and 2010 scoping periods
were considered during preparation of this EIR if they remained relevant to the revised project.

2.5 Organization of the EIR
This EIR is organized into eight chapters, as discussed below:


Chapter 1, Executive Summary. This chapter summarizes the proposed project, identifies
significant environmental impacts and mitigation measures, and describes the alternatives
considered in this EIR. It also identifies areas of controversy and issues to be resolved.



Chapter 2, Introduction and Background. This chapter provides project background information
and describes the purpose and organization of the EIR, as well as the environmental review
process.



Chapter 3, Project Description. This chapter describes the proposed project (including project
objectives), summarizes project components, and provides information about project construction.
The chapter also lists required permits and approvals.



Chapter 4, Plans and Policies. This chapter describes applicable land use plans and policies and
their relevance to the project and then discusses the project’s consistency with those plans.
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TABLE 2‐2
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS
Commenter

Summary of Comment

Considered in the Initial Study /EIR

Nancy Horner (National Park
Service) (August 15, 2014)

Expresses interest in the project, which lies adjacent to
lands managed by the National Park Service.

 EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

Expresses concern about contaminants of emerging
concern.

 EIR, Section 3.4.1, Facility Descriptions
 Initial Study, Hydrology and Water
Quality Impact HY‐2
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Describes the purpose of the Presidio Trust and its
relation to the proposed project.

 EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

Requests that compliance with the Presidio Trust’s
permit to use recycled water be addressed.

 EIR, Section 3.1.1, Recycled Water
Demand and Related Projects
 EIR, Section 5.1.4, Approach to
Cumulative Impact Analysis and
Cumulative Projects

Craig Middleton (Presidio
Trust) (August 14, 2014)

Recommends confirming whether additional pumping  EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description
facilities would be necessary.
Requests an evaluation of the impacts of constituents
in recycled water on water bodies.

 EIR, Section 3.4.1, Facility Descriptions
 Initial Study, Hydrology and Water
Quality Impact HY‐2
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Dan Murphy (Golden Gate
Audubon Society) (August 9,
2014)

Requests that impacts on bird species be addressed,
 Initial Study, Biological Resources Impact
and recommends mitigation measures for affected bird
BI‐1 and Impact BI‐4
species.
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Ahmad Kashkoli (State Water
Resources Control Board)
(August 6, 2014)

Describes the Clean Water State Revolving Fund
Program and requirements of the program.

 EIR, Chapter 3.5.1, Approval Required
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Dan Murphy (Golden Gate
Audubon Society) (August 17,
2014)

Supports the extension of recycled water to more
SFPUC customers.

 EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description
 EIR, Chapter 7, Alternatives

Recommends increasing the delivery capacity of the
project.

 EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description
 EIR, Chapter 7, Alternatives

Recommends using the largest diameter pipes
discussed in the NOP and Initial Study.

 EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

Expresses concern about the visibility of project
structures, and provides mitigation measures.

 Initial Study, Aesthetics Impact AE‐1
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Recommends a vegetation plan be developed for each
new building.

 Initial Study, Biological Resources
Impact BI‐1 and Impact BI‐4
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Requests that mitigation measures be incorporated
into the project for impacts on bird species; and that
specific records of bird species occurrence be
incorporated.

 Initial Study, Biological Resources
Impact BI‐1 and Impact BI‐4
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Disagrees with the impact determination on
amphibians.

 Initial Study, Biological Resources
Impact BI‐1
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Recommends the appropriate duration for bird
 Initial Study, Biological Resources
nesting, and questions impact determinations for some
Impact BI‐1 and Impact BI‐4
bird species.
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant
Glenn Rogers (Public Scoping
Meeting, July 29, 2014)

Recommends changing city taxes; payment of water
by schools; and financing of park improvements.

 EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

Steve Lawrence (July 18, 2014)

Recommends project alternatives, including
desalination.

 EIR, Chapter 7, Alternatives
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TABLE 2‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS
Commenter

Summary of Comment

Considered in the Initial Study /EIR

Joan Girardot (Coalition for
San Francisco Neighborhoods)
(Public Scoping Meeting,
July 29, 2014)

Recommends that the EIR present volumes of water in
terms that the public understands.

 EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

Katherine Howard (Golden
Gate Park Preservation
Alliance) (Public Scoping
Meeting, July 29, 2014)

Requests that the EIR address aesthetics and recreation  Initial Study, Aesthetics Impact AE‐1
impacts.
and Impact AE‐2
 Initial Study, Recreation Impact RE‐1 and
Impact RE‐2
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant
Requests that any impact on the park, especially trees,
be addressed.

 Initial Study, Biological Resources Impact
BI‐5
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Requests that the EIR evaluate project impacts on
Golden Gate Park, including historic character,
aesthetics, wildlife, and vegetation in the park.

 Initial Study, Aesthetics, Impact AE‐1
and Impact AE‐2;
 Initial Study, Biological Resources Impact
BI‐1, Impact BI‐4, and Impact BI‐5
 EIR, Chapter 5.2, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources
 EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant



Chapter 5, Environmental Setting and Impacts. This chapter is subdivided into sections for each
environmental resource topic. Each section describes the environmental and regulatory setting, the
criteria used to determine impact significance, and the approach to the analysis for that resource
topic. It then presents analyses of potential environmental impacts as well as the project‐specific
mitigation measures that have been developed to address significant and potentially significant
impacts. Each section also includes an evaluation of cumulative impacts with respect to that
resource topic.



Chapter 6, Other CEQA Issues. This chapter discusses growth‐inducing effects, summarizes the
cumulative impacts, identifies the significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the
proposed project is implemented, and describes the significant irreversible impacts as well as
known areas of controversy.



Chapter 7, Alternatives. This chapter describes the alternatives to the proposed project and
compares their impacts to those of the proposed project. This chapter also summarizes the
alternatives that were considered but eliminated from further analysis.



Chapter 8, EIR Authors and Consultants. This chapter lists the authors of this EIR.

2.6 EIR Public Participation
The CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code encourage public
participation in the planning and environmental review processes. CCSF will provide opportunities for
the public to present comments and concerns regarding the CEQA processes for this project. These
opportunities will occur during a public review and comment period, March 18, 2015 through May 4,
2015, and a public hearing before the San Francisco Planning Commission on April 23, 2015. The Draft
EIR is available for public review and comment on the Planning Department’s SFPUC Negative
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Declarations and EIRs web page (http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829). CDs and paper
copies are also available at the Planning Information Center counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission
Street, San Francisco.7 Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Departmentʹs office
at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 (call (415) 575‐9035 or e‐mail timothy.johnston@sfgov.org).
Written public comments may be submitted to the Planning Department to the attention of Sarah Jones,
Environmental Review Officer, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, during the
specified public review and comment period (indicated on the cover of this EIR), and written and oral
comments may be presented at public hearings concerning the project (also indicated on the cover of this
EIR).

7

Paper copies are also available for review at the San Francisco Main Library and the Ortega, Anza, Richmond, Park, and
Sunset branches; the Government Publications Department of the San Francisco State University Library; the Hastings
College of Law Library; and the University of California Institute of Government Studies.
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CHAPTER 3

Project Description
3.1 Project Overview and Background
The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is proposing the San Francisco Westside Recycled
Water Project (project). The primary purpose of the project is to reduce the City and County of
San Francisco’s (CCSF) reliance on potable water for nonpotable uses, such as irrigation, through the
production and distribution of highly treated recycled water. The project would meet the current water
demand in areas of western San Francisco that have substantial irrigation needs, including Golden Gate
Park, Lincoln Park/Lincoln Park Golf Course (Lincoln Park), the Presidio Golf Course, and other irrigated
areas within the Presidio. In addition to capacity to serve these areas, the proposed project would have
enough capacity to serve potential future customers, such as the San Francisco Zoo (Zoo). The project
includes construction of a recycled water treatment plant and underground storage as well as
construction of and/or upgrades to distribution facilities (pipelines and pumping facilities) for service to
existing customers (see Figure 3‐1).1
The project is a component of the SFPUC’s Water System Improvement Program (WSIP), which includes
facility improvement projects designed to: (1) maintain high‐quality water; (2) reduce vulnerability to
earthquakes; (3) increase delivery reliability and improve the ability to maintain the system; (4) meet customer
purchase requests in nondrought and drought periods; (5) enhance sustainability in all system activities; and
(6) achieve a cost‐effective, fully operational system.2

3.1.1 Recycled Water Demand and Related Projects
The Westside Recycled Water Project would contribute to meeting the level‐of‐service goals and system
performance objectives identified in the WSIP. These goals include providing a total of 10 million gallons
per day (mgd) of water supply from recycled water, groundwater, and conservation projects to meet
retail demand in San Francisco. The original WSIP project description indicated that approximately 4 of
the 10 mgd would be derived from a recycled water project in San Francisco, and that this project would
have two components: the Westside Baseline and Harding Park/Lake Merced projects. Originally, the
Westside Baseline Project proposed to deliver 2.8 mgd of recycled water to irrigation customers in
western San Francisco, and the Harding Park/Lake Merced Project proposed to deliver 1.3 mgd of
recycled water for irrigation of the Harding Park Golf Course and for recharge of Lake Merced.
1
2

Figure 3‐1 includes identification of the coastal zone boundary, as related to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit,
as discussed in Section 3.5.1, Approvals Required
San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October 30,
2008. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

3‐1

March 2015

BL
VD

R
Y TE
PACIF

JACKSO
GTON ST
WA SHIN
CL AY ST

E

N ST

LAUREL

ST
CO LL IN

SPRUCE ST

ARGUELLO BLVD

05TH AVE

S ST

RO SSI AV

10TH AVE

16TH AVE

ANZA ST

E

03RD AVE

06TH AVE

14TH AVE

39TH AVE

43RD AVE

47TH AVE

CABRILLO ST

FULTON ST

Y DR

18TH AVE

28TH AVE

35TH AVE

38TH AVE
44TH AVE

32ND AVE

JUDAH ST

ALMA ST
17TH ST

Proposed New Central Storage,
New Pump Station to
Lincoln Park and Presidio

KIRKHAM ST

LAWTON ST
MORAGA ST

14TH AVE

34TH AVE

10TH AVE

DR

IRVING ST

N ST

CO LE ST

ER
NORIEG A ST

ORTEGA ST

15TH AVE

ORTEGA ST

RIVERA ST

E
E AV
ON
MAD
R

ST
YORBA

IR

DR

FO
NT

LAKE
MERCED

Mile

BU

EN

A

E

O RIA
VICT
BL
VD

AN

A
IT

AY
W

AV
E

ST

CEDRO AV

A

CAPITOL AVE

MU

SERRANO DR

BEVERLY ST

HN

DR

VERNON ST

1

LAKE MERCED BLVD

JO

N
TO

JUNIPERO SERRA
BLVD

YL
SK

S
WIN

19TH AVE

BL
VD
IN
E

GEL LERT DR

EUCALYPTUS DR

20TH AVE

SLOAT BLVD

RB

MIRAMAR AVE

15TH AVE

17TH AVE

22ND AVE

26TH AVE

40TH AVE

38TH AVE

YE

OCEANSIDE WPCP

E
AV

JU

WAWONA ST

SF ZOO

EZ

LVD

VICENTE ST

VA

U

AB
ESIT

GREAT HW Y

TARAVAL ST

SQ

TE R

SANTIAG O ST

LEE AVE

RIVERA ST

PLYMOUTH AVE

43RD AVE

36TH AVE

PACHECO ST

29TH AVE

AT HWY
LOWER GRE

45TH AVE

GOLDEN GATE PARK

CL AYTO

N ED

SO V

KEN

S
CRO

NF

MARTIN LUTHER KING JR DR

0

IC AV

OAK ST

JO H

Proposed
Recycled Water
Treatment Facility
at Oceanside WPCP

Existing Presidio Golf
Course Pump Station

Existing Central Storage,
Existing Pump Station to GGP

BALBOA ST

Point of Connection
to Lincoln Park

National Cemetery

CLEMENT ST

12TH AVE

27TH AVE

25TH AVE

34TH AVE

32ND AVE

S AVE

07TH AVE

CALIFORNIA ST

DR

D

N TR
T
WES

17TH AVE
18TH AVE
19TH AVE
20TH AVE

NS

POINT LO
BO

OUN

INFA

BL
VD
RK
PA

SEACLIFF AVE

LINCOLN
PARK
ER A

TH B

PRESIDIO
GOLF COURSE

11TH AVE

VET

SOU

WASHINGTON BLVD

29TH AVE
30TH AVE

Pa
ci
fi
c

Existing Lincoln
Park Irrigation
Pump Station

1 01

HWY 1 SOUTHBOUND

CO
LIN

to Presidio

16TH AVE

e

a nPoint of Connection

O

c

HW
Y

LN

Public Health
Service District

Pacific
Ocean

San
Francisco

S.F.
Bay

BROAD ST

Proposed Pipeline Alignment
Coastal Zone Boundary
Customer Area Served
SOURCE: SFPUC, 2007; 2010; DOA, 2005; ESRI, 2008; ESA, 2013; CCSF, 2006.

3-2

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project EIR

Figure 3-1
Project Location

3. Project Description

The SFPUC has since refined the recycled water demand estimate for users on the west side of San
Francisco and has identified three major recycled water customers for the project: Golden Gate Park,
Lincoln Park/Lincoln Park Golf Course, and the Presidio (including the Golf Course, National Cemetery,
and landscape irrigation). Together, the recycled water demand for these customers is estimated at 1.6 mgd
(annual average), with a 4 mgd peak‐day demand (during summer months). The project would be sized to
accommodate an additional 0.4 mgd annual average (additional 1 mgd peak demand) for a total capacity to
serve peak‐day demands of up to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd annual average). The buildout capacity would be
adequate to serve potential future customers that are not currently included in the Westside project,
including the Zoo and other parks and irrigated areas in western San Francisco. Table 3‐1 summarizes the
proposed customers and their respective demands that would be served by the project.
TABLE 3‐1
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED RECYCLED WATER CUSTOMERS
Average
Annual Demand (mgd)

Peak‐Day Demand
(mgd)

Irrigation/California Academy of Sciences

0.94

2.41

Lake Fill

0.4

0.4

0.11

0.30

0.19

0.89

0.4

1

2

5

End User

Golden Gate Park

Lincoln Park Golf Course
Irrigation

Presidio (All)
Irrigation

Capacity for Potential Future Users
Irrigation
Total (rounded)
mgd = million gallons per day
SOURCES: SFPUC, WSIP Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW302‐01), Second Addendum to Project
Description, Technical Memorandum, July 2, 2010; SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐
Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report, July 2014.

As described in this chapter, the current proposed project includes only the components of the Westside
Baseline Project, and is now referred to as the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project. The SFPUC
has already constructed a project that provides recycled water to Harding Park and is exploring the use of
stormwater to maintain lake levels at Lake Merced. Both of these projects are described briefly below.
Although the recycled water projects originally proposed in the WSIP have been revised, the SFPUC is still
committed to meeting the 10 mgd of demand through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater
projects.

Harding Park Recycled Water Project
The SFPUC completed the construction of the Harding Park Recycled Water Project. This project
involved constructing the necessary infrastructure—recycled water pipeline, underground storage
reservoir, and irrigation pump station—to allow conveyance of recycled water produced by the North
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San Mateo County Sanitation District (at the Daly City treatment facility) to irrigate the TPC Harding
Park and Fleming public golf courses, which are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation
and Park Department. Daly City certified the Harding Park Recycled Water Project Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2009‐012004) in 2009; construction began in November 2010
and was completed in October 2012. The project meets all of TPC Harding Park’s irrigation water needs,
which are now estimated at approximately 0.23 mgd on an average annual basis.

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project
The WSIP includes the Lake Merced Project, which would raise the level of Lake Merced in San Francisco
using a supplemental source of water, such as stormwater, recycled water, groundwater, or SFPUC system
water. However, that project is not proceeding at this time because another project (the proposed Vista
Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project) would fullfill the needs of the Lake Merced Project. The City
of Daly City is in the initial stages of engineering design and environmental compliance for this project.3
The South Lake Merced Alternative, which is currently identified as the proposed Vista Grande Drainage
Basin Improvement Project, would divert some stormwater (and authorized non‐stormwater) flows from
the Vista Grande Canal to Lake Merced, which would fulfill the goals of the WSIP Lake Merced Project.

Other Related Projects
Implementation of the proposed project is related to the SFPUC’s San Francisco Groundwater Supply
Project, which involves the development of local groundwater supply and blending of that supply with
surface water supply. The San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project would convert two existing
irrigation wells in Golden Gate Park to potable use; however, those wells would not be used to supply
municipal water under the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project until the proposed project is
implemented and recycled water is available for Golden Gate Park landscaping requirements, or until
another landscaping water source is identified. The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the
Groundwater Supply Project EIR on December 19, 2013.4
Implementation of the proposed project is also related to potential future actions by recycled water
customers that would need to retrofit their irrigation facilities to accommodate the recycled water. The
exact nature of actions that may be taken is not known at this time but could include bringing systems
into compliance with California Department of Public Health Services requirements, adding distribution
systems for the use of recycled water (e.g., the Presidio would install distribution pipelines to serve
irrigated areas), and in the case of the Presidio Trust, receiving an amendment or new water supply
permit from the State Water Resources Control Board to address the use of recycled water within the
Lobos Creek watershed. Environmental review of any necessary distribution systems or other system
upgrades would be performed by the users of these distribution systems.

3

4

The Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project is currently in environmental review. On February 28, 2013, the
City of Daly City and the National Park Service published a Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent that an
environmental impact report/environmental impact statement would be prepared for this project
(http://www.dalycity.org/City_Hall/Departments/public_works/Reports_1119/vistagrande_alts.htm).
San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, Case
No. 2008.1122E, December 19, 2013. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
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3.2 Project Sponsor’s Objectives
As discussed above, the proposed project would contribute to the goals of the WSIP through the
development of recycled water as an alternative water supply for nonpotable uses in the SFPUC’s retail
service area within San Francisco, thereby benefiting the regional system by reducing demands for
potable water. The project would design and construct the treatment and distribution system facilities
required to produce and deliver an annual average of approximately 1.6 mgd of recycled water for
irrigation and other nonpotable uses in the western area of the city. The specific objectives of the project
are to:


Diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water



Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant



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

3.3 Project Location and Existing Uses
Project facilities would be constructed or replaced/modified at several locations throughout western
San Francisco (see Figure 3‐1), including the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP)
and a portion of the adjacent area leased by the CCSF to the California Army National Guard near Lake
Merced; the Central Reservoir and the Panhandle portion of Golden Gate Park; and roadways connecting
the recycled water treatment plant to Golden Gate Park, the Presidio, and Lincoln Park. A Golden Gate
Park maintenance area would be temporarily relocated to the former Richmond‐Sunset Water Pollution
Control Plant in Golden Gate Park.

3.3.1 Oceanside WPCP
The proposed recycled water treatment plant would be located at the existing Oceanside WPCP5 (see
Figure 3‐2), which is at 3500 Great Highway. The Oceanside WPCP site is surrounded on the southwest by
the Great Highway and Fort Funston/Golden Gate National Recreation Area and on the southeast by
Skyline Boulevard/State Route 35 and Lake Merced. On the west and north, the site is bordered by an open
space buffer, the California Army National Guard armory, and the Zoo. Entrances to the Oceanside WPCP
are located along Skyline Boulevard and the Great Highway. The Oceanside WPCP contains about seven
buildings over an approximately 12‐acre area, including headworks, primary treatment, secondary
treatment, solids handling, and support facilities.6 The roofs of many existing Oceanside WPCP structures
are covered with soil and planted with ornamental landscaping. The Oceanside WPCP is located within a
bermed area, and the Oceanside WPCP facilities are generally not visible from public areas, with the
following exceptions: the existing facility entrances, lighting structures and fencing, and a retaining wall

5

The Oceanside WPCP was constructed in 1994 and is operated by the SFPUC. The Oceanside WPCP currently treats
about 20 percent of the average annual wastewater flows for San Francisco.
6 SFPUC, San Francisco Sewer System Master Plan, Draft, June 15, 2010. Available online at http://www.sfwater.org/modules/
showdocument.aspx?documentid=723.
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at the top of the berm in the vicinity of the Great Highway entrance. Within the bermed area, there are
several structures (up to approximately 45 feet tall) along the edge of the berms, as well as a parking area
and access roads in the center. The portion of the California Army National Guard site included in the
proposed project is currently used as a landscaped berm. The site is within the Public Use district and the
Open Space height and bulk district. The recycled water treatment plant would be sited within the
Oceanside WPCP, which would allow for the sharing of critical facilities (including the plant access road
and chemical storage and offloading facilities), thereby reducing the space requirements for the new
recycled water treatment plant.

3.3.2 Golden Gate Park
Golden Gate Park, managed by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD), is located in
western San Francisco; it is bounded on the west by the Great Highway, on the north by Fulton Street, on
the east by Stanyan Street, and on the south by Lincoln Way. Proposed facility sites within Golden Gate
Park include the existing Central Reservoir and the existing booster pumps in the Panhandle portion of
the park and at the former Richmond‐Sunset Water Pollution Control Plant site. The Central Reservoir,
which covers approximately 5 acres, is located near the southwest quadrant of the intersection of John F.
Kennedy Drive and Transverse Drive. The Central Reservoir site is a fenced, maintenance area that
currently contains an underground reservoir, an aboveground pump station, and wood waste and
composting areas (see Figure 3‐3).7 The site is accessed by a road (Overlook Drive) that is primarily used
by maintenance vehicles and by some bicyclists and pedestrians. The underground reservoir is a buried
2‐million‐gallon storage reservoir with a connected aboveground pump station used to serve the park’s
irrigation system. The aboveground pump station is approximately 40 feet by 60 feet and 19 feet tall, with
a connecting cement wall that is approximately 25 feet tall and 120 feet long. Existing booster pump
stations are located within the Panhandle area of Golden Gate Park.
As noted, the project also includes the former Richmond‐Sunset Water Pollution Control Plant site during
temporary construction activities; this plant was largely removed in 1995. A garage/storage structure to
the south of the well facility still remains. The site is located in the western part of Golden Gate Park,
north of Martin Luther King Jr. Drive and east of the Murphy Windmill and Millwright’s Cottage. The
SFRPD refers to this site as the “West End Dump,” and previously used the area to conduct all wood
waste and composting activities as well as to store inorganic waste from park construction activities, such
as concrete and building debris. The site is now used occasionally as a construction staging area.8
The areas surrounding the Central Reservoir, Panhandle, and former Richmond‐Sunset Water Pollution
Control Plant sites are characterized by open space with recreational uses, including grassy areas, bicycle
paths, and walking trails. Both of these sites are within the Public Use district and the Open Space height and
bulk district.

7
8

Figure 3‐2 includes identification of the coastal zone boundary, as related to issuance of a Coastal Development
Permit, as discussed in Section 3.5.1, Approvals Required
K. Cornell, SFRPD, Personal Communication Regarding Shift of Activities from Central Reservoir to West End Dump,
September 17, 2014.
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Figure 3-3
Existing Conditions – Golden Gate Park Central Reservoir
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3.3.3 Presidio of San Francisco/Presidio Golf Course
The Presidio of San Francisco is located on the northern end of the San Francisco peninsula. The Presidio is
generally bounded on the north by San Francisco Bay, on the east by Lyon Street, on the south by Pacific
Avenue and Lake Street, and on the west by the Pacific Ocean. The Presidio is within the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area and contains a variety of historical and cultural features, including the
San Francisco National Cemetery, the Presidio Golf Course, and the Public Health Services District.9
The Presidio Golf Course is used for public recreation purposes and consists of facilities that are typically
associated with golf courses, including greens, landscaping, and one‐ or two‐story clubhouse facilities.
The Presidio Golf Course is part of the Presidio National Historic Landmark. The proposed pipelines
would connect to existing underground supply lines approximately one‐half block north of Lake Street on
14th Avenue, adjacent to the Presidio.

3.3.4 Lincoln Park
The Lincoln Park Golf Course is located in northwest San Francisco at 300 34th Avenue at Clement Street.
The course covers approximately 112 acres and consists of facilities that are typically associated with golf
courses, including greens, landscaping, and one‐ or two‐story clubhouse facilities. The proposed pipelines
would connect to an existing irrigation pump station north of the intersection of Clement Street and
39th Avenue.

3.3.5 Proposed Pipeline Routes
The recycled water transmission pipelines would run through the Sunset District within city streets from
the recycled water treatment facility at the Oceanside WPCP to the existing Central Reservoir in Golden
Gate Park (both described above), through the Richmond District within city streets to proposed customers
in Lincoln Park and the Presidio, and along Oak Street to serve the Panhandle. The majority of the pipeline
between the Oceanside WPCP and the Central Reservoir would run along Skyline Boulevard, 36th Avenue,
34th Avenue, and Overlook Drive. Pipelines between the Central Reservoir and Lincoln Park Golf Course
and the Presidio would, for the most part, be routed along Cabrillo Street, 36th Avenue, 24th Avenue, Anza
Street, and 16th Avenue.

3.3.6 San Francisco Zoo
The San Francisco Zoo is located in southwest San Francisco at 1 Zoo Road, which is at the intersection of
the Great Highway and Sloat Boulevard. The Zoo is bounded on the south by the Oceanside WPCP and the
California Army National Guard Armory, on the east by Skyline Boulevard/State Route 35, on the north by
Sloat Boulevard, and on the west by the Great Highway. The Zoo encompasses 100 acres and is managed

9

The San Francisco National Cemetery is located in the north‐central portion of the Presidio at 1 Lincoln Boulevard, just to
the southwest of the intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Sheridan Avenue. The Presidio Golf Course is located at
300 Finley Road near the intersection of Arguello Boulevard and West Pacific Avenue in the southern portion of the
Presidio. The Public Health Services District is also located in the southern portion of the Presidio, off of Wedemeyer Street,
south of the Presidio Golf Course and west of Highway 1.
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and operated by the private, nonprofit San Francisco Zoological Society in partnership with the CCSF.10 If
the Zoo were to be included as a recycled water customer in the future, it would be necessary to construct
new recycled water distribution facilities. This analysis assumes that facilities would be sited at the Zoo
maintenance yard to the southwest of the visitor‐serving areas of the Zoo or within a portion of the visitor
parking area. These potential reservoir locations are covered with asphalt or exposed soil with no mature
vegetation. The near‐surface soils are disturbed due to past and current activities.11

3.4 Project Characteristics
3.4.1 Facility Descriptions
Recycled Water Facilities at the Oceanside WPCP Site
Recycled Water Treatment Plant and Storage Facilities
A recycled water treatment plant would be constructed within the existing Oceanside WPCP complex and
partially within the California Army National Guard property that is currently used as a landscaped berm
and parking lot (see Figures 3‐4 and 3‐5). The treatment plant would have an annual average production
capacity of up to 2 mgd, but would be sized to meet peak‐day demands (during summer months) of up to 5
mgd. The proposed two‐story treatment building would be approximately 40 to 45 feet high and
approximately 30,000 square feet in total area, and would be constructed of reinforced concrete and glass
with a green roof. The treatment plant would house water treatment equipment, electrical controls,
pumping equipment, and other appurtenant equipment required for the proposed treatment process
summarized below. The treatment building would also contain an electrical substation, operations room,
and motor control center. The building design would be similar to that of existing buildings at the
Oceanside WPCP site. The proposed treatment plant would be located in the northeast corner of the
parking lot at the Oceanside WPCP, with a treatment reservoir constructed below the new facility.12
The interior of the existing chemical building at the Oceanside WPCP (Building 510) would be
reconfigured to house the chemical storage tanks and feed systems needed for the recycled water
treatment processes. In addition, the existing chlorine contact channel at the Oceanside WPCP (Building
530) would be reconfigured to provide 760,000 gallons of secondary effluent equalization storage, which
would provide for steady flow to the recycled water facility during periods of low flow to the Oceanside
WPCP. The chlorine contact channel would be reconfigured by changing the positions of the existing gate
valves13 on the bypass channel. Secondary effluent pumps would pump water from either the chlorine
contact channels (during dry weather) or the secondary effluent channel (during wet weather).14
10 San Francisco Zoological Society, “Zoo Fact Sheet,” July 19, 2011. Available online at http://web.archive.org/web/
11

12
13
14

20110719005753/http://www.sfzoo.org/openrosters/ViewOrgPageLink.asp?LinkKey=14092&orgkey=1903,
Accessed
September 25, 2014.
Environmental Science Associates, SFPUC San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, Draft Historic Context and
Archaeological Survey Report, Prepared for San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division and San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, December 2014.
SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report,
October 2013.
A multipurpose bi‐directional shutoff valve used for commercial and industrial applications.
SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report, October
2013.
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Figure 3-4
Recycled Water Treatment Plant – Proposed Project
Components and Construction Areas
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Figure 3-5
Recycled Water Treatment Facility - Elevations
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Two underground storage reservoirs would be constructed beneath the treatment facility, including a
350,000‐gallon reservoir used during the treatment process and a 40,000‐gallon wet well used to submerge
pumps. Three transmission pumps would be installed in an aboveground pump station (approximately
50 by 100 feet and 20 feet high) to convey recycled water from the facility to the Central Reservoir in Golden
Gate Park (two duty and one standby). These three pumps would have motors of up to 200 horsepower
(1,400‐gallon‐per‐minute capacity), and space would be available to install two pumps in the future (one
duty and one standby, with motors of up to 75 horsepower and 700 gallons per minute) to serve potential
future users. All pumps would be located in a building enclosure.

Treatment Process
The recycled water treatment plant would treat secondary effluent (wastewater that has gone through
secondary treatment) from the Oceanside WPCP to remove suspended and dissolved solids, bacteria,
viruses, organic materials, and other constituents, resulting in treated water that meets and/or exceeds the
regulatory requirements of the California Department of Public Health for disinfected tertiary recycled
water.15 The proposed recycled water treatment process includes microfiltration/ultrafiltration (MF),
reverse osmosis (RO), and ultraviolet light (UV) disinfection.16 The MF membrane system would remove
suspended solids. From the MF filtrate reservoir, the water would be pumped to the RO system to reduce
dissolved salts, ammonia, and nutrients. The advanced treated recycled water would then be disinfected
with UV disinfection.17 The recycled water treatment plant would also contain chemical feed systems for
coagulant, acid, and base, as well as other chemicals used in the treatment process. Typically, a chlorine
residual is introduced into recycled water to prevent biological growth in the proposed distribution
systems and in the existing irrigation distribution and sprinkler systems, and chlorine might be
introduced into recycled water as part of the project.

Reverse‐Osmosis Concentrate (Brine) Disposal
The recycled water treatment process would produce a residual reverse‐osmosis concentrate, which is a
concentrated brine solution. This brine would be conveyed to the ocean for disposal through the existing
Oceanside WPCP Southwest Ocean Outfall. A short segment of pipeline would be routed inside of the
15 The water quality criteria, treatment process requirements, and treatment reliability criteria for water recycling

operations established by the California Department of Health Services are set forth in Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3 of
the California Code of Regulations. Under this regulation, “disinfected tertiary recycled water” means filtered and
subsequently disinfected wastewater that meets the following criteria:
(a) The filtered wastewater has been disinfected by either: (1) a chlorine disinfection process following filtration that
provides a CT value (the product of total chlorine residual and modal contact time measured at the same point) of
not less than 450 milligram‐minutes per liter at all times, with a modal contact time of at least 90 minutes, based on
peak dry‐weather design flow; or (2) a disinfection process that, when combined with the filtration process, has been
demonstrated to inactivate and/or remove 99.999 percent of the plaque‐forming units of F‐specific bacteriophage
MS2, or polio virus, in the wastewater. A virus that is at least as resistant to disinfection as polio virus may be used
for the demonstration.
(b) The median concentration of total coliform bacteria measured in the disinfected effluent does not exceed a most
probable number (MPN) of 2.2 per 100 milliliters (mL) utilizing the bacteriological results of the past 7 days for
which analyses have been completed, and the number of total coliform bacteria does not exceed a MPN of 23 per
100 mL in more than one sample in any 30‐day period. No sample shall exceed a MPN of 240 total coliform bacteria
per 100 mL.
16 Reverse osmosis can remove more than 99% of large pharmaceutical molecules, as indicated by the World Health
Organization’s information sheet regarding pharmaceutical chemicals (http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health
/emerging/info_sheet_pharmaceuticals/en/, accessed February 26, 2015)
17 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report,
October 2013.
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Oceanside WPCP from the recycled water treatment plant to connect to the existing plant outfall. In
addition, an overflow pipeline (about 750‐linear‐foot and approximately 24 inches in diameter) would
initiate at the proposed treatment facility building, traverse the existing Oceanside WPCP campus, and
exit the WPCP to the west via the West Tunnel access to Great Highway.

Recycled Water Facilities at the Central Reservoir Site
At the Central Reservoir, the existing pump station (which is approximately 40 feet by 60 feet and
approximately 19 feet tall) would pump recycled water into the Golden Gate Park irrigation system. An
additional pump station would be added adjacent to the existing facility and would house four
distribution pumps (three duty and one standby) with up to 100 horsepower motors (833 gallons per
minute), as well as two 8,500‐gallon hydropneumatic tanks to pump recycled water from storage to serve
Lincoln Park and the Presidio (see Figures 3‐6 and 3‐7). With the inclusion of the new pump station and
associated new underground reservoir discussed below, additional storage or pumps would not be
required at Lincoln Park or the Presidio. The proposed pump station and yard would be a single‐story
concrete building, approximately 80 feet by 50 feet, with a height of approximately 20 feet or less.
Building design would be similar to the existing pump station.
The project would use Golden Gate Park’s existing Central Reservoir and would construct an 840,000‐gallon
buried storage reservoir adjacent to the existing reservoir and underneath the proposed new pump station.
The underground reservoir would be approximately 80 feet by 160 feet by 15 feet deep. It might be
necessary to provide connections between the existing and proposed storage tanks, as well as to modify the
existing pump station to provide the sufficient pressure to enable distribution of recycled water to the park.
Should recycled water become unavailable during a service outage or emergency, two backup supply
options would be available. Under the proposed project, an existing irrigation pipeline within Overlook
Drive would be converted to a potable supply pipeline and connected to an existing potable water pipeline
on Transverse Drive at the intersection with Overlook Drive. The existing irrigation pipeline would be
connected to the new reservoir so that potable water could be added to the reservoir if needed. In addition,
under a separate project, the SFPUC San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, a pipeline is proposed that
would supply groundwater to the existing Golden Gate Park reservoir when needed.18

Recycled Water Distribution System
Distribution Pumps
In addition to the distribution pumps described above for the Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir
sites, the existing booster pump stations in the Panhandle may be upgraded to provide the required
pressure to the Panhandle irrigation system. At Lincoln Park, the project pipeline would connect to the
existing Lincoln Park pump station. No alteration of the existing Lincoln Park pump station is needed to
enable Lincoln Park to distribute recycled water to the golf course irrigation system, but as part of this
project the pump system controls would be upgraded if necessary to optimize system operation. At the

18 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project Environmental Impact Report, Final, Case

No. 2008.1122E, December 19, 2013. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
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Figure 3-6
Central Reservoir – Proposed Project Components
and Construction Areas
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Figure 3-7
Central Reservoir - Elevations
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Presidio, the project pipeline would terminate at 14th Avenue and Lake Boulevard. As at Lincoln Park, no
additional pump station is needed to enable the Presidio to distribute recycled water to the three sites at
which the Presidio has identified for possible use of recycled water.

Pipelines
Approximately 8.5 miles of ductile iron pipeline would be constructed to connect the recycled water
treatment plant to proposed customers. The pipes would be built primarily in public street right‐of‐ways.
Pipe diameters would range from 4 to 16 inches. Figure 3‐1 shows the proposed pipeline network, which
is described below.
Recycled Water Treatment Plant to Golden Gate Park. The distribution pipeline from the proposed
recycled water treatment plant at Oceanside WPCP to the existing Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park
would be routed as follows:


From the proposed recycled water treatment plant east either (1) via the existing vehicle tunnel
connecting the Oceanside WPCP to Skyline Boulevard or (2) through a berm to the east of the
tunnel and along the west edge of the Armory parking lot



Northeast along Skyline Boulevard to Sloat Boulevard



East along Sloat Boulevard to 37th Avenue



North along 37th Avenue to Vicente Street



East along Vicente Street to 36th Avenue



North along 36th Avenue to Lawton Street



East along Lawton Street to 34th Avenue



North along 34th Avenue to Lincoln Way



Along a Golden Gate Park trail north from 34th Avenue/Lincoln Way to Middle Drive West



Northeast along Middle Drive West to Overlook Drive



Northeast along Overlook Drive to the Central Reservoir

The distribution pipeline would connect to the existing Central Reservoir and the proposed new reservoir.
Central Reservoir to Lincoln Park Golf Course. The distribution pipeline would continue from the Central
Reservoir to Lincoln Park Golf Course as follows:


North from Central Reservoir either to Overlook Drive or John F. Kennedy Drive



East along Overlook Drive or John F. Kennedy Drive to Transverse Drive



Northwest along Transverse Drive to Crossover Drive



Northwest along Crossover Drive to 25th Avenue



North along 25th Avenue to Cabrillo Street



West along Cabrillo Street to 36th Avenue
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North along 36th Avenue to Clement Street



West along Clement Street to the Lincoln Park point of connection at 39th Avenue and Clement Street

Central Reservoir to the Presidio. The distribution pipeline would continue from the intersection of
25th Avenue and Cabrillo Street (as described above) as follows:


East along Cabrillo Street from Cabrillo Street/25th Avenue to 24th Avenue



North along 24th Avenue to Anza Street



East along Anza Street to 16th Avenue



North along 16th Avenue to Lake Street



East along Lake Street to 14th Avenue



North along 14th Avenue to a proposed turnout at 14th Avenue north of Lake Street

Panhandle Distribution System. The existing Golden Gate Park irrigation system pipeline loop in John F.
Kennedy Drive and other roads within the park is connected to the existing Central Reservoir and pump
station. However, the Panhandle portion of Golden Gate Park is currently served by municipal water
supply and is not connected to the irrigation system described above. Thus, the project would include a
pipeline segment to connect the Panhandle to the existing irrigation system in the park (see Figure 3‐1). This
pipeline would be located along John F. Kennedy Drive and Oak Street. The pipeline would connect to the
existing booster pumps within the Panhandle to provide sufficient water pressure for Panhandle irrigation.

San Francisco Zoo Facilities
Should the Zoo become a recycled water customer in the future, a transmission pipeline would be
required, and a new pump station and reservoir could be required.19 Up to approximately 5,200 feet of
pipeline would be needed to deliver water from the Oceanside WPCP to the Zoo’s existing reservoir and
pump station, which are located on the northern part of the Zoo’s property near the intersection of Sloat
Boulevard and 44th Avenue. The pipeline would likely have a maximum diameter of 12 inches. If a new
recycled water storage reservoir and pump station are required, the reservoir would be buried and would
likely have a maximum capacity of up to 500,000 gallons, and the pump station would be constructed
aboveground and would likely be similar to the Zoo’s existing pump station. The siting of the new
reservoir and pump station has not been determined, but two potential locations include areas within the
visitor parking lot or within the Zoo maintenance yard. It is possible that the proposed transmission
pipeline between the Oceanside WPCP and the Zoo would be constructed within the right‐of‐way of Sloat
Boulevard, connecting to the pipeline within Skyline Boulevard/State Route 35. Alternately, if the Zoo’s
maintenance yard is designated as the underground storage location, the pipeline could be constructed
within the rights‐of‐way of the internal Zoo access road (Zoo Road) and along Herbst Road, where it
would connect with the pipeline in Skyline Boulevard.20

19 SFPUC, Personal Communication regarding 2014 SF Zoo Concepts, February 13, 2014.
20 Ibid.
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3.4.2 Site Preparation and Construction
This section details the project’s construction locations, activities, and methods. A description of activities
that apply to all project locations is provided below, followed by site‐specific construction activities
associated with the Oceanside WPCP, Central Reservoir, distribution pipelines, and other project
components.
Tree trimming could be required at all project locations. In accordance with Section 808(c) of the
San Francisco Public Works Code (Protection of Trees and Landscape Material), trees adjacent to
construction areas that are not proposed for removal would be protected by:


Establishing a Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) around any tree or group of trees to be retained,
including the dripline of retained trees. This measure will be implemented where feasible; the TPZ
could be adjusted on a case‐by‐case basis after consultation with a certified arborist.



Marking the TPZ of any trees to be retained with permanent fencing (e.g., post and wire or the
equivalent), which would remain in place for the duration of construction activities in the area.
“Keep out” signs would be posted on all sides of fencing.



Prohibiting construction‐related activities, including grading, trenching, construction, demolition,
or other work within the TPZ; or, if work within the TPZ is necessary, performing the work in a
manner that will adequately protect the tree. No heavy equipment or machinery would be
operated within the TPZ. No construction materials, equipment, machinery, or other supplies
would be stored within a TPZ. No wires or signs would be attached to any tree. Any modifications
would be approved and monitored by a certified arborist.



Pruning selected trees to provide necessary clearance during construction and to remove any
defective limbs or other parts that may pose a failure risk. All pruning would be completed by a
certified arborist or tree worker and would adhere to the Tree Pruning Guidelines of the
International Society of Arboriculture.

The project would generate approximately 26,000 cubic yards of spoils (including a 25 percent expansion
factor) and would require approximately 3,240 dump truck trips to off‐haul material (assuming 16 cubic
yard trucks). Material removed from the project sites, including concrete, metal, and green waste, would
be processed in accordance with San Francisco City Ordinance No. 27‐06, Construction and Demolition
Program, which requires a minimum of 65 percent of materials recycled (diverted from landfill) or
disposed of at an appropriate landfill in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
In addition, a construction and demolition debris management plan would be prepared. It is estimate that
demolition of existing facilities would require disposal of approximately 806 cubic yards of materials
(concrete and rebar, wood, roofing materials, piping, metal cabinets, etc.).21,22
Because the project components are not located near each other, construction‐related trucks associated
with each project component (treatment plant, pump station, and distribution pipelines) would travel on
21 SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27, 2015.
22 The material disposal calculation assumes the quantity is 5 percent of total estimated spoils/soils generated from the

recycled water treatment facility and central reservoir facility construction activities.
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different routes, except when pipeline construction occurs near the two proposed facilities. During these
times, it is possible that concurrent construction activities could result in approximately 18 haul trucks
per day, and up to 36 worker vehicles (light trucks) per day, traveling on the same routes.23, 24 Local and
regional roadways would be used to haul construction materials; these routes would be designated based on
the San Francisco Metropolitan Transportation Agency Truck Traffic Route Map.
A combination of electrical isolation, bonding of mechanical/push‐on joints, cathodic25 protection, and
polyethylene encasement, as appropriate, would be used for corrosion protection of the new ductile iron
pipelines and appurtenances between the facilities, reservoir, pump stations, and end users.26
Following construction, disturbed areas would be repaved or otherwise returned to their general pre‐
project condition, which could include regrading of the site, revegation of disturbed areas, and/or
repaving.

SFPUC Standard Construction and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures
The SFPUC has established Standard Construction Measures27 that would be implemented as part of all
WSIP projects, including the proposed project. The main objective of these measures is to reduce impacts
on existing resources to the extent feasible. The Standard Construction Measures include activities such
as early identification of sensitive environmental resources in the project area and notification of
businesses, owners, and residents in areas adjacent to the WSIP projects regarding the nature, extent, and
duration of construction activities. The SFPUC would ensure that the proposed project’s contract
specifications contain uniform minimum provisions to address these issues. The SFPUC would also
implement the following greenhouse gas measure in all contractor specifications, and implement the
third measure during project planning and design, which, in addition to having other environmental
benefits, would also help reduce greenhouse gas emissions:



The SFPUC will require that all contractors maintain tire inflation to the manufacturers’ inflation
specifications.



The SFPUC will implement a construction worker education program for the proposed project.



Since this is a WSIP project that includes the construction of new buildings, the SFPUC has
consulted with the SFPUC Power Enterprise’s Energy Efficiency Group to incorporate all feasible
energy efficiency best practice measures for unoccupied pump stations into the project design. The
practices to be incorporated would include:

23 In the event that haul trucks associated with distribution pipeline construction (average 5 trucks per day) near the
24
25

26
27

Oceanside WPCP or the Central Reservoir sites (average 5 trucks per day, respectively) use the same haul routes at the
same time, there could be up to 30 trucks per day traveling the same routes.
SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27, 2015.
Cathodic protection is used to prevent the corrosion of metal in underground pipelines. “Sacrificial” metallic anodes,
consisting of small cables connected to the pipeline, are designed to corrode in place to prevent the pipeline from
corroding.
SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual
Engineering Report, July 2014.
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), Standard Measures to be Included in Construction Contracts and Project
Implementation, memorandum from Susan Leal, General Manager, and Tony Irons, Deputy General Manager, to Michael
Carlin, Tom Franza, Barbara Hale, Harlan Kelly, Julie Labonte, Irina Torrey, Ivy Fine, and Tony Winnicker, February 7,
2007.
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-

Use of recommended lighting equipment and controls to achieve recommended illumination
levels;

-

Incorporation of natural lighting through skylights;

-

Controlled, minimal exterior lighting;

-

Use of variable frequency drives for pumps;

-

Use of controls on ventilation equipment;

-

Direct drive ventilation fans; and

-

Use of weather‐resistant materials to extend facility and equipment life

Construction Activities at the Oceanside WPCP
Site Preparation
Several existing facilities would need to be relocated or demolished to accommodate the proposed
recycled water treatment plant and storage facilities. Two condensers associated with the heat,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system would be relocated to a site near the Administration
Building.28 Several features would be demolished, including pole light fixtures, concrete pads/pavement,
irrigation and utility piping, an overflow discharge catch basin, and portions of a curbed landscape area.
The retaining wall near the property boundary with the Armory site would be demolished. Specifically,
approximately 150 linear feet of the 3‐foot‐high retaining wall would be removed and replaced with
about 220 linear feet of temporary retaining wall (the new recycled water building would act as a
retaining wall). Several small ornamental palm trees located within a planter in the parking area would
be removed to accommodate project construction and it could be necessary to remove some trees and
vegetation along a short stretch of pipeline between the recycled water treatment plant, the California
Army National Guard parking lot, and Skyline Boulevard.

Excavation, Stockpiling of Soils, and Spoils Disposal
Construction of the proposed recycled water treatment plant and associated facilities would require
extensive excavation and grading. Temporary storage of excavated materials could occur on the site,
although due to the limited space available most materials would likely be off‐hauled daily and disposed
as necessary.29
The maximum depth of excavation for the recycled water treatment plant and associated facilities would
be about 25 feet below ground surface. Approximately 150 linear feet of shoring would be required for
construction of the belowgrade MF/UF filtrate storage and treated water wet well. Construction of a wet
well for recycled water storage would require a 25‐foot‐deep excavation. The excavation walls would be
supported by conventional shoring methods, such as soldier piles and lagging,30 which would prevent

28 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report, October 2013.
29 Ibid.
30 A soldier pile and lagging system includes concrete‐encased beams placed in drilled holes that extend below the bottom

of the excavation. Timber lagging is placed between the beams to retain soil in the excavation sidewall as excavation
proceeds.
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the excavation sidewalls from becoming unstable. A new underground storage reservoir would be at a
depth of 16‐feet below grade and would store MF filtrate.
Construction of the overflow/brine discharge pipeline requires an approximately 6 foot wide and 8 to
12 feet deep trench. At the junction box, the depth of excavation would be approximately 10 feet below
grade. Excavated soils would be used for trench backfill, and approximately 140 cubic yards of spoils
would be offhauled. For up to four months during the construction period, the West Tunnel would be
closed, and one northbound lane of the Great Highway would be closed from the West Tunnel to
approximately 20 feet past the fenced enclosure around the junction box.
A soil investigation was conducted at the Oceanside WPCP in 2012. The investigation included the
analysis of 13 composite samples from five soil borings completed within the footprint of the proposed
treatment plant to depths of 30 feet.31 Based on the results, the excavated soil would be suitable for
disposal as a nonhazardous waste and could also be used onsite as backfill material. If any soil
contaminated with hazardous materials were to be encountered or if soil becomes contaminated during
construction, it would be characterized, transported, and disposed of at an appropriate landfill in
compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.

Dewatering
Excavation for the recycled water treatment plant would occur above the groundwater table (which is
generally encountered at a depth of about 40 feet below ground surface at this location. As a result, the
project is not expected to encounter significant groundwater that would need to be pumped out of the
trench. However, based on the presence of some shallow saturated soil, a limited amount of dewatering
might be necessary to maintain a dry excavation for construction of the new features. Groundwater
encountered would be discharged to the city’s combined sewer system, which would require a permit
from the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works
Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to
the combined sewer system. This permit would contain appropriate water quality discharge standards
and could require the installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge.

Staging Areas
In addition to work area within the Oceanside WPCP, staging areas would also be required to
accommodate contractors’ construction‐related equipment and materials storage (e.g., construction
vehicles, building materials, pipes, fuels, lubricants, and maintenance work areas). Given the operational
needs of the existing facilities and the space constraints at the Oceanside WPCP, onsite and offsite staging
areas would be required. As shown in Figure 3‐2, one staging area would be located onsite near the
Westgate Berm in the northwestern portion of the project. Two offsite staging areas are proposed within
the San Francisco Zoo overflow parking area and off the intersection of Zoo Road and Armory Road. In
addition, construction worker parking would be provided at an existing parking lot located 0.5 miles
southeast of the Oceanside WPCP site off of Harding Park Road.

31 AEW Engineering, Westside Recycled Water Site, San Francisco, California, Environmental Investigation Report, September

2012.
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Site Access
Construction would typically generate up to approximately 5 trucks (10 one‐way truck trips) per day
(including delivery and off‐haul trucks).32 Access to the Oceanside WPCP site would be provided
through two tunnels, one on the east end of the site off of Highway 35 and the other on the west side of
the site off of the Great Highway.

Construction Equipment
Table 3‐2 shows the approximate equipment usage for construction activities at the Oceanside WPCP.
TABLE 3‐2
APPROXIMATE EQUIPMENT USAGE FOR CONSTRUCTION AT OCEANSIDE WPCP
Number of Each
Equipment Type

Equipment
Pavement breaker or concrete saw

1

Front‐end loader

2

Large Excavator

2

Rubber‐tired dozer

1

Regular dozer

1

Drill rig

1

Small roller compactor

1

Forklift

1

Small crane

1

Truck mounted drill rig

1

Generator

1

Mortar mixer

1

Asphalt paver

1

Concrete truck

3

Flatbed/pickup truck

2

Dump truck

5

Pickup or small vehicle

18

a Most equipment would not operate continuously, except for the generator.

SOURCES: SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27,
2015.; SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding SFWRWP Transit Questions, July 31, 2014.

Project Workforce
Construction activities at the Oceanside WPCP site would require approximately one crew of up to 18
workers on a given day, traveling to and from the worksites in up to 18 vehicles (i.e., assuming that all
workers would travel to and from the project site in their own vehicles), corresponding to each of the
small vehicles listed in Table 3‐2.33

32 SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27, 2015.
33 Ibid.
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Construction Activities at the Central Reservoir
Site Preparation
Construction at the Central Reservoir site could require pavement removal. In addition, vegetation might
need to be removed adjacent to the Central Reservoir facility if the entrance needs to be widened or
shifted to the east, and at a stretch of pipeline between the Central Reservoir pump station and Overlook
Drive or John F. Kennedy Drive. During construction activities, the SFRPD would temporarily relocate
wood‐waste and composting activities from the Central Reservoir site to the West End Dump.

Excavation, Stockpiling of Soils, and Spoils Disposal
The maximum depth of excavation for the proposed new underground reservoir would be about 25 feet.
Shoring methods such as steel soldier piles and lagging or properly interlocked steel sheetpiling would
be used. The water level in the existing reservoir might be lowered during construction to reduce stress
on the reservoir, and the reservoir would be underpinned if necessary to provide additional support. It is
expected that much of the excavated soil could be used as backfill material, supplemented as necessary
with structural fill material (e.g., imported sand and aggregate subbase). Approximately 12,300 cubic
yards of spoils/soils would be excavated.34 Some imported or existing site materials stored offsite would
be brought onsite for the structural backfill.35
A soil investigation was conducted at the Central Reservoir site in 2010. The investigation included the
analysis of four composite soil samples collected from two test pits excavated to a depth of about 15 feet
and 10 composite soil samples from six soil borings completed to depths of up to 49.5 feet.36 Based on that
investigation, it is expected that much of the spoils material would be nonhazardous waste and would be
suitable for reuse within the project construction area. However, some soil could require disposal as a
California hazardous waste at a facility such as the Kettlemen Hills facility.

Dewatering
It is not expected that substantial near‐surface groundwater would be encountered during construction of
facilities at the Central Reservoir site. However, if water were to accumulate in an open construction
trench or driving/receiving pit as a result of groundwater seepage or precipitation, it would be necessary
to dewater the excavations to provide a dry construction work area. As described above for activities at
the Oceanside WPCP, groundwater produced during construction‐related dewatering would be
discharged to the city’s combined sewer system under a permit from the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise.

Staging Areas
Construction work and staging areas to accommodate contractors’ equipment and materials storage
would be located onsite within the Central Reservoir site.

34 Ibid.
35 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual

Engineering Report, July 2014.

36 AEW Engineering, Golden Gate Park Reservoir Project, San Francisco, California, Draft Soil Investigation Report, August 2010.
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Site Access
Construction would typically generate approximately 5 trucks (10 one‐way truck trips) per day (including
deliveries and off‐haul trucks).37 Access to the Central Reservoir site would be provided via the existing
entrance at the northern end of the site off of Overlook Drive.

Construction Equipment
Table 3‐3 shows the approximate equipment usage for construction activities at the Central Reservoir site
TABLE 3‐3
APPROXIMATE EQUIPMENT USAGE FOR
CONSTRUCTION AT THE CENTRAL RESERVOIR SITE
Number of Each
Equipment Type

Equipment
Pavement breaker or concrete saw

1

Frontend loader

2

Excavator

2

Rubber‐tired dozer

1

Regular dozer

1

Small roller compactor

1

Forklift

1

Small crane

1

Generator

1

Asphalt paver

1

Concrete truck

3

Flat‐bed truck

2

Dump truck

5

Pickup trucks or small vehicles

18

a Most equipment would not operate continuously, except for the generator.

SOURCE: SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27,
2015.

Project Workforce
Construction activities at the Central Reservoir site would require approximately one crew of up to 18
workers on a given day, traveling to and from the worksites in up to 18 vehicles (i.e., assuming that all
workers would travel to and from the project site in their own vehicles), corresponding to each of the
small vehicles listed in Table 3‐3.38

37 SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27, 2015.
38 Ibid.
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Pipeline Construction
Table 3‐4 provides a summary of construction information about each pipeline segment, including the
construction footprints for the pipeline, trench, and driving/receiving pits and the estimated excavation
volumes.

Open‐Trench Construction
For pipeline construction, a 10‐ to 16‐foot‐wide construction corridor would normally be necessary. The
open‐cut trench method would generally be used for most of the pipeline construction. This method
involves the following steps: delineating the work area and clearing the ground surface; grading or
pavement cutting; excavating the trench; placing the pipe; backfilling the trench; and restoring the work
surface. The location of underground utilities would be identified prior to excavation pursuant to state
regulation and relocation of underground utilities and other subgrade structures could be required.
Once the open‐cut trench is excavated and shored, structural fill bedding material (sand) would be placed
along the bottom of the trench, and the new pipe section would then be lowered by crane or backhoe and
fitted into place using self‐locking push‐on pipe joints. Prior to installation, the joints would be inspected.
The pipelines would also require tee(s), bends, or elbows and other fittings. To prevent corrosion, a
polyethylene encasement in an asphaltic coating would be applied around the pipelines prior to
installation. Cathodic protection in the form of a sacrificial anode system would be employed for all
underground pipelines.
If existing trees were to prevent a straight open‐cut pipeline trench, the alignment would be offset to
avoid the trees or the trenchless method would be used. It would be necessary to dewater trenches in
areas where groundwater is encountered (see the section below entitled “Dewatering” for further
information).
Additionally, the project proposes to install gates valves and other appurtenances. Air release valves and
blowoff assemblies would be installed at the following locations: one at each of the Golden Gate Park,
Lincoln Park and the Presidio connection points; Golden Gate Panhandle end point. Fifteen tee
connections would be installed at following intersections: Sloat Boulevard/Skyline Boulevard; Sloat
Boulevard/37th Avenue; 37th Avenue/Vicente Street; 36th Avenue/Vicente Street; 36th Avenue/Lawton
Street; 36th Avenue/34th Avenue; Middle Drive West/Overlook Drive; 25th Avenue and Cabrillo;
24th Avenue/Cabrillo Street; 24th Avenue and Anza Street; 16th Avenue and Anza Street; Lake Street and
16th Avenue; 14th Avenue and Lake Street; 36th Avenue and Cabrillo Street; and 36th Avenue and
Clement Street.

Trenchless Construction
The pipeline route would cross the L‐Taraval San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI) light rail line at the
intersection of Taraval Street and 36th Avenue and the N‐Judah MUNI light rail line at the intersection of
Judah Street and 34th Avenue. Trenchless construction (the jack‐and‐bore method) would occur at these
locations. Trenchless construction would allow the pipelines to be installed under the light rail lines or other
underground utilities without disturbing them. For trenchless construction, 15‐ by 30‐foot jacking and
receiving pits would be excavated for each MUNI light rail crossing. Similar or smaller sized pits would be
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TABLE 3‐4
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
Construction Areaa

Pipeline Segment/Location

Construction Task

Depth of Excavation

Recycled Water Treatment Plant to
Central Reservoir

 Install 16‐inch‐diameter ductile iron pipeline 20,330 linear feet x 3‐foot‐wide trench
using open‐cut excavation

6 feet

L‐Taraval San Francisco Municipal
Railway (MUNI) light rail line

 Auger bore or pipe ramming (trenchless)
under rail line

Pipeline length: 100 linear feet
Driving pit: 10 feet wide x 30 feet long x
20 feet deep
Receiving pit: 10 feet wide x 10 feet long x 20
feet deep

20 feet (maximum)

N‐Judah MUNI light rail line

 Auger bore or pipe ramming (trenchless)
under rail line

Pipeline length: 100 feet
Driving pit: 10 feet wide x 30 feet long x
20 feet deep
Receiving pit: 10 feet wide x 10 feet long x 20
feet deep

20 feet (maximum)

Central Reservoir to 25th Avenue and
Cabrillo Street

 Install 16‐inch‐diameter ductile iron pipeline 2,728 linear feet x 3‐foot‐wide trench
to a wyeb at intersection using open‐cut
excavation

6.5 feet

25th Avenue and Cabrillo Street to
Lincoln Park

 Install 8‐inch‐diameter ductile iron pipeline
using open‐cut excavation

6.5 feet

25th Avenue and Cabrillo Street to
Presidio

 Install 16‐inch‐diameter ductile iron pipeline 7,490 linear feet long
using open‐cut excavation
3‐foot‐wide trench from 25th and Cabrillo to
Presidio Golf Course Pump Station
2‐foot‐wide trench from Presidio Golf
Course Pump Station to the National
Cemetery
2‐foot‐wide trench for the Public Health
Service District connection

6.5 feet deep from 25th and Cabrillo to
Presidio Golf Course Pump Station
4 feet deep from the Presidio Golf
Course Pump Station to the National
Cemetery
4 feet deep for the Public Health Service
District connection

Panhandle Distribution System

 Install 8‐inch‐diameter ductile iron pipeline
using open‐cut excavation connecting to
each of the three existing irrigation water
supply booster pumps

6 feet

7,120 linear feet x 3‐foot‐wide trench

4,770 linear feet x 3‐foot‐wide trench

a “Construction Area” refers to the areas of construction disturbance associated with pipeline construction.
b A fitting with three openings. The side inlet pipe enters at an angle other than 90 degrees.

SOURCES: SFPUC, Westside Recycled Water Project Air Quality Estimate Data, Excel file, September 4, 2013; SFPUC, Westside Recycled Water Project Additional CEQA Checklist Information Request, July 30, 2013;
SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report, July 2014.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

3‐28

March 2015

3. Project Description

excavated for other intersection or utility crossings. If applicable, these pits would be shored for stability, as
discussed below, and would be dewatered if groundwater were encountered. For pipelines to be installed
using trenchless technology, the trench depth would range from 15 to 20 feet below the pavement surface,
depending on the vertical locations of existing utilities.39
The pipeline segments would be installed within protective steel pipe casings and would also be
provided with cathodic protection.

Excavation, Stockpiling of Soils, and Spoils Disposal
The trench would generally be 3 feet wide and 4 feet to 6.5 feet deep.40,41,42 The depth of the trench is
based on the regulatory requirement to maintain a minimum 1‐foot vertical and 4‐foot horizontal
clearance between the recycled water pipelines and nearby potable water mains. Where there are no
potable water mains, the trench depth could be reduced to 4 feet or less depending on the size of the
pipeline. The excavated soil would be used as the primary source of backfill material, supplemented as
necessary with structural fill materials (e.g., imported subbase aggregate and sand).
Excavations would be appropriately shored in accordance with the regulatory requirements of the
California Department of Industrial Relations, as specified in Title 8 of the California Code of
Regulations, which requires shoring for trenches that are 5 feet or greater in depth to prevent the
surrounding soil and adjacent structures from collapsing. Shoring would be performed using methods
such as speed shoring (plywood siding with a cross‐brace system), prefabricated trench boxes along the
inside of the trench, jet grouting with soldier pile reinforcement, or drilled soldier piles with lagging.
Pipeline construction would require excavation of approximately 38,271 cubic yards of soil, of which
approximately 28,478 cubic yards would be reused to backfill trenches and jacking and receiving pits and
the remainder would be disposed of offsite. Up to approximately 5,931 cubic yards of imported bedding
material (e.g., crushed rock or sand), asphalt concrete, and concrete base would be used.43 For pipelines to
be installed using trenchless technology, the bore depth would range from 15 to 20 feet below the pavement
surface depending on the vertical locations of existing utilities.44
Given that the project would be constructed within city streets, onsite stockpiling would be limited and it
is thus anticipated that, at the end of each day, excess excavated soil would be transported and stockpiled
within the construction area for reuse as part of the project or transported for disposal at an appropriate
landfill.

39 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual
40
41
42
43
44

Engineering Report, July 2014.
Ibid.
SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27, 2015.
Ibid.
Ibid.
SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual
Engineering Report, July 2014.
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Dewatering
It is not expected that substantial near‐surface groundwater would be encountered at any of the pipeline
alignments. However, if water were to accumulate in an open construction trench or in a jacking and
receiving pit as a result of groundwater seepage or precipitation, dewatering of the construction work
area would be required. As described above for activities at the Oceanside WPCP, groundwater produced
during construction‐related dewatering would be discharged to San Francisco’s combined sewer system,
under a permit from the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise.

Staging Areas
For pipeline construction, most project work and staging is expected to occur within the 10‐ to 16‐foot‐
wide construction corridor.45 The staging requirements for pipeline work in city streets would be met by
using local parking lane areas as much as possible. The contractor would be allowed to store daily
material onsite per requirements listed in contract specifications. The contractor would store materials in
their yard or rent a nearby empty lot as staging area, if available in the vicinity of the project.46 The
staging areas would be occupied for the duration of the construction period for the associated pipeline
segment. Staging areas would be relocated as necessary to follow the pipeline construction as it
progresses, block‐by‐block, along the pipeline route.

Site Access
Pipeline construction would require a total of approximately 1,300 trucks, an average of up to
approximately 8 one‐way truck trips per day. 47 Existing public roadways or unpaved service roads
would provide the primary access routes to all pipeline construction areas and staging areas.

Construction Equipment
Table 3‐5 shows the approximate equipment usage for pipeline construction activities.

Project Workforce
Construction activities at the Central Reservoir site would require three crews of six workers each.48

45 SFPUC, SFPUC Response V2 to Information Request, Excel file, April 18, 2014.
46 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual
47

Engineering Report, July 2014.

SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27,
2015.
48 Ibid.
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TABLE 3‐5
APPROXIMATE EQUIPMENT USAGE FOR PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION
Construction Usage Per Segment ‐ Number of
Each Equipment Type
Concrete saw

3

Large trucks/dump trucks

9

Backhoe/excavatora

3

Front‐end loader

3

Rubber‐tired dozer

1

Regular dozer

1

Handheld compactor

2

Small crane

2

Asphalt paver

2

Pickups or small vehiclesb

12

Sheeting driver

1

Air compressor

1

Grader

1

Paving equipment

1

Tandem roller

1

Street sweeper
Asphalt profiler

2

Static roller

2

Brush chipper

1

Vacuum sweeper

1

Water truck

1

Equipment for trenchless pipeline constructionc

1

a An excavator would be used for excavating and backfilling the pits needed for the trenchless pipeline construction.
b Pickup use is for short haul trips at construction areas, and does not include worker commute trips.
c Trenchless pipeline construction would be performed for the two MUNI light rail crossing segments. Equipment

usage represents the auger/boring machinery and arc welder only. The other equipment needed is accounted for in
the table.
SOURCE: SFPUC, Westside Recycled Water Project Air Quality Estimate Data, Excel file, September 4, 2013.

Post‐construction
Following compaction of the backfill, the work surface area would be restored to its general preconstruction
condition in accordance with San Francisco Department of Public Works (SFDPW) design standards.
In addition, for any streets that have been reconstructed, repaved, or resurfaced by any entity within the
previous 5‐year period, Section 2.4.21 of the Public Works Code requires project proponents to obtain a
permit or waiver prior to performing any excavation activities.49 The SFPUC coordinated with the
SFDPW to consider any major repaving projects (current/upcoming) and has designed the proposed
pipeline route to substantially avoid such streets. However, because project construction in some areas
would affect recently improved streets, a written request would be sent to the SFDPW to obtain a permit
prior to construction on such streets. Further, prior to pipeline construction, the SFPUC’s contractor
49 CCSF, Article 2.4: Excavation in the Public Right‐of‐Way, Public Works Code, Approved July 13, 2014. Available online

at http://sfdpw.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/sfdpw/boe/manager/Excavation_Code.pdf.
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would coordinate with the SFDPW and Department of Parking and Traffic to obtain any necessary
construction permits; and would coordinate to conduct work simultaneously with the SFDPW and
SFMTA. Construction activities would also be coordinated with MUNI’s Street Operations office to
reduce any impacts on transit operations. All temporary construction easements and permits, where
applicable, would be obtained prior to starting construction.

Other Improvements
The three existing aboveground booster pumps in the Panhandle would be replaced/modified to provide
the appropriate pressure for the irrigation system. The existing irrigation pump station at Lincoln Park
would be used to provide the required discharge pressure for the irrigation system and could require
some upgrade of pump system controls to optimize system operations.50

Recycled Water Facilities for the San Francisco Zoo
Construction requirements for the distribution pipeline necessary to provide recycled water to the Zoo,
should it become a recycled water customer in the future have not been determined at this time.
However, it is likely that pipeline construction would be similar to that described above for the
distribution pipelines. Similarly, construction of a new Zoo pump station and underground reservoir
would likely be similar to that described for the Central Reservoir facilities.

Construction Schedule
Project construction is expected to begin in approximately June 2016 and end in approximately June 2019.
Construction of the recycled water treatment plant would require approximately 25 months (September
2016 through June 2019);51 construction of components at the Central Reservoir would require
approximately 16 months (June 2016 to September 2017); and construction of the distribution pipeline
components would require approximately 18 months (October 2016 to March 2018).
In advance of project construction, the SFPUC would provide a 10‐day public notice describing project
construction activities, schedule information, anticipated effects (such as detours or temporary closure of
parking spaces), and contact information. The notice would be distributed to adjacent properties52 and
included on the SFPUC website along with additional information on the project.
As stated in Section 3.6.4, Pipeline Construction, active pipeline excavation would continue to advance
along the pipeline alignment. However, construction activities might not be continuous. For example, there
could be up to several days between the completion of excavation and the beginning of pipe installation.
The range of daily and weekly progress takes into account the potential for noncontinuous construction
activities. Typically, pipeline construction using the open‐cut trench method progresses at a rate of 100 to
300 feet per day (on average).53 In residential areas, the pipeline would likely be installed at an average rate
50 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual

Engineering Report, July 2014.

51 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report,

October 2013.

52 Those parcels adjacent to the work area.
53 SFPUC, S. MacPherson, Environmental Project Manager, Personal Communication with J. Gillman, SFPUC, December 22,

2014 (Presented to ESA on December 23, 2014).
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of 50 feet or more per day; on busy arterial roads, the average rate would be approximately 30 to 35 feet per
day.54 It is estimated that the duration of construction at any one location would be approximately two
weeks, including repaving and other finish work. Subsequent final paving would progress at a rate of
approximately 300 feet per day and would occur after a substantial length of pipeline had been constructed.
For the pipelines in city streets, parking lanes may be utilized for staging and construction, as well as
possible closure of one traffic lane. Full closure of city blocks could occur during pipeline construction;
however resident and emergency access would be maintained at all times.55 Pipeline construction could
require temporary closure of a trail located north of Lincoln Way/34th Avenue in Golden Gate Park
(between Lincoln Way and Middle Drive West) for up to 2 months, as well as potential closure of narrow
park roadways, such Overlook Drive, during pipeline construction.
Construction hours would vary depending on the construction locations. Construction activities are
proposed to occur primarily during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.56), 5 days a week on non‐
holiday weekdays (Monday through Friday); however, the City of San Francisco allows construction
between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., seven days a week such that work could occur during this time as
necessary (i.e., to meet critical project milestones). Restricted construction hours could be required by
SFMTA and/or San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department in the vicinity of the Golden Gate Park
Panhandle, particularly during special events. Additionally, SFPUC, as standard policy, coordinates in
advance with local school districts and would avoid construction during peak drop off/pick up times and
during school events. Normally, all construction activities along high‐volume streets, such as Oak Street,
would be suspended from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and from 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Along major MUNI routes, work would be performed in accordance with contract requirements to avoid
delays in MUNI service. Nighttime or weekend construction work is not proposed. Trenchless pipeline
construction would require approximately 4 weeks per MUNI crossing. Final paving of these areas would
be performed in conjunction with the final paving for that pipeline segment.

3.4.3 Operations and Maintenance
Operations
Operation of the recycled water treatment plant would require approximately four full‐time employees.
Operation and maintenance of other project facilities would be performed by current SFPUC employees
and would be similar to existing maintenance activities that already occur at the Central Reservoir or for
the in‐street pipelines. The systems used to supply water for irrigation and commercial uses would
operate year‐round, with peak production occurring during the dry months, usually April through
October. When demand is low, portions of the treatment facilities could be placed in standby mode or
operate at reduced output. Storage reservoirs in the distribution system would be used to balance daily
54 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual

Engineering Report, July 2014.

55 Project schedule and phasing would be coordinated with the contractor. In the event that the contractor mobilizes

multiple crews, multiple blocks may be closed at the same time; however it is assumed that the blocks would be in
separate locations, not consecutive.
56 Truck and worker trips at project facility sites would end at 4:30 p.m. However, trucks leaving the sites at 4:30 p.m.
would not reach their destinations until about 5:00 p.m.
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demands. The primary pump station at the proposed recycled water treatment plant would operate as
needed to meet demand and to fill reservoirs in the distribution system. The pump station in Golden Gate
Park and the booster pumps along the Panhandle would operate on an as‐needed basis to maintain
pressure in the system. Power at the Central Reservoir facility could include battery units, auxiliary
power supplies, uninterruptible power supplies, or generators.57 Trucks would deliver chemicals to the
recycled water treatment plant at a frequency of approximately 4 deliveries (by 4 trucks) per week at
peak/build out production (i.e., about 1 truck per day). Table 3‐6 below shows the anticipated chemical
usage required to operate the recycled water treatment plant.
TABLE 3‐6
ANTICIPATED CHEMICAL USAGE REQUIRED FOR
OPERATION OF THE RECYCLED WATER TREATMENT PLANT

Chemical
Sodium Hypochlorite

Concentration

Volume (gallons,
future demand)

Days of Storage/
Delivery Frequency
14

12.5%

6,400

Citric Acid

50%

1,300

14

Caustic Soda (Sodium Hydroxide)

25%

160

30

Ferric Chloride

43%

1,100

14

Sulfuric Acid

98%

700

30

Sodium Bisulfite

45%

400

30

Antiscalant (vendor specific)

100%

400

30

Liquid Lime

45%

600

14

SOURCE: SFPUC, SFPUC Response V2 to Information Request, July 30, 2013.

Water Quality Objectives
The irrigation demands identified in Section 3.1.1 are currently being met through the use of groundwater
pumped from local wells in Golden Gate Park, and through the use of potable water for Lincoln Park, the
Presidio, and the Panhandle portion of Golden Gate Park. The SFPUC determined that chloride and sodium
concentrations are the key parameters of concern for these customers; therefore, water quality objectives
were established for the project to minimize chloride, sodium, ammonia, and nutrient concentrations (see
Table 3‐7).58
The use of recycled water for lake fill presents additional concerns related to water quality in terms of the
potential introduction of nutrients and ammonia. Nutrients are of concern in lake applications as they can
lead to an increase in the growth of algae. Ammonia, even in low concentrations, is toxic to aquatic species.
For the Westside Recycled Water Project, the SFPUC established water quality objectives for ammonia and
nutrients (both of which would be removed by reverse‐osmosis treatment) to minimize impacts on Golden
Gate Park lakes.59

57 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual

Engineering Report, July 2014.

58 RMC Water and Environment (RMC), Westside Recycled Water Project Description, Technical Memorandum, June 17, 2009.
59 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual

Engineering Report, July 2014.
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TABLE 3‐7
WESTSIDE RECYCLED WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Parameter

Golden Gate Park
Groundwater

Oceanside Effluent

Westside Project
Objective

27
41
8.5
NA
0.07

104
134
38
5.0
38

27
41
10
1
2

Sodium (mg/L)
Chloride (mg/L)
Total Nitrogen (mg‐N/L)
Phosphorus, Ortho‐P (mg/L)
Ammonia (mg‐N/L)

SOURCE: SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project‐Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual
Engineering Report, July 2014.

Proposed Green Building Features
The project would incorporate green building features, including energy efficiency, water efficiency,
stormwater management, alternative transportation opportunities, green products and “low‐emitting
materials”, and materials recycling.60 LEED New Construction certification primarily relates to new
commercial office buildings and the LEED certification can be difficult to obtain for projects like the Westside
Recycled Water Project because energy‐reduction credits tend to be oriented toward the characteristics of
energy use in office buildings. The SFPUC would perform site‐specific cost‐effectiveness evaluations of
alternative technologies to increase the efficiency of the building shell, lighting, and HVAC systems.
To meet energy efficiency requirements, the project’s facilities would be constructed in compliance with
California’s Energy Efficiency Standards, as specified in the California Code of Regulations, Title 24,
Part 6. All facilities would utilize renewable energy in the form of hydroelectric power from the Hetch
Hetchy Regional Water System for project operations under normal conditions. All lighting would
comply with the 2013 Title 24 Energy Conservation Standard, or a more rigorous standard if applicable at
the time of construction. Furthermore, LED‐type lights (i.e., light‐emitting diode) would be used for all
outdoor facilities.
To achieve water efficiency of an estimated 30 percent reduction, recycled water would be used for
irrigation and toilet/urinal needs at the recycled water treatment plant site. All new water closets, urinals,
and faucets installed under the project would comply with the Commercial Water Conservation
Ordinance of Chapter 13A of the San Francisco Building Code.
The SFPUC fleet and contractor diesel vehicles used during construction and operation of the project
would use biodiesel fuel. SFPUC staff located at existing and proposed SFPUC facilities would perform
operations and maintenance activities for the project, so existing SFPUC fleet vehicles might be utilized.
However, if any new SFPUC fleet vehicles are required for project operations and maintenance activities, new
purchases would be consistent with the vehicle efficiency requirements specified in California’s Energy
60 San Francisco Planning Department, Compliance Checklist for Greenhouse Gas Analysis, Table 2, Municipal Projects,

SFPUC San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, June 16, 2014. This document is available for review as part of
Case File No. 2008.0091E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco,
California, 94103.
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Efficiency Standards. Similarly, all contracts issued for construction of the project would incorporate
biodiesel and best available control technology requirements into the contract specifications. Bicycle
storage would be provided for 5 percent of the building addition.
Some of the products needed for project implementation fall under Approved Green Products List
categories, including but not limited to: building materials, fuel, landscaping products, lighting, and paint
and lacquer thinner. These products would be utilized during the project construction phase; therefore,
construction specifications would include the requirement to use products from the Approved Green
Products List when feasible. In addition, SFPUC staff would use products from the Approved Green
Products List during project operations and maintenance activities when feasible. Project design would
incorporate the use of LEED‐compliant, low‐emitting materials, where available. Such products include
rubber floor adhesives, ceramic tile adhesives, cove base adhesives, sealants, and general use paints. All
contracts associated with project construction would prohibit the use of the ordinance‐listed tropical
hardwoods and virgin redwood. All material removed from the project sites, including concrete, metal,
and green waste, would be recycled to the maximum extent feasible, with a goal of 75 percent diversion
or disposal at an appropriate landfill, in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
In addition, the contractor would prepare a construction and demolition debris management plan.

Maintenance
The SFPUC would manage all proposed facilities, including those located within SFRPD‐managed areas.
Longer‐term maintenance of the facilities would include removing and repairing (or replacing) pumps,
valves, and other equipment. Table 3‐8 details the typical equipment operating life expectancies and, by
implication, the replacement intervals of the recycled water project facility equipment and pipeline
components.
TABLE 3‐8
OPERATING LIFE EXPECTANCIES
Facility Equipment or Component

Estimated Operational Life (years)

Treatment/Distribution Pumps
Facility Piping
Facility Piping Valves
Underground Piping
Underground Valves
Electrical Switchgear
Solid‐State Starters and Variable‐Frequency Drive Equipment
Instrumentation and Controls
Communications Equipment (Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition)
Chemical Treatment Equipment
Laboratory/Monitoring Equipment
Structures – Concrete
Membrane Filters
Reverse‐Osmosis Filters
Ultraviolet Reactors
Decarbonators

17.5
50
50
45
45
22.5
9
12.5
10
12.5
6
50
20
20
20
20

NOTE: Does not include expendables (like lamps inside the UV reactors or cartridges inside the MF or RO filters.
SOURCE: SFPUC, CUW 30102 – North Westside Basin Local Supply (Groundwater Project B), CER Checklist for Environmental
Review (Project Description Requirements), March 25, 2009.
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3.5 Intended Uses of the EIR
This is a project‐specific EIR, intended to provide review under CEQA for the proposed project facilities.
In addition to describing the proposed project and required approvals, this EIR analyzes potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project, and identifies mitigation measures where those impacts
are significant, addresses cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project could make a
substantial contribution, and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or reduce significant
impacts while still meeting most of the project’s objectives.

3.5.1 Approvals Required
The SFPUC could be required to obtain the permits and approvals described below for project
construction and operation.

Federal


The Presidio Trust approval of a water supply agreement with the SFPUC that would set forth the
terms of supply of the recycled water.



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control
Board renewal of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (Order No. R2‐2009‐
0062, NPDES No. CA0037681).

State


California Army National Guard approval of an amendment to the lease with the SFPUC to allow a
portion of the Armory site to be used for the project.



State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Stormwater General Construction Permit and
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, if more than 1 acre of land is disturbed.61



SWRCB Water Quality Order No. 2009‐0006‐DWQ, General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Landscape Irrigation Uses of Recycled Water.



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



California Coastal Commission (CCC), issuance of Coastal Development Permit (a portion of the
proposed pipeline would pass through the Coastal Commission’s retained permit jurisdiction
south of Sloat Boulevard associated with the former tidelands connecting Lake Merced with the ocean
[see Figures 3‐1 and 3‐2]). The CCC may also assert regulatory authority over change in effluent
discharge at the outfall.

Local


San Francisco Planning Commission certification of the Final EIR, issuance of a Coastal
Development Permit, and determination of consistency with the San Francisco General Plan.

61 Applicable to areas that do not drain to the city’s combined sewer system.
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SFPUC construction contracts and other project implementation actions.



San Francisco Board of Supervisors consideration of any appeals of the Planning Commission’s
certification of the Final EIR, appropriation of project funding, and approval of new structure in
Golden Gate Park. (Note: Charter Section 4.113 requires a two‐thirds vote of the Board of
Supervisors for construction of any new structures in the park).



SFRPD approval of the agreement with the SFPUC to construct facilities for recycled water in
Golden Gate Park and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on construction of new
structures in Golden Gate Park.



San Francisco Arts Commission approval of exterior design of structures on city property.



SFDPW and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency approval to construct transmission
pipelines within city streets.



SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise permit under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, as
supplemented by Order No. 158170, in the event of groundwater dewatering activities.
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CHAPTER 4

Plans and Policies
4.1 Overview
Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15125(d), this chapter describes
land use plans and policies generally and the manner in which they apply to the San Francisco Westside
Recycled Water Project (project), and identifies the project’s potential to conflict with those plans or policies
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects. Policy conflicts do not, in and of
themselves, indicate a significant environmental effect within the context of CEQA environmental review, in
that the intent of CEQA is to determine physical effects associated with a project. Many of the plans of the
City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) and the other relevant jurisdictions contain policies that address
multiple goals pertaining to different resource areas. To the extent that physical environmental impacts of a
proposed project could result from conflicts with one of the goals related to a specific resource topic, such
impacts are analyzed in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in the respective topical sections in Chapter 5
(Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Transportation and Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, and Hydrology
and Water Quality) and Appendix 1, Section E (other topics).
Land use plans typically contain numerous policies emphasizing differing legislative goals, and an
interpretation of consistency requires a balancing of all relevant policies. The board or commission that
enacted the plan or policy determines the meaning of such policies and how individual projects satisfy those
policies at the time it considers the approval of the project. Whether a project is consistent with particular
plans will be determined at the time of project approval by the agency charged with making that consistency
determination. In the case of this project, the Planning Department or Planning Commission will evaluate the
proposed project in accordance with the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan), including Priority Policies,
the bicycle plan, and the local coastal plan. The Recreation and Park Commission will review the proposed
project in accordance with provisions of the Golden Gate Park Master Plan (Master Plan), with Board of
Supervisors’ approval for the construction of project facilities in Golden Gate Park. The San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) will evaluate the project in accordance with various adopted policies as
discussed below. Regional planning agencies will evaluate the project in accordance with the recently
adopted Plan Bay Area. In each case, the approving or reviewing agency will consider any potential
inconsistencies between the project and adopted plans or policies in the context of all applicable objectives
and policies and will determine consistency based on a balancing of relevant policies as part of the decision
process.
This chapter addresses the following plans and policies:



Section 4.2.1, CCSF. San Francisco General Plan, including the Western Shoreline Area Plan, Accountable
Planning Initiative, and San Francisco Bicycle Plan.
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Section 4.2.2, SFPUC. SFPUC Strategic Sustainability Plan.



Section 4.2.3, San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD). Golden Gate Park Master Plan,
Park Code Section 3.19, Water Use Efficiency and Recycled Water.



Section 4.2.4, Other Plans and Policies. The SFRPD’s Significant Natural Resource Areas Management
Plan (SNRAMP).



Section 4.2.5, Regional Plans and Policies. Plan Bay Area Sustainable Communities Strategy,
Association of Bay Area Governments’ “Projections,” Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s
(BAAQMD) 2010 Clean Air Plan, Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Transportation
Plan; San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s San Francisco Bay Plan;
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s San Francisco Basin Plan; and Presidio Trust’s
Management Plan.

Permit requirements are described in Chapter 3, Project Description, Section 3.5. In some cases, these
requirements include permits to be obtained from local jurisdictions for specific activities or to comply with
specific ordinances. Sections 4.1 through 4.2 of this EIR describe pertinent resource‐specific plans and policies.

4.2 Plans and Policies Relevant to the Project
4.2.1 CCSF Plans and Policies
The proposed project is subject to the San Francisco General Plan, which provides policies and objectives to
guide land use decisions. In addition, the San Francisco City Charter and other San Francisco plans and
policies guide SFPUC decisions. These plans include the General Plan, as amended, which sets forth the city’s
comprehensive, long‐term planning land use policy; the Western Shoreline Area Plan, the local coastal plan,
which is part of the General Plan and provides policies and objectives for the western portion of San Francisco;
the Accountable Planning Initiative, which establishes Priority Policies to guide decision‐makers in balancing
the objectives of the General Plan; and the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, which includes a citywide transportation
plan and specific bicycle improvements.

4.2.1.1 San Francisco General Plan
The General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions. The General Plan
contains 10 elements—Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Housing, Community Facilities,
Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air Quality, Community Safety, and Arts—that set
forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical development of San Francisco. The proposed project would
not obviously or substantially conflict with any General Plan goals, policies, or objectives. The compatibility of
the proposed project with the General Plan goals, policies, and objectives that do not relate to physical and
environmental issues will be considered by decision‐makers as part of their assessment of whether to approve
or disapprove the proposed project. Any potential conflicts identified as part of the process would not alter the
physical environmental effects of the project.
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4.2.1.2 Western Shoreline Area Plan
The Western Shoreline Area Plan, an area plan within the General Plan, is the CCSF’s plan for the Local Coastal
Zone established by the California Coastal Act of 1976. The Western Shoreline Area Plan includes objectives and
policies pertaining to open space in the area covered by the plan. The plan area extends approximately 6 miles,
from Fort Funston to the Point Lobos recreational area, and includes the Lake Merced and Zoo areas. Policies
related to the Lake Merced area include preserving recreational facilities, passive activities, playgrounds, and
vistas of the Lake Merced area; maintaining a recreational pathway around the lake for multiple uses; and
allowing only those activities that would not adversely affect the lake’s water quality as a standby reservoir for
emergency use. Zoo plan area policies relate to improvement in the quality of the Zoo and its relationship to the
coastal zone recreational system.

4.2.1.3 Accountable Planning Initiative
In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative,
which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish the following eight priority policies:
1.

Preservation and enhancement of neighborhood‐serving retail uses

2.

Protection of neighborhood character (see Appendix A, Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning,
Question 1c)

3.

Preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (see Appendix A, Section E.3, Population and
Housing, Question 3b, with regard to housing supply and displacement issues)

4.

Discouragement of commuter automobiles (see Appendix A, Section E.5, Transportation and
Circulation, Questions 5a, 5b, and 5f)

5.

Protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of
resident employment and business ownership (see Appendix A, Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use
Planning, Question 1c)

6.

Maximization of earthquake preparedness (see Appendix A, Section E.14, Geology and Soils,
Questions 14a through 14d)

7.

Landmark and historic building preservation (see Appendix A, Section E.4, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, Question 4a)

8.

Protection of open space (see Appendix A, Section E.9, Wind and Shadow, Questions 9a and 9b, and
Question 10, Recreation, Questions 10a and 10c)

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an Initial Study under CEQA, or issuing a permit for any
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of consistency
with the General Plan, the CCSF is required to find that the proposed project would be consistent with these
priority policies. Chapter 3 and Appendix A discuss consistency with the policies that are applicable to the
project (specific subsections are noted in parentheses in the priority policies listed above).
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4.2.1.4 San Francisco Bicycle Plan
In August 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved the San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan), which includes a
citywide bicycle transportation plan (comprised of a Policy Framework and a Network Improvement
document). The Bicycle Plan contains objectives and identifies policy changes that would enhance bicycle access
and safety with respect to San Francisco’s “bike‐ability.” It also describes the existing bicycle route network (a
series of interconnected streets in which bicycling is encouraged) and identifies gaps within the citywide bicycle
route network that require improvement. The 2009 Bicycle Plan updates the 1997 Bicycle Plan. The final EIR
analyzing the Bicycle Plan assessed 56 short‐term and long‐term bicycle improvement projects. The adopted
Bicycle Plan would implement minor improvements on the Great Highway, John F. Kennedy Drive, Martin
Luther King Jr. Drive, and 47th Avenue. Project components would not be located in the vicinity of the Bicycle
Plan improvements along Great Highway or 47th Avenue. However, proposed pipeline routes would extend
along a short portion of John F. Kennedy Drive (just east of Transverse Drive in Golden Gate Park) and would
cross Martin Luther King Jr. Drive just north of the terminus of 34th Avenue.

4.2.2 SFPUC Plans and Policies
The SFPUC’s 2011 Strategic Sustainability Plan provides a framework for planning, managing, and evaluating
SFPUC‐wide performance, taking into account the long‐term economic, environmental, and social impacts of
the SFPUC’s business activities. This plan consists of a “Durable Section” that contains goals, objectives, and
performance indicators to implement the SFPUC’s vision and values. The goals and objectives are then used to
drive the Sustainability Plan’s “Dynamic Section,” which contains specific actions, targets, measures, and
budgeting. The SFPUC utilizes this document to evaluate its performance semiannually, to provide an annual
score card, and to help the SFPUC measure progress on an annual basis.1 The plan contains actions related to
building Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) projects on schedule and within the scope and budget, as
well as to securing city agency approvals for WSIP projects.
The proposed project is a WSIP facility improvement project that would meet the SFPUC’s objective in
improving capital facilities.

4.2.3 SFRPD Plans and Policies
4.2.3.1 Golden Gate Park Master Plan
The Master Plan, adopted by the Recreation and Park Commission in October 1998, is intended to provide a
framework and guidelines to ensure responsible stewardship of Golden Gate Park. The Master Plan is a
comprehensive planning document that includes general objectives and policies for the park, management
strategies, and specific objectives and policies related to park landscaping, circulation, recreation facilities,
visitor facilities, buildings and monuments, utilities and infrastructure, park maintenance and operations, and
special area plans. The overarching goal of the Master Plan is to manage current and future park and recreation
demands while preserving the historic significance of the park.2 Related to the Master Plan for Golden Gate
1
2

SFPUC, Strategic Sustainability Plan, March 2011.
SFRPD, Golden Gate Park Master Plan. Prepared by Royston Hanamoto Alley & Abey, October 1998.
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Park is San Francisco Charter Section 4.113, which requires the Board of Supervisors to approve (by a two‐thirds
vote) any buildings or structures in the park other than structures for nurseries, equipment storage, and comfort
stations.

4.2.3.2 Park Code Section 3.19, Water Use Efficiency and Recycled Water
Park Code Section 3.19, adopted by the Recreation and Park Commission in April 2009, lays out a framework
for maximizing water use efficiency and nonpotable water use on all property under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission. Park Code Section 3.19 calls for coordination between the SFRPD and the
SFPUC to convert all park facility irrigation systems to water efficient systems and nonpotable water use. The
code also calls for the SFRPD to ensure that all renovated or rehabilitated irrigation systems within Recycled
Water Use Areas3 are compatible with the delivery of recycled water and that each golf course within
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission utilizes recycled water. To aid in meeting these goals, the
code calls for development of a Park Water Conservation Plan to identify top water consuming parks in the city
and develop recommendations for increasing water use efficiency; and an Irrigation System Retrofits report to
address needed retrofits to irrigation systems within city parks.

4.2.4 Other Plans
In 1995, the Recreation and Park Commission adopted a staff report on the. The staff report set forth general
objectives, policies, and management actions to guide development of the SNRAMP. General policies and
management actions in the staff report are relevant to biological resources in parts of Golden Gate Park and at
Lake Merced, including general policies to maintain/promote indigenous plant species and control/remove
invasive species, monitor wildlife populations, etc. The SFRPD is currently updating the SNRAMP.

4.2.5 Regional Plans and Policies
The recently adopted Plan Bay Area, which includes the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy, is a
collaboration of the following four principal regional planning agencies and their policy documents that guide
planning in the nine‐county Bay Area:


Association of Bay Area Governments: “Projections”



BAAQMD: 2010 Clean Air Plan



Metropolitan Transportation Commission: Regional Transportation Plan – Transportation 2040



San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission: San Francisco Bay Plan

In addition, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s San Francisco Basin Plan guides planning
of the water basin, and the California Coastal Act guides land use planning and development throughout the
Coastal Zone.

3

Designated Recycled Water Use areas are defined per San Francisco Reclaimed Water Ordinances and San Francisco Public
Works Code, as described and mapped at: http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=687, Accessed October 3, 2014.
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The Presidio Trust Management Plan calls for the implementation of water conservation measures, including
retrofitting landscaped areas with low‐flow irrigation devices and pursuing the use of recycled water for
irrigation and other nonpotable water needs.4 Strategic Goal 3.6 of the Presidio Trust 2005–2009 Strategic Plan also
calls for increasing the use of recycled water for landscape irrigation.5
The project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any environmental plan or policy adopted for the
purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.

4
5

The Presidio Trust, Presidio Trust Management Plan: Land Use Policies for Area B of the Presidio of San Francisco, May 2002.
Available online at http://www.presidio.gov/about/Administrative%20Documents/PLN‐301‐PTMP02‐Plan.pdf.
The Presidio Trust, The Presidio Trust Strategic Plan: Fiscal Year 2005 – 2009. Available online at http://www.presidio.gov/
about/Administrative%20Documents/PLN‐301‐PTMP07‐StratPlan.pdf.
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CHAPTER 5

Environmental Setting and Impacts
5.1 Overview
This chapter provides an analysis of the physical environmental effects of implementing the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
(project) as described in Chapter 3, Project Description. This chapter describes the environmental setting,
assesses impacts, and identifies mitigation measures for significant impacts. The Initial Study (see
Appendix A) identifies the potentially significant effects that would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant
level with the implementation of mitigation.

5.1.1 Scope of Analysis
This chapter is organized by environmental resource topics, as follows:
Chapter 5 Sections
5.1

Overview

5.4

Noise

5.2

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

5.5

Air Quality

5.3

Transportation and Circulation

5.6

Hydrology and Water Quality

Each section of Chapter 5 contains the following elements, based on the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):



Setting. This subsection describes the existing physical environmental conditions in the project area
with respect to each resource topic, at an appropriate level of detail to allow the reader to
understand the impact analysis.



Regulatory Framework. This subsection describes the relevant laws and regulations that apply to
protecting the environmental resources within the project area, and the governmental agencies
responsible for enforcing those laws and regulations.



Impacts. This subsection evaluates the potential for the proposed project to result in adverse effects
on the physical environment described in the setting. Each impact analysis section defines
significance criteria for evaluating environmental impacts, and the approach to analysis section
explains how the significance criteria are applied in evaluating the project impacts. The conclusion
of each impact analysis is expressed in terms of the impact significance under CEQA, which is
discussed further in Section 5.1.2 below.
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Mitigation Measures. Each impact subsection identifies mitigation measures for all of the impacts
considered significant, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, which states that an
environmental impact report (EIR), “shall describe feasible measures which could minimize
significant adverse impacts…”



Cumulative Impacts. Each subsection discusses cumulative impacts, if applicable, immediately
following the description of the direct project‐specific impacts and identified mitigation measures.
Cumulative impacts, described in detail in Section 5.1.4, consider the effects of the proposed project
together with those of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects proposed by the
SFPUC or other jurisdictions. The analysis of cumulative impacts under each resource topic is
based on the same setting, regulatory framework, and significance criteria as the project‐specific
impacts. Additional mitigation measures are identified if the analysis determines that the project’s
contribution to a significant cumulative impact, even with project‐level mitigation, would be
considerable.

Impacts of Mitigation Measures. Each subsection identifies the potential impacts of implementing
mitigation measures for those mitigation measures that could cause secondary environmental impacts,
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, which states that “if a mitigation measure would cause
one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
effects of the mitigation measure shall be discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the
project as proposed.”

5.1.2 Significance Determinations
The significance criteria used in this EIR are based on the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Environmental Planning section (EP) guidance regarding the thresholds of significance used to assess the
severity of the environmental impacts of the proposed project. EP guidance is based on CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G, with some modifications. Each section of Chapter 5 presents, before the discussion of
impacts, the significance criteria used to analyze each resource topic. The categories used to designate
impact significance are as follows:



No Impact. An impact is considered not applicable (no impact) if there is no potential for impacts
or the environmental resource does not occur within the project area or the area of potential effect.
For example, there would be no impact related to grading if there is no grading proposed at a
particular project site.



Less than Significant. This determination applies if there is a potential for some limited impact but
not a substantial, adverse effect that qualifies under the significance criteria as a significant impact.
No mitigation is required for impacts determined to be less than significant.



Less than Significant with Mitigation. This determination applies if there is a potential for the
project to result in an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria, or if there is certainty that
the project would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria, but feasible
mitigation is available that would reduce the impact to a less‐than‐significant level. An impact
described as “potentially” significant indicates there is a potential for this impact to occur, but there
is either not enough project information or site‐specific information to determine definitively
whether or not it qualifies under the significance criteria as significant. Impacts identified as
“potentially significant” are treated the same as significant impacts in this EIR.
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Significant and Unavoidable. This determination applies if the project would result in an adverse
effect that meets the significance criteria, but for which there appears to be no feasible mitigation
available to reduce the impact to a less‐than‐significant level.



Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation. This determination applies if it is certain that the
project would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria and there is some
mitigation available to lessen the impact, but the residual effect after implementation of the
measure would remain significant.

5.1.3 Relationship to the Water System Improvement Program Program
EIR
As described in Chapter 2, Introduction and Background, the proposed project is one of the facility
improvement projects included in the SFPUC’s Water System Improvement Program (WSIP). The Program
EIR (PEIR) on the WSIP,1 which the San Francisco Planning Commission certified on October 30, 2008,
addresses the potential environmental impacts of constructing and operating the facility improvement
projects in the WSIP as well as the impacts of the proposed systemwide water supply and operations
strategy.2 Because the proposed project is a component of the WSIP, the project would also contribute to the
WSIP’s systemwide water supply and operations impacts.
The PEIR analyzed potential water supply and system operations impacts (separate from the environmental
impacts associated with the facility improvement projects) within the following geographic regions: the
Tuolumne River, Alameda Creek, and Peninsula watersheds; and the Westside Groundwater Basin. The
PEIR also identified the cumulative effects of implementing the WSIP and the associated changes in system
operations in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects within each
of these watersheds. It also discussed the potential effects of climate change and global warming on the
predicted impacts of the WSIP.
The PEIR concluded that the WSIP would result in changes in reservoir levels and associated changes in
downstream flows in rivers and creeks in the three affected watersheds (Tuolumne River, Alameda
Creek, and Peninsula), potentially resulting in impacts on groundwater, water quality, fisheries, and
terrestrial biological resources in these watersheds. The PEIR determined that, in the event that water
supply deliveries (average annual) to customers from the watersheds exceed current levels, stream flow
changes in the Tuolumne River watershed could affect fisheries and terrestrial biological resources. In the
Alameda watershed, the WSIP (which includes restoring the historical storage capacity of Calaveras
Reservoir) could affect water levels in Calaveras and San Antonio Reservoirs; flow in Alameda,
Calaveras, and San Antonio Creeks; and the fisheries and terrestrial biological resources of the reservoirs
and creeks. In the Peninsula watershed, the WSIP (which includes restoring the historical storage capacity

1

The WSIP PEIR is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco
CA 94103, and can be found on the San Francisco Planning Department’s website at http://www.sf‐planning.org/
index.aspx?page=1829. The State Clearinghouse number for the WSIP PEIR is 2005092026.
2 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October 30,
2008. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
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of Crystal Springs Reservoir) could affect water levels in Crystal Springs, San Andreas, and Pilarcitos
Reservoirs; flow in lower San Mateo and Pilarcitos Creeks; and the fisheries and terrestrial biological
resources of these reservoirs and creeks. All impacts on these environmental elements in the Peninsula
watershed were determined to be either potentially significant but mitigable or less than significant. In
addition, the WSIP includes development of groundwater supplies in the North Westside Groundwater
Basin and a conjunctive‐use program in the South Westside Groundwater Basin, which could result in
basin overdraft, seawater intrusion, and changes in the water levels of surface water bodies.
As stated above, the project as a component of the WSIP would contribute to the water supply and system
operations impacts identified in the WSIP PEIR. Tables 5.1‐1 through 5.1‐5 summarize the WSIP water
supply and system operations impacts and the associated mitigation measures for each geographic region
as presented in the PEIR. The reader is referred to the complete WSIP PEIR for a detailed explanation of
these summary tables. Note that the categories of significance used in the PEIR are slightly different than
those used in this EIR (see table footnotes in Tables 5.1‐1 through 5.1‐5). In addition to water supply
impacts and mitigation measures, the PEIR provides a program‐level analysis of the impacts associated
with WSIP facility improvement projects, including construction and operation impacts. This EIR
addresses the same issues as the PEIR for the WSIP but at a project level of detail; that is, this EIR
provides more project‐specific and site‐specific descriptions and analysis of project effects based on a
much more detailed project description and more information about the project area. Appendix B of this
EIR compares the programmatic mitigation measures identified for this project in the PEIR and the actual
mitigation measures identified for this project in this EIR.
The PEIR also analyzed the growth‐inducement impacts of the WSIP’s systemwide water supply impacts.
The proposed project, as a facility improvement project under the WSIP, would be a contributing factor in
the WSIP’s growth‐inducement potential as well as in the associated indirect effects of growth. The PEIR
analysis of growth‐inducement impacts accounted for the proposed project in sufficient detail, and no
further evaluation of these aspects of the proposed project is required. Chapter 6, Other CEQA Issues,
Section 6.1, Growth‐Inducing Impacts, discusses the growth‐inducement impacts of the WSIP.
This project‐level EIR tiers from the WSIP PEIR and also incorporates by reference the relevant analyses
of the WSIP PEIR with respect to the impacts and mitigation measures, as applicable to this project.
CEQA permits tiering from a PEIR in order to allow agencies to broadly consider the environmental
effects of a series of actions and/or policies and then to provide a more detailed examination of project‐
specific impacts in project‐level EIRs. As noted above, this project‐level EIR provides more detailed
information about the proposed project, its impacts, and project‐specific mitigation measures. This EIR
summarizes and incorporates by reference the WSIP PEIR’s analysis of the impacts associated with the
WSIP’s water supply strategy, including the WSIP PEIR analysis and conclusions regarding impacts on
City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) watersheds as well as the WSIP’s growth‐inducement impacts.
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TABLE 5.1‐1
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES –
TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special‐
Status Species

Other Species of
Concern

Common Habitats
Mitigation Measures
and Species

STREAM FLOW

Impact 5.3.1‐1: Effects on flow
along the Tuolumne River below
O’Shaughnessy Dam.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.1‐2: Effects on flow
along Cherry Creek below Cherry
Dam.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.1‐3: Effects on flow
along Eleanor Creek below
Eleanor Dam.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.1‐4: Effects on flow
along the Tuolumne River below
La Grange Dam.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.1‐5: Effects on flow
along the San Joaquin River and
the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.2‐1: Effects on
sediment transport and channel
characteristics between
O’Shaughnessy Dam and
Don Pedro Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.2‐2: Effects on sediment
transport and channel
characteristics below La Grange
Dam.

LS

None required.

GEOMORPHOLOGY

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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TABLE 5.1‐1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES –
TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special‐
Status Species

Other Species of
Concern

Common Habitats
Mitigation Measures
and Species

SURFACE WATER QUALITY

Impact 5.3.3‐1: Effects on water
quality in Hetch Hetchy Reservoir
and along the Tuolumne River
below O’Shaughnessy Dam.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.3‐2: Effects on water
quality in Don Pedro Reservoir
and along the Tuolumne River
below La Grange Dam.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.3‐3: Effects on water
quality along the San Joaquin
River and the Sacramento–
San Joaquin Delta.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.4‐1: Effects on Tuolumne
River, San Joaquin River, and
Stanislaus River water users.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.4‐2: Effects on Delta
water users.

LS

None required.

LS

None required.

SURFACE WATER SUPPLIES

GROUNDWATER

Impact 5.3.5‐1: Alteration of stream
flows along the Tuolumne River,
which could affect local
groundwater recharge and
groundwater levels.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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B = Beneficial
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TABLE 5.1‐1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES –
TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special‐
Status Species

Other Species of
Concern

Common Habitats
Mitigation Measures
and Species

GROUNDWATER (cont.)

Impact 5.3.5‐2: Alteration of
stream flows along the Tuolumne
River, which could affect local
groundwater quality.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.6‐1: Effects on fishery
resources in Hetch Hetchy
Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.6‐2: Effects on fishery
resources along the Tuolumne
River between Hetch Hetchy
Reservoir and Don Pedro Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.6‐3: Effects on fishery
resources in Don Pedro Reservoir.

LS

None required.

FISHERIES

Impact 5.3.6‐4: Effects on fishery
resources along the Tuolumne
River below La Grange Dam.

Measure 5.3.6‐4a, Avoidance of Flow
Changes by Reducing Demand for
Don Pedro Reservoir Water: The SFPUC
will pursue a water transfer
arrangement with the Modesto
Irrigation District or Turlock Irrigation
District and/or other water agencies
to offset the WSIP’s effects on water
storage in Don Pedro Reservoir and
minimize WSIP‐induced changes in
releases from La Grange Dam.
**If Measure 5.3.6‐4a proves to be
infeasible, the SFPUC will implement
Measure 5.3.6‐4b.

LS when average
annual deliveries
from the
watersheds are
maintained at
265 million
gallons per day
(mgd) or less;
PSM if deliveries
exceed 265 mgd

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES –
TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special‐
Status Species

Other Species of
Concern

Common Habitats
Mitigation Measures
and Species

FISHERIES (cont.)

Measure 5.3.6‐4b, Fishery Habitat
Enhancement: The SFPUC will
implement or fund one of two fishery
habitat enhancement projects that are
consistent with the Lower Tuolumne
River Restoration Plan: augmentation
of spawning gravel at three selected
sites or the filling or isolation from the
river of one of the existing inactive
quarry pits.

Impact 5.3.6‐4 (cont.)

Impact 5.3.6‐5: Effects on fishery
resources along the San Joaquin
River.

None required.

LS

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY

Impact 5.3.7‐1: Impacts on riparian
habitat and related biological
resources in Hetch Hetchy
Reservoir and along the bedrock
channel portions of the Tuolumne
River from O’Shaughnessy Dam to
Don Pedro Reservoir.
Impact 5.3.7‐2: Impacts on alluvial
features that support meadow
and riparian habitat along the
Tuolumne River from
O’Shaughnessy Dam to Don
Pedro Reservoir.

LS

PSM

LS

PSM

LS

PSM

LS

PSM

None required.

The SFPUC will implement
Measure 5.3.7‐2 to reduce adverse
impacts on sensitive habitats, key
special‐status species, other species of
concern, and common habitats and
species to a less‐than‐significant level.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES –
TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special‐
Status Species

Other Species of
Concern

Common Habitats
Mitigation Measures
and Species

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY (cont.)

Measure 5.3.7‐2, Controlled Releases
to Recharge Groundwater in
Streamside Meadows and Other
Alluvial Deposits: The SPPUC will
manage releases to the Tuolumne
River from Hetch Hetchy Reservoir
during the spring with the goal of
recharging groundwater that
supports meadow and riparian
habitat. The SFPUC will periodically
survey meadow habitat to determine
the efficacy of release management
and will modify releases as necessary
to sustain meadow habitat.

Impact 5.3.7‐2 (cont.)

Impact 5.3.7‐3: Impacts on
biological resources in Lake
Eleanor and along Eleanor Creek.

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.7‐4: Impacts on
biological resources in Lake Lloyd
and along Cherry Creek.

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.7‐5: Impacts on
biological resources in Don Pedro
Reservoir.

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES –
TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special‐
Status Species

Other Species of
Concern

Common Habitats
Mitigation Measures
and Species

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY (cont.)

The SFPUC will implement
Measures 5.3.6‐4a or 5.3.7‐6 to reduce
adverse impacts on sensitive habitats,
key special‐status species, other
species of concern, and common
habitats and species to a less‐than‐
significant level.

Impact 5.3.7‐6: Impacts on
biological resources along the
Tuolumne River below La Grange
Dam.

LS when average
annual deliveries
from the
watersheds are
maintained at 265
mgd or less; PSM
if deliveries
exceed 265 mgd

LS when average
annual deliveries
from the
watersheds are
maintained at 265
mgd or less; PSM
if deliveries
exceed 265 mgd

LS when average
annual deliveries
from the
watersheds are
maintained at 265
mgd or less; PSM
if deliveries
exceed 265 mgd

LS when average
annual deliveries
from the
watersheds are
maintained at 265
mgd or less; PSM
if deliveries
exceed 265 mgd

Measure 5.3.6‐4a, Avoidance of Flow
Changes by Reducing Demand for
Don Pedro Reservoir Water – see
description above.
**If Measure 5.3.6‐4a proves to be
infeasible, the SFPUC will implement
Measure 5.3.7‐6.
Measure 5.3.7‐6, Lower Tuolumne
River Riparian Habitat Enhancement:
Consistent with the Lower Tuolumne
River Restoration Plan, the SFPUC will
protect and enhance 1 mile of riparian
vegetation within the contemporary
floodplain.

Impact 5.3.7‐7: Conflicts with the
provisions of adopted
conservation plans or other
approved biological resources
plans for the Tuolumne Wild and
Scenic River.

LS

None required.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES –
TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special‐
Status Species

Other Species of
Concern

Common Habitats
Mitigation Measures
and Species

RECREATIONAL AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Impact 5.3.8‐1: Effects on reservoir
recreation due to changes in water
system operations.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.8‐2: Effects on river
recreation due to changes in water
system operations.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.3.8‐3: Effects on the
aesthetic values of the Tuolumne
Wild and Scenic River.

LS

None required.

B

None required.

ENERGY RESOURCES
Impact 5.3.9‐1: Effects on
hydropower generation at
facilities along the Tuolumne
River.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐2
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Other
Key Special
Species of
Status‐
Concern
Species

Common
Habitats
and Species

Mitigation Measures

STREAM FLOW

Impact 5.4.1‐1: Effects on flow along
Calaveras Creek below Calaveras
Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.1‐2: Effects on flow along
Alameda Creek below the diversion
dam.

LSa

Measure 5.4.1‐2, Diversion Tunnel Operation: The
SFPUC will implement operational criteria for the
diversion dam requiring that water not needed to fill
Calaveras Reservoir would be released to Alameda
Creek below the diversion dam.

Impact 5.4.1‐3: Effects in San Antonio
Reservoir and along San Antonio Creek.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.1‐4: Effects on flow along
Alameda Creek below the confluence of
San Antonio Creek.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.2‐1: Effects on channel
formation and sediment transport along
Calaveras Creek.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.2‐2: Effects on channel
formation and sediment transport along
Alameda Creek downstream of the
diversion dam and downstream of the
San Antonio Creek confluence.

LS

None required.

GEOMORPHOLOGY

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Other
Key Special
Species of
Status‐
Concern
Species

Common
Habitats
and Species

Mitigation Measures

GEOMORPHOLOGY (cont.)

Impact 5.4.2‐3: Effects on channel
formation and sediment transport along
San Antonio Creek downstream of
San Antonio Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.3‐1: Effects on water quality
in Calaveras Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.3‐2: Effects on water quality
in San Antonio Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.3‐3: Changes in water quality
along Calaveras, San Antonio, and
Alameda Creeks.

LS

None required.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.5‐1: Effects on fishery
resources in Calaveras Reservoir.

B

None required.

Impact 5.4.5‐2: Effects on fishery resources
along Calaveras Creek below Calaveras
Dam and along Alameda Creek below
confluence with Calaveras Creek.

B

None required.

SURFACE WATER QUALITY

GROUNDWATER BODIES

Impact 5.4.4‐1: Changes in groundwater
levels, flows, quality, and supplies.
FISHERIES

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Other
Key Special
Species of
Status‐
Concern
Species

Common
Habitats
and Species

Mitigation Measures

FISHERIES (cont.)

Impact 5.4.5‐3: Effects on fishery
resources along Alameda Creek
downstream of Alameda Creek
Diversion Dam.

Measure 5.4.5‐3a, Minimum Flows for Resident Trout
in Alameda Creek: The SFPUC will release a minimum
flow of approximately 10 cubic feet per second from the
diversion dam and monitor the effects of the release on
resident trout spawning and egg incubation.
** If monitoring results for Measure 5.4.5‐3a indicate the
measure is unsuccessful, the SFPUC will implement
Measure 5.4.5‐3b.

PSM

Measure 5.4.5‐3b, Alameda Diversion Dam Restrictions
or Fish Screens: If after 10 years the minimum release
does not sustain the resident trout population, the SFPUC
will either increase releases from the diversion dam or
install a fish passage barrier on the diversion tunnel.

Impact 5.4.5‐4: Effects on fishery
resources in San Antonio Reservoir.

B

None required.

Impact 5.4.5‐5: Effects on fishery
resources along San Antonio Creek
below San Antonio Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.5‐6: Effects on fishery
resources along Alameda Creek below
confluence with San Antonio Creek.

LS

None required.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Other
Key Special
Species of
Status‐
Concern
Species

Common
Habitats
and Species

Mitigation Measures

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY

The SFPUC will implement Measure 5.4.6‐1 to reduce
adverse impacts on sensitive habitats and key special‐
status species to a less‐than‐significant level.
Impact 5.4.6‐1: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources
in Calaveras Reservoir.

Impact 5.4.6‐2: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources
along Alameda Creek, from below the
diversion dam to the confluence with
Calaveras Creek.

Impact 5.4.6‐3: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources
along Calaveras Creek, from Calaveras
Reservoir to the confluence with
Alameda Creek.

PSM

PSM

LS

LS

Measure 5.4.6‐1, Compensation for Impacts on
Terrestrial Biological Resources: The SFPUC will
protect, restore, and enhance existing riparian habitat
and/or create new habitat that compensates for WSIP‐
induced habitat losses at Calaveras Reservoir.
Compensatory habitat may be provided as part of the
SFPUC’s Habitat Reserve Program.
The SFPUC will implement Measures 5.4.1‐2 and 5.4.5‐3a
to reduce adverse impacts on key special‐status species
to a less‐than‐significant level.

LS

PSM

LS

N/A

Measure 5.4.1‐2, Diversion Tunnel Operation – see
description above.
Measure 5.4.5‐3a, Minimum Flows for Resident Trout
in Alameda Creek – see description above.
The SFPUC will implement Measure 5.4.6‐3 to reduce
adverse impacts on key special‐status species to a less‐
than‐significant level.

LS

PSM

LS

LS

Measure 5.4.6‐3, Operational Procedures for Calaveras
Dam Releases: The SFPUC will manage releases from
Calaveras Reservoir to mimic a more natural hydrologic
regime in the creek for the benefit of terrestrial biological
resources. The specifics of this mitigation measure will
be determined as part of project‐level CEQA review.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Other
Key Special
Species of
Status‐
Concern
Species

Common
Habitats
and Species

Mitigation Measures

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY (cont.)

The SFPUC will implement Measures 5.4.6‐3 and 5.4.5‐3a
to reduce adverse impacts on key special‐status species
to a less‐than‐significant level.

Impact 5.4.6‐4: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources
along Alameda Creek, from the
confluence with Calaveras Creek to the
confluence with San Antonio Creek.

LS

Impact 5.4.6‐5: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources
in San Antonio Reservoir.

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.6‐6: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources
along San Antonio Creek between
Turner Dam and the confluence with
Alameda Creek.

LS

LS

LS

N/A

None required.

Impact 5.4.6‐7: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources
along Alameda Creek below the
confluence with San Antonio Creek.

LS

LS

LS

N/A

None required.

Impact 5.4.6‐8: Conflicts with the
provisions of adopted conservation
plans or other approved biological
resources plans.

PSM

LS

LS

Measure 5.4.6‐3, Operational Procedures for Calaveras
Dam Releases – see description above.
Measure 5.4.5‐3a, Minimum Flows for Resident Trout
on Alameda Creek – see description above.

LS

None required.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Other
Key Special
Species of
Status‐
Concern
Species

Common
Habitats
and Species

Mitigation Measures

RECREATIONAL AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Impact 5.4.7‐1: Effects on recreational
facilities and/or activities.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.4.7‐2: Visual effects on scenic
resources or visual character of the
water bodies.

LS

None required.

a Impact 5.4.1‐2 was determined to be LS subsequent to certification of the WSIP PEIR, this mitigation measure is no longer required for program implementation. Based on the best available information at that time,
the PEIR made the conservative determination that the WSIP would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam (“Alameda Creek
Hydrologic Impact”) (see PEIR Chapter 4, Section 5.4.1, Impact 5.4.1‐2). Based upon more detailed site‐specific data and analysis, the project‐level analysis in the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project EIR modified
this PEIR impact determination to be less than significant (San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Calaveras Dam Replacement Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, Vol. 1,
3, 4, File No. 2005.0161E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005102102, Certified January 27, 2011).

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐3
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – PENINSULA WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except
Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Key
Special‐
Status
Species

Other
Species of
Concern

Common
Habitats and
Mitigation Measures
Species

STREAM FLOW

Impact 5.5.1‐1: Effects on flow along
San Mateo Creek.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.5.1‐2: Effects on flow along
Pilarcitos Creek.

LS

None required.

LS

None required.

LS

None required.

GEOMORPHOLOGY

Impact 5.5.2‐1: Changes in sediment
transport and channel morphology in
the Peninsula watershed.
WATER QUALITY

Impact 5.5.3‐1: Effects on water quality in
Crystal Springs Reservoir, San Andreas
Reservoir, and San Mateo Creek.

Impact 5.5.3‐2: Effects on water quality
in Pilarcitos Reservoir and along
Pilarcitos Creek.

Measure 5.5.3‐2a, Low‐head Pumping Station at Pilarcitos
Reservoir: The SFPUC will install a permanent low‐head
pumping station at Pilarcitos Reservoir that would enable the
SFPUC to access and use an additional 350 acre‐feet of water
from Pilarcitos Reservoir. In years when the WSIP would cause
releases from Pilarcitos Reservoir to Pilarcitos Creek to be
reduced to reservoir inflow earlier in the summer than under the
existing condition (about 25 percent of years in the hydrologic
record), the SFPUC will use the pumping station to augment
flow in Pilarcitos Creek with water from the reservoir. The
pumping station will draw water from the cool pool of water
below the thermocline during times when the reservoir is
stratified. The pumping station outlet will be designed to ensure
that water discharged to the creek is adequately aerated.

PSM

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – PENINSULA WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except
Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Key
Special‐
Status
Species

Other
Species of
Concern

Common
Habitats and
Species
Mitigation Measures

WATER QUALITY (cont.)

Measure 5.5.3‐2b, Aeration System at Pilarcitos Reservoir:
The SFPUC will install a permanent aeration system at
Pilarcitos Reservoir. The SFPUC will operate the aeration
system as necessary to avoid anoxic conditions and maintain
good water quality conditions at the reservoir.

Impact 5.5.3‐2 (cont.)

GROUNDWATER

Impact 5.5.4‐1: Alteration of stream
flows along Pilarcitos Creek, which
could affect groundwater levels and
water quality.

None required.

LS

FISHERIES

Impact 5.5.5‐1: Effects on fishery
resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir
(Upper and Lower).

Measure 5.5.5‐1, Create New Spawning Habitat Above
Crystal Springs Reservoir: The SFPUC will survey the extent
and quality of fish spawning habitat lost due to inundation
and, if feasible, create new spawning habitat at a higher
elevation. The specifics of this mitigation measure will be
determined as part of project‐level CEQA review.

PSU

Impact 5.5.5‐2: Effects on fishery
resources in San Andreas Reservoir.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.5.5‐3: Effects on fishery
resources along San Mateo Creek.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.5.5‐4: Effects on fishery
resources in Pilarcitos Reservoir.

PSM

Measure 5.5.3‐2b, Aeration System at Pilarcitos Reservoir –
see description above.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – PENINSULA WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except
Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Key
Special‐
Status
Species

Other
Species of
Concern

Common
Habitats and
Species
Mitigation Measures

FISHERIES (cont.)

Impact 5.5.5‐5: Effects on fishery
resources along Pilarcitos Creek below
Pilarcitos Reservoir.

Measure 5.5.3‐2a, Low‐head Pumping Station at Pilarcitos
Reservoir – see description above.
Measure 5.5.5‐5, Establish Flow Criteria, Monitor and
Augment Flow: The SFPUC will develop a monitoring and
operations plan for Stone Dam to ensure WSIP‐related flow
reductions downstream of Stone Dam do not impair steelhead
passage and spawning during the winter months of normal
and wetter hydrologic years.

LSa

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY

Impact 5.5.6‐1: Impacts on biological
resources in Upper and Lower Crystal
Springs Reservoirs.

PSM

PSM

PSM

PSM

The SFPUC will implement Measures 5.5.6‐1a and 5.5.6‐1b to
reduce adverse impacts on sensitive habitats, key special‐status
species, other species of concern, and common habitats and
species to a less‐than‐significant level. In addition, the SFPUC
will implement Measure 5.5.6‐1c to mitigate adverse impacts
on key special‐status plant species (i.e., fountain thistle)
adapted to serpentine seeps.
Measure 5.5.6‐1a, Adaptive Management of Freshwater
Marsh and Wetlands at Upper and Lower Crystal Springs
Reservoirs: The SFPUC will develop an adaptive management
plan to minimize adverse effects of the WSIP‐ induced rise in
average water levels, and the periodic drawdown of reservoir
water levels for maintenance, on San Francisco garter snakes
and California red‐legged frogs.
Measure 5.5.6‐1b, Compensation for Impacts on Terrestrial
Biological Resources: The SFPUC will protect, restore, and
enhance existing wetland and upland habitat and/or create
new habitat that compensates for WSIP‐induced habitat losses
at Crystal Springs Reservoir. Compensatory habitat may be
provided as part of the SFPUC’s Habitat Reserve Program.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – PENINSULA WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except
Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Key
Special‐
Status
Species

Other
Species of
Concern

Common
Habitats and
Species
Mitigation Measures

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY (cont.)

Measure 5.5.6‐1c, Compensation for Serpentine Seep‐
Related Special‐Status Plants: The SFPUC will protect,
restore, and enhance existing habitat and/or create new
habitat that compensates for WSIP‐induced habitat losses for
plant species adapted to serpentine seeps.

Impact 5.5.6‐1 (cont.)

Impact 5.5.6‐2: Impacts on biological
resources in San Andreas Reservoir.

LS

PSM

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.5.6‐3: Impacts on biological
resources along San Mateo Creek below
Lower Crystal Springs Dam.

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

LS

PSM

LS

LS

Measure 5.5.3‐2c, Habitat Monitoring and Compensation:
The SFPUC will protect, restore, and enhance existing habitat
and/or create new habitat that compensates for WSIP‐induced
habitat losses at Pilarcitos Reservoir. Compensatory habitat may
be provided as part of the SFPUC’s Habitat Reserve Program.

Impact 5.5.6‐5: Impacts on biological
resources along Pilarcitos Creek below
Pilarcitos Reservoir.

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.5.6‐6: Impacts along Pilarcitos
Creek below Stone Dam.

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.5.6‐4: Impacts on biological
resources in Pilarcitos Reservoir.

Impact 5.5.6‐7: Conflicts with the
provisions of adopted conservation
plans or other approved biological
resource plans.

LS

None required.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – PENINSULA WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
Impact

(except
Biological
Resources)

Sensitive
Habitats

Key
Special‐
Status
Species

Other
Species of
Concern

Common
Habitats and
Species
Mitigation Measures

RECREATIONAL AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Impact 5.5.7‐1: Effects on recreational
facilities and/or activities.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.5.7‐2: Visual effects on scenic
resources or the visual character of
water bodies.

LS

None required.

a Based on the best available information at that time, the PEIR made the conservative determination that the WSIP could result in a significant and unavoidable impact on fishery resources in Crystal Springs

Reservoir related to inundation of spawning habitat upstream of the reservoir (see PEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.5.5, Impact 5.5.5‐1). Project‐level review of updated, site‐specific information that was developed
following certification of the PEIR was incorporated into the project‐level EIR for the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvements Project, and the project‐level analysis determined that impacts on fishery resources
due to inundation effects would be less than significant (San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvements Project, Final Environmental Impact
Report, Draft EIR Vol. 1 and Response To Comments, File No. 2005.0161E, State Clearinghouse No. 2007012002, Certified October 7, 2010.).

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐4
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – WESTSIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN
Significance Determination

North Westside
Groundwater
Basin

Impact

South Westside
Groundwater
Basin

Mitigation Measures

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The SFPUC will implement Measure 5.6‐1 to reduce adverse impacts on the North
Westside Groundwater Basin to a less‐than‐significant level.
Impact 5.6‐1: Basin overdraft due to pumping from
the Westside Groundwater Basin.

PSM

Measure 5.6‐1, Groundwater Monitoring to Determine Basin Safe Yield: The SFPUC
will continue ongoing groundwater and lake level monitoring programs to determine
the safe yield of the North Westside Groundwater Basin in order to avoid overdraft
and associated effects, including adverse effects on surface water features and
seawater intrusion.

LS

The SFPUC will implement Measures 5.6‐1 and 5.6‐2 to reduce adverse impacts on
the North Westside Groundwater Basin to a less‐than‐significant level.
Impact 5.6‐2: Changes in water levels in Lake Merced
and other surface water features, including Pine
Lake, due to decreased groundwater levels in the
Westside Groundwater Basin.

Impact 5.6‐3: Seawater intrusion due to decreased
groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater
Basin.

Impact 5.6‐4: Land subsidence due to decreased
groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater
Basin if the historical low water levels are exceeded.

PSM

N/A

Measure 5.6‐1, Groundwater Monitoring to Determine Basin Safe Yield – see
description above.
Measure 5.6‐2, Implementation of a Lake Level Management Plan: The SFPUC will
develop and implement a lake level management plan identifying strategies for
altering pumping patterns or augmenting lake levels to maintain Lake Merced water
levels within the desired long‐term range.

PSM

LS

LS

LS

The SFPUC will implement Measure 5.6‐1 to reduce adverse impacts on the North
Westside Groundwater Basin to a less‐than‐significant level.
Measure 5.6‐1, Groundwater Monitoring to Determine Basin Safe Yield – see
description above.

None required.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – WESTSIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN
Significance Determination

North Westside
Groundwater
Basin

Impact

South Westside
Groundwater
Basin

Mitigation Measures
The SFPUC will implement Measure 5.6.5 to reduce adverse impacts on the North
Westside and South Westside Groundwater Basins to a less‐than‐significant level.

Impact 5.6‐5: Contamination of drinking water due to
groundwater pumping in the Westside Groundwater
Basin.

Impact 5.6‐6: Drinking water contaminants above
maximum contaminant levels and adverse effects of
adding treated groundwater to the distribution
system.

PSM

PSM

LS

LS

Measure 5.6‐5, Drinking Water Source Assessments for Groundwater Wells: The
SFPUC will develop and implement a source water protection program for wells
constructed under the Local and Regional Groundwater Projects that are considered
vulnerable to contamination on the basis of the drinking water source assessment
prepared in accordance with Department of Health Services regulations.

None required.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1‐5
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES – CUMULATIVE WATER SUPPLY

Hydrology

Geomorphology

Surface Water
Quality

Groundwater

Fisheries

Terrestrial
Biology

Recreational /
Visual Quality

Cumulative Impact Significance Determination

Impact 5.7.2‐1: Tuolumne River – Hetch Hetchy Reservoir to
Don Pedro Reservoir.

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.7.2‐2: Tuolumne River – Don Pedro Reservoir to the
San Joaquin River.

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.7.2‐3: San Joaquin River, Stanislaus River, and the
Delta.

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

N/A

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.7.4‐1: San Mateo Creek watershed.

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Impact 5.7.4‐2: Pilarcitos Creek watershed.

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

None required.

Cumulative Water Supply Impact

Impact 5.7.3‐1: Alameda Creek watershed.

Mitigation Measures

Impact 5.7.5‐1: North Westside Groundwater Basin.

LS

None required.

Impact 5.7.5‐2: South Westside Groundwater Basin.

LS

None required.

NOTE: Significance determinations presented in this table assume implementation of all mitigation measures presented in WSIP PEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.6, and in PEIR Chapter 6.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
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5.1.4 Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis and Cumulative Projects
Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1):
(a) the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects
producing closely related impacts that could combine with those of a proposed project, or (b) a summary
of projections contained in a general plan or related planning document can be used to determine
cumulative impacts. The following factors were used to determine an appropriate list of individual
projects to be considered in this cumulative analysis:


Similar Environmental Impacts. A relevant project contributes to effects on resources that are also
affected by the proposed project. A relevant future project is defined as one that is “reasonably
foreseeable,” such as a proposed project for which an application has been filed with the approving
agency or a project that has approved funding.



Geographic Scope and Location. A relevant project is located in the geographic area within which
effects could combine. The geographic scope varies on a resource‐by‐resource basis. For example,
the geographic scope for evaluating cumulative effects on air quality consists of the affected air
basin.



Timing and Duration of Implementation. Effects associated with activities for a relevant project
(e.g., short‐term construction or demolition or long‐term operations) would likely coincide in
timing with the related effects of the proposed project.

Based on the above, the following plans and projects in the project vicinity are projects considered in the
cumulative impact analysis:


Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) Projects. The SFPUC is proposing seismic,
structural, and other upgrades to the Oceanside WPCP, including the Temperature Phased
Anaerobic Digestion project at the Oceanside WPCP, which would include localized construction
effects to install digester infrastructure. In addition, an existing grease receiving station would be
demolished and reconstructed at a new location on the Oceanside WPCP site. Other future small‐
scale construction projects include potential upgrades to the grit removal system and increased co‐
generation production; however these efforts are in preliminary conceptual planning stages only.



San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project. The SFPUC is proposing a project that would provide
an average of up to 4 mgd of groundwater to augment San Francisco’s municipal water supply.
The proposed groundwater well facilities would supply groundwater to existing reservoirs, where
the water would be blended with San Francisco’s existing municipal water supply before
distribution within San Francisco. The well facilities proposed under the San Francisco
Groundwater Supply Project (Planning Department Case No. 2008.1122E) would be located on the
west side of San Francisco on land owned by the CCSF.



Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project. The City of Daly City is proposing a project
that would improve existing facilities and construct new facilities to screen stormwater, route flows
to the existing Vista Grande Canal and to Lake Merced, route a portion of low flows through a
constructed wetlands treatment system, control the water surface elevation in Lake Merced, and
reduce the potential for localized flooding within the Vista Grande watershed. The Vista Grande
stormwater system drains the northwestern portion of Daly City and an unincorporated portion of
San Mateo County. The project consists of the following: partial replacement of the existing Vista
Grande Canal to incorporate a gross solid screening device, a treatment wetland, and diversion and
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discharge structures to route some stormwater flows from the Vista Grande Canal to South Lake
Merced; replacement of the existing Vista Grande Tunnel to expand its capacity; and replacement
of the existing outfall structure at Fort Funston. These improvements would alleviate flooding and
protect the ocean outfall from ongoing coastal erosion while reconnecting a significant portion of
the Lake Merced watershed.


Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. The purpose of the WSIP Regional
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project is to further the use of the South Westside
Groundwater Basin as an underground storage reservoir by storing water in the basin during wet
periods for subsequent recapture during dry periods. This new dry‐year water supply would be
made available to the cities of Daly City and San Bruno, the California Water Service Company in
its South San Francisco service area, and SFPUC wholesale water customers. The proposed project
facilities would include up to 16 new groundwater production well facilities within the South
Westside Groundwater Basin. Each groundwater well facility site would contain a groundwater
production well, pump station, underground distribution piping, utility connections, and
disinfection unit. Well facilities would be connected to Daly City, San Bruno, California Water
Service Company, or SFPUC distribution systems. In addition, upgrades to the existing Westlake
pump station in Daly City are planned as part of the project. Construction is scheduled for
approximately 2015 through 2018.



Parkmerced Project. The proposed Parkmerced Project is a long‐term mixed‐use development
program to comprehensively re‐plan and redesign the site. The Parkmerced Project would: increase
residential density, add new commercial and retail services, modify transit facilities, incorporate
renewable energy, and improve utilities and open space. Over a period of approximately 20 years,
1,538 existing apartments would be demolished in phases and fully replaced, and an additional
5,679 new units would be added to the project site, resulting in a total of about 8,900 units.3,4



800 Brotherhood Way. This project involves construction of up to 182 dwelling units on an
approximately 7.7‐acre undeveloped site located on the north side of Brotherhood Way. The project
would involve subdividing the site into about 121 lots and constructing 60 single‐family homes and
61 two‐unit dwellings, and includes additional on‐ and off‐street parking, tree removal, and a new
traffic light on Brotherhood Way. Construction is underway and is scheduled to conclude in early
2015.



Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remediation Action Project. The SFPUC proposes to
implement the Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project, which would
remediate upland5 soil contamination at the Pacific Rod and Gun Club, located at 520 John Muir
Drive, on the southwest side of Lake Merced. Construction is scheduled for early 2015 and
expected to require approximately 1 year.



Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan Proposed Update. The San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department manages a number of parks that contain preserved fragments of
unique plant and animal habitats in San Francisco and Pacifica; these areas are known as
Significant Natural Resource Areas. Management priorities have been set for these natural resource

3

San Francisco Planning Department, “Parkmerced Project.” Available online at http://sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page
=2529, Accessed January 23, 2014.
4 San Francisco Planning Department, Parkmerced Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report, Vol. 1, File No. 2008.0021E,
State Clearinghouse No. 200905073, May 12, 2010. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page
=1828#2008_0021E.
5 Upland refers to the elevated areas lying above the level where water flows or where flooding occurs.
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areas based on their levels of sensitivity, species presence, and habitat complexity. The Lake
Merced Natural Area covers approximately 395 of the lake’s 614 acres and generally encompasses
the lake, the bordering freshwater marsh wetland, and the upland vegetation. Implementation
activities under this management plan update have not yet been scheduled, but could begin
approximately 2015 or later.


Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and Presidio Irrigation Retrofits and Additions. If the Westside
Recycled Water Project is implemented, recycled water customers might be required to retrofit their
irrigation facilities, which could include bringing systems into compliance with California
Department of Public Health Services requirements and adding distribution systems for the use of
recycled water (e.g., the Presidio would install distribution systems to serve irrigated areas). In
addition, the Presidio Trust would need to receive an amendment or new water supply permit from
the State Water Resources Control Board to address the use of recycled water within the Lobos Creek
watershed.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

5.1‐28

March 2015

5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources
This section evaluates the cultural and paleontological impacts that could occur during construction and
operation of the proposed recycled water treatment plant and underground storage, as well as construction
of and/or upgrades to associated distribution facilities (pipelines and pumping facilities). The impact
analysis assesses whether construction and operational activities would: (1) cause significant impacts on
historical resources as defined in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15064.5
or on an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; (2) directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature; or (3) disturb any human
remains.

5.2.1 Setting
Definitions
Historical Resources
Based on the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a), historical resources include, but are not limited to, any
object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that is historically or archeologically
significant or that is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural,
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California. Generally, a resource is considered by
a lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources (California Register) (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 5024.1).
Under federal regulations, historic properties are defined as any prehistoric or historic district, site,
object, building, or structure included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places (National Register) (Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Section 800.16[l]). Historic
properties that meet federal criteria are also considered historical resources under CEQA, in accordance
with PRC Section 5024.1(d)(1). Historical resources and historic properties refers to both significant
architectural/structural resources and significant archeological resources.

Area of Potential Effects
Federal regulations require the identification of historic properties within the “area of potential effects”
(APE) of a project, defined as the geographic area within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly
cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties (36 CFR 800.16[d]). For compliance with
CEQA, the San Francisco Planning Department, EP section uses the term CEQA‐APE (C‐APE); thus, this
analysis uses the term C‐APE as synonymous with APE for this project.
The C‐APE for the Westside Recycled Water Project (project) includes all areas of proposed ground‐
disturbing activity at several locations throughout western San Francisco, including: the San Francisco
Public Utililties Commission (SFPUC)’s Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) near Lake
Merced; the Central Reservoir; the San Francisco Zoo (Zoo) maintenance yard to the southwest of the
visitor‐serving areas and within a portion of the visitor parking area, and pipelines connecting the WPCP
to Golden Gate Park, the Panhandle portion of Golden Gate Park (Panhandle), the Presidio, the Zoo and
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Lincoln Park. No subsurface disturbance is expected for the upgrades and connections to existing pump
stations and booster pumps at Oceanside WPCP, Lincoln Park, and the Panhandle, or for equipment
staging areas or the temporary use of the former Richmond‐Sunset WPCP site; however, the horizontal
extent of these locations is included in the archaeological C‐APE.
Although the pipelines would generally be located in the center of paved roadway (subject to required
separations between water pipelines and sanitary sewers), the entire roadway is considered to be part of
the C‐APE because the horizontal alignment of the pipelines cannot be definitively anticipated at this
time. The location of the pipeline within the trail in Golden Gate Park would be generally centered within
the trail.
The C‐APE also includes the circa 1970 Lincoln Park pump station located immediately adjacent to
Clement Street at 39th Avenue, but it does not include Lincoln Park as a whole because the project would
not involve ground disturbance within Lincoln Park or Lincoln Park Golf Course. The pipeline would
connect to the Lincoln Park pump station; however, no alteration to the pump station is proposed other
than the potential upgrade of pump system controls to optimize system operation. Similarly, the C‐APE
does not include the Presidio in its entirety, as the pipeline connection to this area would be underground
at 14th Avenue about a half block north of Lake Street and about one block south of the Presidio
boundary, and the project would not involve ground disturbance within the Presidio.
The C‐APE includes the Zoo maintenance yard to the southwest of the visitor‐serving areas and a portion
of the visitor parking area, but does not include the Zoo display areas and public use areas as the pipeline
would be contained entirely within peripheral roadways or adjacent parking lots. Should the Zoo be
included as a recycled water customer in the future, construction of recycled water distribution facilities
would be required, possibly at one of the Zoo locations included in the C‐APE.
The C‐APE includes the maximum area that could be affected by construction of the Central Reservoir
storage tank and pump station in Golden Gate Park. Connection hardware could be required at any
location where the pipelines must connect to existing irrigation pipelines; however, the area of ground
disturbance would not extend beyond that required to install the pipe. All equipment staging areas are
also included in the C‐APE.
Other considerations for determining the C‐APE include the construction methods and equipment to be
used, such as use of equipment or construction methodologies (vibratory rollers or compactors) with the
potential to generate vibration levels of 0.2 inches per second peak particle velocity. Such construction‐
related vibration can damage historical structures if it occurs within 30 feet. Thus, the horizontal extent of
the C‐APE includes the potential for significant vibration due to construction equipment or methods.
The C‐APE for paleontological resources is similar to that for architectural and archaeological resources;
however, surface‐disturbing activities (e.g., vegetation clearing) would not disturb or destroy bedrock
where paleontological resources could be located. Therefore, areas of surface disturbance are not
considered to be within the C‐APE for paleontological resources.
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Environmental Setting
The C‐APE is located in the Bay Area–Delta Bioregion. This bioregion consists of a variety of natural
communities that range from the open waters of San Francisco Bay and the Sacramento–San Joaquin
River Delta to salt and brackish marshes to chaparral and oak woodlands. The temperate climate is
Mediterranean in nature, with relatively mild, wet winters and warm, dry summers. The C‐APE ranges
from 0.05 to 4.0 miles from the Pacific Ocean in western San Francisco. At one time, the C‐APE was a
sand dune environment, but today very little native vegetation remains in the vicinity. Lake Merced was
historically a single body of water that was fed by several groundwater springs and seeps on its eastern
and southern sides.1 Natural vegetation communities in the C‐APE are classified based on Holland’s
Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California, and include barren/
ruderal, non‐native forest, developed, landscaped, pond, and freshwater marsh.2 “Barren,” “developed,”
and “pond” are not natural vegetation communities per se, as they lack natural vegetation, but are used
in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to describe areas that cannot be classified under any of
Holland’s vegetation communities.

Geological Context
The project C‐APE is within an area of San Francisco that is underlain by Holocene3 dune sands, some of
which may be Pleistocene4 in age. Prior to development, the western part of the city was the site of one of
the largest dune fields in the San Francisco Bay Area, largely because of its high exposure to westerly
winds from the Pacific Ocean and the abundant supply of sediment to Ocean and Baker beaches. Beach
sand is typically derived locally by wave abrasion of sea cliffs and by stream erosion in adjacent hills.
Wave action winnows silt and clay from rock debris supplied to the beaches and leaves a residuum of
clean, well‐sorted sand. In areas exposed to high winds, sands supplied to beaches undergo a cycle of
wind‐erosion, transport, and deposition that form transverse, ridge‐shaped dunes that can extend many
miles inland. Two generations of dunes have been recognized on the eastern side of San Francisco
separated by bay mud and clay.5,6 In the eastern part of the city, relatively intact concentrations of
archaeological materials have been buried and preserved by dune migration, especially in more inland
locations that exhibit multiple and geologically more recent depositional episodes. In contrast, dunes on
the western side of the city and in the current C‐APE consist of older nonstratified dune formations.
Most dune fields are in a state of dynamic equilibrium. There may be no net accumulation or depletion of
material within a system as a whole, but constant winds cause continual erosion on the windward side of
dunes and deposition on their leeward side. Natural bedrock highlands within the western and northern
portions of the city have in many places been mantled with windblown sand, with a thin veneer on their
1
2
3
4
5
6

Oakland Museum of California, “Lake Merced History,” 2012. Available online at http://museumca.org/creeks/1700‐
OBDCPix2.html, Accessed July 3, 2012.
Holland, Robert F., Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California, California Department of
Fish and Game, October 1986.
The Holocene is a geological epoch that began 11,700 years ago and continues to the present.
The Pleistocene is the epoch from 11,700 years B.P. to 2.5 million years B.P.
Schlocker, Julius, Geology of the San Francisco North Quadrangle, California, U.S. Geological Survey, Professional Paper 782,
Washington D.C., 1974.
Stewart, Suzanne; Praetzellis, Adrian (editors), Archaeological Research Issues for the Point Reyes National Seashore Golden
Gate National Recreation Area for Geoarchaeology Indigenous Archaeology, Historical Archaeology, Maritime Archaeology,
Anthropological Studies Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California, November 2003.
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windward side, and deposits as thick as 150 feet on their leeward side.7 Because human habitation began
after the dune field was established, burial of artifacts is more likely restricted to the protected side of
dunes where significant accumulations of dune wind‐blown sand are more likely. While Holocene and
Pleistocene dune sands as a whole have a moderate potential to contain buried archaeological sites,8 for
the reasons described above, dunes sands on the eastern side of San Francisco may be more sensitive than
those on the unprotected western side of the city. However, no archaeological investigations have been
conducted on the western side of the city, especially in the vicinity of the C‐APE.9
Lake Merced was historically an estuary that linked to the Pacific Ocean. As sediment was deposited
from the ocean along its western opening, the estuary was closed off and a fresh‐water lake was formed
with a sand barrier along the ocean. A creek to the sea periodically opened and closed due to the amount
of rainfall; the old creek bed location runs through the area that is now the San Francisco Zoo. As a result
of an earthquake in 1852, the barrier was breached and the lake reportedly sank 30 feet.10 A dam was
constructed several years later that re‐isolated the lake from the ocean. The C‐APE in this vicinity is on
the west side of Lake Merced adjacent to the Oceanside WPCP, and is mapped by Graymer et al. as
Holocene to Pleistocene sand dunes;11 however, this mapping of subsurface geology is generalized, and
there may be local alluvial and other sedimentary deposits. At the recycled water treatment plant site, soil
would be removed to depths of approximately 23 feet for construction of the storage reservoir. Some of
the excavated soil would be artificial fill, which is present to depths of about 5 feet, but the excavation
would extend approximately 23 feet into the underlying Colma Formation. Recent geotechnical
investigations, however, indicate that construction of the Oceanside facility in 1977 removed at least
20 feet of the original ground surface, which included a thick stratum of Dune sand and the upper surface
of the Colma Formation.12 Because geotechnical data indicate that the upper surface of the Colma
Formation, which is the portion of the Colma that is considered archaeologically sensitive, has been
removed, there is a low potential for the presence of deeply buried Middle Holocene archaeological
resources at that location.
The above discussion suggests that the general vicinity of the overall C‐APE has an uncertain potential to
contain deeply‐buried prehistoric archaeological materials, and there is a low potential of encountering
buried prehistoric archaeological materials at the Oceanside WPCP.

7

Schlocker, Julius, Geology of the San Francisco North Quadrangle, California, U.S. Geological Survey, Professional Paper 782,
Washington D.C., 1974.
8 Meyer, Jack; Rosenthal, Jeffrey, Geoarcheological Overview of the Nine Bay Area Counties in Caltrans District 4, Prepared for
Caltrans District 4, 2007.
9 Dean, Randall, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Analysis Division, Comments on the Draft SFPUC
Westside Recycled Water Historic Context and Archaeological Survey Report, July 2011.
10 Shoup, Lawrence, Cultural Resources Overview: Lake Merced Transport, San Francisco Clean Water Program, San Francisco,
California, January, 1981, pg 8.
11 Graymer, R.W.; Moring, B.C.; Saucedo, G.J.; Wentworth, C.M.; Brabb, E.E.; Knudsen, K.L., Geologic Map of the San
Francisco Bay Region. Scientific Investigations Map 2918, U.S. Geological Survey, Washington D.C., 2006.
12 Geotechnical Consultants, Inc., Westside Recycled Water Project (WRWP), San Francisco, California, Final Geotechnical
Interpretive Report. Prepared for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2013.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

5.2‐4

March 2015

5. Environmental Setting and Impacts
5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Archaeological/Prehistoric‐Period Setting
Prehistoric and ethnographic contexts are presented below, as summarized from the historic context and
archaeological survey report prepared for this project.13 Archaeological resources include both prehistoric
and historic‐period archaeological resources. This discussion of prehistoric archaeology addresses cultural
patterns in the project C‐APE through the time of European contact. Historic‐period archaeological
resources, starting with the Mission period, are discussed below under the heading Historic‐Period Setting.

Prehistoric Context
Archaeologists have developed individual cultural chronological sequences tailored to the archaeology
and material culture of each subregion of California. Each of these sequences is based principally on the
presence of distinctive cultural traits and stratigraphic separation of deposits. Milliken et al., provides a
framework for interpreting the San Francisco Bay Area by dividing human history in California into three
broad periods: the Early Period, the Middle Period, and the Late Period. Economic patterns, stylistic
aspects, and regional phases further subdivide cultural patterns into shorter phases. This scheme uses
economic and technological types, sociopolitics, trade networks, population density, and variations of
artifact types to differentiate between cultural periods.14
The Paleoindian Period (13,500 to 10,000 before present [B.P.]) was characterized by big‐game hunting over
broad geographic areas. Evidence of human habitation in the San Francisco Bay Area during the
Paleoindian Period has not yet been discovered. During the Lower Archaic (10,000 to 5500 B.P.), geographic
mobility continued from the Paleoindian Period and is characterized by the use of the millingslab and
handstone as well as large, wide‐stemmed and leaf‐shaped projectile points. Cut shell beads and the mortar
and pestle are first documented in burials during the Early Period (Middle Archaic; 5500 to 2500 B.P.),
indicating the shift to sedentism. During the Middle Period, which includes the Lower Middle Period (Initial
Upper Archaic; 2500 to 1570 B.P.) and Upper Middle Period (Late Upper Archaic; 1570 to 950 B.P.), geographic
mobility may have continued, although groups began to establish longer‐term base camps in localities from
which a more diverse range of resources could be exploited. The first rich, black middens are recorded from
this period. The addition of milling tools, as well as obsidian and chert concave‐base projectile points, and
the occurrence of sites in a wider range of environments suggest that the economic base was more diverse.
By the Upper Middle Period, mobility began to be replaced by the development of numerous small villages.
A “dramatic cultural disruption” occurred around 1570 B.P., evidenced by the sudden collapse of the
Olivella saucer bead trade network.15 During the Initial Late Period (Lower Emergent; 950 to 450 B.P.), social
complexity developed toward lifeways within large central villages with resident political leaders and
specialized activity sites. Artifacts associated with this period include the bow and arrow, small corner‐
notched projectile points, and a diversity of beads and ornaments.

13 Environmental Science Associates (ESA), SFPUC San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, Draft Historic Context and

Archaeological Survey Report. Prepared for San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division and
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, December 2014.
14 Milliken, Randall; Fitzgerald, Richard T.; Hylkema, Mark G.; Groza, Randy; Origer, Tom; Bieling, David G.; Leventhal,
Alan; Wiberg, Randy S.; Gottfield, Andrew; Gillette, Donna; Bellifemine, Viviana; Strother, Eric; Cartier, Robert;
Fredrickson, David A., ʺPunctuated Culture Change in the San Francisco Bay Area,ʺ Prehistoric California: Colonization,
Culture, and Complexity, Edited by T.L. Jones and K.A. Klar, AltaMira Press. 2007, Ch. 8, pp. 99‐124.
15 Ibid.
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Ethnographic Context
This ethnohistorical review has been adapted from Meyer et al.16
The C‐APE is within the traditional territory of the Costanoan people, also referred to as Ohlone, Mutsun,
and Rumsun.17 These people, collectively referred to by ethnographers as Costanoan, were actually
distinct sociopolitical groups that spoke at least eight languages of the same Penutian language group.
The Ohlone occupied a large territory from San Francisco Bay in the north to the Big Sur and Salinas
Rivers in the south. The primary sociopolitical unit was the tribelet, or village community, which was
overseen by one or more chiefs.18
The San Francisco peninsula is located within former Ramaytush Costanoan territory, where little
ethnographic data have been collected due to severe population reductions during the historic period.19
Thus, information applicable to the Ramaytush Costanoan ethnographic record must be taken from
secondary sources20,21 and from Milliken’s work22,23 with mission records. Subsistence practices, tribelet
boundaries and village locations, and local population‐density estimates provide the basic data for
assessing the likelihood of cultural remains in the form of middens or resource‐procurement sites within
the C‐APE. In the absence of these data, prehistoric land use can be reconstructed to some degree by
viewing the prehistoric natural features of the study area in the context of the lifeways of the most recent
indigenous San Francisco peninsula occupants.
While Costanoan ethnographic data lack breadth, according to Levy, 18th‐century explorers’ accounts
provide “a good deal of ethnographic information that can be located in time and space.”24 In particular,
J.P. Harrington’s field notes provided Levy with “the most extensive single body of Costanoan
ethnographic and linguistic material.”25 From these sources and from extant statements of Costanoans
between 1878 and 1933, Levy developed a cultural sketch of the Costanoan whose ancestors moved into
the San Francisco and Monterey bay areas about A.D. 500. Of the eight Costanoan languages, Ramaytush
(also known as San Francisco Costanoan) was spoken by about 1,400 people in San Mateo and

16 Meyer, Jack; White, Greg; Alvarez, Susan, Prehistoric Archaeology: Overview and Research Context in SF‐80 Bayshore Viaduct

17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25

Seismic Retrofit Project, Edited by Mary Praetzellis. Prepared by Anthropological Studies Center. Prepared for Caltrans
District 4, Oakland, 2001.
Levy, Richard, ʺCalifornia: Costanoan,ʺ edited by Robert F. Heizer, Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, William C.
Sturtevant, General Editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C., 1978, pp. 485–495.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Cook, Sherburne F., The Conflict Between the California Indian and White Civilization, I: The Indian Versus the Spanish Mission,
Ibero‐Americana 21, Berkeley, 1943, pp. 183‐186.
Levy, Richard, ʺCalifornia: Costanoan,ʺ edited by Robert F. Heizer, Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8,
William C. Sturtevant, General Editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C., 1978, pp. 485–495.
Milliken, R. T., The Spatial Organization of Human Population on Central California’s San Francisco Peninsula at the Spanish
Arrival, Unpublished Master’s thesis, Sonoma State University, Ms. on file, S‐9580, California Archaeological Inventory,
Northwest Information Center (NWIC), Rohnert Park, California, 1983.
Milliken, R. T., A Time of Little Choices: The Disintegration of Tribal Culture in the San Francisco Bay Area 1769‐1810, Ballena
Press, Menlo Park, California, 1995, pp. 1‐31.
Levy, Richard, ʺCalifornia: Costanoan,ʺ edited by Robert F. Heizer, Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, William C.
Sturtevant, General Editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C., 1978, pp. 495.
Ibid.
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San Francisco Counties.26 The name Olhone, or Ohlone was used by native people historically to refer to
San Francisco Bay, although it reportedly is derived from a San Mateo group.27
Based on mission records, Milliken proposed the tribelet name Aguazio for the single political group
consisting of six important villages that controlled the San Francisco peninsula north of the San Bruno
Mountains.28 The villages Amuctac, Pentlenuc, Sitlintac, Tubsinte, and Yemalu occupied sheltered bayshore
valleys, while the village Chutchui was inland, near the initial Mission San Francisco de Asis (Dolores).29
According to Milliken, Sitlintac and Chutchui may have been used as alternate living sites by the same
group of people. Sitlintac was situated on the San Francisco bayshore between Telegraph Hill and China
Basin. Although its exact location remains uncertain, Milliken30 proposed that Sitlintac may have been
located in the area of Portsmouth Square near the shore of former Yerba Buena Cove or, alternatively,
farther south in China Basin near the mouth of the former Mission Bay. No ethnographic sites are located
in the vicinity of the C‐APE.
Events of the early historic period completely disrupted native lifeways and ultimately resulted in the
decimation of all Costanoan language groups. In 1776, both San Francisco de Asis and the San Francisco
Presidio were established on the peninsula. The six villages noted above supplied the earliest Mission
San Francisco de Asis converts.31 Indian labor was important in the construction and repair of the
Presidio and the related fortification Castillo de San Joaquin (now occupied by Fort Point); Native
Americans also worked as household servants, vaqueros, soldiers, shipbuilders, and skilled navigators
and pilots.32
The mission San Francisco de Asis president, Senan, reported more than 300 deaths due solely to an 1806
measles epidemic,33 and Bancroft stated that, by 1820, the combined San Rafael asistencia and Mission
San Francisco de Asis deaths (2,100 total) could not be compared elsewhere in the mission system. The
San Francisco mission’s death rate “was nearly seventy‐five percent” of its population.34
In addition to incredibly high native death rates, missionization profoundly impacted Costanoan lifeways.
Ritual and social activities were discouraged or prohibited and, due to missionization efforts in nearby
areas, San Francisco Costanoan commingled at the mission with people of differing linguistic and cultural
traditions who had occupied the north bay and east bay areas.35 During the Mexican period and the
subsequent mission secularization, surviving native people were again forced to relocate, most turning to
26 Ibid. pp. 485.
27 Ibid. pp. 494.
28 Milliken, R. T., The Spatial Organization of Human Population on Central California’s San Francisco Peninsula at the Spanish
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Arrival, Unpublished Master’s thesis, Sonoma State University, Ms. on file, S‐9580, California Archaeological Inventory,
NWIC, Rohnert Park, California, 1983.
Ibid. pp. 72‐74.
Ibid. pp. 74.
Ibid. pp. 72.
Meyer, Jack; White, Greg; Alvarez, Susan, Prehistoric Archaeology: Overview and Research Context in SF‐80 Bayshore Viaduct
Seismic Retrofit Project, Edited by Mary Praetzellis. Prepared by Anthropological Studies Center. Prepared for Caltrans
District 4, Oakland, 2001.
Cook, Sherburne F., The Conflict Between the California Indian and White Civilization, I: The Indian Versus the Spanish Mission.
Ibero‐Americana 21, Berkeley, 1943, pp. 22.
Bancroft, Hubert Howe, History of California, Seven Volumes, The History Company, San Francisco, 1884‐1890, pp. 374.
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labor on surrounding ranchos.36 Due to the extraordinary changes that occurred in rapid succession—
beginning with the earliest European settlement of the San Francisco peninsula and continuing through the
American period—Costanoan culture virtually vanished from study area environs by the mid‐1800s. An
example of these losses is seen in an 1849 account that describes a large, abandoned “Indian” village,
including structural ruins, bones and shells, and a cremation pit on the east shore of Yerba Buena Island.37
Some small groups of Native Americans remained in the city during the Gold Rush, however, “camping in
the open air,” gathering what they could, and begging from the settlers.38

Historic Period Setting
Brief histories of the various project areas in western San Francisco are presented below, as summarized
from the historic resources evaluation report prepared for this project.39 From north to south, the areas
described are outer Richmond District, Golden Gate Park, and the Sunset District. Also included are brief
historical contexts of the Oceanside WPCP and the California Army National Guard (CA ARNG)
Readiness Center (formerly known as Armory).
Nearly all of western San Francisco was in a natural state of sand dunes with a sparse covering of
chaparral for most of recorded history. The last Mexican governor of California, Pio Pico, granted Rancho
Punta de los Lobos, encompassing most of today’s western San Francisco to Benito Diaz in June 1846.
Diaz left his lands unimproved, although a few squatters laid claims to what was then a remote part of
San Francisco.40
In 1868, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed the Outside Lands Ordinance, which affected all
unsurveyed “outside lands” within the city’s corporate boundaries, including the Richmond and Sunset
Districts. The new legislation was intended to facilitate the orderly development of areas within the city’s
path of expansion; settle land claims; and set aside public lands for parks (including a 999‐acre tract that
would eventually become Golden Gate Park), schools, fire stations, and a city cemetery (now Lincoln
Park). In 1870, the “Official Map of the Outside Lands” was published, extending the grid of downtown
San Francisco and the Western Addition into the western portions of San Francisco.41 Development of
these outside lands was slow until the establishment of Golden Gate Park in the 1890s, and accelerated
after 1906 as thousands of refugees from the earthquake and fire fled to these undeveloped areas of the
city. The residential portions of the project area were almost entirely developed within the 15‐year
timeframe from the mid‐1930s to the late 1950s.
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Richmond District
Today’s Richmond District was originally home to a number of ranches and dairy farms beginning in the
1860s. Several local dairy owners built the first major road from the City corporation boundary to Point
Lobos during this time, called the Point Lobos and San Francisco Toll Road (now Geary Boulevard). The
new toll road allowed farmers to transport their products to the market downtown and facilitated easy
transportation of day‐trippers from the urban portions of the city to Ocean Beach.42
From the late 1860s to the early 20th century, the Golden Gate Cemetery was located in what is now
Lincoln Park. The cemetery was also referred to as “Potter’s Field.” Potter’s Field is a generic name for
any graveyard at which the impoverished and/or anonymous are buried. Golden Gate Cemetery was a
municipal facility where a large proportion of San Francisco’s poor and indigent population was interred
in the latter half of the 19th century. This municipal cemetery was considered a less desirable place to be
interred than the numerous cemeteries in San Francisco maintained by religious and fraternal groups.43
The cemetery also contained a large number of Chinese individuals (more than 4,000), as well as
members of many of the City’s other myriad ethnic groups. All human remains were required to be
moved from the City of San Francisco following a 1900 city ordinance that all burials be removed from
the city limits; however, many burials were never exhumed. In Golden Gate Cemetery, records indicate
that by 1893 approximately 18,000 individuals had been interred in the cemetery, while surviving
documents suggest that fewer than 1,000 were exhumed and moved to designated cemeteries in the City
of Colma. Within the past several years, more than 800 individuals have been removed and reinterred
during archaeological excavations at the California Palace of the Legion of Honor.44 Additional burials
have been uncovered at Clement Street and 32nd Avenue.45
Development of the Richmond District did not begin in earnest until additional transportation
improvements were made to access this remote area of San Francisco. To access the Richmond District
and spur real estate development, street railway franchises were granted to several different companies,
with the primary routes following Geary Boulevard (franchise granted to the Park and Ocean Railroad
Company in 1877) and California Street (franchise issued to the California Street Railroad Company in
1878). These lines were initially operated with horse cars, and were later replaced by steam trains and
then electric streetcars in the early 20th century. The growing popularity of Golden Gate Park (see
discussion below) and the Bay District Race Track in the latter part of the 19th century, led to the creation
of several cross‐district lines running north‐south.46
Before 1906, residential development occurred slowly in the Richmond District, even though it was
subdivided and more accessible. The initial late‐19th century development was clustered along the
42 Ibid.
43 Buzon, Michele R.; Walker, Phillip L.; Verhagen, Francine Drayer; Kerr, Susan L., “Health and Disease in Nineteenth‐

Century San Francisco: Skeletal Evidence from a Forgotten Cemetery,” Historical Archaeology, 39(2):1‐15, 2005. Available
online at http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/25617245?sid=21105323697401&uid=3739560&uid=2&uid=4&uid=3739256.
44 Chattan, Cassandra with Katherine Flynn and Dea Bacchetti, Excavations at the California Palace of the Legion of Honor, On
file (S‐23344), NWIC of the California Historical Resources Information System, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park,
California, 1997.
45 Dean, Randall, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division Archeologist, Personal
Communication with Heidi Koenig, ESA, Regarding SFWRWP Archaeological Studies, October 13, 2010.
46 VerPlanck, Christopher, “Social and Architectural History of the Richmond District,” The Western Neighborhoods
Project. Available online at http://www.outsidelands.org/richmond_arch.php, Accessed January 17, 2013.
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principal transportation lines of California Street, Geary Boulevard, Fulton Street (along the northern
edge of Golden Gate Park), and several north‐south cross streets. Much of the development along these
corridors was the result of speculative development undertaken by local builder/developers such as
Fernando Nelson and realtors such as Greenwood and DeWolfe.47
The earthquake and fire of 1906, which destroyed most of downtown San Francisco, the South of Market
district, and parts of the Western Addition and the Mission, drove thousands of refugees to open parcels
of land at the edge of the city, including the Richmond District. The earthquake refugees were initially
housed in small wood‐frame “refugee shacks” quickly erected by the City in public parklands. As in
other districts that experienced an influx of “temporary” earthquake refugees, many people decided to
settle permanently in the Richmond District. Parcels were subdivided within a few months of the
earthquake, and new houses were constructed across the district.48
New residential development occurred quickly, and the Richmond District was largely built out by the
late 1920s. The increasing popularity of the automobile reduced the perceived distance between
downtown and the Richmond, and encouraged more people to build flats and single‐family homes with
ground‐level garages. Geary Boulevard and Clement Street were developed as automobile‐scaled
commercial corridors in the 1910s and 1920s. Major cultural and religious institutions such as St. John’s
Presbyterian Church and Temple Emanu‐El relocated from downtown and the Western Addition to serve
the various ethnic groups now living in the Richmond.49
Cabrillo, Lake, Clement and Anza Streets, and 16th, 24th, 25th, and 36th Avenues
Similar to the Richmond District, most of the residential areas surrounding Cabrillo, Lake, Clement, and
Anza Streets, as well as those surrounding 16th, 24th, 25th, and 36th Avenues outside but adjacent to the
C‐APE were not constructed until after the 1906 earthquake; much of the construction was completed
during the residential building boom of the 1920s. Although residential construction in the area did not
occur in earnest until the early 20th century, the area today is composed primarily of two‐ to three‐story
single‐family row houses, as well as multi‐unit apartment buildings, built primarily in the 1920s in the
various revivalist architectural styles popular at the time, with fewer infill residences and apartments
constructed in the 1940s and 1950s. Architectural examples from the 1900s—1910s are rarer still, with
only a handful of these early structures evident along certain portions of Clement and Lake Streets today.
The local north‐south roadways of 16th, 24th, 25th, and 36th Avenues were designed to have paved asphalt
surfaces with either concrete “armored” curbs (i.e., with curved metal edges) or granite curbs, concrete
sidewalks, and standard rights‐of‐way of approximately 40 feet. The east‐west collector roadways Cabrillo,
Lake, Clement, and Anza Streets were designed in a similar manner, but with slightly wider rights‐of‐way
of approximately 50 feet. While the area is almost entirely residential in nature, some ground‐floor level
commercial uses, such as small retail establishments and restaurants, exist on some street corners along
these larger east‐west collector streets.

47 Ibid.
48 Ibid.
49 Ibid.
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Golden Gate Park
At 1,017 acres, Golden Gate Park is San Francisco’s second largest urban park after the Presidio. The park
is approximately 3.5 miles long by 0.5 mile wide, extending from the east at Stanyan Street to its western
boundary at the Great Highway next to the Pacific Ocean. The northern boundary of Golden Gate Park is
Fulton Street; the park extends south to Lincoln Way and includes the Panhandle, which runs from
Stanyan Street on the west to Baker Street on the east.
By the 1860s, the need was apparent for a large public park to accommodate the substantial population
growth of San Francisco during that decade. San Francisco’s mayor and the Board of Supervisors
approved a legal settlement between the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), the squatters, and
other land owners in the area of present‐day Golden Gate Park in January 1868, and the state legislature
ratified the settlement in March 1868. An April 1870 act of the state legislature set the park boundary and
proclaimed the inception of Golden Gate Park. The first park commissioners appointed William
Hammond Hall to survey and prepare maps of the park area, and Mr. Hall was appointed the first park
superintendent in August 1871.50
The creation of Golden Gate Park started in the Panhandle at the eastern end of the park because it was in
the area closest to the city. Subduing the sandy soil initially posed a great challenge for the park’s
designers. The first stage involved stabilizing the ocean dunes, which covered three‐quarters of the park
area, by planting trees. By 1875, about 60,000 trees—mostly blue gum eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and
Monterey cypress—were planted. By 1879, that number more than doubled, to 155,000 trees over
1,000 acres.51
In 1873, some 15,000 people visited the park, and by 1876, development had reached the middle of the
park near today’s Conservatory of Flowers. By the late 1880s, several streetcar lines made the park
accessible and increased its popularity. The McAllister and Haight Street cable car lines brought people to
the eastern end of the park for recreation, which made the area a desirable residential district.52
The establishment of the California Midwinter International Exposition of 1894, also referred to as the
“Midwinter Exposition” or the “Midwinter Fair,” provided the largest increase in attendance and
development within the park. The Midwinter Fair was the idea of M.H. de Young, who was the editor
and owner of the San Francisco Chronicle at the time. The fair operated for six months in the eastern
portion of Golden Gate Park, and its most enduring legacies are the Music Concourse, the M.H. de Young
Memorial Museum (which was remodeled over the years and recently replaced with the new M.H. de
Young Museum), the Japanese Tea Garden, and Stow Lake.53
Two men share the credit for the creation of Golden Gate Park: engineer William Hammond Hall (1846–
1934) for the park framework and initial landscaping, and horticulturist John McLaren (1846–1943), who
presided over the park as its superintendent for 53 years. Hall designed the curving roadways that took
advantage of the terrain, kept driving speeds low, and sheltered users from the wind. McLaren wanted to
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create naturalistic landscape features by working with nature, which he did by establishing plants and
trees that could tolerate the sandy soil and foggy conditions.54
Although it is almost entirely a man‐made landscape, Golden Gate Park is a balance of natural features and
recreational amenities. The more developed portions of the park are generally on the eastern side, while the
park’s more naturalistic forms are located toward the middle and western edges. Today, the park is home to
10 city landmarks, including one building—the Golden Gate Park Conservatory (built in 1879), which is
listed in both the National Register and California Register. In 2004, Golden Gate Park in its entirety,
including 137 contributing resources, was listed in the National Register as a historic district.55
The park’s circulation system is considered one of many character‐defining features of the historic
district. Other character‐defining features of the historic district include the park’s spatial relationships,
topography and grading, vegetation, natural features, recreational facilities, buildings and structures, and
utilities and infrastructure. Two meandering east‐west roads, John F. Kennedy Drive and Martin Luther
King Jr. Drive, were originally named Main Drive and South Drive, respectively. These roadways were
part of Hall’s original design, which created curving paths that provided a series of ever‐changing vistas
as visitors moved through the park. Construction of most of the park roads began in the 1870s and was
completed by the turn of the 20th century.
The Central Reservoir and pump station were constructed in 2002 to meet modern water needs, and is
considered a noncontributor to the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District.56
Sunset District
The Sunset District is generally bounded by Golden Gate Park to the north, Sloat Boulevard to the south, the
Pacific Ocean to the west, and Stanyan Street/Golden Gate Heights to the east. Similar to all of western San
Francisco, the majority of the Sunset District was covered with sand dunes until the late 19th century and
well into the early 20th century. The Oceanside neighborhood was situated within the Sunset District, east
of the Great Highway, west of 40th Avenue, south of Lincoln Way, and north of Sloat Boulevard. The name
“Oceanside” was used by area residents of the area from the early 1900s until about 1930. Because the
Oceanside neighborhood was geographically isolated, its early history is distinct from that of the rest of the
Sunset District.57
Development in the Sunset began primarily in the eastern section, which was more accessible from the
city center, and in the outer Sunset, which people could reach from the south. The Central Ocean Toll
Road appears on the 1869 U.S. Coast Survey map. The toll road traversed the Sunset, starting south of
Sloat Boulevard at about 36th Avenue, and meandered northeast through the Sunset between 17th and
18th Avenues and then east toward downtown. The first building in the Oceanside neighborhood (now
the Sunset District) was the Ocean Side House. In 1866, a local squatter named George Green, Sr. built
this roadhouse on the Great Highway between present‐day Ulloa and Vicente Streets.
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The Giant Powder Company relocated to the Sunset District and began manufacturing dynamite in
February 1870, following an explosion at their Glen Park Canyon facility in November 1869. The Sunset
factory was located on a 100‐acre property bounded by today’s Kirkham and Ortega streets, and 20th and
32nd avenues, which is two blocks east of the C‐AAPE. Giant Powder Company operations continued at
the Sunset factory until January 1879, when another explosion killed four people and the factory was
relocated again, this time across the bay to Berkeley.58
In 1883, Leland Stanford began running a steam train along H Street (now Lincoln Way) from Stanyan
Street to the beach. In 1898, the line changed to electric train cars and then later to streetcars. The trains
made access to the beach easier and encouraged population growth in what was then a remote part of
San Francisco.59,60
By 1895, a cluster of buildings referred to as “Carville” began to emerge on (and in the vicinity of) land
bounded by Lincoln Way, Irving Street, 48th Avenue, and La Playa, near the southwest corner of Golden
Gate Park. This cluster consisted of former horse cars and cable cars that were sold as surplus by streetcar
companies and moved out to the beach. Within a few years, this community expanded to other blocks near
the ocean. By about 1910, the community stretched along the Great Highway from Lincoln Way south to
Moraga Street and had a population of 2,000, with its own stores, restaurants, churches, and hotels.61
New residents to the outer Sunset began building conventional wood‐frame houses amid the converted
streetcars shortly after 1900. The residents of these houses regarded the streetcar residences as an
embarrassment and an impediment to progress. In 1913, Alexander Russell, president of the Oceanside
Improvement Club, received permission from Emma Sutro Merritt, Adolph Sutro’s daughter, to demolish
the original cluster of Carville houses on her land at Lincoln Way and the Great Highway. Many other
Carville houses still stood in 1915, but few were left by the end of the 1920s. Today only one house made
of streetcars, at 1632 Great Highway between Lawton and Moraga Streets, is known to remain.62
A housing construction boom from the 1920s through the 1950s linked Oceanside with the rest of the
Sunset District. The 1930s brought developers such as Ray Galli, the Stoneson Brothers, Chris McKeon,
and Henry Doelger Enterprises to construct affordable row housing in the outer Sunset. The postwar
period saw another wave of housing construction in the outer Sunset, supported primarily by low‐
interest loans and accessible lending policies. During this postwar housing boom, the last of the
undeveloped sand lots were filled with stucco‐clad houses, blurring the boundary between the earlier
Oceanside neighborhood and today’s outer Sunset neighborhood.63 The homes produced by the various
builders were remarkably similar.
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Henry Doelger Enterprises built about 25,000 houses in San Francisco, mostly in the Sunset District.64
Like his competitors, Doelger provided well‐built but inexpensive homes for middle‐income families. The
area between 27th and 39th Avenues and Kirkham and Quintara Streets was developed primarily by
Doelger from the late 1920s to the early 1940s, and was nicknamed “Doelger City.” Between 1934 and
1941, Doelger was the largest homebuilder in the United States. During peak periods such as the late
1930s, the Doelger organization completed homes at the rate of two per day.65
Sloat Boulevard, Vicente Street, Lawton Street, and 34th, 36th, and 37th Avenues
Sloat Boulevard was built in the 1920s as an automobile thoroughfare and an extension of a streetcar line,
connecting 19th Avenue (Highway 1) with the Great Highway and Skyline Boulevard (Highway 35) as
this part of San Francisco began experiencing a residential building boom during this period. Streetcar
tracks ran down the median of Sloat Boulevard from the 1920s to the 1950s. Similar to the development of
the Sunset District in general, the vast majority of the 17 city blocks along 34th, 36th, and 37th Avenues,
from Lincoln Boulevard to Sloat Boulevard, as well as the short segments of Vicente and Lawton Streets
in the C‐APE, were constructed in the 1930s and 1940s by developer Ray Doelger (see discussion of
Doelger, below). Exceptions include the block of 34th Avenue closest to Golden Gate Park between
Lincoln Boulevard and Irving Street, which was completed in the 1910s and 1920s. On 36th Avenue,
specifically, the three blocks between Noriega and Quintara Streets were largely completed by the late
1950s, and the block between Ortega and Pacheco Streets was the last to be developed in the 1960s.
Lake Merced and San Francisco Zoo
Similar to the rest of western San Francisco, the area that now encompasses Lake Merced, including the
Zoo and the Oceanside WPCP, was a windswept expanse of chaparral‐covered sand dunes for most of
this area’s history. This area was originally part of the Rancho Laguna De La Merced, a 2,200‐acre land
grant given by the Mexican governor to Jose Antonio Galindo in 1835. The area eventually become home
to local squatters, including George Green, Sr., (described above) who established a farm in the area in
the 1860s, and a resort called the Ocean Side House (later Ocean Boulevard Hotel) built in the 1870s near
today’s intersection of Ulloa Street and Great Highway.66
The area around Lake Merced was also developed for recreation in the late 1800s; by 1875, three hotel
resorts (“lake houses”) had been built around the lake. In 1868, the Spring Valley Water Works Company
(predecessor to the SFPUC) spent $150,000 to purchase the water rights to Lake Merced. This began a
several‐decades‐ long ownership of the area. In 1877, Spring Valley began to purchase land encircling
Lake Merced and, by the turn of the 20th century, owned 2,000 acres stretching from the county line to
Sloat Boulevard and from Junipero Serra to the ocean.67
The use of the lake and surrounding watershed lands for the city’s water supply continued from the
1870s until the 1920s, when Spring Valley began selling off its holdings to the City of San Francisco for
64 Zinns,
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recreational development around the lake. Both Skyline and Sloat Boulevards were developed through
the area in the 1920s to provide access to the growing residential areas north of Lake Merced. In 1922, the
Spring Valley Water Company sold 60 acres to the City for the development of the Fleishhacker Pool and
Playground.68 Named after and donated by Herbert Fleishhacker, a San Francisco philanthropist and
Park Commission president, the Fleishhacker Playground and Pool opened in 1925 to provide swimming
opportunities for San Francisco’s residents. The pool held 6 million gallons of seawater that was pumped
directly from the Pacific Ocean. At 1,000 feet long and 150 feet wide, it was the largest outdoor swimming
pool in the world at that time. Immediately next to the pool was the Fleishhacker Playground, which was
also built in 1925.69,70
In 1929, Herbert Fleishhaker also established the San Francisco Zoological Gardens (San Francisco Zoo) next
to the Fleishhaker Pool and Playground, which began with just a few lion cubs and monkeys in cages. In the
early 1930s, Spring Valley sold another 68 acres adjoining the Zoo, which became the site of the Zoological
Gardens. The federal Work’s Progress Administration (WPA) program of the 1930s built the Zoological
Gardens’ major exhibits, including the central fountain, elephant pool, and lion’s den. The grand opening of
the Zoo was held at the completion of the WPA project in 1938. Entrance to the Zoo was free to the public
until 1970; in 1971, the Fleishhaker Pool was filled in to become a parking lot for the San Francisco Zoo.71
The pool house existed until 2012, when it was partially destroyed by fire and torn down.72 Only a remnant
wall of the former entrance to the pool house lies outside of and to the west of the parking lot, outside the
C‐APE. The pool house had been listed in the California Register (National Register status code “2S”) prior
to its demolition, but would no longer be eligible due to the loss of approximately 95 percent of the
remainder of the building.
In the 1920s, the southern end of the Great Highway was a two‐lane highway that curved around the
southern edge of the Fleishhaker Pool, intersecting with Skyline Boulevard at today’s Herbst. This highway
was bypassed in the late 1950s when the Great Highway was extended in a southerly direction, parallel
with the Pacific Ocean, and intersected with Skyline Boulevard about 0.25 mile farther south. After
completion of the Great Highway extension, the former segment of the Great Highway in the C‐APE
became Zoo Road, an internal, employee‐only access and maintenance road within the Zoo; the remaining
portion of the highway was renamed Herbst Road and made available for public parking at the Zoo. The
roads today have these same alignments as they did in the 1920s, but are now used for internal Zoo
circulation or public parking. By the late 1950s, the streetcar tracks were removed from the median of Sloat
Boulevard and paved over for additional automobile parking to serve the Zoo and commercial uses at the
western end of this roadway within the C‐APE.
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70 La Bounty, Wood, ʺFleishhacker Pool,ʺ The Western Neighborhoods Project, 2010, Available online at http://

www.outsidelands.org/sw8.php, Accessed December 10, 2014.

71 Unagaretti, Lorri, ʺThe Changing Physical Landscape of the Sunset District: The Late 1800s through the Mid‐1900s, 2004,ʺ

Encyclopedia of San Francisco, San Francisco Museum & Historical Society. Available online at http://
www.sfhistoryencyclopedia.com/articles/c/chanSunsetDistr.html, Accessed January 17, 2013.
72 Oceanbeach Bulletin, ʺCity starts demolition of Fleishhacker Pool House,ʺ December 17, 2012, Available online at http://
oceanbeachbulletin.com/2012/12/17/fleishhacker‐pool‐house‐demolished/, Accessed October 7, 2014.
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California Army National Guard
Immediately south of the Zoo and west of Lake Merced, in the location of today’s Oceanside WPCP, the
US Army once held about 40 acres and established a shore battery for coastal defense purposes in 1901. The
land was purchased for $42,162 and named Laguna Merced Military Reservation (later Fort Funston). The
Army purchased more land in 1917 and the area had become large enough to justify the installation of a
US Life‐Saving Station, called the Southside Station, which was one of 14 similar stations located along the
West Coast for use as navigational aids and ship‐rescue. Battery Bruff, a gun emplacement with two 5‐inch
guns on pedestal mounts, was installed during World War I at the extreme northwest of the military
reservation and just south of Fleishhaker Pool along today’s Armory Road. Another gun emplacement
called Battery Howe was constructed farther to the south of Bruff and within the 40‐acre reserve. This
battery had four 12‐inch guns. Battery Bruff was abandoned in 1919, soon after it was completed, but
Battery Howe remained active through World War II. Battery Howe’s structures were demolished in 1964.73
Currently only 7 acres, the CA ARNG property is the only remaining vestige of the site’s previous
military use (the property had previously transferred from federal to state ownership by 1954).
Immediately north of the Oceanside WPCP is the CA ARNG Readiness Center and associated parking lot.
The Readiness Center was completed in March 1954 as part of the stateʹs armory construction program
during the post‐World War II / early Cold War period. Following the Korean Conflict in 1950, it became
apparent to the US government that a more robust military was needed, and both the US Army and
CA ARNG increased troop strength, the latter to about 450,000 soldiers, which required the construction
of training and staging facilities. At a cost of $354,320, the Readiness Center was a five‐unit and Battalion
Headquarter, standard plan “H‐Type” armory designed by State Division of Architecture and Ainsworth,
Douglas, and Freeman of Pasadena. Besides the Readiness Center in San Francisco, the CA ARNG
constructed five other “H‐Type” armories between 1951 and 1955 in Burbank, Richmond, San Jose,
Glendale, and Inglewood, all based on the Ainsworth, Douglas, and Freeman plans. The San Francisco
property also includes a vehicle storage building constructed in 1952, a shop building constructed in
1957, and a second vehicle storage building constructed in 1994. The facility accommodated various units
over the years, including a brief period when it housed administrative functions for the Nike missile
launch site located 1 mile south. The Nike missile site was deactivated in 1963.74 Due to a lack of
historical and architectural significance, the Readiness Center was found ineligible for listing in the
National Register and California Register through a survey evaluation for the CA ARNG conducted by
JRP Historical Consulting, LLC (JRP) in 2013.75
Oceanside WPCP
Planning for a new treatment plant on the site of the Oceanside WPCP dates to 1971 when the master
planning for the City’s Wastewater Program first began in response to the federal Clean Water Act. The
Southwest Treatment Plant, as it was then called, was to have been constructed as a joint use tenant with
the Zoo on Department of Recreation and Parks property, just south of the Zoo and northwest of Lake
Merced. At the time, the majority of the 40‐acre site was undeveloped dunescape except for a 7‐acre
73 Shoup, Lawrence, Cultural Resources Overview: Lake Merced Transport, San Francisco Clean Water Program, San Francisco,

California, January 1981.

74 JRP Historical Consulting, LLC, San Francisco Readiness Center, Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Primary

Record Form, July 9, 2013.

75 Ibid.
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portion that contained the CA ARNG (see discussion above). After nearly two decades of planning and
construction, the Oceanside WPCP was completed in 1994 to treat wastewater from the west side of the
city. The plant treats an average dry weather flow of about 17 million gallons a day and has a total
capacity of 65 million gallons during wet weather. Cleaned water is discharged from the plant to the
Pacific Ocean through the Southwest Ocean Outfall.

Paleontological Setting
Paleontological resources are the fossilized remains of plants and animals, including vertebrates (animals
with backbones), invertebrates (e.g., starfish, clams, ammonites, and marine coral), and fossils of
microscopic plants and animals (microfossils). The age and abundance of fossils depend on the location,
topographic setting, and particular geologic formation in which they are found. Fossil discoveries
provide a historical record of past plant and animal life and can assist geologists in dating rock
formations. In addition, fossil discoveries can expand the understanding of the time periods and
geographic range of existing and extinct flora or fauna.

Assessment Standards
The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) has established guidelines for the identification, assessment,
and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources.76 The SVP has helped
define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, states the following:


Vertebrate fossils and fossiliferous (fossil‐containing) deposits are considered significant
nonrenewable paleontological resources, and are afforded protection by federal, state, and local
environmental laws and guidelines.



A paleontological resource is considered to be older than recorded history, or 5,000 years B.P., and
is not to be confused with archeological resource sites.



Invertebrate fossils are not significant paleontological resources, unless they are present with an
assemblage of vertebrate fossils or they provide previously unknown information on the origin and
character of the plant species, past climatic conditions, or the age of the rock unit itself.



A project paleontologist, special interest group, lead agency, or local government can designate
certain plant or invertebrate fossils as significant.

Based on these principles, the SVP has outlined criteria for screening the paleontological potential of rock
units and has established assessment and mitigation procedures tailored to accommodating such
potential. High‐ and low‐potential rocks are determined by applying the following criteria:77


High Potential. Rock units (or formations) in which vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils
have been found. These rock units include sedimentary and some volcanic formations that contain
significant fossil resources anywhere within their geographic extent and sedimentary deposits
formed in a time period or composed of materials suitable for the preservation of fossils. Only
invertebrate fossils that provide new information on existing flora or fauna or on the age of a rock
unit would be considered significant.

76 Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Standards and Guidelines, News Bulletin Number 163, January 1995.
77 Ibid.
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Low Potential. Rock units that have few, if any, records of vertebrate fossils in institutional
collections, or that have been shown in surveys or paleontological literature to be largely absent of
fossil resources. Low‐potential rocks also include metamorphic and most volcanic rocks.

Although not discussed in SVP standards, artificial fills, slope deposits (such as colluvium,78 landslides,
and earth flows), and soils are materials with little or no potential to contain paleontological resources.
While such materials were originally derived from rocks, they have been weathered or reworked such
that fossils would not likely be preserved.
Unconsolidated Holocene‐age dune sands underlie the entire project area, except for the Oceanside
WPCP. These deposits consist of windblown, loose to medium‐dense, poorly graded sands. Dune sand in
this area was derived predominantly from Ocean Beach and transported by prevailing winds across the
relatively level topography, which imposed few obstructions. Dune sand deposits are estimated to be at
least 100 feet thick in the project area, although the depth can become much more shallow on the
windward side of topographic highs.79 There are no recorded fossil sites within the dune sands that
underlie the project area, and, geologically speaking, dune sands are very young deposits that are
unlikely to contain remains old enough to be considered fossilized. Thus, dune sand is considered to be
of low paleontological productivity, and therefore low scientific importance.
At the Oceanside WPCP, the site of the recycled water treatment plant, soil would be removed to depths
of approximately 23 feet for construction of the storage reservoir beneath the treatment plant. Some of the
excavated soil would be artificial fill, which is present to depths of about 5 feet. This fill soil would not
contain paleontological resources because it was not naturally deposited. The excavation would extend
approximately 23 feet into the underlying Colma Formation. Most fossils in the Peninsula and
San Francisco areas are generally found along the Pacific Coast in marine units, such as the Purisima
Formation, Monterey Formation, Butano Formation, Colma Formation, and Merced Formation, and in
locations within the outcropping marine units in the Santa Cruz Mountains. Fossils found along the coast
include vertebrates (e.g., extinct camels, horses, and sea mammals) and invertebrates (e.g., clams and
corals). While no fossil localities have been identified in the immediate project vicinity in the Colma
Formation, this geologic unit has a high paleontological sensitivity. A search of the fossil collections
database at the University of California Museum of Paleontology did not reveal any vertebrate fossil
localities within the Colma Formation in San Francisco.80 Nevertheless, vertebrate fossils, including parts
of mammoths and bison, have been found in the Colma Formation in San Francisco, near the base of
Telegraph Hill.81 In addition, a mammoth tooth was discovered in the Colma Formation during
excavation for the Transbay Transit Center in downtown San Francisco in 2012.82

78 A loose deposit of rock debris accumulated through the action of gravity at the base of a cliff or slope.
79 Schlocker, Julius, Geology of the San Francisco North Quadrangle, California, U.S. Geological Survey, Professional Paper 782,

Washington D.C., 1974.

80 University of California Museum of Paleontology, Collections Database http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/science/

collections.php, February 20, 2015.

81 Rodda, Peter U.; Baghai, Nina, ʺLate Pleistocene Vertebrates from Downtown San Francisco, California,” Journal of

Paleontology, Vol. 67, No. 6, November 1993, pp. 1058‐1063. Available online at http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/
1306122?uid=3739560&uid=2&uid=4&uid=3739256&sid=21104248753471.
82 Transbay Transit Center, ʺArchaeology.ʺ Available online at http://transbaycenter.org/project/archaeology, Accessed on
February 11, 2015.
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Research Methods and Results
Archaeological Resources
The research methods for archaeological resources included a records search at the Northwest
Information Center (NWIC), preparation of a CEQA [archaeological] APE and Archaeological Survey
Plan,83 a limited pedestrian survey, contact with Native American groups that may have interest in the
project area, and preparation of a Historic Context and Archaeological Survey Report.84 These methods
and their results/findings are described below.
Records Search Methods and Results
The records search completed at the NWIC indicated that 10 archaeological resources studies have been
completed within or immediately adjacent to the C‐APE. These studies are on file at the NWIC (see
Table 5.2‐1). Twenty‐three archaeological resources have been recorded within 1 mile of the project
C‐APE, including 11 prehistoric sites, 11 historic‐period sites, and one multicomponent site. No
archaeological resources have been recorded within the C‐APE.
TABLE 5.2‐1
CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES PERFORMED WITHIN OR ADJACENT TO THE C‐APE
Study No.

Title

Author

Year

S‐3247

Cultural Resource Overview: Lake Merced Transport San Francisco Clean
Water management Program

Shoup and Baker

1981

On file,
SFPUC

Great Highway West Side Transport Archeological Report

Heid

1976

S‐22657

Phase 1 Archeological Survey Along Onshore Portions of the Global West
Fiber Optic Cable Project

Science Applications
International Corporation

2000

S‐17662

Cultural Resources Evaluation and Monitoring of Construction of Cisterns
Nos. 16, 17, 18, and 19 in the Sunset/Richmond District, San Francisco

Flynn, Leven, and
Bacchetti

1994

S‐3242

San Francisco Water Management Archeological Report

Heid

n.d.

S‐3240

Archeological Survey of Proposed Southwest Outfall and Southwest
Water Pollution Control Plant

Albee and Miller

1976

S‐19127

Cultural Resources Investigation for the Bayside Phase III Discharge
Alternatives EIR

Hupman and Chavez

1993

S‐32271

Archeological Survey Report Pine Lake Trail

EDAW

2006

S‐18364

Preliminary Cultural Resources Evaluations of the Richmond Transport
Sewer Alternatives

Chavez and Ramsey

1979

S‐33041

Archeological Research Issues for the Point Reyes National Seashore –
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Anthropological Studies
Center

2003

S‐23344

Excavations at the California Palace of the Legion of Honor

Chattan

1997

83 ESA, SFPUC San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, Draft CEQA Archaeological Area of Potential Effects and

Archaeological Survey Plan. Prepared for San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division and San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2014.
84 ESA, SFPUC San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, Draft Historic Context and Archaeological Survey Report. Prepared
for San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division and San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, December 2014.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

5.2‐19

March 2015

5. Environmental Setting and Impacts
5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Archaeological Field Survey Methods and Results
A mixed‐strategy survey was proposed for the C‐APE. Because a high percentage of the pipeline
alignments would be constructed within paved roadways, standard pedestrian methods for identifying
archaeological materials are not effective. However, the C‐APE contains areas where the ground surface
is exposed, including portions of the Oceanside WPCP, near the Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park,
and potential reservoir locations and staging areas at the San Francisco Zoo. Each of these areas was
examined on‐foot to determine whether archaeological materials and/or features were present. An
archaeologist inspected these locations during summer 2014 using 5‐ to 10‐meter transects to examine as
much exposed surface as possible. The survey findings for each of these areas are described below.
Oceanside WPCP. The C‐APE at the Oceanside WPCP is very disturbed as a result of past construction
activities. The majority of the facility is paved, although some landscaped areas were periodically scraped
to reveal ground surface and check all exposed soils for cultural materials. No archaeological resources
were observed.
Golden Gate Park. The C‐APE at the Central Reservoir has been heavily disturbed from grading,
maintenance activities, and/or landscaping. The landscaped areas were periodically scraped to reveal ground
surface and check all exposed soils for cultural materials. No archaeological resources were observed.
San Francisco Zoo. The C‐APE includes buried reservoir locations and staging areas. The C‐APE is
landscaped and paved. No archaeological resources were observed.
Native American Contact
A sacred lands search request was submitted to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on
June 23, 2014, with follow‐up outreach in August 2014; a response was received on September 5, 2014. A
records search of the sacred lands file failed to indicate any NAHC‐listed Native American resources of
Native American concern in the C‐APE. The NAHC provided a list of Native American individuals and
organizations that might have additional information or concerns. Each person on the list was contacted
by letter on September 8, 2014. No response from these individuals had been received as of Draft EIR
publication.

Historic Architectural Resources
The research methods for historic architectural resources in or near the C‐APE included a records search
at the NWIC of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), a windshield survey of
the C‐APE, and correspondence with historical society contacts. Each of these methods, and their results,
are described below.
Records Search Methods and Findings
A records search was conducted at the CHRIS NWIC on February 12, 2014 (File No. 13‐1228). The purpose
of the records search was to: (1) determine whether known cultural resources have been recorded within or
near the C‐APE; (2) assess the likelihood for unrecorded cultural resources to be present based on historical
references and the distribution of nearby sites; and (3) develop a context for the identification of historical
themes. The records search consisted of examining the following documents:
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CHRIS NWIC Base Maps. U.S. Geological Survey San Francisco North and San Francisco South
7.5‐minute topographic maps.



Resource Inventories. California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) (1976), California
Inventory of Historical Resources. California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento;
California Office of Historic Preservation (2008), Historic Properties Directory Listing by City (through
August 2008).



Historic Background Sources. Plans, maps, and historical overviews from the San Francisco
Department of Public Works (1937–1994), National Park Service National Register Nomination for
Golden Gate Park (2004), San Francisco Public Library Historic Photo Collection (2009–2010),
published sources by the Sunset‐Parkside Education and Action Committee, online sources at the
Western Neighborhoods Project and Outside Lands (2009), and the San Francisco Public Library
historical photo collection (2014). Anitta Waghorn (2003), An Overview of Research Issues for
Historical Archeology. In Archeological Research Issues for the Point Reyes National Seashore ‐ Golden
Gate National Recreation Area, edited by Suzanne Stewart and Adrian Praetzellis. Prepared for the
National Park Service; Nancy Olmsted (1991), Guide to Historic Research in San Francisco. Prepared
for Caltrans District 4, Oakland; Jan Hupman and David Chavez (1993), Cultural Resources
Investigation for the Bayside Phase III Discharge Alternatives EIR, San Francisco, California. Prepared for
EIP Associates.



Prehistoric Archaeology Resources. Suzanne Stewart (2003), An Overview of Research Issues for
Indigenous Archaeology. In Archaeological Research Issues for the Point Reyes National Seashore –
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, edited by Suzanne Stewart and Adrian Praetzellis. Prepared
for the National Park Service; T. L. Jones and K. A. Klar (2007) Prehistoric California: Colonization,
Culture, and Complexity. pp. 99–124, AltaMira Press; San Francisco Planning Department, Major
Environmental Analysis Division (now EP) Prehistoric Site Geographic Information System Project
provided by Environmental Planning (EP) Archaeologist Randall Dean.



Ethnographic Sources. Richard Levy (1978), Costanoan. In California, Handbook of North American
Indians, Vol. 8, edited by Robert F. Heizer, pp. 485–495; William C. Sturtevant, general editor.
Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.; L. Kroeber (1925) Handbook of the Indians of California.
Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 78. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.



Historic Maps. An extensive online historic map collection with over 300 maps and views of
San Francisco is available online at http://davidrumsey.com; H.W. Faust (1890), Map of the City and
County of San Francisco, California, H.W. Faust publisher, San Francisco; Sanborn Insurance
Company (n.d.), Fire Insurance Maps of San Francisco, available online at http://sanborn.umi.com/
splash.html; General Land Office/Rancho plats of San Francisco Pueblo and Rancho Laguna de la
Merced.



Environment. Keith L. Knudsen, Janet M. Sowers, Robert C. Witter, Carl M. Wentworth, and
Edward J. Helley (2000), Preliminary Maps of Quaternary Deposits and Liquefaction Susceptibility,
Nine‐County San Francisco Bay Region, California: A Digital Database. U.S. Geological Survey
Open‐File Report 00‐444, Online Version 1.0, Menlo Park, California, available online at http://
pubs.usgs.gov/of/2000/of00‐444/; U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation
Service (2008), Web Soil Survey, available online at http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov; Jack Meyer
(2002), An Overview of Geoarchaeological Research Issues. In Archaeological Research Issues for the
Point Reyes National Seashore – Golden Gate National Recreation Area, edited by Suzanne Stewart and
Adrian Praetzellis. Prepared for National Park Service; Jack Meyer and Jeffery Rosenthal (2007),
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Geoarchaeological Overview of the Nine Bay Area Counties. Prepared for Caltrans District 4,
Oakland.


City Records. A review of other historical reports prepared for the SFPUC’s WSIP, which are not
currently on file with the NWIC, was also completed (these other historical reports are not
currently on file with the NWIC). Information on San Francisco historical landmarks, as well as city
tax assessor records, was also reviewed.

The records search indicated that two historical resources have been recorded within the project C‐APE: a
historic district and a city landmark. These include the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic
District, including five roadway segments and the Panhandle, which are contributors to the District.
Table 5.2‐2 lists elements of the District that were considered during this study. Table 5.2‐2 also lists the
San Francisco Landmark Doggie Diner sign, in the median of Sloat Boulevard.
TABLE 5.2‐2
RECORDED HISTORICAL ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN
OR IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO THE C‐APE
Name

Age

Register Status

Location

Golden Gate Park
National Historic District

1871‐1943

National Register Historic District

Golden Gate Park, San Francisco

1.1

John F. Kennedy Drive
(Main Drive)

1872, 1895
(altered)

Part of the Circulation System that
contributes to the Golden Gate Park
National Register Historic District

Between Stanyan Street to
Martin Luther King Jr. Drive

1.2

Middle Drive West

1890 (altered)

Part of the Circulation System which
contributes to the Golden Gate Park
National Register Historic District

Between Overlook Drive to
Martin Luther King Jr. Drive

1.3

Transverse Drive

1909 (altered)

Part of the Circulation System that
contributes to the Golden Gate Park
National Register Historic District

Between John F. Kennedy Drive
and Martin Luther King Jr. Drive
near Crossover Drive

1.4

Overlook Drive

1895 (altered)

Part of the Circulation System that
contributes to the Golden Gate Park
National Register Historic District

Between Middle West Drive and
Transverse Drive

1.5

Crossover Drive

1936 (altered)

Part of the Circulation System that
contributes to the Golden Gate Park
National Register Historic District

Between Transverse Drive and
Fulton Street

1.6

Golden Gate Park
Panhandle

1872 (altered)

Contributor to the Golden Gate Park
National Register Historic District

Between Oak and Fell Streets, and
Stanyan and Baker Streets

2

Doggie Diner Sign

1966

San Francisco Landmark #254

Median of Sloat Boulevard and
45th Avenue

1

SOURCES: NPS, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, Golden Gate Park, October 2004; California Office of Historic Preservation,
Historic Properties Directory Listing by City, 2013.

Numerous contributing resources to the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District are located
outside the Golden Gate Park portion of the C‐APE, but are relatively nearby. These resources range from
the Polo Fields and Metson Lake, immediately adjacent to the roadways in the C‐APE, to more distant
resources such as the Conservatory of Flowers and the Music Concourse.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

5.2‐22

March 2015

5. Environmental Setting and Impacts
5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Historic Architectural Survey Methods and Results
Brad Brewster, ESA architectural historian, completed a reconnaissance‐level survey of the entire C‐APE,
on June 4, 2014. The survey was intended to identify the presence and condition of previously recorded
resources in the C‐APE, primarily within the Golden Gate Park and Panhandle, such as John F. Kennedy
Drive, Overlook Drive, Transverse Drive, Crossover Drive, and Middle Drive West. Other areas within
the C‐APE—such as Clement, Cabrillo, Lake, and Anza Streets, and 16th, 24th, 25th, and 36th Avenues in
the Richmond District, and Sloat Boulevard, Vicente Street, and Lawton Street, and 34th, 36th, and
37th Avenues in the Sunset District—were also the subject of the reconnaissance‐level survey on June 4,
2014. Finally, the areas in the C‐APE along Skyline Boulevard, Sloat Avenue, Herbst Road, and portions
of the roadways and parking lots around the San Francisco Zoo (Zoo Road) were also surveyed to the
extent that they were accessible. Mr. Brewster recorded these areas with photography and field notes, but
did not prepare DPR 523 A and B forms. Each roadway alignment was inspected for the presence of
historic materials. Areas outside but immediately adjacent to the C‐APE were noted and photographed.
The following section summarizes the findings of the reconnaissance‐level survey of the roadways in the
C‐APE where all pipelines, tanks, and booster pumps would be constructed.
Richmond District Roadways
The C‐APE in the Richmond District includes a two‐block segment of Lake Street between 14th and
16th Avenues, a four‐block segment of 16th Street between Lake and Anza Streets, an eight‐block
segment of Anza Street between 16th and 24th Avenues, a two‐block segment of 24th Avenue between
Anza and Cabrillo Streets, a one‐block segment of 25th Street between Fulton and Cabrillo Streets, a
12‐block segment of Cabrillo Street between 24th and 36th Avenues, a four‐block segment of 36th Avenue
between Cabrillo and Clement Streets, and a three‐block segment of Clement Street between 36th and
39th Avenues. All of these street segments are described briefly below (generally from north to south).
Lake Street within the C‐APE, from 14th to 16th Avenues, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector street,
approximately 50 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking and bike lanes. Within the C‐APE,
the roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with a combination of granite and concrete armored curbs,
with newer (replacement) concrete curbs and concrete wheelchair ramps at most intersections. The
residences facing Lake Street, immediately adjacent to but outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be a
combination of larger detached houses constructed between 1900s and 1920s, two‐ to three‐story single‐
family row houses, as well as some larger apartment buildings from the 1920s, in various Revival styles.
16th Street within the C‐APE, from Lake to Anza Streets, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector street,
approximately 40 feet wide from curb to curb with parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the roadway
surface is modern paved asphalt with concrete curbs, with newer concrete wheelchair ramps at all
intersections. The residences facing 16th Avenue, immediately adjacent to but outside of the C‐APE, were
observed to be primarily two‐ to three‐story (two stories over a garage) single‐family row houses
constructed between the 1910s and 1920s, as well as some larger four‐story apartment buildings from the
1920s, in various Revival styles. Commercial buildings from the 1950s and 1960s are located at the
intersection of 16th and Geary Streets.
Anza Street within the C‐APE, from 16th to 24th Avenues, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector street,
approximately 50 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the roadway
surface is modern paved asphalt with a mixture of granite and concrete curbs, with newer concrete
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wheelchair ramps at all intersections. A newer concrete roundabout/traffic circle is located at the
intersection of Anza Street and 23rd Avenue. The residences facing Anza Street, immediately adjacent to
but outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be primarily of two‐ to three‐story apartment buildings, with
a smaller number of single‐family row houses, mostly constructed between the 1910s and 1920s, in
various Revival styles.
24th Avenue within the C‐APE, from Anza to Cabrillo Streets, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector
street, approximately 40 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the
roadway surface is modern paved asphalt (recently repaved) with concrete curbs, with newer concrete
wheelchair ramps at all intersections. The residences facing 24th Avenue, immediately adjacent to but
outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be primarily one‐ to two‐story (one story over a garage) single‐
family row houses constructed between the 1910s and 1920s, as well as some larger, three‐ to four‐story
apartment buildings dating to the 1920s on a few of the corners, in various Revival styles.
25th Avenue within the C‐APE, from Fulton to Cabrillo Streets, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector
street, approximately 40 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the
roadway surface is modern paved asphalt (recently repaved) with concrete curbs, with newer concrete
wheelchair ramps at all intersections. The residences facing 25th Avenue, immediately adjacent to but
outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be primarily two‐ to three‐story (two stories over a garage)
single‐family row houses constructed between the 1910s and 1920s, as well as some larger, three‐ to four‐
story apartment buildings dating to the 1920s on a few of the corners, in various Revival styles.
Cabrillo Street within the C‐APE, from 24th to 36th Avenues, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector street,
approximately 50 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking and bike lanes. Within the C‐APE,
the roadway surface is modern, newly repaved asphalt with concrete curbs, with newer concrete
wheelchair ramps at all intersections. The residences facing Cabrillo Street, immediately adjacent to but
outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be primarily of two‐ to three‐story single‐family row houses,
mostly constructed between the 1910s and 1940s, in various Revival styles. A smaller amount of
residential in‐fill from the 1950s was also apparent along Cabrillo Street.
36th Avenue within the C‐APE, from Cabrillo to Clement Streets, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector
street, approximately 40 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the
roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with a mixture of all‐concrete and steel armored curbs, with
newer concrete wheelchair ramps at all intersections. The residences facing 36th Avenue, immediately
adjacent to but outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be primarily two‐ to three‐story (two stories over
a garage) single‐family row houses constructed between the 1920s and 1940s, as wells as a few detached
single‐family homes from the 1910s, in various Revival styles. There are also some larger, three‐ to four‐
story apartment buildings dating to the 1950s to the 1970s, closer to Geary Street. Decorative brick and
cast concrete entry markers, one to either side of 36th Avenue, were identified at the Geary Street and
Clement Street entrances. These entry markers are located within the sidewalks adjacent to but outside
the C‐APE.
Clement Street within the C‐APE, from 36th to 39th Avenues, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector street,
approximately 50 feet wide from curb to curb. Within the C‐APE, the roadway surface is modern paved
asphalt with a combination of concrete and steel armored curbs, with some newer replacement concrete
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curbs and concrete wheelchair ramps at most intersections. The residences facing the south side of
Clement Street, immediately adjacent to but outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be primarily two‐ to
three‐story single‐family detached houses constructed between 1910s and 1920s, with a handful of
smaller row houses that appear to have been built in the 1920s and 1930s. Lincoln Park is located on the
north side of Clement Street from 33rd to 39th Avenues, outside of but adjacent to the C‐APE. The pump
station at Lincoln Park, facing Clement Street opposite 39th Avenue, was observed to be a modern,
utilitarian structure composed of concrete block walls and a hip‐and‐gable roof clad in asphalt shingles,
built around 1970.
Overall, the reconnaissance‐level survey confirmed the roadway dimensions and alignments as originally
laid out in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, but noted that the roadway materials have been altered
over the years through more recent repaving and utilities replacement programs, and with newer
concrete wheelchair ramps at nearly all intersections. Some original (1900s‐era) granite curbs and concrete
and steel armored curbs (1920s–1940s) remain in the C‐APE of these roadways, but these older materials
are commonly found along many of San Francisco’s roadways and would not be considered historical
resources in themselves. ESA staff did not identify any historical resources in the Richmond District
portion of the C‐APE.
Golden Gate Park
The reconnaissance‐level field survey confirmed the presence of all previously recorded resources in the
C‐APE, including those within the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District, such as the
various segments of the park’s primary circulation system in the C‐APE (John F. Kennedy Drive, Middle
West Drive, Overlook Drive, Crossover Drive, and Transverse Drive), as well as the Panhandle. The
C‐APE includes the Central Pumping Station and composting area, as well as the Central Reservoir. Each
of these is described below.
Golden Gate Park Roadways
Within Golden Gate Park, the C‐APE follows a number of internal roadways from the Richmond District
on the north side of the park (beginning at Fulton Street at 25th Avenue) to the Sunset District on the
south side of the park at (ending at Lincoln Way at 34th Avenue). From north to south, these include an
approximately 650‐foot segment of Crossover Drive between Fulton Street and Transverse Drive, an
approximately 1,000‐foot segment of Transverse Drive to John F. Kennedy Drive, an approximately 500‐
foot segment of John F. Kennedy Drive, an approximately 1,700‐foot segment of Overlook Drive between
Transverse Drive and Middle West Drive adjacent to the Central Reservoir and Pumping Station/
composting area (alternately, the pipeline would cross a landscaped lawn between Transverse Dive and
John F. Kennedy Drive), and an approximately 0.5‐mile segment of Middle West Drive to an area parallel
with 34th Avenue. The C‐APE then follows a paved path through the park, approximately 500 feet long,
between Middle Drive West and Lincoln Way at 34th Avenue. Each of these roads and paths are
described below.
Crossover Drive within the C‐APE, from Fulton Street to Transverse Drive, is a curvilinear four‐lane
arterial street, approximately 60 feet wide from curb to curb, that curves through the park near its
northern boundary. Within the C‐APE, the roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with a paved
median and concrete curbs and gutters. No historic roadway materials were evident. Areas adjacent to
but outside the C‐APE include densely landscaped portions of Golden Gate Park.
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Transverse Drive within the C‐APE runs in a general north‐south direction from Crossover Drive to
John F. Kennedy Drive. Transverse Drive is a curvilinear two‐lane vehicular roadway with a continuous
width of about 25 feet and modern asphalt surfaces and curbs. No roadway materials from the original
1909 road were evident. Just outside of the C‐APE and along the roadway edges are concrete lamp
standards, which occur approximately every 100 feet along both sides of the roadway. These concrete
lamp posts appear to date from about 1925, although many also appear to be newer replacement replicas.
Landscaped portions of Golden Gate Park parallel this roadway. Newer concrete wheelchair ramps are
located at the intersection with John F. Kennedy Drive, described below.
John F. Kennedy Drive within the C‐APE, from Crossover Drive to John F. Kennedy Drive, is a
curvilinear, two‐lane street with a continuous width of approximately 50 feet wide from curb to curb, and
parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with asphalt curbs. No
roadway materials from the original 1870s road were evident. Just outside of the C‐APE are concrete
lamp posts, which occur approximately every 100 to 150 feet along the north side of the roadway. Areas
adjacent to but outside the C‐APE include densely landscaped portions of Golden Gate Park. Newer
concrete wheelchair ramps are located at the intersection with Transverse Drive.
Overlook Drive within the C‐APE, which runs generally east‐west, connects Transverse Drive with
Middle West Drive. Overlook Drive is a two‐lane service road with modern asphalt surfaces. Roadway
edges are informal, and are lined with downed tree trunks in some areas. This road runs for about
1,700 feet, although its westernmost segment of about 500 feet is only accessible to pedestrians; vehicular
access is controlled by wood bollards.
Within the C‐APE and to the north of Overlook Drive is the Central Reservoir, which consists of an
underground water storage reservoir, a pump station, and a composting area. The pump station is a
reinforced concrete, single‐story building with a flat roof and minimal fenestration. The station is partially
enclosed by a concrete wall. The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department built the wall in 2002, with
funds from the 1992 Golden Gate Park Infrastructure Bond.85 The area is accessed from Overlook Drive
near Transverse Drive in approximately the center of the park. The adjacent composting area, which was
established in the 1980s, provides space for the Recreation and Park Department’s wood and landscape
waste recovery and composting operation. The waste is diverted from landfills by recycling the material for
landscape use throughout the city’s parks.86 The composting area currently contains compost piles, tree
limbs, and wood chipping equipment. The composting area and reservoir pump station is encircled by
chain‐link fencing and mature eucalyptus trees. The reservoir itself was not accessible to the surveyor. The
park’s Central Reservoir, pump station, and composting area are noncontributors to the Golden Gate Park
National Register Historic District.87 Given its recent date of construction and utilitarian function and style,
the Central Reservoir pump station was not evaluated for listing in the National Register or California
Register. No historic‐period materials were observed in these locations during the survey.
Middle West Drive within the C‐APE, from Overlook Drive to an area parallel to 34th Avenue, is a
curvilinear, two‐lane road about 40 feet wide with modern asphalt surfaces. Roadway edges are informal,
85 NPS, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, Golden Gate Park, October 2004.
86 Ibid.
87 Ibid.
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and are lined with downed tree trunks in some areas. No original roadway materials dating from the 1890s
were evident. Just outside of the C‐APE and along the roadway edges are concrete lamp posts, which occur
approximately every 100 to 150 feet along the north side of the roadway. The concrete lamp standards
appear to date from about 1925, although many also appear to be newer replacement replicas. A gravel path
parallels portions of the southern side of Middle West Drive, although it is not continuous. Landscaped
portions of Golden Gate Park parallel this roadway, including dense stands of Monterey pines. Also located
near Middle West Drive, outside of the C‐APE, are two contributors to the Golden Gate Park National
Register Historic District, including the 1920s Polo Fields and associated restroom (about 100 feet north of
Middle Drive West), and Metson Lake, a small lily pond about 25 feet south from Middle Drive West.
The C‐APE follows a paved pedestrian path, approximately 500 feet long, between Middle Drive West
and Lincoln Way at 34th Avenue. This path is about 6 feet wide and is paved with asphalt; edges are
informal. Areas outside of the C‐APE are landscaped and wooded. No historic materials were observed
in this area.
Panhandle is the easternmost extension of the park, one block wide and eight blocks long—from Stanyan
Street on the west, Baker Street on the east, Fell Street on the north, and Oak Street on the south. The
Panhandle is a contributor to the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District. The portion of the
C‐APE within the Panhandle extends on the west from a segment of John F. Kennedy Drive (within the
Park) that is about 400 feet long, runs along Oak Street just south of the Panhandle to Central Avenue on
the east. Each of these roadways and paths are described below. The C‐APE includes three existing
booster pumps located within the Panhandle. The pumps are contained within modern, utilitarian, steel
enclosures, each about 2 feet tall and 6 feet wide, located between the pedestrian path and the curb on the
south edge of the Panhandle, adjacent to Oak Street.
The segment of John F. Kennedy Drive within Golden Gate Park was observed to be a two‐way, multi‐
lane arterial about 60 feet wide, consisting of all modern asphalt surfaces and concrete curbs and gutters.
The C‐APE within Oak Street, from Stanyan Street to Central Avenue, was observed to be a one‐way
(eastbound), four‐lane arterial about 50 feet wide, with concrete curbs and gutters and asphalt pavement.
Parallel parking exists on both sides of the street. Within the Panhandle, curvilinear pedestrian path with
a paved surface and informal edges about 8 feet wide were observed. This path runs generally east‐west
down the southern route of the Panhandle, parallel to Oak Street. A similar pedestrian path, outside of
the C‐APE, also runs along the northern route of the Panhandle parallel to Fell Street. Various paved
cross paths connect these longer paths at irregular intervals. None of the pump stations in the Panhandle
were observable, and are presumed to be subterranean. Although the C‐APE within the Panhandle is
surrounded by mature trees and other vegetation, some of which may date to the park’s original
landscape plantings, no historical paths or roadway materials dating from the 1870s were observed in the
C‐APE. As described above, modern concrete curbs and gutters and asphalt pavement were observed
along Oak Street, which runs along the southern end of the Panhandle portion of the C‐APE.
In summary, the reconnaissance survey found that the road segments that contribute to the Golden Gate
Park National Register Historic District in the C‐APE (John F. Kennedy Drive, Middle West Drive,
Overlook Drive, Crossover Drive, Transverse Drive, and the Panhandle) generally follow their original
alignments as shown on early park maps. As noted above, however, the roadway materials are
thoroughly modern and no historic‐period roadway materials were observed within the C‐APE. While
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the roadway materials have been altered and would not be considered historical resources, their
alignments are considered historical resources because they are crucial portions of the park’s original
circulation system and are character‐defining features of the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic
District.
Sunset District Roadways
The C‐APE in the Sunset District includes a four‐block segment of 34th Avenue from Lincoln Way to
Lawton Street, a two‐block segment of Lawton Street from 34th to 36th Avenues, a 10‐block segment of
36th Avenue from Lawton to Vicente Streets, a one‐block long segment of Vicente Street from 36th to
37th Street (crossing Sunset Boulevard), and a two‐block segment of 37th Avenue from Vicente Street to
Sloat Boulevard. All of these street segments were the subject of a reconnaissance‐level survey, and are
described briefly below.
34th Avenue within the C‐APE, from Lincoln Way to Lawton Street, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector
street, approximately 40 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the
roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with a mixture of all‐concrete and steel armored curbs, with
newer concrete wheelchair ramps at all intersections. The residences facing 34th Avenue, immediately
adjacent to but outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be nearly uniform two‐story (one story over a
garage) single‐family row houses constructed between the 1920s and 1940s. The architectural styles
observed are the Revival styles popular during this period (predominantly Spanish Revival).
Similar to 34th Avenue, Lawton Street within the C‐APE, from 34th to 36th Avenues, is a two‐lane
neighborhood collector street, approximately 40 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking.
Within the C‐APE, the roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with concrete curbs, with newer
concrete wheelchair ramps at all intersections. The residences facing Lawton Street, located immediately
adjacent to but outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be nearly uniform two‐story (one story over a
garage) single‐family row houses constructed between the 1920s and 1940s. The architectural styles
observed are the Revival styles popular during this period (predominantly Spanish Revival).
36th Avenue within the C‐APE, from Lawton to Vicente Streets, has many of the same characteristics as
34th Avenue, described above. Only the east side of the road is developed; the west side is composed of
the wide landscaped parkway that runs parallel to the east side of Sunset Boulevard; this parkway slopes
downward from 36th Avenue in many places, as Sunset Boulevard is partially depressed for much of its
length. A two‐lane neighborhood collector street, 36th Avenue is approximately 40 feet wide from curb to
curb, with parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with a
mixture of all‐concrete and steel armored curbs, with newer concrete wheelchair ramps at all
intersections. The residences facing the eastern side of 36th Avenue, immediately adjacent to but outside
of the C‐APE, were observed to be nearly uniform two‐story (one story over a garage) single‐family row
houses constructed between the 1920s and 1940s, with some exceptions. The architectural styles observed
are primarily the Revival styles popular during this period (predominantly Spanish Revival). A small
cluster of Art Moderne‐style single‐family homes can be found at 36th Avenue near Noriega and Ortega
Streets. The three blocks between Noriega and Quintara Streets contain a number of two‐story row
houses constructed in the late 1950s, and the block between Ortega and Pacheco Streets contain similar
homes constructed in the 1960s, all of which are Modern in style.
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Vicente Street within the C‐APE, from 36th to 37th Street, is a two‐lane neighborhood collector street,
approximately 40 feet wide from curb to curb, with modern paved asphalt, concrete curbs, striped
crosswalks, and newer concrete wheelchair ramps at all intersections. In this location, Lawton Street
crosses Sunset Boulevard at a signal‐controlled intersection. Sunset Boulevard is a six‐lane arterial with a
wide planted median, parallel parkways, and an approximately 200‐foot right‐of‐way. No residences face
this section of Vicente Street. Areas immediately adjacent to but outside the C‐APE include the planted
median and parkways that parallel Sunset Boulevard, as well as the width of this roadway itself.
37th Avenue within the C‐APE, from Vicente Street to Sloat Boulevard, has many of the same
characteristics as 34th and 36th Avenues, described above. It is a two‐lane neighborhood collector street,
approximately 40 feet wide from curb to curb, with parallel parking. Within the C‐APE, the roadway
surface is modern paved asphalt with a mixture of all‐concrete and steel armored curbs, with newer
concrete wheelchair ramps at all intersections. The residences facing the western side of 37th Avenue,
immediately adjacent to but outside of the C‐APE, were observed to be nearly uniform two‐story (one
story over a garage) single‐family row houses constructed between the 1920s and 1940s. The architectural
styles observed are the Revival styles popular during this period (predominantly Spanish Revival). Only
the west side of the road is developed; the east side is composed of the wide landscaped parkway that
runs parallel to the west side of Sunset Boulevard. This parkway slopes downward from 37th Avenue in
many places, as Sunset Boulevard is partially depressed for much of its length.
Overall, the reconnaissance‐level survey of this neighborhood confirmed the roadway dimensions and
alignments as originally laid out in the early 20th century, but noted that the roadway materials have
been altered over the years through more recent repaving and utilities replacement programs, and newer
concrete wheelchair ramps at nearly all intersections. Some original concrete and steel armored curbs
(1920s–1940s) remain in the C‐APE of these roadways, but these older materials are commonly found
along many of San Francisco’s roadways and would not be considered historical resources in themselves.
ESA staff did not identify and historical resources in the Sunset District portion of the C‐APE.
Sloat Boulevard, Skyline Boulevard, and Oceanside WPCP
The C‐APE in the Sunset District and Lake Merced neighborhoods includes an approximately 0.6‐mile
segment of Sloat Boulevard from 37th Avenue on the east to the main parking lot at Zoo on the west (Zoo
Road), an approximately 0.6‐mile segment of Skyline Boulevard from Sloat Boulevard on the north to the
entrance of the Oceanside WPCP on the south along the northeastern edge of Lake Merced, and an
approximately 0.10‐mile segment of Herbst Road from Sloat Boulevard on the south to the Zoo on the
north (including a 0.1‐mile segment of a Zoo internal access road). The accessible portions of these street
segments were the subject of a reconnaissance‐level survey, and are described briefly below.
Sloat Boulevard in the C‐APE is a six‐lane arterial roadway, approximately 110 feet wide and about
0.6 mile long. The road has a wide (approximately 20‐foot) median that originally had street car rails
running down the middle; this median has been paved and is used for diagonally oriented commercial
parking on the north side of Sloat Boulevard. Much of the right shoulder has been widened to accommodate
diagonally oriented parking for the Zoo, which is located immediately south of this roadway. Roadway
materials consist of asphalt paving and concrete curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. Within the C‐APE is one
recorded historical resource: the Doggie Diner sign (San Francisco Landmark #254), which has been
relocated to the median of Sloat Boulevard at 45th Avenue. The plaque beneath the sign notes:
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This sign stood outside the last operating Doggie Diner Restaurant (later “Carousel”) on the N.E.
corner of 46th Ave. and Sloat Blvd. Designed in 1966 by graphic artist Harold Bachman (1921–2005)
for the popular unionized Bay Area drive‐in chain, the Doggie’s whimsical style (shades of swing
and early auto age cartoons) has delighted generations of visitors to Ocean Beach. A massive
grassroots preservation effort, chronicled nationally in the “Zippy the Pinhead” comic strip, led to
its acquisition by the City of San Francisco (December 2000). Toppled by wind on April 1, 2003, it
was restored by the Dept. of Public Works, returned to its post by independence day, and relocated
to this median in January, 2005. Long Live the Doggie!
Structures located adjacent to but outside the C‐APE include about six blocks of nearly identical two‐
story single‐family row houses built in the 1940s, in Revival styles similar to those found throughout the
Sunset District. These homes are located on the north side of Sloat Avenue; the south side is undeveloped
open space associated with the Zoo, and is heavily landscaped with rows of mature Monterey pines. A
stone wall also separates the Zoo from Sloat Boulevard on the south side of this roadway. Other
structures located adjacent to but outside the C‐APE in this area include commercial and multi‐family
uses on the north side of Sloat Avenue, opposite the Zoo entrance, which were built in the 1950s–1970s.
At the western end of Sloat Boulevard, about one block from Ocean Beach, the C‐APE in this area
terminates approximately 100 feet into the center of the Zoo parking lot at Zoo Road. Materials in the
C‐APE consist of modern asphalt paving and concrete curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. The driveway and
parking lot appear to have been recently repaved. This area was once part of the Fleishhaker Pool, which
was constructed in the 1920s, but was later filled in and paved over to expand the Zoo parking lot by the
1970s. As described above, the pool house existed until 2012, when it was partially destroyed by fire and
torn down. ESA staff did not identify any historic resources within the Sloat Boulevard/Zoo Road C‐APE.
Skyline Boulevard/Oceanside WPCP entrance road within the C‐APE, Sloat Boulevard to the entrance to
the Oceanside WPCP, is a four‐lane arterial street, approximately 100 feet wide from curb to curb, with a
wide paved median. Within the C‐APE, the roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with concrete
curbs and gutters, and wide breakdown lanes on either side. The C‐APE in this area runs about 0.6 mile,
from Sloat Boulevard on the north, to the entry to the Oceanside WPCP on the south. Adjacent to but
outside the C‐APE is undeveloped open space landscaped with mature eucalyptus trees and Monterey
pines, which line Lake Merced located to the southeast. A vegetated slope, as well as the concrete entry
tunnel to the Oceanside WPCP, are located to the west of the Skyline Boulevard C‐APE. Although neither
the interior of the Oceanside WPCP property nor the adjacent CA ARNG Readiness Center was accessible
to the surveyor, satellite aerial photos of these locations indicate that they contain modern paved
roadways/parking lots and industrial/institutional buildings. (This was confirmed by JRP’s survey of the
property.) The construction date of the Oceanside WPCP (1994) also indicates it is a modern facility. The
proposed staging area on Harding Drive at Lake Merced, across Skyline Boulevard from the Oceanside
WPCP, is a paved parking lot with no buildings or structures.
Herbst Road within the C‐APE, from Sloat Boulevard to the Zoo, is a two‐lane connector street,
approximately 60 feet wide from curb to curb, with perpendicular parking on either side. Within the C‐APE,
the roadway surface is modern paved asphalt with concrete curbs and gutters. The C‐APE in this area runs
about 0.1 mile, from Sloat Boulevard on the east, to the entry of the Zoo access road on the west. Adjacent to
but outside the C‐APE is undeveloped open space landscaped with mature eucalyptus trees and Monterey
pines. Herbst Road continues northwest to become an internal access road within the San Francisco Zoo.
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This road, which runs for another 0.1 mile into the interior of the Zoo (Zoo Road), is controlled by a security
gate, and was not entirely accessible to the surveyor. From outward appearances, this portion of the C‐APE
is a two‐lane street, approximately 50 feet wide from edge to edge, with no visible formal curbs or gutters.
Areas adjacent to but outside the C‐APE were observed to be landscaped with rows of mature Monterey
pines parallel to both sides of the roadway. This portion of the C‐APE terminates at a paved parking area
within a service/support portion of the Zoo. Located within the paved parking area is a Zoo maintenance
building that, according to a review of historic aerial photographs, is a modern facility constructed in about
2000. The 1930s‐era buildings and features of the Zoo are separated from this area by approximately
750 feet, including the wide swath of Monterey pines that line both sides of this road.
Overall, the reconnaissance‐level survey confirmed the general dimensions and alignments of Skyline
and Sloat Boulevards, as well as Herbst Road/Zoo Road, as originally laid out in the 1920s, but noted that
the roadway materials have been altered over the years through more recent repaving projects and
replacement curbs and gutters in many locations. Some original concrete curbs remain in the C‐APE of
these roadways, but these older materials are commonly found along many of San Francisco’s roadways
and would not be considered historical resources in themselves. Other than the Doggie Diner sign within
the median of Sloat Boulevard (San Francisco Landmark #254), ESA staff did not identify any historical
resources in this portion of the C‐APE.
Summary of Survey and Evaluation Findings
The results of the field survey indicate that all previously recorded historical resources in the Golden Gate
Park portion of the C‐APE would continue to be considered historical resources, including the alignments of
Transverse, Crossover, and Overlook Drives, and the overall shape and form of the Panhandle. Other than
the Doggie Diner sign, San Francisco landmark #254 at Sloat Boulevard and 45th Avenue, ESA staff did not
identify any historical resources in this portion of the C‐APE during the field survey.
Historical Society Contacts
The San Francisco Architectural Heritage was contacted by letter on August 5, 2014 to solicit input on the
project. Other organizations and interested parties were also contacted, especially those with concerns
about the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District. A total of 51 letters were transmitted;
however, no responses from these organizations or interested parties have yet been received. Copies of
these letters are available in Appendix B of the historic resources evaluation.

5.2.2 Regulatory Framework
State Regulations
The State of California implements the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended
(16 United States Code 470f), through its statewide comprehensive cultural resource surveys and
preservation programs. The California Office of Historic Preservation, as an office of the California DPR,
implements the policies of the NHPA on a statewide level. The Office of Historic Preservation also
maintains the California Historic Resources Inventory. The State Historic Preservation Officer is an
appointed official who implements historic preservation programs within the state’s jurisdictions.
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California Public Resources Code and Health and Safety Code
Several sections of the PRC protect cultural resources. Under Section 5097.5, no person shall knowingly and
willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or deface, any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial
grounds, archeological or vertebrate paleontological site (including fossilized footprints), inscriptions made
by human agency, rock art, or any other archeological, paleontological, or historical feature situated on
public lands, except with the express permission of the public agency that has jurisdiction over the lands.
Violation of this section is a misdemeanor. Section 5097.98 states that if Native American remains are
identified within a project area, the lead agency must work with the appropriate Native Americans as
identified by the NAHC and develop a plan for the treatment or disposition of, with appropriate dignity,
the human remains and any items associated with Native American burials. These procedures are also
addressed in Section 15046.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
prohibits disinterring, disturbing, or removing human remains from a location other than a dedicated
cemetery. Section 30244 of the PRC requires reasonable mitigation for impacts on paleontological and
archeological resources that occur as a result of development on public lands.
PRC Section 5024.1[a] states that the California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used
by state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of
the state and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from
substantial adverse change.” PRC Section 5024.1[b]) states that the criteria for eligibility to the California
Register are based on National Register criteria, and that certain resources are determined by the statute
to be automatically included in the California Register, including California properties formally eligible
for or listed in the National Register.
Title 14, Section 4307 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) also prohibits any person from removing,
inuring, defacing, or destroying any object of paleontological, archeological, or historical interest or value.

California Environmental Quality Act
CEQA, as codified in PRC Section 21000, et seq., is the principal statute governing the environmental
review of projects in the state. The CEQA Guidelines define a historical resource as: (1) a resource listed in,
or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission for listing in, the California
Register; (2) a resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in PRC Section
5020.1(k) or identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of PRC
Section 5024.1(g); or (3) any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided
the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record.
CEQA Section 15064.5(3) states that any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript
that a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California
may be considered a historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by
substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a lead agency considers a resource to be
“historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing in the California Register (PRC
Section 5024.1; 14 CCR Section 4852[b]), including the following:
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Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;



Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;



Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or



Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

For a resource to be eligible for the California Register, it must also retain enough integrity to be
recognizable as a historical resource and to convey its significance. A resource that does not retain sufficient
integrity to meet the National Register criteria may still be eligible for listing in the California Register.
CEQA requires lead agencies to determine if a proposed project would have a significant effect on
important archeological resources, either historical resources or unique archeological resources. If a lead
agency determines that an archeological site is a historical resource, the provisions of PRC Section 21084.1
would apply and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(c) and 15126.4 and the limits in PRC Section 21083.2
would not apply. If an archeological site does not meet the CEQA Guidelines criteria for a historical
resource, the site may meet the threshold of PRC Section 21083.2 regarding unique archeological
resources. A unique archeological resource is “an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can
be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high
probability that it meets any of the following criteria:


Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a
demonstrable public interest in that information.



Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type.



Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or
person [PRC Section 21083.2 (g)].”

If a resource is neither a unique archeological resource nor a historical resource, the effects of the project
on that resource shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5[c][4]).

Local Regulations
San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission and Planning Code Articles 10 and 11
Created in 2008, the Historic Preservation Commission is a seven‐member body that makes
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on the designation of landmark buildings, historic districts,
and significant buildings. The Historic Preservation Commission replaces and retains most of the
responsibilities of the former Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (Landmarks Board). The
Landmarks Board was a nine‐member body, appointed by the mayor, which served as an advisory board
to the Planning Commission and the Planning Department. The Landmarks Board was established in
1967 with the adoption of Article 10 of the Planning Code. The work of the Landmarks Board, the
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Planning Department, and the Planning Commission has resulted in an increase of public awareness
about the need to protect CCSF’s architectural, historical, and cultural heritage.
The Historic Preservation Commission reviews and approves Certificates of Appropriateness for building
permit applications that involve construction, alteration, or demolition of landmark sites and resources
located within historic districts. The Historic Preservation Commission may also review and comment on
projects affecting historical resources that are subject to environmental review under the CEQA.
Article 10 of the Planning Code describes procedures regarding the preservation of sites and areas of
special character or special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value, such as officially
designated city landmarks and buildings included within locally designated historic districts. Article 11
of the Planning Code designated six downtown conservation districts.

5.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this EIR, the project would have a significant effect on cultural and paleontological
resources if it were to:


Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the
San Francisco Planning Code;



Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5;



Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature; or



Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Approach to Analysis
The analysis considers direct and indirect impacts on known cultural and paleontological resources as well
as inadvertent discoveries within the C‐APE. Potential impacts on architectural resources are assessed by
determining whether project activities would affect any such resources that have been identified as
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. While most historic buildings and many historic‐period
archaeological resources are generally significant because of their association with important events, people,
or styles (National Register Criteria A, B, and C / California Register Criteria 1, 2, and 3), the significance of
most prehistoric and historic‐period archaeological resources is usually assessed under National Register
Criterion D / California Register Criterion 4. This criterion stresses the potential for discovering important
historical information within the site rather than the resource’s significance as a surviving example of a type
of construction or its association with an important person or event.
Once a resource has been identified as significant, it must be determined whether the project would “cause
a substantial adverse change in the significance” of the resource (CEQA Guidelines 15064.5[b]). A
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource or unique archaeological resource
means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
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surroundings such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5[b][1]). The significance of a historical resource is materially impaired through the
demolition or alteration of the resource’s physical characteristics that convey its historical significance and
that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5[b][2]).
The impact analysis for paleontological resources is based on the paleontological potential of the rock
units to be disturbed by project‐related excavations.

Impact Summary
Table 5.2‐3 summarizes the project’s cultural and paleontological impacts and significance determinations.
TABLE 5.2‐3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS – CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Significance
Determination

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

LS

Impact CP‐2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5.

LSM

Impact CP‐3: The proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geological feature.

LSM

Impact CP‐4: The proposed project could disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

LSM

Impact CP‐5: Construction of the proposed project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th Avenue on
the south side of Lincoln Park could disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries

LSM

Impact C‐CP: The proposed project could result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to historical,
archeological, or paleontological resources or human remains.

LSM

NOTES:
LS = Less‐than‐Significant impact, no mitigation required
LSM = Less‐than‐Significant impact, mitigation required

Impact Analysis
Impact CP‐1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those resources listed
in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)
Recycled Water Treatment Plant Facilities at the Oceanside WPCP
The proposed recycled water treatment plant would be constructed at the existing Oceanside WPCP
complex, and partially within the CA ARNG property. A two‐story treatment building (approximately
30,000 square feet total area, and 40 to 45 feet high) would be constructed. Additional project components
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include the reconfiguring of the existing chemical building (Building 510), configuring of the existing
chlorine contact channel, and construction of two underground storage reservoirs.
As the Oceanside WPCP was completed in 1994, no historic‐period materials would be present within
this portion of the C‐APE; thus, the proposed repurposing or new building construction at the Oceanside
WPCP is not expected to have any direct or indirect effects on historical resources. Similar to the rest of
the Oceanside WPCP, the new facility would not be visible from any public roadways such as Skyline
Boulevard, as the project site is surrounded by wooded slopes and sand dunes.
The introduction of the new two‐story treatment building has the potential to introduce a new visual
element to the setting of the CA ARNG property. JRP Historical Consulting, LLP recommended that this
property, including the Readiness Center, was ineligible for listing in the National Register and California
Register, and is not considered a historical resource as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5.88 Therefore, no
direct or indirect adverse effects of these resources are anticipated by construction of the new treatment
building.
Recycled Water Distribution System: Distribution Pumps
Three distribution pumps would be installed at the recycled water treatment plant to convey recycled
water from the facility to the Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park. At the Oceanside WPCP, a new
pump would be installed in an area where no historical resources were identified, and it would not be
visible or accessible to the general public. Therefore, construction of this pump would have no direct or
indirect effects to historical resources.
At the Central Reservoir, the existing pump station would pump recycled water into the Golden Gate
Park irrigation system. A new 19‐foot tall aboveground pump station would be constructed adjacent to
the existing facility and would house four distribution pumps, as well as two hydropneumatic tanks to
pump recycled water from storage to serve Lincoln Park and the Presidio. As stated above, the Central
Reservoir site is a noncontributor to the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District.
Construction of this distribution pump would have no direct effect on historical resources, as none are
located in or near the project vicinity. This portion of the project would also have no indirect impacts on
historic resources, as the aboveground pump station would be similar to the height of the existing pump
station, constructed in an area that is inaccessible to the general public and at a site that is mostly
surrounded by dense mature vegetation. As a result, the aboveground pump station would not be visible
or would be substantially blocked from view from most nearby roads or trails, including the District’s
roads that contribute to the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District, such as Overlook Drive,
Transverse Drive, and John F. Kennedy Drive. Thus the facilities at the Central Reservour would not have
a significant impact on historic resources.
Additionally, existing booster pump stations in the Panhandle would be upgraded. Although the
Panhandle is one of the earliest portions of Golden Gate Park to be constructed, and is a contributor to the
Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District, no historic‐period materials dating to the 1870s

88 JRP Historical Consulting, LLC, San Francisco Readiness Center, Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Primary

Record Form, July 9, 2013.
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were identified during the survey of Panhandle portion of the C‐APE. No alterations to the Panhandle’s
original alignment and layout would occur as a result of the upgraded booster pumps. Therefore, the
upgraded booster pumps are not expected to have any direct or indirect effects on the historic nature of
the Panhandle.
Recycled Water Distribution System: Distribution Pipelines
Over 8 miles of 8‐ to 20‐inch‐diameter distribution pipelines to and through Golden Gate Park, and the
Richmond and Sunset Districts to the Zoo and the Oceanside WPCP, would be constructed by using
open‐trenching techniques within the existing public rights‐of‐way, backfilling the soil, and
reestablishing the roadway/path surface to pre‐construction conditions. The distribution pipelines would
be located entirely within the existing rights‐of‐way. Construction of the pipelines would not alter the
alignment of the historical circulation system of Golden Gate Park, including John F. Kennedy Drive,
Middle West Drive, Overlook Drive, Crossover Drive, and Transverse Drive, all of which are contributing
elements of the Golden Gate Park National Register Historic District. The pipeline that would be constructed
along Oak Street would be immediately adjacent to but outside the Panhandle and would have no effect
on the overall form and shape of the Panhandle, which is also a contributing feature of the Golden Gate
Park National Register Historic District. Similarly, the survey within the Richmond and Sunset District and
Golden Gate Park portions of the C‐APE identified no historically significant roadway materials that the
proposed pipeline distribution system would affect, either directly or indirectly. Thus, the recycled water
distribution system would have no direct or indirect effect on historical resources.
The only recorded historical resource within the project C‐APE is the Doggie Diner sign, San Francisco
Landmark #254, which is located in the median of Sloat Boulevard at 45th Avenue. Given the
approximately 110‐foot right‐of‐way in this location, as well as the approximately 25‐foot‐wide median, if
the Zoo were to be added as a recycled water customer in the future, the required distribution pipeline,
even if routed down Sloat Boulevard adjacent to the Zoo, would most likely be placed near the south side
of the roadway and in any event could avoid any disturbance of the median. Therefore, impacts on the
Doggie Diner sign as a result of project construction are anticipated to be less than significant.
Recycled Water Distribution System: Distribution Storage
In addition to the proposed recycled water storage at the recycled water treatment facility, the project
includes use and possible upgrade to the pumps within the existing pump station at the Golden Gate Park
Central Reservoir, and the addition of a 840,000‐gallon buried storage reservoir adjacent to the existing
reservoir. The Golden Gate Park Central Reservoir site is a noncontributor to the Golden Gate Park
National Register Historic District; thus, the construction of a new subterranean reservoir and any upgrades
to the pumps at the existing pump station facility would have no direct or indirect effect on historical
resources.
Recycled Water Distribution System: Reverse Osmosis Concentrate (Brine) Disposal Pipeline
A dedicated brine disposal pipeline (approximately 8 to 10 inches in diameter) would be constructed along
2,000 linear feet routed inside the Oceanside WPCP from the recycled water treatment plant to the entrance
to the outfall (within the plant). As stated above, no historic‐period materials are present within the
Oceanside WPCP; thus, the installation of the new brine disposal pipeline at the Oceanside WPCP is not
expected to have any direct or indirect effects on historical resources.
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Impact Summary
As described above, construction of the proposed Oceanside WPCP facilities and the new recycled water
distribution pipeline would not affect any historical resources, including those within the Golden Gate
Park National Historic District. Thus, the impact related to an adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 would be less than significant, and no
mitigation would be required.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact CP‐2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5(f). (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Based on the results of the background research, geological assessment, and survey results, throughout
the C‐APE, there is generally a low potential for uncovering archaeological resources during project
construction.89 However, previously unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological
deposits could be discovered during project construction. Excavation, grading, and the movement of
heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological
resources, which would be a significant impact. Should the Zoo be added as a recycled water customer in
the future, additional CEQA review could be required; however, construction of required distribution
facilities could similarly cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources. However, this impact
would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2,
Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources, which requires avoidance measures or the
appropriate treatment of cultural resources if accidentally discovered during project implementation.

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources. The following
measures shall be implemented should construction activities result in the accidental discovery of
an archeological resource:
The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the
proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(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, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the
project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is
responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including,
machine operators, field crew, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide
the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties
(prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field
personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.
89 Ibid.
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Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils
disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall
immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in
the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should
be undertaken.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the
project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant, based on
standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant
shall evaluate the discovered material and advise the ERO as to whether the discovery
historical or unique retains sufficient integrity and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural
significance. If a significant archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall
make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the
ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project
sponsor including avoidance measures or other appropriate mitigation.
Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological
monitoring program; or an archeological testing/data recovery program. If an archeological
monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with
the 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 damaging actions.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report
(FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological
resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological testing/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk
any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final
report.
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved
by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site
Survey NWIC shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of
the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department
shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable copy on
compact disk (CD) three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation
forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest
or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution than that presented above.
Impact Significance After Mitigation: Compliance with Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 would reduce
impacts associated with accidental discovery of archeological resources to a less‐than‐significant level.
_________________________
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Impact CP‐3: The project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Paleontological resources are the fossilized remains of plants and animals, including vertebrates (animals
with backbones), invertebrates (e.g., starfish, clams, ammonites, and marine coral), and fossils of
microscopic plants and animals (microfossils). The age and abundance of fossils depend on the location,
topographic setting, and particular geologic formation in which they are found. Fossil discoveries provide a
historical record of past plant and animal life and can assist geologists in dating rock formations. In
addition, fossil discoveries can expand the understanding of time periods and geographic range of existing
and extinct flora or fauna.
Unconsolidated Holocene‐age dune sands underlie the entire project area (including the Central Reservoir
site and areas associated with future Zoo distribution facilities, should the Zoo become a future customer),
except for the recycled water treatment plant site. There are no recorded fossil locations within the dune
sands that underlie the project area and, geologically speaking, dune sands are very young deposits that are
unlikely to contain remains old enough to be considered fossilized. For these reasons, dune sand is
considered to be of low paleontological productivity, and therefore of low scientific importance.
At the recycled water treatment plant site, soil would be removed to depths of approximately 23 feet for
construction of the storage reservoir beneath the treatment plant. Some of the excavated soil would be
artificial fill, which is present to depths of about 5 feet. This fill soil would not contain paleontological
resources because it was not naturally deposited. The excavation would extend approximately 23 feet into
the underlying Colma Formation. Most fossils in the Peninsula and San Francisco areas are generally found
along the Pacific Coast in marine units, such as the Purisima Formation, Monterey Formation, Butano
Formation, Colma Formation, and Merced Formation, and in locations within the outcropping marine units
in the Santa Cruz Mountains. Fossils found along the coast include vertebrates (e.g., extinct camels, horses,
and sea mammals) and invertebrates (e.g., clams and corals). While no fossil localities have been identified
in the immediate project vicinity in the Colma Formation, this geologic unit has a high paleontological
sensitivity. A search of the fossil collections database at the University of California Museum of
Paleontology did not reveal any vertebrate fossil localities within the Colma Formation in San Francisco.90
Nevertheless, vertebrate fossils, including parts of mammoths and bison, have been found in the Colma
Formation in San Francisco, near the base of Telegraph Hill.91 In addition, a mammoth tooth was
discovered in the Colma Formation during excavation for the Transbay Transit Center in downtown
San Francisco in 2012.92
Table 5.2‐4 lists each of the geologic units and each unit’s ranking for the potential presence of
paleontological resources. Only the Colma Formation has the potential for significant paleontological
resources.

90 University of California Museum of Paleontology, Collections Database http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/science/

collections.php, February 20, 2015.

91 Rodda, Peter U.; Baghai, Nina, ʺLate Pleistocene Vertebrates from Downtown San Francisco, California,ʺ Journal of

Paleontology, Vol. 67, No. 6, November 1993, pp. 1058‐1063. Available online at http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/
1306122?uid=3739560&uid=2&uid=4&uid=3739256&sid=21104248753471.
92 Transbay Transit Center, ʺArchaeology.ʺ Available online at http://transbaycenter.org/project/archaeology, Accessed on
February 11, 2015.
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TABLE 5.2‐4
SURFACE GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE POTENTIAL
Geologic Unit & Map Abbreviation

Known Fossils

Age

PFYC Ranking

SVP Ranking

Artificial Fill (Qaf)

None

Quaternary
(Holocene)

Class 1
(very low potential)

Low Potential

Dune Sand (Qd)

None

Quaternary
(Holocene)

Class 2
(low potential)

Low Potential

Vertebrates

Pleistocene

Class 3a
(moderate potential)

High Potential

Colma Formation (Qc)

SOURCES: Bonilla, M.G., Preliminary Geologic Map of the San Francisco South 7.5ʹ Quadrangle and Part of the Hunters Point 7.5ʹ Quadrangle, San Francisco Bay
Area, CA, U.S. Geological Survey, Open File Report 98‐354, 1998; Gilpin Geosciences, Inc., RE: Engineering Geologic Evaluation Vista Grande
Basin Alternatives, Thornton State Beach/Fort Funston, Daly City/San Francisco, California, 2007; Society for Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP),
Standards and Guidelines, News Bulletin Number 163, January 1995.

Consequently, given the sensitivity of the Colma Formation and the depth of excavation that could extend
into the formation, the potential to encounter and adversely impact paleontological resources at the recycled
water treatment plant site could result in a significant impact. This impact would be reduced to less‐than‐
significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3, Accidental Discovery of
Paleontological Resources. This requires the contractor to stop all ground disturbance within 50 feet if a
paleontological resource is encountered during excavation and to implement actions to investigate the
discovery and recover the fossil remains by a qualified professional, as appropriate, before ground
disturbing activities can resume.

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3: Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources. The following
measures shall be implemented should construction at the recycled water treatment plant site
result in the accidental discovery of paleontological resources:
To reduce the potential for the proposed project to result in a significant impact on
paleontological resources, the SFPUC shall arrange for a paleontological training by a
qualified paleontologist regarding the potential for such resources to exist in the project site
and how to identify such resources. The training could consist of a recorded presentation of
the initial training that could be reused for new personnel. The training shall also include a
review of penalties for looting and disturbance of these resources. An alert sheet shall be
prepared by the qualified paleontologist and shall include the following:
1.

A discussion of the potential to encounter paleontological resources.

2.

Instructions for reporting observed looting of a paleontological resource; and instructions
that if a paleontological deposit is encountered within a project area, all soil‐disturbing
activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease and the Environmental Review Officer
(ERO) shall be notified immediately.

3.

Who to contact in the event of an unanticipated discovery.

If potential fossils are discovered by construction crews, all earthwork or other types of
ground disturbance within 50 feet of the find shall stop immediately until the qualified
professional paleontologist can assess the nature and importance of the find. Based on the
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scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the paleontologist may record the find and allow
work to continue, or recommend salvage and recovery of the fossil. The paleontologist may
also propose modifications to the stop‐work radius based on the nature of the find, site
geology, and the activities occurring on the site. If treatment and salvage is required,
recommendations shall be consistent with SVP 1995 guidelines and currently accepted
scientific practice, and shall be subject to review and approval by the ERO or designee. If
required, treatment for fossil remains may include preparation and recovery of fossil
materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection, and
may also include preparation of a report for publication describing the finds. The SFPUC
shall be responsible for ensuring that treatment is implemented and reported to the San
Francisco Planning Department. If no report is required, the SFPUC shall nonetheless ensure
that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is readily available to the
scientific community through university curation or other appropriate means.
Impact Significance After Mitigation: Compliance with Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3 would reduce
impacts associated with accidental discover of paleontological resources to a less‐than‐significant level.
_________________________
Impact CP‐4: The proposed project could accidentally disturb unknown human remains, including
those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Based on the background research, geological assessment, and survey results, throughout the C‐APE,
there is generally a low potential for project construction to uncover human remains, except for the
project area adjacent to the Golden Gate Cemetery (see Impact 5).93 Although no known human burials
have been identified within the project C‐APE, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be
entirely discounted. Earth‐moving activities associated with project construction could result in direct
impacts on previously undiscovered human remains. Therefore, the potential impact regarding
disturbance to human remains could be significant. Should the Zoo be added as a recycled water
customer in the future, construction of required distribution facilities could similarly cause impacts on
unknown human remains. However, this impact would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4, Accidental Discovery of Human Remains, which
requires avoidance measures or the appropriate treatment of human remains if accidentally discovered
during project implementation.

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4: Accidental Discovery of Unknown Human Remains. The following
measures shall be implemented should construction activities, all of which are outside a dedicated
cemetery, result in the accidental discovery of previously unknown human remains and associated
cultural materials:
The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during any soil‐disturbing activities shall comply with applicable state laws. This
93 ESA, SFPUC San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, Draft Historic Context and Archaeological Survey Report. Prepared

for San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division and San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, December 2014.
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shall include immediate notification of the coroner of the county within which the project is
located for (i) a determination that no investigation of the cause of death is required; and
(ii) in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American,
notification of the California Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a
Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, SFPUC,
and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment, with
appropriate dignity, of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[d]). The agreement should take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. The PRC
allows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the MLD and the other parties do not
agree on the reburial method, the SFPUC shall follow Section 5097.98(b) of the PRC, which
states that “the landowner or his or her authorized representative shall reinter the human
remains and items associated with Native American burials with appropriate dignity on the
property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.”
Impact Significance After Mitigation: Compliance with Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4 would reduce
impacts associated with accidental discovery of human remains to a less‐than‐significant level.
________________________
Impact CP‐5: Construction of the proposed project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to
39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park could disturb human remains associated with the
historic‐period Golden Gate Cemetery. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Ground disturbing activities associated with construction of distribution pipelines along Clement Street
from 36th Avenue to 39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln Park and a connection point to the Lincoln
Park Pumping will include excavation to depths of approximately 6 feet. Although the C‐APE does not
include any portions of the historic‐period Golden Gate Cemetery (now Lincoln Park), it is adjacent to the
southern boundary of the cemetery, and burials have been located during construction in nearby areas
that are outside the historically recorded boundaries of the cemetery. A large number of burials were
excavated during renovation of the California Palace of the Legion of Honor in the 1990s. A sample of 90
individuals excavated during that project was analyzed by osteologists to study 19th century health and
living conditions in San Francisco. This was an important study because many researchers have noted the
small number of non‐Native American, historic‐period skeletal remains available for study in North
America. The Legion of Honor collection represents one of the largest historic‐period skeletal collections
in the western United States, and has provided a wealth of information about the overall health of the
19th century inhabitants of San Francisco. If additional burials associated with the Golden Gate Cemetery
were uncovered, they could provide important data for similar osteological studies.94 While unlikely,
there is a slight potential for the project to uncover human remains associated with the historic‐period
Golden Gate Cemetery within the C‐APE along Clement Street, a significant impact. However, this
impact would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M‐CP‐5, Archeological Monitoring Program, which requires the development of a monitoring program
94 Buzon, Michele R.; Walker, Phillip L.; Verhagen, Francine Drayer; Kerr, Susan L., “Health and Disease in Nineteenth‐

Century San Francisco: Skeletal Evidence from a Forgotten Cemetery,” Historical Archaeology, 39(2):1‐15, 2005. Available
online at http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/25617245?sid=21105323697401&uid=3739560&uid=2&uid=4&uid=3739256.
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to monitor for the presence of human remains associated with the historic‐period Golden Gate Cemetery
in the C‐APE during construction. In the event human remains are found, the mitigation measure
specifies the steps to take to comply with legal requirements and, if found to be a resource subject to
CEQA, the mitigation actions required.

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐5: Archeological Monitoring Program. Based on the potential that
human remains associated with the historic‐period Golden Gate Cemetery may be present (buried)
within the project area, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially
significant adverse effect from the proposed project on the human remains if exposed during
construction. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant,
based on standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological
consultant shall undertake an archeological monitoring program (AMP) as specified herein. In
addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological data recovery program
(ADRP) if required pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be
conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer
(ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first
and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to
revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs
required by this measure could suspend construction of the 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 a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level
potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5
(a)(c).
Archeological Monitoring Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the
ERO for review and approval an AMP for the ground disturbing activities associated with
construction of distribution pipelines along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th Avenue on
the south side of Lincoln Park and a connection point to the Lincoln Park Pump Station. The AMP
shall be conducted in accordance with the approved AMP. The AMP shall minimally include the
following provisions:


The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope
of the AMP reasonably prior to any project‐related soils disturbing activities commencing.
The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine what project
activities shall be archeologically monitored and the frequency. In most cases, any soils‐
disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities
installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation,
etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to
potential human remains and to their depositional context;



The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence
of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of human
remains;



The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation
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with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could
have no effects on human remains;


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



If human remains are encountered, all soils‐disturbing activities in the vicinity of the find
shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the find is
evaluated. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered
human remains.

If human remains are encountered, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: the SFPUC
immediately notifies the San Francisco County coroner for (i) a determination that no investigation
of the cause of death is required; and (ii) a determination whether the human remains are Native
American. If the human remains are not Native American, and if the coroner determines the
remains are not subject to his or her authority, the ERO in consultation with the archeological
consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be
undertaken include additional archeological testing and/or an ADRP. If the ERO determines that
the human remains could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the
project sponsor either:
A)

The proposed project shall be re‐designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the human
remains; or

B)

A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the find is of
greater interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of the find is feasible.

If the ERO determines the resource is a historical resource, the project sponsor shall preserve in place
unless the ERO determines that preservation in place is not feasible, or, if feasible, that a data
recovery program or interpretive use of the resource provides superior mitigation.
Archeological Data Recovery Program. If required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery
program shall be conducted in accord with an ADRP. The archeological consultant, project sponsor,
and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP.
The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how
the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological
resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to
possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data
recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied
to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical.
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:


Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and
operations.



Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact
analysis procedures.
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Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post‐field discard and
deaccession policies.



Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on‐site/off‐site public interpretive program during
the course of the ADRP.



Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource
from vandalism, looting, and non‐intentionally damaging activities.



Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.



Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any
recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities.

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate
removable insert within the final report.
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California
Archaeological Site Survey NWIC shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the
transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning
Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD
of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (California Department of
Parks and Recreation 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or
the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content,
format, and distribution than that presented above.
Impact Significance After Mitigation: Compliance with Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐5 would reduce
impacts associated with accidental discovery of human remains related to the Golden Gate Cemetery to a
less‐than‐significant level.
_________________________

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

Facility Construction, Siting, Operations, and Maintenance Effects on Cultural Resources
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts on cultural resources includes the C‐APE for
the project and the immediate vicinity. The project would contribute to a cumulative impact on cultural
resources, including historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources, if the other reasonably
foreseeable future projects listed in Section 5.1.4 were to adversely affect the same cultural resources
affected by the project or would affect other cultural resources in the project vicinity. Section 5.1.4,
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Cumulative Impacts, describes the approach to the cumulative analysis used throughout this EIR, and
summarizes cumulative projects in the vicinity of the project.
Cumulative projects that would occur in the vicinity of the project include the Oceanside WPCP Projects;
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project; Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project; Regional
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project; ParkMerced Project; 800 Brotherhood Way; Pacific Rod and
Gun Club Upland Soil Remediation Action Project; Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan
Proposed Update; and Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and Presidio Irrigation Retrofits and Additions.
Historical Resources
Cumulative projects in the project vicinity that could affect historical resources, including the Golden Gate
Park Historic District, are the Oceanside WPCP Projects; San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project; Vista
Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project; Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project;
ParkMerced Project; 800 Brotherhood Way; Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remediation Action
Project; Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan Proposed Update; and Golden Gate Park,
Lincoln Park, and Presidio Irrigation Retrofits and Additions. As described above, the only recorded
historical resource within the project C‐APE is the Doggie Diner sign, San Francisco Landmark #254, but
construction of the project is not anticipated to significantly impact this resource. None of the above
described projects are anticipated to impact the landmark sign; thus, no cumulative impacts on historical
resources are anticipated.
Although the cumulative projects together would intensify uses in the southwestern area of the park, they
would not substantially alter the Golden Gate Park Historic District because the changes brought about by
these projects would largely be independent of one another; that is, observers of one would not
simultaneously be able to see or experience another (due to existing and proposed vegetation). Due to these
factors, the interaction of effects to historical resources would be largely attenuated.
No other projects are currently known by the Planning Department to be proposed in sufficiently close
proximity to the project site, such that cumulative effects related to historic resources would be
anticipated.
Archaeological Resources, Paleontological Resources, and Human Remains
The project could encounter previously unrecorded archaeological resources, paleontological resources,
and/or human remains during project excavation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2,
Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources, Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3: Accidental Discovery
of Paleontological Resources and Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4, Accidental Discovery of Human
Remains, which requires avoidance measures or the appropriate treatment of archaeological resources,
paleontological resources, or human remains if accidentally discovered during project implementation
would reduce impacts to a less‐than‐significant level. Additionally, due to the potential sensitivity for the
presence of human remains associated with the former Golden Gate Cemetery along Clement Street,
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐45, Archaeological Monitoring Program, would also reduce impacts to a less‐
than‐significant level. This measure requires the development of a monitoring program to monitor for the
presence of human remains in the C‐APE during construction. Cumulative projects in the project vicinity
that would also involve excavation—including the Oceanside WPCP Projects; San Francisco
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Groundwater Supply Project; Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project; Regional Groundwater
Storage and Recovery Project; ParkMerced Project; 800 Brotherhood Way; Pacific Rod and Gun Club
Upland Soil Remediation Action Project; Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan Proposed
Update; and Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and Presidio Irrigation Retrofits and Additions—could also
encounter previously unrecorded archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains,
which would be a potentially significant cumulative impact.
Without project‐level mitigation, the project’s contribution to this impact would be cumulatively
considerable. However, project‐related impacts on archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or
human remains would be site‐specific and limited to the project construction areas, and would be reduced
to a less‐than‐significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐CP‐2 (Accidental Discovery
of Archaeological Resources), M‐CP‐3 (Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources), and M‐CP‐4
(Accidental Discovery of Human Remains). These measures require the SFPUC to distribute the San
Francisco Planning Department’s archaeological resource “ALERT” sheet and provide paleontological
resources training to the project prime contractor, subcontractors, and/or any utilities firm involved in soil‐
disturbing activities within the project site. If the ERO determines that an archaeological or paleontological
resource may be present within the project site, the SFPUC shall retain the services of a qualified
archaeological or paleontological consultant to evaluate the find. With regard to the accidental discovery of
human remains, in particular, the county coroner must be immediately notified, and, in the event of the
coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American, the NAHC must be notified.
Implementation of these measures would effectively avoid damage to or loss of resources, and little to no
residual impact would remain after mitigation. Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐5 (Archaeological Monitoring
Program) is also site‐specific and is designed to reduce impacts on potential archaeological resources to a
less‐than‐significant level. Therefore, the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact would not be
cumulatively considerable with mitigation and would be less than significant.
Impact Significance After Mitigation
Compliance with Mitigation Measures M‐CP‐2 through M‐CP‐5 would reduce impacts associated with
accidental discovery of cultural resources to a less‐than‐significant level.
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5.3 Transportation and Circulation
This section evaluates the transportation and circulation impacts that could occur during construction
and operational activities associated with the proposed recycled water treatment plant and underground
storage, as well as construction of and/or upgrades to distribution facilities (pipelines and pumping
facilities). The impact analysis assesses whether construction and operational activities would cause
significant impacts on traffic flow (including mass transit and non‐motorized travel), traffic safety, or
access within the surrounding roadway system.

5.3.1 Setting
The study area for transportation and circulation includes a network of regional and local roadways
within the western portion of San Francisco. This roadway network (and unpaved service roads) would
be used during the construction and operation of the recycled water treatment plant, pumping facilities,
and pipeline installation, and/or for access by construction workers’ vehicles and other construction
vehicles, including trucks that would transport construction materials, excavated spoils, and fill materials
to and from the work areas.

Regional Access
Various state and interstate highways provide regional access to the Westside Recycled Project (project)
area and connect to the local roadway network. These roadways are described below.
State Route 1: State Route (SR) 1 is a six‐ to eight‐lane, north‐south highway that connects San Francisco
with Peninsula communities (and points farther south) and North Bay communities (and points farther
north). In the project area, SR 1 is a six‐lane divided road (19th Avenue). According to California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) data, the annual average daily traffic on the 19th Avenue
portion of SR 1 is about 72,000 vehicles.1
State Route 35: SR 35 is a six‐lane roadway that runs from SR 1 (19th Avenue) in San Francisco to SR 17
on the Peninsula. In the project area, the roadway is an east‐west divided road (along Sloat Boulevard)
that shifts to a north‐south alignment (along Skyline Boulevard) with four travel lanes. According to
Caltrans data, the annual average daily traffic on SR 35 is about 24,000 vehicles.2
Other highways that provide regional access, although not near the project area, include Interstate 280
(I‐280), which connects with SR 1 and SR 35 south of the San Francisco/San Mateo county line, and I‐80
and U.S. Highway 101, which connects to the local roadway network in the South of Market area of San
Francisco (about six miles east of the project area).

1
2

Caltrans, 2013 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways, 2014.
Ibid.
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Local Access
The project area is served by a network of roads with various purposes: “arterials,” designed to carry
traffic through an area; “collectors,” designed to connect arterials to local roads and land uses; and “local
roads,” which provide direct access to land uses. The roadways that could be affected by construction
and operation of the proposed pipeline projects are primarily two‐lane roads, although some of the roads
have four or six travel lanes (two or three in each direction). Most of the affected roads are residential
streets with low traffic volumes. Roads with somewhat higher traffic volumes (e.g., Oak Street with about
35,000 vehicles per day) have higher carrying capacities, i.e., have more travel lanes. Table 5.3‐1 presents
the roadway characteristics (e.g., number of lanes, bicycle lanes, parking availability, transit service) of
the local roads that are likely to be used by construction workers and vehicles to access the project
worksites.
TABLE 5.3‐1
CHARACTERISTICS OF ROADWAYS IN THE PROJECT AREA

Roadway / Segment

No. of
Lanes

Bicycle
Route?a

On‐Street
Parking
Permitted?

Public
Transit
Lines?

Comments

1. Recycled Water Treatment Plant to Central Reservoir
Skyline Boulevard:
 Harding Road to
Sloat Boulevard
Sloat Boulevard:
 Skyline Boulevard
to 37th Avenue
37th Avenue:
 Sloat Boulevard
to Vicente Street
Vicente Street:
 37th Avenue to
36th Avenue
36th Avenue:
 Vicente Street to
Lawton Street
Lawton Street:
 36th Avenue to
34th Avenue
34th Avenue:
 Lawton Street to
Lincoln Way
Martin Luther King Jr. Dr.:
 Sunset Boulevard
to Metson Road
Middle Drive West:
 Metson Road to
Overlook Drive
Overlook Drive:
 Middle Drive West
to Central Reservoir

Four
lanes+ b

Yes
(Route 91)

No

Six
lanes+b

Yes
(Route 50)

Yes,
north side

Yes (23
Monterey)

Two
lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes+b

Yes
(Route 60)

Yes,
both sides

No

Left‐turn lane

Two
lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

No

Trenchless construction under Taraval
Street

Two
lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

Yes
(Route 85)

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

Yes
(Route 34)

No

Park
Shuttle

Two
lanes

Yes
(Route 34)

No

No

One
lane

No

No

No

Yes (18 46th
Painted median and left‐turn lanes
Avenue)
Raised median and left‐turn lanes

Trenchless construction under Judah
Street
Park shuttle operates on weekends and
holidays

2. Central Reservoir to 25th Avenue / Cabrillo Street
Overlook Drive:
 Central Reservoir
Transverse Drive
JFK Drive:
 Central Reservoir
Transverse Drive
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TABLE 5.3‐1 (Continued)
CHARACTERISTICS OF ROADWAYS IN THE PROJECT AREA

No. of
Lanes

Roadway / Segment

Bicycle
Route?a

On‐Street
Parking
Permitted?

Public
Transit
Lines?

Comments

2. Central Reservoir to 25th Avenue / Cabrillo Street (continued)
Transverse Drive:
 Overlook Drive to
Crossover Drive
Crossover Drive:
 Transverse Drive to
Fulton Street
25th Avenue:
 Fulton Street to
Cabrillo Street

Two
lanes

No

No

No

Three or
Four lanes

No

No

Yes (29
Sunset)

Two
lanes+b

No

Yes,
both sides

Yes (29
Sunset)

Two‐way left‐turn lane median

3. 25th Avenue / Cabrillo Street to Lincoln Park Golf Course
Cabrillo Street:
 25th Avenue to
36th Avenue
36th Avenue:
 Cabrillo Street to
Clement Street
Clement Street:
 36th Avenue to
39th Avenue

Two
lanes

Yes
(Route 20)

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

No

Lafayette school bus stop fronts on
36th Avenue between Balboa and Anza

Two
lanes

Yes
(Routes 10
and 95)

Yes,
both sides

No

Speed humps

Two
lanes

Yes
(Route 20)

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

Yes
(Route 10)

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

No

Two
lanes

Yes
(Route 30)

Yes,
north side

No

Six
lanes

Yes
(Route 30)

No

No

Three or
four lanes

No

Yes,
both sides

Yes (16X
Noriega
Express)

4. Central Reservoir to Presidio
Cabrillo Street:
 25th Avenue to
24th Avenue
24th Avenue:
 Cabrillo Street to
Anza Street
Anza Street:
 24th Avenue to
16th Avenue
16th Avenue:
 Anza Street to
Lake Street
Lake Street:
 16th Avenue to
14th Avenue
14th Avenue:
 North of Lake Street

Traffic circle at Anza Street/
23rd Avenue

5. Panhandle Distribution System
John F. Kennedy Drive:
 Conservatory Drive
East to Kezar Drive
John F. Kennedy Drive:
 Kezar Drive to
Stanyan Street
Oak Street:
 Stanyan Street to
Central Avenue

a A Class I bicycle path is a dedicated path separated from traffic. A Class II bicycle lane is a lane set aside exclusively for bicycles. Class III facilities are

signed bicycle routes on roadways that allow shared use by bicycles and vehicles. The bicycle route number is shown in parentheses.

b The number of lanes is the number of through travel lanes. The “+” refers to extra curb‐to‐curb width that provides other types of travel lanes (e.g., a

left‐turn lane on Vicente Street, and a two‐way left‐turn median on 25th Avenue).
SOURCE: Field reconnaissance by ESA, 2014.
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Public Transit
The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) provides bus service in proximity to the project area.
Table 5.3‐1 identifies the Muni bus lines that operate on local roads that are part of the proposed pipeline
alignments. In addition to those bus lines (16X Noriega Express, 18 46th Avenue, 23 Monterey, and
29 Sunset), there are several other Muni bus routes, including NX Judah Express, 1 California,
1AX California “A” Express, 5L Fulton Limited, 31 Balboa, 31AX Balboa “A” Express, 38 Geary,
38L Geary Limited, 38AX Geary “A” Express, 38BX Geary “B” Express, 48 Quintara, 71 Haight‐Noriega,
and 71L Haight‐Noriega Limited (as well as the Muni Metro streetcar lines N Judah and L Taraval) that
operate on roads that are crossed by the pipeline alignments.
Muni’s Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), which was initiated by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in collaboration with the City Controller’s Office, presents a thorough
review of San Francisco’s public transit system. The TEP is aimed at improving reliability, reducing travel
times, providing more frequent service, and updating Muni bus routes and rail lines to better match
current travel patterns. The Planning Department published a Draft EIR on July 12, 2013; the Final EIR
was certified by the Planning Commission on March 27, 2014 (Planning Department Case File
No. 2001.0558E). The SFMTA Board of Directors approved the TEP on March 8, 2014. The TEP
components will be implemented based on funding and resource availability. It is anticipated that the
first group of service improvements will be implemented in fiscal year 2015, and the second group in a
subsequent phase. TEP recommendations include new routes and route realignments, more service on
busy routes, and elimination or consolidation of certain routes or route segments with low ridership. The
18 46th Avenue would be replaced by the 17 Parkmerced on part of its route (including on Skyline
Boulevard and Sloat Boulevard in the project area). TEP proposals include improving service on the
N Judah, which has been designated as part of the Rapid Network and thus is subject to travel time
reduction elements (such as frequency increases, bus stop consolidations, etc.). Although 48 Quintara‐
24th Street and 71L Haight‐Noriega Limited are not part of the Rapid Network, service on these lines
would be extended (as the 71 Haight‐Noriega) beyond the peak‐hour service now provided.3

Bicycle/Pedestrian Circulation
In general, roadways that would be affected by construction activities have developed pedestrian
facilities, including raised concrete sidewalks, striped crosswalks, and curb cuts at intersections.
Bicycleways are classified as Class I (bicycle paths separated from roads), Class II (striped bicycle lanes
within the paved areas of roadways), or Class III (designated and signed bicycle routes where cyclists
share the street with vehicles). Table 5.3‐1 identifies designated bicycle routes on local roads that are part
of the proposed pipeline alignments, specifically Class III bicycle routes along Skyline Boulevard, Sloat
Boulevard, Vicente Street, 34th Avenue, Martin Luther King Jr. Drive, Middle Drive West, John F.
Kennedy Drive, Cabrillo Street, Clement Street, and Lake Street. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan does not
identify any near‐term or long‐term bicycle improvement plans to be implemented in the project area.4

3

4

San Francisco Planning Department. Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) Final Environmental Impact Report, March 27, 2014. Case
No. 2011.0558E.Available online at http://tepeir.sfplanning.org. Accessed April 3, 2014. The document and supporting
information also may be viewed at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), San Francisco Bicycle Plan, June 2009.
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Parking
Table 5.3‐1 presents the availability of on‐street parking spaces on local roads that are part of the
proposed pipeline alignments, which is of interest primarily because of the potential that on‐street
parking spaces could be temporarily displaced to accommodate traffic flow past the construction zone
during pipeline installation. The on‐street parking spaces are, in general, not fully‐occupied during
weekday daytime hours, which is typical of residential streets.

5.3.2 Regulatory Framework
Federal Regulations
There are no federal regulations that address transportation impacts associated with the project.

State Regulations
Caltrans manages interregional transportation, including management and construction of the California
highway system. In addition, Caltrans is responsible for permitting and regulating the use of state
roadways. Caltrans’ facilities that are likely to be used as access routes to the planned worksites by
construction workers and construction vehicles include: I‐280, U.S. 101, SR 1, and SR 35.
Caltrans’ construction practices require temporary traffic control planning “during any time the normal
function of a roadway is suspended.”5 Furthermore, Caltrans requires that permits be obtained for
transportation of oversized loads and transportation of certain materials, and for construction‐related traffic
disturbance. However, project‐related construction and maintenance vehicles would utilize state roadways
solely as access routes for construction workers, and construction vehicles and project construction would
not occur on state highways or highway rights‐of‐way; therefore, Caltrans encroachment permits would not
be required. Further, oversized vehicles (by weight, height, length, or width) or vehicles carrying hazardous
materials that require Caltrans permits would not be used.

Local Regulations
The San Francisco Department of Public Works (SFDPW) regulates work involving excavations in city
streets under Public Works Code Article 2.4. The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) coordinates all
street activities through the SFMTA’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), which includes
representatives from the SFDPW, the SFMTA, and the Fire, Planning, Police, Port, and Public Health
Departments. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as part of its adopted Standard
Construction Measures, would abide by the SFMTA’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue
Book)6 and coordinate its construction work through the Street Construction Coordination Center of the
SFDPW and the TASC. The Blue Book regulations generally pertain to permits required to work in city
streets; work performed in streets with special restrictions; lane closure requirements; parking removal;
sidewalk closures; construction zone standards; transit operations; school zones; bicycle routes; use of police
5
6

Caltrans, California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Amended January 13, 2012.
SFMTA, Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, 8th Edition, January 2012. Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/
sites/default/files/pdfs/BlueBook8thEd_Accessible.pdf
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officers; detectors in city streets; and emergency procedures. As part of the TASC process, the SFPUC, in
conjunction with the SFDPW and SFMTA, would develop and incorporate a detailed Construction
Management Plan into its contract specifications, and further coordinate with SFMTA Street Operations
division for any work on or near transit facilities. Requirements of the Construction Management Plan
would include, but not necessarily limited to, the following:


Circulation and detour routes shall be developed (with flaggers, signage, and safety protocols) to
minimize impacts on local street circulation during road and lane closures.



Truck routes designated by the CCSF shall be identified, and truck trips shall be scheduled during
hours of the day other than the peak morning and evening commute hours to the extent possible.



Sufficient staging areas shall be developed for trucks accessing construction zones to minimize
disruption of access to adjacent land uses, particularly within residential neighborhoods.



Construction vehicle movement shall be controlled and monitored through the enforcement of
standard construction specifications by onsite inspectors.



Roads shall be restored to the pre‐project number of lanes, with all trenches covered with steel
plates or the equivalent, outside of allowed working hours, or when work is not in progress.



Pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation shall be maintained where safe to do so.



All equipment and materials shall be stored in designated contractor staging areas on or adjacent to
the worksite, such that traffic obstruction is minimized.



Portable, changeable message signs shall be used to provide advance notice of lane closures.

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the majority of planned pipeline alignments would be
located within existing public roadways. Prior to the construction of these pipelines, the SFPUC would
coordinate with other CCSF departments as described above.
As part of the SFPUC commitment under its Standard Construction Measures to consult with local traffic
and transit agencies, in addition to complying with the requirements of SFDPW spelled out above, the
SFPUC would coordinate any work on streets under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Commission with the Recreation and Park Department and address traffic control within such areas in its
construction management plan.

San Francisco General Plan
The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains objectives and policies that relate to
the nine aspects of the citywide transportation system: general regional transportation, congestion
management, vehicle circulation, transit, pedestrian, bicycles, citywide parking, and goods management.7
The applicability of the San Francisco General Plan to the proposed project is addressed in Chapter 4, Plans
and Policies. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit‐First Policy in its introduction,
and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to the proposed project.

7

CCSF, San Francisco General Plan, Transportation Element, Adopted July 1995. Available online at http://www.sf‐
planning.org/ftp/general_plan/I4_Transportation.htm, Accessed February 11, 2015.
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San Francisco Bicycle Plan
The San Francisco Bicycle Plan describes a program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed
to promote bicycling as a transportation mode within the city.8 The applicability of this plan to the
proposed project is addressed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies.

Transit‐First Policy
In 1998, San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a
Transit‐First Policy. The Transit‐First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the city’s commitment that
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian travel be given priority over travel by private automobile. These principles
are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan
and are addressed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies.

5.3.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this EIR, the project would have a significant effect on transportation and circulation
if it were to:


Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including
mass transit, non‐motorized travel, and relevant components of the circulation system (including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit);



Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);



Result in inadequate emergency access; or



Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

Due to the nature of the proposed project, there would be no impact related to the following topic for the
reasons described below:


Substantially Increase Hazards due to a Design Feature. Implementation of the project would not
permanently change the existing or planned transportation network and would not include any
design features that would permanently increase the potential for traffic safety hazards. Therefore,
this significance criterion is not applicable to the proposed project and is not discussed further.

As part of implementing California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements within San Francisco,
the CCSF has established additional criteria, as shown below. These criteria are organized by mode of travel
to facilitate analysis; however, the transportation significance thresholds are essentially the same as those in
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as listed above:
8

SFMTA, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, June 2009.
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The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project‐related
traffic causes the intersection level of service (LOS) to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E
or F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections
that operate at LOS E or F under existing conditions depending on the magnitude of the project’s
contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have
a significant impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative
traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels.



The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial
increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting
in unacceptable levels of transit service, or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs
such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and
regional transit screenlines9 analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit
provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded
during the evening peak hour.



The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial
overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or
otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.



The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially
hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to
the site and adjoining areas.



The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand
during the peak hour for loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed onsite
loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially
hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians.



The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate
emergency access.



Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary
and limited duration.

Approach to Analysis
Following construction, the SFPUC would restore excavated areas to their general preconstruction
conditions and in accordance with SFDPW design standards,10 and operation of the project would not
generate new daily vehicle trips except for those required for occasional maintenance. As described in
Section 3.4.3, Operation and Maintenance, operation of the recycled water treatment plant would require
approximately four full‐time employees, and operation and maintenance of other project facilities would
be performed by existing SFPUC employees and would be similar to operation and maintenance
activities that already occur at the Central Reservoir or other in‐street pipelines. Therefore, project
operation would not have a noticeable effect on the transportation network. Consequently, the analysis
focuses on construction‐related transportation impacts rather than operational impacts.
9 Identified corridors served by a grouping of transit lines.
10 See Chapter 3, Project Description, for a description of the requirements of Section 2.4.21 of the Public Works Code,

which states that for any streets that have been reconstructed, repaved, or resurfaced by any entity within the previous
5‐year period, project proponents must obtain a permit or waiver prior to performing any excavation activities.
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As indicated in the significance criteria above, construction‐related transportation impacts are not
generally considered significant because of their temporary duration and limited scope. Nevertheless, the
analysis considers the potential short‐term effects of construction—including those on traffic operations
(including transit), pedestrian/bicycle facilities, commercial and passenger loading facilities, and
emergency access. The construction‐related information used for the analysis is based on current project
specifications, including construction durations (see Chapter 3, Project Description), and similar
construction projects throughout the city.
Given the minor effect the project operation would have to transportation and circulation systems, for the
reasons described below, no separate impact discussion is provided for these topics:


LOS Standards. The LOS standards established by the San Francisco Planning Department are
intended for use in evaluating traffic impacts related to added vehicle trips during project operation
and are generally not applicable to construction‐related vehicle traffic. Because project construction
would be transitory in nature and effects on intersection operations would be temporary, an LOS
analysis for construction is not required. Furthermore, project operations following construction of
the planned facilities would only require periodic maintenance and would not result in a substantial
change in vehicle trips, as further discussed below. Following construction, roadways would be
restored to their general preconstruction condition; therefore, the project would not result in long‐
term impacts on the roadways used to access the project area. Construction‐related traffic impacts
resulting from the project are discussed under Impacts TR‐2 and TR‐3.



Transit Demand. Project operations would create few, if any, transit trips that could affect transit
demand or transit service screenlines near the project sites. As described in Chapter 3, Project
Description, Section 3.4.3, Operation and Maintenance, operation of the recycled water treatment
plant would require approximately four full‐time employees, and operation and maintenance of
other project facilities would utilize existing SFPUC employees. The pipeline alignment roadways
(inclusive of signage, transit facilities, sidewalks, etc.) would be restored to general preconstruction
conditions. Therefore, operation of the planned facilities would not substantially increase the demand
or use of transit in the area and would not alter transit facilities in the project areas. Potential conflicts
with operational vehicles and transit and construction‐related impacts are further discussed below.



Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities. Project operations would not create new pedestrian or bicycle trips
that could affect bicycle or pedestrian facilities in the project area, given that maintenance of the
project facilities would be conducted by city vehicles. Following construction, any temporarily
affected pedestrian or bicycle facilities would be restored to their general preconstruction
condition; therefore, operation of the planned facilities would not result in overcrowding of or
increased demand for pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential conflicts with operational vehicles
as well as construction‐related impacts are further discussed below.



Loading Demand. Project operations would not create new commercial vehicle trips and thus no
substantial demand, if any, for commercial parking spaces. Similarly, following construction, any
temporarily displaced commercial parking spaces would be restored to their general preconstruction
condition; therefore, operation of the planned facilities would not result in loading impacts. Potential
construction‐related conflicts with vehicles, including commercial vehicles, are further discussed
below.

Construction of the project elements would generate vehicle traffic (construction workers’ vehicles,
equipment, and trucks) traveling to and from the worksites on area roads. All project elements would
generate daily commute trips by construction workers. Truck traffic would include vehicle trips to

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

5.3‐9

March 2015

5. Environmental Setting and Impacts
5.3 Transportation and Circulation

deliver materials/equipment to the site and to haul excavated or fill material, building debris from
demolition, trees, and other vegetation away from the site.
The transportation impacts identified below allow for a general assessment of the nature and magnitude
of potential impacts associated with the construction of each project component. Construction‐related
worker vehicles and trucks associated with each project component (treatment plant, pump station, and
distribution pipelines) would travel on different routes because the components are not located near each
other, except when pipeline construction would occur near the two proposed facilities. During these
times, it is possible that concurrent construction activities could result. Thus, traffic generation is
described for individual project components and for potential construction of concurrent project
components. Impacts associated with concurrent construction activities would be limited to construction‐
generated traffic using the same roads due to the relative proximity of the project worksites.
The CCSF does not consider parking supply to be part of the permanent physical environment, and
therefore does not consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by
CEQA. However, the social inconvenience of parking deficits, such as having to search for scarce parking
spaces, may result in secondary physical environmental impacts such as increased traffic congestion at
intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion. For this reason and
becauseparking conditions may be of interest to the public and decision‐makers, parking conditions are
discussed herein.

Impact Summary
Table 5.3‐2 summarizes the proposed project’s transportation and circulation impacts and significance
determinations. Impacts are numbered following the sequence from the Initial Study (Appendix A), which
addressed the project’s less‐than‐significant congestion management program impacts under Impact TR‐1.
TABLE 5.3‐2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS – TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Significance
Determination

Impact
Impact TR‐2: Closure of travel lanes during project construction would temporarily reduce roadway capacity and
increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing temporary and intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but
the effects would be of short duration and limited in magnitude.

LS

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

LS

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

LS

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

LS

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

LS

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

LS

NOTES:
LS = Less than Significant impact, no mitigation required
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Impact Analysis
Impact TR‐2: Closure of travel lanes during project construction would temporarily reduce roadway
capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing temporary and intermittent conflicts
with all modes of travel, but the effects would be of short duration and limited in magnitude. (Less
than Significant)
Construction of the proposed recycled water treatment plant, underground water storage reservoir, and
construction of and upgrades to pumping facilities at the Oceanside Treatment Plant, Golden Gate Park
and Panhandle area would not require the closure of any travel lanes; therefore, construction activities
associated with these aspects of the project would not reduce the travel lane capacity of roads that
provide access to those facility sites. However, pipeline installation in roadways would require
temporary closure of travel lanes and could require temporary full closure of one city block at a time on
two‐lane roads, which would affect travel lane capacity. If full closure were needed, local traffic (by
residents of the affected block) and emergency access would be maintained throughout the closure; other
through traffic would be detoured to other roadways.11 The ability of the circulation system to
accommodate all modes of transportation (auto, transit, and non‐motorized modes) during pipeline
installation is discussed below. Construction activities are expected to occur primarily during daytime
hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.), 5 days a week, on normal (non‐holiday) weekdays (Monday through Friday);
however, more restricted construction hours may be required in the vicinity of the Golden Gate Park
Panhandle. No nighttime or weekend construction work is proposed. For work within city streets, the
SFPUC would require its contractor to comply with the SFMTA’s Blue Book, and for any travel lane or
sidewalk closures to obtain review and approval by the TASC, which consists of representatives from
City of San Francisco agencies such as the SFMTA, the SFDPW, and the Fire, Planning, Police, Port, and
Public Health Departments. In addition, Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office would
review any potential project effects on transit operations prior to construction to further coordinate
construction activities and ensure construction activities do not impede SFMTA service. For work within
Golden Gate Park, the SFPUC would require its contractor to coordinate the management of construction
traffic with the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, as access to some park facilities could be
altered during the installation of distribution pipelines from 34th Avenue/Lincoln Way to Middle Drive
West (Pipeline Segment 1) and in Transverse Drive (Pipeline Segment 2). Should the San Francisco Zoo
(Zoo) become a recycled water customer in the future, construction of recycled water distribution facilities
could be required, and closure of travel lanes during any pipeline installation and associated impacts would
coordinated with the Zoo and would be similar to those described below because the rate of progress and
requirements in the Construction Management Plan regarding management of lane closures would also
apply to construction of Zoo components.

11 Project schedule and phasing would be coordinated with the contractor. In the event that the contractor mobilizes

multiple crews, multiple blocks may be closed at the same time; however, it is assumed that the blocks would be in
separate locations, not consecutive.
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Pipeline Alignments
Pipeline construction within the Sunset District, and Richmond District would require the temporary
closure of one travel lane and, in some cases, the temporary prohibition of on‐street parking. As stated
above, pipeline installation also could temporarily require full closure of one city block at a time on
two‐lane roads; multi‐lane roads (e.g., Skyline Boulevard and Oak Street) would not be subject to full
road closure. If full closure were needed, traffic would be detoured to other roadways, except for
emergency vehicles and for local residents of the affected block. As stated below, the duration of the
temporary lane or road closure would be about two weeks. Generally, the pipeline route would be
located in the center of a single lane of each roadway. Project staging areas would be established adjacent
to pipeline alignments throughout the project area and would be relocated as necessary to follow the
pipeline construction as it progresses, block‐by‐block, along the pipeline route. As part of the above‐
mentioned TASC process and other City processes, the SFPUC, working with the SFDPW and SFMTA,
would implement a Construction Management Plan and would coordinate with the appropriate
jurisdictional agencies through the Street Construction Coordination Center of the SFDPW and the TASC
to develop procedures for managing lane closures during pipeline construction. Under these procedures,
the SFPUC would endeavor to maintain traffic flow by providing a minimum of one access lane on most
streets from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (see above regarding the potential need for full closure of a city block)
and would maintain local access at all times for residents and businesses on the block affected by a full
closure. Lanes closed during construction hours would be made available outside of these hours, to the
extent possible.
Trenching for pipeline construction using the open‐cut trench method would progress at an estimated
rate of 100 to 300 feet per day (on average); ductile pipe installation would progress at approximately
100 feet per day, and sawcutting would progress at a rate of approximately 1,000 feet per day. It is
estimated that the duration of construction at any one location would be approximately two weeks,
including repaving and other finish work. Subsequent final paving would progress at a similar rate of
about 300 feet per day, or about two days per city block, and would occur after a substantial length of
pipeline had been constructed. The range of daily and weekly progress takes into account the potential
for noncontinuous construction activities.
During project construction, single‐lane closures would be necessary along most pipeline routes, and full
road closures (one city block at a time) could be necessary, as described above. In order to maintain
two‐way traffic flow on two‐lane roads where full closure is not required, these single‐lane closures
would require either alternating one‐way traffic flow or the removal of parking spaces on one or both sides
of the block. During construction, motorists could choose to divert to other streets, bypassing the
construction zone. Lane closures would extend the length of approximately one city block at any given
time. The effect on traffic flow and circulation would be less than significant because the reductions in
road capacity due to temporary lane and single block closures would be localized and temporary
(i.e., approximately two weeks at any one location).
In the case of roads in Golden Gate Park, pipeline construction would similarly require the temporary
closure of one travel lane and, in some cases, the temporary prohibition of on‐street parking. Full
(around‐the‐clock) closure of narrow park roadways, such as Overlook Drive and Middle Drive West,
would be temporarily required for the duration of construction activity that affects those roadways (see
Pipeline Segments 1 and 2, below). SFPUC through its Construction Management Plan would work with
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the Recreation and Park Department to develop alternative access routes to public park facilities during
such closure.
Pipeline Segment 1 (Recycled Water Treatment Plant to Central Reservoir). As described in Chapter 3,
Project Description, and shown in Figure 3‐1, the planned pipeline would connect with the Oceanside Water
Pollution Control Plant and would be installed in Skyline Boulevard northeast to Sloat Boulevard, then east
to 37th Avenue, then north to Vicente Street, then east to 36th Avenue (crossing Sunset Boulevard), then
north to Lawton Street, then east to 34th Avenue, then north to Middle Drive West (crossing Lincoln Way
and Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive), then northeast to Overlook Drive, and then northeast to the Central
Reservoir. Construction activities along these affected roadways would temporarily disrupt existing
circulation patterns because either lanes, or the entire road (for a city block outside Golden Gate Park, and
for the entire length of Overlook Drive within Golden Gate Park), would need to be closed, requiring
either alternating one‐way traffic flow or the removal of parking spaces on one or both sides of the block to
maintain two‐way traffic flow, or a detour of through traffic if the entire city block were closed. To avoid the
construction area, motorists could choose to travel on other nearby streets. For streets under SFDPW
jurisdiction, the specific treatment to maintain traffic flow would be determined on a case‐by‐case basis
during the TASC process. Construction activities at intersections would temporarily affect cross‐traffic as
well, requiring some travel lane diversion around the construction area. For example, construction across
Lincoln Way would require that work occur in phases to minimize the impact of lane closures on that
arterial. For roadways and park areas under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission,
specific treatment to maintain traffic flow and access to park facilities would be determined in consultation
with the Recreation and Park Department, but little traffic disruption would be expected to occur because
Overlook Drive and Middle Drive West are not through roads for vehicles, and traffic flow would be
maintained on Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive when lane closures would be needed.
Trenchless pipeline boring is proposed under Taraval Street and Judah Street (on 36th Avenue and
34th Avenue, respectively), where SFMTA light rail tracks are located. This work would require augering
pits, which would displace a single travel lane and possibly on‐street parking. The driving/receiving pits
would remain open throughout the trenchless pipeline installation at this location. However, steel plates
would be placed over the pit to return the travel lane (and parking) to usage at the end of the workday,
generally after 5:00 p.m. The duration of construction using the augering pits (including temporary
pavement restoration) would be approximately 4 weeks for pipeline installation at these locations.
Similar to other pipeline segments, temporary asphalt paving would be replaced with final (permanent)
paving when the entire pipeline segment is completely installed.
Due to the short duration and limited magnitude of traffic disruptions at any one location and overall,
and the required coordination and review of the project’s Construction Management Plan by the multi‐
agency TASC and with the Recreation and Park Department, processes that would result in minimizing
localized construction effects, construction impacts related to a temporary reduction in roadway capacity
and increased traffic delays would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Pipeline Segment 2 (Central Reservoir to 25th Avenue/Cabrillo Street). As described in Chapter 3,
Project Description, and shown in Figure 3‐1, the planned pipeline would be installed in Golden Gate Park
in Overlook Drive or John F. Kennedy Drive from the Central Reservoir to Transverse Drive, and then
northwest to Crossover Drive, where it would exit Golden Gate Park. It would then run northwest to
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25th Avenue, and then north to Cabrillo Street (crossing Fulton Street). Construction activities along these
affected roadways would temporarily disrupt existing circulation patterns because either lanes, or the
entire road, would need to be closed, requiring either alternating one‐way traffic flow or the removal of
parking spaces on one or both sides of the block to maintain two‐way traffic flow, or a detour of through
traffic if the entire city block were closed. To avoid the construction area, motorists could choose to travel on
other nearby streets. For streets under SFDPW jurisdiction, the specific treatment to maintain traffic flow
would be determined on a case‐by‐case basis during the TASC process. Construction activities at
intersections would temporarily affect cross traffic as well, requiring some travel lane diversion around the
construction area. For example, construction across Fulton Street would require that work occur in phases
to minimize the impact of lane closures on that arterial. For roadways and park areas under the jurisdiction
of the Recreation and Park Commission, specific treatment to maintain traffic flow and access to park
facilities would be determined in consultation with the Recreation and Park Department, but little traffic
disruption would be expected to occur because Overlook Drive is not a through road for vehicles, and
traffic flow would be maintained on John F. Kennedy Drive when lane closures would be needed.
Due to the short duration and limited magnitude of traffic disruptions, and the required coordination and
review of the project’s construction management plan by the multi‐agency TASC and coordination with
the Recreation and Park Department to address localized construction effects, construction impacts
related to a temporary reduction in roadway capacity and increased traffic delays would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
Pipeline Segment 3 (25th Avenue/Cabrillo Street to Lincoln Park Golf Course). As described in
Chapter 3, Project Description, and shown in Figure 3‐1, the planned pipeline would be installed in
Cabrillo Street from 25th Avenue west to 36th Avenue, then north to Clement Street (crossing Geary
Boulevard), and then west to the Lincoln Park point of connection at 39th Avenue/Clement Street.
Construction activities along these affected roadways would temporarily disrupt existing vehicle
circulation patterns because either lanes, or the entire road (for a block), would need to be closed,
requiring either alternating one‐way traffic flow or the removal of parking spaces on one or both sides of the
block to maintain two‐way traffic flow, or a detour of through traffic if the entire block were closed. To
avoid the construction area, motorists could choose to travel on other nearby streets. The specific treatment
to maintain traffic flow would be determined on a case‐by‐case basis during the TASC process.
Construction activities at intersections would temporarily affect cross traffic as well, requiring some travel
lane diversion around the construction area. For example, construction across Geary Boulevard would
require that work occur in phases to minimize the impact of lane closures on that arterial.
Due to the short duration and limited magnitude of traffic disruptions, and the required coordination and
review of the project’s Construction Management Plan by the multi‐agency TASC to address localized
construction effects, construction impacts related to a temporary reduction in roadway capacity and
increased traffic delays would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Pipeline Segment 4 (25th Avenue/Cabrillo Street to Presidio). As described in Chapter 3, Project
Description, and shown in Figure 3‐1, the planned pipeline would be installed in Cabrillo Street from
25th Avenue east to 24th Avenue, then north to Anza Street, then east to 16th Avenue, then north to Lake
Street (crossing Geary Boulevard), then east to 14th Street, and then north to a proposed turnout at
14th Avenue north of Lake Street. Construction activities along these affected roadways would
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temporarily disrupt existing circulation patterns because either lanes, or the entire road (for a block), might
need to be closed, requiring either alternating one‐way traffic flow or the removal of parking spaces on one
or both sides of the block to maintain two‐way traffic flow, or a detour of through traffic if the entire block
were closed. To avoid the construction area, motorists could choose to travel on other nearby streets. The
specific treatment to maintain traffic flow would be determined on a case‐by‐case basis during the TASC
process. Construction activities at intersections would temporarily affect cross traffic as well, requiring some
travel lane diversion around the construction area. For example, construction across Geary Boulevard
would require that work occur in phases to minimize the impact of lane closures on that arterial.
Due to the short duration and limited magnitude of traffic disruptions and the required coordination and
review of the project’s Construction Management Plan by the multi‐agency TASC to address localized
construction effects, construction impacts related to a temporary reduction in roadway capacity and
increased traffic delays would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Pipeline Segment 5 (Panhandle Distribution System). As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and
shown in Figure 3‐1, the proposed pipeline would connect to an existing irrigation main in Golden Gate
Park at Conservatory Drive East and John F. Kennedy Drive, and would be installed in John F. Kennedy
Drive east where it would exit Golden Gate Park. It would then be installed in Oak Street (crossing
Stanyan Street), east to a booster pump connection near Central Avenue. Construction activities along
these affected roadways would temporarily disrupt existing circulation patterns because lanes would need
to be closed, requiring either alternating one‐way traffic flow or the removal of parking spaces on one or
both sides of the block to maintain two‐way traffic flow. To avoid the construction area, motorists could
choose to travel on other nearby streets. The specific treatment to maintain traffic flow would be determined
on a case‐by‐case basis during the TASC process. Construction activities at intersections would temporarily
affect cross traffic as well, requiring some travel lane diversion around the construction area. For example,
construction across Stanyan Street would require that work occur in phases to minimize the impact of lane
closures on that arterial.
Due to the short duration and limited magnitude of traffic disruptions and the required coordination and
review of the project’s Construction Management Plan by the multi‐agency TASC to address localized
construction effects, construction impacts related to a temporary reduction in roadway capacity and
increased traffic delays would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Construction Management Plan
As described above, the SFPUC would implement a Construction Management Plan. The Construction
Management Plan would, at a minimum, include the elements listed below, which are required elements
for Construction Management Plans under SFMTA’s Blue Book.


Circulation and detour routes shall be developed to minimize impacts on local street circulation
during road and lane closures. For example, lane closures shall generally avoid the AM and PM
peak commute periods. Flaggers and/or signage shall be used to guide vehicles through and/or
around the construction zone. Roadside construction safety protocols shall be implemented.



Truck routes designated by the CCSF shall be identified. Haul routes that minimize truck traffic on
local roadways and residential streets shall be utilized to the extent possible.
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Sufficient staging areas shall be developed for trucks accessing construction zones to minimize
disruption of access to adjacent land uses, particularly at entries to onsite pipeline construction
within residential neighborhoods.



Construction vehicle movement shall be controlled and monitored by onsite inspectors through the
enforcement of standard construction specifications.



Truck trips shall be scheduled during hours of the day other than the peak morning and evening
commute hours to the extent possible.



Roads shall be restored to the pre‐project number of lanes, with all trenches covered with steel
plates or the equivalent outside of allowed working hours or when work is not in progress.



Pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation shall be maintained during project construction
where safe to do so. The contractor shall be required to maintain bicycle lanes/lane widths to
accommodate bicycle traffic or seek a permit from the SFMTA to address bicycle route detours and
signage for any lane closures. Where construction activities encroach on a bicycle lane, advance
warning signs (e.g., “Bicyclists Allowed Use of Full Lane” and/or “Share the Road”) shall be posted
to indicate that bicycles and vehicles are sharing the lane and to warn bicyclists and drivers of
upcoming traffic hazards. If construction activities encroach on a sidewalk, safe crossings and
appropriate signage shall be provided for pedestrians.



All equipment and materials shall be stored in designated contractor staging areas on or adjacent to
the worksite so that traffic obstruction is minimized.



Construction shall be coordinated with facility owners or administrators of police and fire stations
(including all fire protection agencies), transit stations, hospitals, and schools. Facility owners or
operators shall be notified in advance of the timing, location, and duration of construction activities
and the locations of detours and lane closures. Emergency service vehicles shall be given priority
for access.

While not requirements of SFMTA’s Blue Book, the following additional elements are typically included
in Construction Management Plans, with the intent of minimizing disruptions to surrounding
neighborhoods, resources, and land uses during project construction activity:


A public information plan shall be developed to provide adjacent residents and businesses with
regularly updated information (starting with a 10‐day public notice in advance of project
construction) regarding project construction in their area, including construction activities,
durations, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., excavation), travel lane and other lane closures,
and full road closures. This information shall also be presented on the SFPUC website and updated
regularly as construction conditions change.



Portable changeable message signs shall be used to provide advance notice of lane closures.



The contractor shall be encouraged to reduce the number of vehicle trips by construction workers by
facilitating the use of public transportation and minimizing the construction work parking supply.

The Construction Management Plan would serve to inform city agencies of project construction and to
minimize temporary traffic effects in the vicinity of the construction areas.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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Impact TR‐3: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes on area
roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the circulation system.
(Less than Significant)
Each of the construction activities (excavation, construction of water treatment plant and reservoir facilities,
installation of new pipeline, backfilling of excavated areas, and site restoration) would generate various
types of vehicle trips: construction workers’ vehicles traveling to and from the worksites; haul trucks
associated with the transfer and disposal of excavation materials; haul trucks importing backfill materials;
and delivery trucks bringing materials and equipment to the worksites. Construction activities are expected
to occur primarily during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.), 5 days a week, on normal (non‐holiday)
weekdays (Monday through Friday); however, more restricted construction hours may be required in the
vicinity of the Golden Gate Park Panhandle.12 No nighttime or weekend construction work is proposed.
Should the Zoo become a recycled water customer in the future, construction of recycled water distribution
facilities could be required, and the type and number of vehicle trips and associated impacts would be
similar to those described below because the rate of progress and requirements in the Construction
Management Plan regarding scheduling of truck trips would also apply to construction of Zoo components.
Construction‐Related Vehicle Trips
Construction of each element of the project would result in short‐term increases in the above‐described
vehicle trips on area roadways. The number of construction‐related vehicle trips would vary each day
depending on the type of project component, construction phase, planned activity, and material needs.
The addition of construction traffic to the current roadway volumes, without an increase in roadway
capacity, could result in increased congestion and delays for vehicles, including public transit. The
presence of construction trucks, with their slower speeds and larger turning radii, could result in some
vehicle delays and congestion. The actual impact of construction vehicle traffic on local and regional
roadways would vary by time of day, the number and type of construction‐related vehicles, the number
of travel lanes on the affected roadways, and existing traffic volumes on these roadways. The impacts of
construction traffic would be most noticeable on roadways in the immediate vicinity of the project
worksites and less noticeable on roadways farther from the sites (as project trips disperse over the road
network) and on regional roadways.
Worker Vehicle Trips. Construction at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) site and the
Central Reservoir site would each require one crew of approximately 18 workers on a given day,
traveling to and from the worksites in up to 18 vehicles (i.e., assuming that all workers would travel to
and from the project site in their own vehicles). Construction for installation of pipeline segments would
require three crews of six workers (i.e., up to 18 workers on a given day, traveling to and from the
worksites in up to 18 vehicles, assuming that all workers would travel to and from the project site in their
own vehicles). Generally, construction workers associated with each project component (treatment plant,
reservoir, and distribution pipelines) would travel on different routes because the project sites are not
located near each other, except when pipeline construction occurs near the two proposed facilities.

12 Truck and worker trips at project facility sites would end at 4:30 p.m. However, trucks leaving the sites at 4:30 p.m.

would not reach their destinations until about 5:00 p.m.
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During these times, it is possible that concurrent construction activities could result in approximately
36 worker vehicles (72 one‐way vehicle trips) per day traveling on the same routes.
Haul Truck Trips. The number of construction‐related haul truck trips per day would vary depending on
the type of construction technique, the volume of spoils and fill, and the pace of work. As presented in
Chapter 3, Project Description, open‐cut trenching and excavation would be used during pipeline
installation, which would require haul trucks to export excavated spoils and import fill material along the
alignment. Construction at the Oceanside WPCP site and the Central Reservoir site would typically
generate up to approximately 10 one‐way truck trips per day (including deliveries and off‐haul). Other
construction elements (e.g., installation of pipeline segments, which would generate about 8 one‐way
truck trips per day) would generate truck trips at a level lower than that peak level. Construction‐related
trucks associated with each project component (treatment plant, reservoir, and distribution pipelines)
would travel on different routes because the project sites are not located near each other, except when
pipeline construction occurs near the two proposed facilities. During these times, it is possible that
concurrent construction activities could result in approximately 18 truck one‐way trips per day traveling
on the same routes. Local and regional roadways would be used to haul construction materials; construction
truck traffic would be required to follow City‐designated truck routes to the project sites (e.g., Sunset
Boulevard, Lincoln Way, and Fulton Street), as well as other streets that provide the most direct route to
the worksite and minimize the use of local streets.
As described in the Project Description and above, it is expected that construction activities would occur
primarily during the weekday daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). Worker trips to the worksites would
occur prior to the morning peak traffic hour, but trips from the worksites would likely occur during the
afternoon peak traffic hour. Haul truck trips would be spread over the course of the day.
As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, among the current uses at the Central Reservoir site are
wood waste and composting areas. During project construction at the Central Reservoir site, park
maintenance activities associated with wood waste storage, and chipping/composting operations would be
relocated to the former Richmond‐Sunset Water Pollution Control Plant site (referred to as the “West End
Dump”) at the western part of Golden Gate Park (north of Martin Luther King Jr. Drive and east of the
Murphy Windmill and Millwright’s Cottage). This would result in temporary shifting of park maintenance
traffic (Park maintenance trucks and Park worker autos) from one area of the park to another, and a
temporary increase in vehicles on Martin Luther King Jr. Drive near the “West End Dump” (with a parallel
decrease in maintenance vehicles on Middle Drive West near the Central Reservoir site). However, the level
of increased traffic on Martin Luther King Jr. Drive would not be substantial, would be temporary, and as a
result, would not have a significant effect on traffic flow conditions.
The highest concentration of vehicle trips to and from the construction worksites would be on the roads that
provide direct access to the sites (e.g., on Skyline Boulevard for the Oceanside WPCP site). However, it is
reasonably assumed that workers’ residences would be spread among Bay Area cities, and that project trips
would be dispersed on different roads. On that basis, because the estimated daily vehicle trips associated
with concurrent construction activities represent less than 1 percent of existing traffic volumes on regional
roads (e.g., SR 35 and SR 1) and would be dispersed, they would therefore not substantially alter the
existing traffic operations of those roads. While the addition of this project traffic on local roads (e.g.,
36th Avenue) may be noticeable, the existing traffic operations would not be substantially affected because
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of the relatively low traffic volumes on these roads. Construction activities associated with other (less trip‐
generation‐intensive) project components would have less of an effect on area roadways than the above‐
described concurrent project components. Therefore, the impact related to temporary increases in traffic
volumes during project construction would be a minor lessening of roadway traffic‐carrying capacities due
to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which could affect traffic and transit operations.
However, due to its temporary nature and limited magnitude, this construction‐related increase in traffic
and truck volumes would not be substantial. Furthermore, if deemed necessary by the SFMTA/SFDPW
during the TASC review, a measure could be included in the project‐specific Construction Management
Plan to limit project‐related truck trips and deliveries during the peak commute periods for particular
project components. Although the need to reroute transit vehicles is not expected, construction would be
coordinated with the SFMTA Muni Operations to determine any temporary rerouting for bus lines in work
zones (if needed). Considering all of the above, the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact TR‐4: Project construction within roadways would not substantially limit access to adjacent
roadways and land uses. (Less than Significant)
Construction along affected roadways as well as temporary roadway and lane closures could result in
impaired access to adjacent land uses, driveways, and cross‐streets along the pipeline construction routes
in the vicinity of the worksites. Similar to other traffic‐related impacts discussed above, the proposed lane
closures (and possible temporary full road closures of one city block at a time on two‐lane roads) along
the pipeline alignments could slow, but would not prevent, vehicle access (including emergency vehicle
access). If full road closure were needed, local traffic (by residents of the affected block) and emergency
access would be maintained throughout the closure. Pipeline construction would progress at an
estimated rate of 200 to 300 feet per day (on average). The range of daily progress takes into account the
potential for noncontinuous construction activities. Given the expected pace of work, impaired
(i.e., slowed) access to adjacent land uses, driveways, and cross‐streets along the pipeline construction
routes would be limited to 1 or 2 days at any one location. Pursuant to the Construction Management
Plan, construction workers would restore full access and travel or parking lanes during non‐construction
hours by covering trenches with steel plates or the equivalent whenever feasible. Furthermore, motor
vehicle laws require that emergency vehicles (police, fire, and ambulance) be given priority access during
lane closures. In addition, and pursuant to the Construction Management Plan, the SFPUC or its contractor
would be required to provide notification to all emergency service providers prior to lane closures, and
detour signs and flaggers would be in place during the lane closure periods. Therefore, the project’s effects
on access to adjacent land uses and roadways, including emergency vehicle access, would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
Should the Zoo become a recycled water customer in the future, construction of recycled water distribution
facilities would be required, and the effect on access to adjacent roadways and land uses would be similar to
that described above because the rate of progress and requirements in the Construction Management Plan
regarding access would also apply to construction of Zoo components.
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Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact TR‐5: Project construction would not substantially impair access to alternative transportation
facilities (public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities), although it could temporarily deteriorate the
performance of such facilities. (Less than Significant)
Similar to the effects on automobile traffic that would result from pipeline construction activities (see
Impact TR‐2), temporary closures of travel lanes and sidewalks during project construction would affect
public transit riders, bicyclists, and pedestrians. Specific impacts on alternative transportation (public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities) are described below. Effects on bicyclists and pedestrians due to
increased traffic volumes during the construction of pipelines, pump stations, and storage facilities would
be temporary in nature and of limited magnitude, similar to those described in Impact TR‐3 for traffic
and transit operations (i.e., less than significant), and no mitigation is required. Should the Zoo become a
recycled water customer in the future, construction of recycled water distribution facilities would be
required, and the effect on access to and the performance of alternative transportation facilities would be
similar to that described below because the rate of progress and requirements in the Construction
Management Plan regarding access to and the performance of alternative transportation facilities would
also apply to construction of Zoo components.
Transit Impacts
The proposed project would not create demand for additional local or regional transit lines, but
construction could cause temporary and intermittent impacts on the operation of local Muni routes through
the project area. However, because streets that accommodate public transit lines would remain open to
through‐traffic during construction activities, the 16X Noriega Express, 18 46th Avenue, 23 Monterey, and
29 Sunset bus lines, as well as the Metro streetcar lines N Judah and L Taraval, would not be substantially
delayed during construction. Further, tracks for streetcar lines would not be removed as construction of
pipelines would be done with trenchless construction under the tracks. Any disruptions to local bus service
along project streets would be temporary in nature, affecting only the immediate area surrounding the
construction zone, and lasting approximately 1 to 2 weeks per block (depending on the length of the block).
The Golden Gate Park Shuttle would not be affected by project‐related lane closures because it operates
only on weekends and holidays, and construction work in Golden Gate Park where it operates would occur
only on non‐holiday weekdays.
Consequently, it is not expected that transit vehicles would need to be rerouted. However, if as part of the
project’s Construction Management Plan, the SFPUC in coordination with the SFMTA Muni Operations
determines that a localized short term bus line rerouting or bus stop relocation in the project area is needed
in a particular area due to construction activity, it would not result in a substantial change in Muni service,
especially given the expected limited area affected and temporary nature of the change. In addition, a public
information plan would be implemented during construction to provide adjacent residents and businesses
with regularly updated information regarding project construction activities in their area.
For the reasons described above, impacts related to disruptions in transit service would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Bicycle Impacts
The contractor would be required to maintain bicycle lanes/access during construction to accommodate
bicycle traffic or to seek a permit from the SFMTA to address bicycle detours and signage for any lane or
road closures. Pipeline installation would temporarily restrict roads to single lanes during construction;
e.g., on 34th Avenue (pipeline to Golden Gate Park Reservoir), Cabrillo Street (pipeline to Lincoln Park
and pipeline to the Presidio), and Clement Street (pipeline to Lincoln Park). Therefore, access for
bicyclists within Class III bicycle facilities on the above‐cited roads could be temporarily restricted past
the active work zone for pipe installation (which would progress at an estimated rate of 200 to 300 feet
per day on average). If deemed necessary by the SFMTA/SFDPW during the TASC review, a measure
could be included in the project‐specific Construction Management Plan requiring that advance warning
signs stating “Share the Road” be posted for the safety of bicyclists traveling within construction areas.
Bicyclists would be prohibited from using park roads that could be temporarily closed during
construction on Overlook Drive and Middle Drive West (pipeline to Golden Gate Park Reservoir).
In general, construction‐related activities such as lane closures and construction vehicle traffic would
temporarily increase the potential for motor vehicle and bicycle conflicts, but, with the measures
described above, would not substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility through the project area.
Therefore, given the temporary and transitory nature of the construction activities, construction‐related
impacts on bicycle traffic and facilities would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Pedestrian Impacts
The project would be located in the Sunset District, Richmond District, and in areas of Golden Gate Park
where pedestrian activity would be expected. Except during special events, there is generally a low
(during the week) to moderate (over the weekend) level of pedestrian activity in these areas, consisting of
local residents and visiting or recreational walkers or runners.
In general, project construction activities and construction traffic would temporarily increase the
potential for motor vehicle and pedestrian conflicts, but would not substantially interfere with the use of
pedestrian facilities through the project area for the following reasons. Project‐generated traffic (truck
trips and worker trips) to and from the project area is estimated at up to 45 vehicles (90 one‐way trips)
per day (see Impact TR‐3). Worker commute trips would occur prior to the morning peak traffic hour, but
likely during the evening peak traffic hour, and haul truck trips would be spread over the course of the
day. It is reasonable to assume, given the geographic distribution of the proposed worksites, that project
trips would be dispersed on different roads.
Project construction could cause obstacles for pedestrian traffic (e.g., construction activities could
temporarily and intermittently block pedestrian walkways where a pipeline construction zone crosses a
sidewalk area or a recreational path in Golden Gate Park, and pipeline construction could require
temporary closure of a trail within Golden Gate Park located north of Lincoln Way/34th Avenue, between
Lincoln Way and Middle Drive West, for up to 2 months). In addition, park roadways such Overlook
Drive and Middle Drive West might need to be temporarily closed during pipeline construction.
However, there are other nearby facilities to accommodate pedestrians (e.g., sidewalks on the opposite
side of the street, and different pathways in Golden Gate Park). In addition, in the case of public streets
under SFDPW and SFMTA jurisdiction, the SFMTA Blue Book regulations require the implementation of
construction safety measures with respect to pedestrians, and for streets under the jurisdiction of the
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Recreation and Park Commission, specific treatment to maintain pedestrian circulation and safety would be
determined in consultation with the Recreation and Park Department. Therefore, impacts on pedestrian
circulation and safety would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Construction of the proposed pipelines, pump stations, and storage facilities would not permanently
eliminate or modify alternative transportation corridors or facilities (e.g., bicycle paths or lanes, bus
routes/stops, sidewalks); thus, construction impacts related to alternative transportation modes would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
Impact TR‐6: Project operations and maintenance activities would cause some increases in traffic
volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially alter transportation conditions and would not
cause conflicts with alternative travel modes, including vehicles, emergency vehicles, transit,
pedestrians, and bicycle traffic. (Less than Significant)
After the construction of the recycled water treatment plant, pumping facilities, and pipeline installation is
completed, roadways and adjacent facilities would be returned to their general preconstruction conditions.
Operation of the recycled water treatment plant would require approximately four full‐time employees.
Operation and maintenance of other project facilities would be performed by existing SFPUC employees
and would be similar to operation and maintenance activities that already occur at the site. Trucks would
deliver chemicals to the recycled water treatment plant at a frequency of approximately 4 deliveries (by
4 trucks) per week at peak/build‐out production (i.e., about 1 truck per day). Long‐term maintenance could
include the removal or repair of pumps, valves, or other equipment. It is also likely that small work crews
would perform occasional inspections and repairs of pipelines along the pipeline segments.
These activities would be an extension of existing maintenance practices and would not generate a
substantial number of new vehicle trips. Overall, any increases in traffic generated by operation and
maintenance of the well facilities would be negligible compared to existing conditions and would not
result in a noticeable increase in traffic on adjacent streets. Therefore, operational impacts related to the
proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Should the Zoo become a recycled water customer in the future, construction of recycled water distribution
facilities would be required, and operational impacts would be similar to those described above because the
post‐construction operational requirements would also apply to construction of Zoo components.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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Parking Discussion
The CCSF does not consider parking supply to be part of the permanent physical environment, and
therefore does not consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by
CEQA. Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from
day to night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a
permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change their modes and patterns of
travel.
Thus, parking deficits are considered to be social effects rather than impacts on the physical environment
as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts
on the environment. The social inconvenience of parking deficits, such as having to search for scarce
parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but may result in secondary physical environmental
impacts such as increased traffic congestion at intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise
impacts caused by congestion. In the experience of San Francisco transportation planners, generally the
absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g.,
transit service, taxis, bicycles, or travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development,
induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or
change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts—to transit service in particular—would be in
keeping with San Francisco’s “Transit First” policy.
Once completed, the proposed project would not result in any unmet parking demand because it would
require no more than four SFPUC workers, an insufficient increase to make any appreciable change in
parking availability. During construction, the project would require up to 18 construction workers (three
crews of six workers) per day for pipeline construction, and 18 construction workers per day for
construction of both the recycled water treatment plant and facilities at the Central Reservoir. Temporary
parking demand from construction worker vehicles would occur in proportion to the number of
construction workers commuting by automobile, which is assumed in this analysis to be about 18 parking
spaces per day during work hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) at work sites’ staging areas. If parking were not
available in the proposed staging areas, workers could park in any existing on‐street parking spaces in
the project vicinity. The recycled water treatment plant and the Central Reservoir site are in areas
removed from roads where public on‐street parking occurs, and parking demand for the six‐worker
crews for pipeline construction would cause an insufficient increase in demand to make any appreciable
change in parking availability on the streets along the pipeline alignment.
On‐street parking capacity along the pipeline alignment would be temporarily reduced due to potential
short‐term removal of parking spaces in the immediate vicinity of the pipeline work. As a result, area
residents might have to find alternate parking spaces in the surrounding area. Generally, this loss of on‐
street parking on an individual block would occur during the 1 to 2 weeks that construction takes place
on that block. As described in the Setting, on‐street parking spaces along the pipeline alignment are, in
general, not fully‐occupied during weekday daytime hours, which is typical of residential streets.
Following project construction, on‐street parking and off‐street parking in the Oceanside WPCP would be
restored, with the possible exception of one or two parking spaces at the Oceanside WPCP parking area
which would be displaced by the new facility.
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As a result of limited number of spaces affected, the general availability of parking in the areas where the
work would be done, and the short‐term nature of the loss of these parking spaces (with the exception of
up to two parking spaces at the Oceanside WPCP), there would be no secondary effects associated with
parking removal.
_________________________

Cumulative Impacts
Impact C‐TR: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative traffic increases on local and regional
roads. (Less than Significant)
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative traffic impacts encompasses the local and regional
roadways and highways that would be used by construction workers and vehicles during construction of
the recycled water treatment plant, pumping facilities, and pipelines. The project’s contribution to a long‐
term cumulative impacts would not be considerable because the project‐related impacts are restricted to
the construction period.
Section 5.1.4, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis and Cumulative Projects, describes the approach
to the cumulative analysis used throughout this EIR and summarizes cumulative projects in the vicinity
of the project. Project construction is expected to begin in approximately January 2016 and end in
approximately March 2019. Construction of the proposed project facilities would occur in the same
vicinity and timeframe as other planned and proposed projects. As a result, construction activities at the
recycled water treatment plant, pumping facilities, and pipeline sites would contribute incrementally to
cumulative traffic increases when combined with traffic increases from other projects in the area that
could be under construction at the same time and thus be utilizing the same roads to access worksites.
For example, construction of the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, ParkMerced Project, and
Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remediation Action Project is expected to coincide with the
construction of some proposed project components.
Roadways adjacent to and in the vicinity of the cumulative projects could experience an increase in traffic
volumes as well as reduced roadway capacities due to combined construction activities, which could
substantially worsen traffic conditions. While the capacity of the roadways and intersections could
accommodate the traffic resulting from the detours and additional construction vehicles, the increased
traffic volumes, detours, and road and lane restrictions associated with the overlapping and concurrent
projects could increase potential traffic hazards for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians on affected
roadways during construction of each well facility and pipeline route. The combination of construction
activities from the cumulative projects, in addition to the project’s construction‐related impacts identified
above, could also result in some temporary and intermittent travel lane or road closures adjacent to the
worksites and increased construction traffic on local and regional roadways, all of which indicates the
potential for a significant cumulative traffic impact to occur during construction.
However, as discussed under Impact TR‐2 above, the SFPUC would be required by local SFDPW
regulations and SFPUC adopted policy to implement a project‐specific Construction Management Plan,
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as well as requirements specified in the SFMTA Blue Book to address potential transportation disruptions
during work within city streets. In addition, the Construction Management Plan would require the
SFPUC to engage in ongoing coordination with the appropriate jurisdictional agencies through the TASC,
or to directly address potential cumulative transportation impacts from projects that could overlap in
terms of schedule and/or location). In addition, the SFPUC would require its contractor to coordinate
with the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department to manage construction traffic within Golden
Gate Park. Thus, the project’s contribution to a significant cumulative traffic impact on local and regional
roads would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant), and no mitigation is required.
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5.4 Noise
This section describes the existing noise environment in the vicinity of the project facility sites, discusses
the regulatory framework, analyzes potential noise impacts resulting from implementation of the Westside
Recycled Water Project (project), and presents mitigation measures where appropriate.

5.4.1 Setting
Sound Descriptors
Decibel
Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation of sound waves, the
distance between successive troughs or crests, the speed of the sound waves, and the pressure level or
energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used
to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound
intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over 1 million times within the range of human hearing,
a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable
level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum,
human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called A‐weighting. The A‐weighted
decibel (dBA) refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the
human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends
from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA.
In general, a 10‐dBA increase in the level of a continuous noise, such as traffic noise, represents a
perceived doubling of loudness. Traffic noise increases of less than 3 dBA are barely perceptible to most
people, while a 5‐dBA increase is readily noticeable.1 Table 5.4‐1 shows some representative noise
sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.2

Leq, CNEL, Ldn
Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady‐state energy level (called
Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq (24) is the steady‐state energy level
measured over a 24‐hour period. Because residents and other sensitive receptors are typically more
sensitive to unwanted noise at night, a 24‐hour noise descriptor—the community noise equivalent level
(CNEL)—is used. The CNEL adds a 5‐dBA “penalty” during the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.)
and a 10‐dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Another 24‐hour noise
descriptor—the day‐night noise level (Ldn)—is similar to the CNEL. While both add a 10‐dBA penalty to

1

California Department of Transportation, Division of Environmental Analysis, “Technical Noise Supplement,”
November 2009, pp. 2‐48 – 2‐49. Available online at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete.pdf.
2 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985, Ch. 1. Available online at: http://
portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf.
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TABLE 5.4‐1
TYPICAL SOUND LEVELS MEASURED IN THE ENVIRONMENT
Examples of Common,
Easily Recognized Sounds

Decibels (dBA)

Near Jet Engine

140

Threshold of Pain

130

Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band

120

Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)

110

Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)

100

Noisy Urban Street

90

Noisy Factory

85a

School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces

80

Stenographic Room

70b

Near Freeway Auto Traffic

60b

Average Office

50b

Soft Radio Music in Apartment

40

Average Residence without Stereo Playing

30

Average Whisper

20

Rustle of Leaves in Wind

10

Human Breathing

5

Threshold of Audibility

0

Subjective
Evaluations

Deafening

Very Loud

Loud

Moderate

Faint

Very Faint

a Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people.
b Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community Planning and Development, 1985.

all nighttime noise events between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., Ldn does not add the evening 5‐dBA penalty.
In practice, Ldn and CNEL usually differ by less than 1 dBA at any given location for transportation noise
sources, which is generally an imperceptible difference. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance uses the Ldn
descriptor. As a general rule, in areas where the noise environment is dominated by traffic, the Leq during
the peak hour is generally within 1 to 2 dB of the Ldn at that location.

Existing Noise Environment
The noise environments surrounding the project facility sites are influenced primarily by truck and
automobile traffic on local streets. One long‐term and three short‐term noise level measurements were
taken in the vicinity of the Recycled Water Treatment Plant at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control
Plant (WPCP) site, while one long‐term and one short‐term noise level measurement were taken at the
Central Reservoir site in Golden Gate Park (see Figure 5.4‐1). The noise measurement results from these
two locations are presented below in Table 5.4‐2.
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TABLE 5.4‐2
SUMMARY OF NOISE MONITORING AT THE PROJECT FACILITY SITES
Measurement

Location

Time Period

Leq (dBA)

10/23/08–10/25/08
24‐hour CNEL
Measurements
Thursday: 61 dBA
Friday: 62 dBA
Saturday: 59 dBA

Hourly Leq
52–56

Noise Sources

Recycled Water Treatment Plant at Oceanside WPCP
Long‐term
Measurement 1:

Zoo Road across the street from the
Janet Pomeroy Center entrance,
50 feet from the center of the
roadway

Short‐term
Measurement 1:

Zoo Road across the street from
the Janet Pomeroy Center
entrance, 50 feet from the center
of the roadway

10/08/08
12:10–12:15 p.m.

5‐minute Leq
56 dBA

Traffic on Zoo Road:
61–72 dBA
Truck noise on Zoo
property

Short‐term
Measurement 2:

Intersection of Armory Road and
Skyline Boulevard, 50 feet from
the center of the intersection

10/08/08
12:20–12:25 p.m.

5‐minute Leq
64 dBA

Traffic: 66–70 dBA
Shooting Range at Lake
Merced: 56 dBA

Short‐term
Measurement 3:

Zoo Road across the street from
the Janet Pomeroy Center
entrance, 50 feet from the center
of the roadway

10/08/08
12:31–12:36 p.m.

5‐minute Leq
55 dBA

Monkeys: 48–50 dBA
Person: 48 dBA
Traffic on Zoo Road: 68 dBA

(Long‐term noise
measurements do not
specifically identify noise
sources.)

Central Reservoir Pump Station at Golden Gate Park
Long‐term
Measurement 1:

Northwest corner of the Golden
Gate Park project site

10/09/08–10/11/08
24‐hour CNEL
Measurements
Thursday: 63 dBA
Friday: 63 dBA
Saturday: 63 dBA

Hourly Leq
49–68

(Long‐term noise
measurements do not
specifically identify noise
sources.)

Short‐term
Measurement 2:

Nearest park use to the project
site,
200 feet from the roadway

10/08/08
12:20–12:25 p.m.

5‐minute Leq
56 dBA

Bulldozers and backup
beepers at project site
Traffic on John F. Kennedy
Drive: 48–61 dBA

SOURCE: ESA, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, Technical Memorandum – Noise, November 18, 2008.

The noise environment surrounding the proposed recycled water treatment plant site at the Oceanside
WPCP is primarily influenced by traffic noise from the Great Highway and Skyline Boulevard, and noise
generated at the existing Oceanside WPCP. Noise levels away from these noise sources can be quite low
depending on the amount of nearby human activity.
The noise environment surrounding the Central Reservoir pump station site in Golden Gate Park is
primarily influenced by current composting and maintenance operations within the project site as well as
traffic noise on John F. Kennedy Drive, Highway 1, Transverse Drive, and Middle Drive. Noise levels
away from these noise sources can be quite low depending on the amount of nearby human activity.

Sensitive Receptors
People in residences, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, and auditoriums are
generally more sensitive to noise than those at commercial and industrial establishments. Consequently,
the noise standards for such sensitive land uses are more stringent than those for less sensitive uses.
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Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of project components include residences, schools, hospitals, and
religious facilities. In general, residences and schools are among the land uses considered to be the most
sensitive to noise. No hospitals are located within 1,000 feet of project facilities. The closest residential
uses are located approximately 1,900 feet from the proposed recycled water treatment plant at the
existing Oceanside WPCP (3500 Great Highway), 1,000 feet from proposed facilities at the Central
Reservoir site in Golden Gate Park, and 20 to 25 feet from the proposed distribution pipeline alignments
that extend through the Sunset and Richmond Districts. No schools are located within 1,000 feet of the
Oceanside WPCP or Central Reservoir sites, but the following schools are located within 1,000 feet of a
project pipeline alignment: Pomeroy Recreation and Rehabilitation Center (207 Skyline Boulevard),
75 feet from the pipeline alignment in Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35); Robert Louis Stevenson
Elementary School (2051 34th Avenue), 350 feet from the pipeline alignment; St. Gabriel Elementary
School (2550 41st Avenue), 1,000 feet northwest of the pipeline alignment; St. Ignatius College
Preparatory School (2001 37th Avenue), 350 feet from the pipeline alignment on 38th Avenue; Lawton
Elementary School (1570 31st Avenue), 350 feet from the pipeline alignment on 34th Avenue; Star Light
Christian Preschool (750 26th Avenue), 300 feet from the pipeline alignment on Cabrillo Street; Shalom
School (862 28th Avenue), 400 feet south of the pipeline alignment on Cabrillo Street; Lafayette
Elementary School (4545 Anza Street), adjacent to the pipeline alignment on 37th Avenue; and Cabrillo
Elementary School (735 24th Avenue), adjacent to the pipeline alignment on 24th Avenue.
Active parks, recreation centers, and playgrounds are not as sensitive to noise as residences, schools,
hospitals, or convalescent care facilities, because background noise levels at active parks and recreation
centers and at school playgrounds tend to be elevated. However, users of natural recreation areas may
value an increased degree of quiet for passive recreational uses. Wildlife, such as nesting birds, may also
be sensitive to changes in the noise environment (Appendix A, Impact BI‐1, discusses the effects of
construction disturbance on wildlife). The San Francisco Zoo is the nearest land use in the vicinity of the
recycled water treatment plant site, and could be affected by changes in noise levels. Zoo exhibits are
located approximately 1,100 feet to the north of Armory Road, on top of a hill that has no direct line of
sight to the project site. Other uses in the vicinity of the project site include Lake Merced and Harding
Park, located approximately 1,100 feet to the east; Harding Park Golf Course, located approximately
2,800 feet to the southeast; and the southern section of Ocean Beach, located approximately 200 feet to the
west (across Great Highway). The nearest recreational receptor in the vicinity of the existing Central
Reservoir site in Golden Gate Park is a park use at an open lawn area located approximately 360 feet to
the northeast of the site.

5.4.2 Regulatory Framework
Federal Regulations
Federal regulations establish noise limits for medium and heavy trucks (more than 4.5 tons, gross vehicle
weight rating) under Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 205, Subpart B. The federal truck
passby noise standard is 80 dBA at 50 feet from the vehicle pathway centerline, under specified test
procedures. These controls are implemented through regulatory controls on truck manufacturers.
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State Regulations
There are no state standards for noise that apply to this project.

Local Regulations
City of San Francisco Noise Ordinance
Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code)
state that construction equipment shall not emit noise in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of
100 feet, or at an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Under the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) Standard Construction Measures, the SFPUC requires its
contractors to comply with local noise ordinances to the extent feasible. For trucks, this noise limit is more
stringent than the federal noise standard. This noise level limit does not apply to impact tools and
equipment that contain manufacturer‐recommended noise‐attenuating intake and exhaust mufflers
approved by the Director of Public Works or Director of Building Inspection. This noise level limit also
does not apply to pavement breakers and jackhammers, provided that such equipment is fitted with
manufacturer‐recommended acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds approved by the Director of
Public Works or Director of Building Inspection.
Section 2908 of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance states that nighttime construction noise is limited to
5 dBA above the ambient noise level at the nearest property between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day
and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the
Director of Public Works or Director of Building Inspection.

5.4.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the project would have a significant noise
effect if it were to:


Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; or



Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project.

Approach to Analysis
Impacts addressed in this analysis relate to the project’s construction (short‐term) noise impacts. The
potential for such impacts was assessed by considering: (1) the proximity of project‐related noise sources to
sensitive receptors; (2) typical noise levels associated with construction equipment; (3) the potential for
construction noise levels to exceed the noise limit specified in the City’s noise ordinance; (4) the duration
that sensitive receptors would be affected; and (5) whether project construction activities would occur
outside the construction time limits of the City’s noise ordinance.
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Because no nighttime construction (8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) would occur (see Section 3.4.2, Construction
Schedule), project construction would not take place outside the construction time limits of the City’s
ordinance and would not interfere with nighttime activities.
To address the CEQA significance criteria for noise, as outlined above, a “substantial” noise increase is
defined as an increase in noise to a level that causes interference with daily activities. Generally, compliance
with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which is required by law and was established to prevent or
reduce construction‐related nuisance noise, is considered sufficient to reduce construction noise effects
from any of the proposed project treatment, storage, or pipeline facilities to a less‐than‐significant level.
Construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which
limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except for impact tools approved by
the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The impact analysis compares project construction
activities to these standards to determine if they would result in the exposure of persons to or generate
noise levels in excess of the standards.

Impact Summary
Table 5.4‐3 summarizes the project’s noise impacts and significance determinations. Impacts are
numbered following the sequence from the Initial Study (Appendix A), which addressed the project’s
less‐than‐significant noise impacts associated with vibration and permanent increases in ambient noise
levels under Impacts NO‐1 and NO‐2.
TABLE 5.4‐3
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS – NOISE
Significance
Determination

Impact
Impact NO‐3: The project would not result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the
closest residential receptors, and would not expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards
established in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).

LS

Impact C‐NO: The proposed project would not have significant cumulative noise impacts.

LS

NOTE:
LS = Less‐than‐Significant impact, no mitigation required.

Impact Analysis
Impact NO‐3: Construction of the project would not result in a substantial temporary increase in
ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and would not expose persons to substantial
noise levels in excess of standards established in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).
(Less than Significant)
Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code, revised November 25, 2008, regulates construction‐related
noise. Section 2907 limits noise levels from individual pieces of equipment to 80 dBA at 100 feet (during
daytime hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.), which is equivalent to 86 dBA at 50 feet. Impact tools such as
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jackhammers are exempt from this noise limit if they are equipped with intake and exhaust mufflers
approved by the Director of Public Works or Director of Building Inspection. Section 2908 also allows for
construction work during nighttime hours (defined by the code as 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.); however,
construction‐related noise cannot exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line,
unless a special permit is granted by the Director of Public Works or Director of Building Inspection.
Construction activities would be conducted primarily during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.3), five
days a weeks (Monday through Friday, except for legal holidays). With project implementation, noise
levels related to construction within and adjacent to project facility sites and pipeline alignments would
vary depending on the construction phase, types and number of construction equipment in use, and
duration that various pieces of construction equipment are used. Construction activities would generate
noise at each project facility site as well as on roadways accessing the site. Construction‐related material
haul trips would raise ambient noise levels along haul routes.
Table 5.4‐4 presents typical noise levels for the construction equipment that would result in the highest
noise levels. The closest noise‐sensitive residential receptors are approximately 1,900 feet from the recycled
water treatment plant, approximately 1,000 feet from Central Reservoir pump station site, and
approximately 20 to 25 feet from new pipeline construction. Wildlife receptors (i.e., nesting birds) could
be subject to construction‐related noise increases (Appendix A, Impact BI‐1, discusses the effects of
construction disturbance on wildlife).
As indicated in Table 5.4‐4, the noise level associated with, for example, jackhammers or concrete saws, is
82 to 84 dBA at 100 feet. Impact tools such as jackhammers are exempt from the Police Code’s equivalent
daytime ordinance noise limit of 80 dBA at 100 feet if they are equipped with intake and exhaust mufflers
approved by the Director of Public Works or Director of Building Inspection. Noise‐control measures will
be required on any other equipment exceeding the limit such as concrete saws at project construction
sites. Such measures could include: intake silencers, ducts, and acoustically attenuating shields, barriers
or shrouds. With required conformance to ordinance noise level and time limits, no conflicts with local
ordinances are expected to occur during project construction, and potential construction‐related noise
impacts due to the exposure of persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards established in the
Noise Ordinance would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.
As to noise exposure to residences and other sensitive receptors, pipeline construction would involve
equipment operation at distances as close as 20 to 25 feet from noise‐sensitive residential receptors, which
is much closer than at the Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir sites. However, despite this closer
proximity, pipeline construction activities would only take place in the vicinity of each sensitive receptor
for a short time period (approximately 2 weeks), since pipeline installation would progress at an average
rate of approximately 100 to 300 feet per day (on average) along residential streets. Therefore, each
residential receptor would be subject to maximum noise from operation of a concrete saw or jackhammer
for a short time period, with noise levels decreasing as this activity moves further away along the
pipeline alignment. Further, construction‐related noise impacts during installation of pipelines, even with
3

Truck and worker trips at project facility sites would normally end at 4:30 p.m., although they are allowed to continue
until the end of daytime hours (8:00 p.m.). However, trucks leaving the sites at 4:30 p.m. would not reach their
destinations until about 5:00 p.m.
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TABLE 5.4‐4
TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Construction Equipment

Noise Level
(dBA, Leq at 50 feet)

Noise Level
(dBA, Leq at 100 feet)

Jackhammer (Pavement Breaker)

88

82

Concrete Saw

90

84

Loader

79

73

Dozer

82

76

Excavator

81

75

Grader

85

79

Compactor

83

77

Dump Truck

76

70

Flatbed Truck

74

68

Concrete Truck

81

75

Forklift (gas‐powered)

83

77

Street Sweeper (vacuum)

82

76

Generator

81

75

Pneumatic Sheeting Driver

85

79

Compressor

78

72

Mixer (Batch Plant)

83

77

Roller

80

74

Crane

81

75

Riga

84

78

Paver

77

71

Asphalt Milling Machine (Scarifier)

83

76

San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit

86

80

Auger Drill

a Exempt from the ordinance requirement of 80 dBA at 100 feet.

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, 9.0 Construction Equipment Noise
Levels and Ranges, Table 9.1, RCNM Default Noise Emission Reference Levels and Usage Factors,
Construction Noise Handbook, Updated July 2011. Available online at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov
/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook09.cfm, Accessed October 3, 2014; U.S.
Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment,
May 2006. Available online at http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf.

operation of noisier types of construction equipment, would be required to comply with ordinance noise
limits. For these reasons, the project would not result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels at the closest residential receptors, and the impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is
required.
Construction‐related truck trips generated during construction of project facilities would be required to
travel on designated truck routes, minimizing truck traffic in residential areas. Therefore, use of City
designated haul routes in the required Construction Management Plan, which minimizes use of local
roadways and residential streets to the extent feasible (see Impact TR‐1 for more discussion), advanced
public notification, and provision of contact information to file noise complaints (see Chapter 3, Project
Description, Section 3.4.2 under Construction Schedule) would further reduce potential construction‐related
noise impacts.
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Should the San Francisco Zoo be included as a recycled water customer in the future, construction of the
required distribution pipeline would result in similar impacts as described above for other pipelines. The
closest affected land use to this pipeline would be Zoo uses. While construction‐related noise increases
could be disturbing to the zoo animals, as would be the case with residential noise exposures, zoo
animals would be subject to maximum noise from operation of a concrete saw or jackhammer for a short
time period, with noise levels decreasing as this activity moves further away along the pipeline
alignment. Further, construction‐related noise impacts during installation of pipelines, even with
operation of noisier types of construction equipment, would be controlled to comply with ordinance
noise limits. Given the short duration of pipeline construction combined with controls on equipment
required by the noise ordinance, construction‐related noise increases on Zoo uses would also be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
Project implementation would also result in the temporary relocation during project construction at the
Central Reservoir of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department’s wood waste storage,
chipping/mulch creation operations, and other parking maintenance activities from their current location at
the Central Reservoir site to the West End Dump site located near the South Windmill in Golden Gate Park.
All of the Department’s green waste processing was previously done at this site and project implementation
would result in the temporary return of this former activity at the West End Dump site. The closest
residential uses to this new location are approximately 600 feet to the south (across Lincoln Way). Chippers
typically generate noise levels of 69 to 79 dBA (Leq) at 100 feet,4 and thus would be expected to meet with
the Police Code’s equivalent daytime ordinance noise limit of 80 dBA at 100 feet. Therefore, temporary
relocation of this activity to the West End Dump site in the South Windmill vicinity would result in a
temporary noise increase that would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________

Cumulative Impacts
Impact C‐NO: The proposed project would not have significant cumulative noise impacts. (Less than
Significant)
The geographic scope for potential cumulative noise impacts encompasses the project site, its immediate
vicinity, and areas next to haul routes.
Cumulative noise increases could occur if there are concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity
or if there are cumulative truck noise increases along haul routes. Of the cumulative projects listed in
Section 5.1.4, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis and Cumulative Projects, none are located
immediately adjacent to facility sites, except for upgrades at the Oceanside WPCP and the Central

4

Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc., Crystal Springs Pipeline No. 2, Noise and Vibration Study, Impacts and Mitigation, Final
Technical Memo, September 24, 2009, Adapted from O’Connor, W.R., “Tree Worker Safety,” Journal of Arboriculture,
vol. 15(1), January 1989, p. 45.
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Reservoir well facility, which is located west of the project area. Construction of the well facility is
expected to be completed in spring 2016, before project construction. Construction activities at the
Oceanside WPCP are not in the vicinity of sensitive receptors. Thus, cumulative construction effects are
not expected.
There are several cumulative projects in the general project vicinity, including the San Francisco
Groundwater Supply Project, Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project, Regional Groundwater
Storage and Recovery Project, and ParkMerced Project, and other projects that are primarily in the Lake
Merced vicinity. These projects could generate construction‐related traffic on local access routes. While
construction of some of these projects is expected to occur before the proposed project construction, the
schedules are undetermined and some could coincide with proposed project construction. In this event,
cumulative traffic noise increases could occur on local truck routes. However, truck trips associated with
all construction projects would be required to travel on designated truck routes, minimizing truck traffic
in residential areas. Therefore, the contribution of the project to cumulative noise increases in the site
vicinity or cumulative truck noise increases along haul routes from concurrent construction activities
would not be considerable, therefore this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation is
required.
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5.5 Air Quality
This section describes the existing air quality conditions in the area of the Westside Recycled Water
Project (project), discusses the regulatory framework for air quality management, and addresses the air
quality impacts that could result from implementation of the project, including increases in criteria air
pollutants.

5.5.1 Setting
Overview
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency with jurisdiction over
the nine‐county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which includes San Francisco, Alameda,
Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa Counties and portions of Sonoma and Solano
Counties. The BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the SFBAAB within
federal and state air quality standards, as established by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and the
California Clean Air Act (CCAA), respectively. Specifically, the BAAQMD has the responsibility to
monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the SFBAAB and to develop and implement strategies to
attain the applicable federal and state standards. The CAA and the CCAA require plans to be developed
for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality plan, the 2010 Clean
Air Plan, was adopted by the BAAQMD on September 15, 2010. The 2010 Clean Air Plan updates the Bay
Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the CCAA to implement all feasible
measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and
greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or
implemented. The 2010 Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals:


Attain air quality standards;



Reduce population exposure and protect public health in the San Francisco Bay Area; and



Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate.

The 2010 Clean Air Plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the SFBAAB.
Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with
or obstruct implementation of air quality plans.

Criteria Air Pollutants
In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the
following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5),
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air
pollutants because they are regulated by specific public health‐ and welfare‐based criteria as the basis for
setting permissible levels.
The BAAQMD operates a regional monitoring network that measures the ambient concentrations of these
six criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB. Existing and probable future air quality in the project area
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can best be inferred by examining the BAAQMD’s ambient air quality measurements taken at the
San Francisco monitoring station over the past several years. The BAAQMD’s air quality monitoring
station at 16th and Arkansas Streets (10 Arkansas Street) in San Francisco’s lower Potrero Hill area
measures ozone, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5. This location is approximately 2 miles northwest of the
easternmost pipeline alignment (Panhandle vicinity) and 5.5 miles southwest of the Oceanside Water
Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) site. Table 5.5‐1 presents a 7‐year summary of monitoring data (2007–
2013) and compares measured maximum pollutant concentrations against the most stringent applicable
ambient air quality standards (both state and federal standards are described below in Section 5.5.2).

Ozone
Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of
photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOX). The main
sources of NOX and ROG, often referred to as ozone precursors, are combustion processes (including
motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels. Automobiles are the single
largest source of ozone precursors in the Bay Area. Ozone is considered a regional air pollutant because
its precursors are transported and diffused by wind concurrently with ozone production through the
photochemical reaction process, resulting in the regional dispersion of ozone. Ozone causes eye irritation,
airway constriction, and shortness of breath and can aggravate existing respiratory diseases such as
asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema.1 Table 5.5‐1 shows that, according to published data, the more
stringent applicable standards have not been exceeded during the past seven years.

Carbon Monoxide
CO is an odorless, colorless gas usually formed as the result of the incomplete combustion of fuels. The
single largest source of CO is motor vehicles; the highest emissions occur during low travel speeds, stop‐
and‐go driving, cold starts, and hard acceleration. Exposure to high concentrations of CO reduces the
oxygen‐carrying capacity of the blood and can cause headaches, dizziness, fatigue; impair central nervous
system function; and induce angina (chest pain) in persons with serious heart disease. Very high levels of
CO can be fatal. Table 5.5‐1 shows that no exceedance of CO standards were recorded at the
San Francisco monitoring station between 2007 and 2013. Maximum 8‐hour CO levels average less than
35 percent of the allowable 8‐hour standard.

Suspended and Inhalable Particulate Matter
PM is a class of air pollutants that consists of solid and liquid airborne particles, measured in two size
ranges: PM10, which refers to suspended particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and PM2.5, which
refers to fine suspended particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter. Motor vehicles generate about half of
the PM in the Bay Area, through tailpipe emissions as well as brake pad and tire wear. Another
significant source of PM2.5 is wood burning in fireplaces and stoves. Extended exposure to PM2.5 can
increase the risk of chronic respiratory disease, and PM2.5 poses an increased health risk because it
contains substances that are particularly harmful to human health and because the fine particles can be
inhaled and deposited into the deepest parts of the human lung.

1

BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011.
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TABLE 5.5‐1
SAN FRANCISCO AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MONITORING SUMMARY (2004–2010)
Most
Stringent
Applicable
Standard

Pollutant

Number of Days Standards were Exceeded
and Maximum Concentrations Measured
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

0.060

0.082

0.072

0.079

0.070

0.069

0.069

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Ozone
Maximum 1‐hour concentration (ppm)b
Days 1‐hour standard exceeded
Maximum 8‐hour concentration

>0.09

ppma

0.053

0.066

0.057

0.051

0.049

0.048

0.060

>0.07

ppma

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

>0.075

ppmb

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1.6

2.3

2.9

1.4

1.2

1.2

‐

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0.069

0.062

0.059

0.093

0.093

0.124

0.073

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0.006

0.004

–

–

–

–

–

0

0

–

–

–

–

–

70

41

36

40

46

51

44

2

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

45.2

39.2/
29.4

49.8/
35.6

45.3

47.5

35.7

48.5

(ppm)a

Days 8‐hour standard exceeded
Days 8‐hour standard exceeded
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Maximum 8‐hour concentration (ppm)
Days 8‐hour standards exceeded

>9 ppma,b

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Maximum 1‐hour concentration (ppm)
Days 1‐hour standard exceeded

>0.18 ppma,c

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Maximum 24‐hour concentration (ppm)
Days 24‐hour standard exceeded

>0.04 ppma

Suspended Particulates (PM10)
Maximum 24‐hour concentration (μg/m3)
Days 24‐hour standard exceededd
exceededd

Days 24‐hour standard

>50 μg/m3 a
> 150

μg/m3 b

Suspended Fine Particulates (PM2.5)
Maximum 24‐hour concentration (μg/m3)e
Days 24‐hour standard exceeded

>35 μg/m3 d

5

0

1

3

2

1

2

Annual Average (μg/m3)b

12 μg/m3 b

8.6

–

9.6

10.5

9.5

8.2

10.1

)a

3a

12 μg/m

8.9

11.7

–

10.6

9.5

–

–

>12 μg/m3 a

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Annual Average (μg/m

3

Annual standard exceeded?

NOTES:
“–” indicates that data are not available; ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
a State standard, not to be exceeded.
b Federal standard, not to be exceeded.
c In 2010, a new federal 1‐hour standard of 0.10 ppm was established for NO2. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has published

attainment designations for this standard and the SFBAAB is classified as being in “Attainment.”

d Because PM10 is only sampled every sixth day, the actual number of days over the standard can be estimated to be six times the number shown.
e Maximum concentrations represent both the State and Federal 24‐hour average highs where one value is presented and State 24‐hour average high/

Federal 24‐hour average high in years when they varied.
SOURCES: California Air Resources Board (CARB), “2007 to 2013 ADAM Air Quality Data Statistics.” Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/,
Accessed December 16, 2014; CARB, Ambient Air Quality Standards, June 4, 2013. Available online at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf.
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According to the California Air Resources Board (CARB), studies in the United States and elsewhere “have
demonstrated a strong link between elevated particulate levels and premature deaths, hospital admissions,
emergency room visits, and asthma attacks,” and studies of children’s health in California have
demonstrated that particle pollution “may significantly reduce lung function growth in children.” CARB
also reports that statewide attainment of PM standards could prevent thousands of premature deaths, lower
hospital admissions for cardiovascular and respiratory disease and asthma‐related emergency room visits,
and prevent hundreds of thousands of episodes of respiratory illness in California.2
Among the regulated criteria pollutants, PM appears to represent a serious ongoing health hazard. As
long ago as 1999, the BAAQMD California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines reported
studies showing that elevated PM levels contribute to the death of approximately 200 to 500 people per
year in the Bay Area. High levels of PM have also been known to exacerbate chronic respiratory ailments,
such as bronchitis and asthma, and have been associated with increased emergency room visits and
hospital admissions.
Table 5.5‐1 shows that the state 24‐hour PM10 standard has been exceeded in San Francisco – three times
between 2007 and 2013. The less stringent federal 24‐hour PM10 standard, however, was not exceeded
during the seven‐year study period.
PM2.5 is of particular concern because epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people who live near
freeways and high‐traffic roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma symptoms
and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in children.3

Nitrogen Dioxide
NO2 is a reddish‐brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Mobile sources (motor vehicles
and other transportation sources) and industrial operations are the main sources of NOx, which include
NO2. Aside from contributing to ozone formation, NO2 can increase the risk of acute and chronic
respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may be visible as a coloring component on high pollution
days, especially in conjunction with high ozone levels. Table 5.5‐1 shows that the current standard for
NO2 is being met in the Bay Area.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has also established requirements for a new
monitoring network to measure NO2 concentrations near major roadways in urban areas with a
population of 500,000 or more. Sixteen new near‐roadway monitoring sites will be required in California,
three of which will be in the Bay Area. These monitors are required to be deployed by January 2013. The
new monitoring data may result in a need to change area designations. CARB will revise the area
designation recommendations, as appropriate, once the new monitoring data become available.

2

California Air Resources Board (CARB), “Recent Research Findings: Health Effects of Particulate Matter and Ozone Air
Pollution,” January 2004. Available online at: http://www.powerworks.com/Documents/ozone_air_pollutants.pdf. This
document is on file with the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, and is
available for public review as part of the project file, in Case File No. 2008.0762E.
3 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effect from Intra‐urban
Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008, p. 7.
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Sulfur Dioxide
SO2 is a colorless acidic gas with a strong odor. It is produced by combustion of sulfur‐containing fuels
such as coal, diesel, and oil. SO2 has the potential to damage materials and can cause health effects at high
concentrations. It can irritate lung tissue and increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease.
Table 5.5‐1 shows that the state standard for SO2 is being met in the SFBAAB, and pollutant trends
suggest that the SFBAAB (San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin)will continue to meet this standard for the
foreseeable future.
In 2010, the U.S. EPA established a new 1‐hour SO2 national ambient air quality standard of 0.75 part per
million (ppm), effective August 23, 2010, which is based on the 3‐year average of the annual 99th
percentile of 1‐hour daily maximum concentrations. The U.S. EPA also revoked both the existing 0.030‐
ppm annual and 0.14‐ppm 24‐hour SO2 national standards effective 1 year after the U.S. EPA’s initial
designation of the new 1‐hour SO2 national standard. As shown in Table 5.5‐1, the 24‐hour standard has
not been exceeded during the past seven years.

Lead
Leaded gasoline (phased out in the United States at the beginning of 1973), lead paint (on older houses and on
cars), smelters (metal refineries), and the manufacturing of lead storage batteries have been the primary
sources of lead released into the atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, which puts
children at special risk. Some lead‐containing chemicals cause cancer in animals. Lead levels in the air have
decreased substantially since leaded gasoline was eliminated from use. Ambient lead concentrations are only
monitored on an as‐warranted, site‐specific basis in California. On October 15, 2008, the U.S. EPA
strengthened the national ambient air quality standard for lead by lowering it from 1.5 microgram per cubic
meter (μg/m3) to 0.15 μg/m3. The U.S. EPA revised the monitoring requirements for lead in December 2010.
These requirements focus on airports and large urban areas, resulting in an increase of 76 monitors nationally.

Toxic Air Contaminants
Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are defined as a group of air pollutants that may lead to serious illness or
increased mortality, even when present in relatively low concentrations. Human health effects of TACs
include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types
of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at
a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another TAC.
TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the BAAQMD using a risk‐based
approach, that if necessary requires preparation of a health risk assessment, to determine which sources
and pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which
human health exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together with information
regarding the toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks.4

4

In general, a health risk assessment is required if the BAAQMD concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxic
compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk; the applicant is then subject to
a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long‐term effects,
calculating the increased risk of cancer because of exposure to one or more TACs.
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In addition to monitoring criteria air pollutants, both the BAAQMD and CARB operate TAC monitoring
networks in the San Francisco Bay Area. These stations measure 10 to 15 TACs, depending on the specific
station. The TACs selected for monitoring are those that have traditionally been found in the highest
concentrations in ambient air, and therefore tend to produce the most significant risk. The BAAQMD
operates an ambient TAC monitoring station at its Arkansas Street facility in San Francisco’s lower
Potrero Hill area. Table 5.5‐2 presents the annual average ambient concentrations of various carcinogenic
TACs measured at the Arkansas Street station and the estimated cancer risks from lifetime (70 years)
exposure to these substances. When TAC measurements at this station are compared to ambient
concentrations of various TACs for the Bay Area as a whole, the cancer risks associated with mean TAC
concentrations in San Francisco are similar to those for the Bay Area as a whole. Therefore, the estimated
average lifetime cancer risk resulting from exposure to TAC concentrations monitored at the San
Francisco station does not appear to be any greater than for the region.
TABLE 5.5‐2
CARCINOGENIC TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS – ANNUAL AVERAGE AMBIENT CONCENTRATIONS
Substance

Concentration

Gaseous TACs

Cancer Risk Per Milliona

(ppb)

Acetaldehyde

0.69

3

Benzene

0.23

21

1,3‐Butadiene

0.048

18

Para‐Dichlorobenzene

0.15

10

Methyl tertiary‐Butyl Ether (MTBE)

0.26

0.2

Ethylene Dibromide

0.006

3

Formaldehyde

1.31

10

Perchloroethylene

0.022

0.9

Methlylene Chloride

0.14

0.5

Carbon Tetrachloride

0.086

23

Chloroform

0.026

0.7

Trichloroethlene

0.01

0.1

Particulate TACs

(ng/m3)

Chromium (Hexavalent)

0.07

11

NOTES: ppb=parts per billion; ng/m3 = nanograms per cubic meter
All values are from BAAQMD 2010 monitoring data from the Arkansas Street station, except for para‐dichlorobenzene (2006),
ethylene dibromide (1992), and MTBE (2003).
a

Cancer risks were estimated by applying published unit risk values to the measured concentrations.

SOURCE: CARB, Ambient Air Toxics Summary, 2010. Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/sitesubstance.html, Accessed
December 16, 2014.

Significant sources of TACs in the environment include both stationary sources (e.g., gas stations, dry
cleaners, and buildings with boilers and/or emergency generators) and mobile sources (particularly
diesel‐powered vehicles, including trains, buses, and trucks on high‐traffic roadways). CARB has
determined that the 10 compounds posing the greatest known health risk in California, based primarily
on ambient air quality data, are benzene, 1,3‐butadiene, acetaldehyde, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

5.5‐6

March 2015

5. Environmental Setting and Impacts
5.5 Air Quality

chromium, para‐dichlorobenzene, formaldehyde, methylene chloride, perchloroethylene, and diesel
particulate matter (DPM).

Roadway‐Related Air Pollutants
Motor vehicles are responsible for a large share of air pollution, especially in California. Vehicle tailpipe
emissions contain diverse forms of particles and gases, and also contribute to particulates by generating
road dust and through tire wear. Epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people living in
proximity to freeways or busy roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased asthma
symptoms and respiratory infections, and decreased pulmonary function and lung development in
children. Air pollution monitoring done in conjunction with epidemiological studies has confirmed that
roadway‐related health effects vary with modeled exposure to PM and NO2. In traffic‐related studies, the
additional noncancer health risk attributable to roadway proximity was seen within 1,000 feet of the
roadway and was strongest within 300 feet. As a result, CARB recommends that new sensitive land uses
not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads carrying 100,000 vehicles per day.5 In 2008, the
City of San Francisco adopted amendments to the Health Code (discussed under “Regulatory
Framework” below), requiring new residential projects near high‐volume roadways to be screened for
exposure hazards and, where indicated, to conduct an analysis of exposure and to mitigate hazards
through design and ventilation.

Diesel Particulate Matter
CARB identified DPM as a toxic air contaminant in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating
cancer effects in humans.6 The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and
particulate components, many of which are toxic. Many of these toxic compounds adhere to diesel
particles, which are very small and can penetrate deeply into the lungs. Mobile sources such as trucks,
buses, and, to a much lesser extent, automobiles are some of the primary sources of diesel emissions, and
concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled highways. The estimated cancer risk from
exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other toxic air pollutant
routinely measured in the region. In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected
by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution
and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Areas with poor air
quality, termed the “Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,” were identified based on two health‐protective
criteria: (1) excess cancer risk from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than
100 per one million population, and/or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 micrograms
per cubic meter (μg/m3). CARB estimated the average Bay Area cancer risk from DPM, based on a
population‐weighted average ambient diesel particulate concentration, at about 480 in 1 million as of
2000. The risk from DPM has declined from 750 in 1 million in 1990 to 570 in 1 million in 1995. CARB

5

CARB, California Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA), Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective, April 2005, pp. 8‐11. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. This recommendation is
put forth to minimize potential noncancer health effects of exposure to pollutants known to increase incidence of asthma
and other respiratory ailments, particularly fine particulates, as well as cancer risk from exposure to DPM and chemicals
from automobile exhaust.
6 CARB, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel‐fueled
Engines,” Fact Sheet, October 1998. Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/dieseltac/factsht1.pdf.
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estimated the average statewide cancer risk from DPM continued its decline from 540 in 1 million in 2000
to 450 in 1 million in 2010.7
Recent air pollution studies have shown an association between respiratory and other noncancer health
effects and proximity to high‐traffic roadways. CARB community health risk assessments and regulatory
programs have produced air quality information about certain types of facilities for consideration by local
authorities when siting new residences, schools, day care centers, parks and playgrounds, and medical
facilities (i.e., sensitive land uses, or “sensitive receptors”). Sensitive land uses deserve special attention
because children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are especially
vulnerable to the noncancer effects of air pollution. There is also substantial evidence that children are
more sensitive to cancer‐causing chemicals.8
In 2000, CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions from
both new and existing diesel‐fueled vehicles and engines. Subsequent CARB regulations apply to new
trucks and to diesel fuel. With new controls and fuel requirements, 60 trucks built in 2007 would have the
same soot exhaust emissions as one truck built in 1988.9 Despite notable emission reductions, CARB
recommends that proximity to sources of DPM emissions be considered in the siting of new sensitive
land uses. CARB notes that these recommendations are advisory and should not be interpreted as
defined “buffer zones.” CARB acknowledges that land use agencies must balance other considerations,
including housing and transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, community economic
development priorities, and other quality‐of‐life issues. With careful evaluation of exposure, health risks,
and affirmative steps to reduce risk where necessary, CARB’s position is that infill development; mixed‐
use, higher‐density, transit‐oriented development; and other concepts that benefit regional air quality can
be compatible with protecting the health of individuals at the neighborhood level.10

Sensitive Receptors
Air quality does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more
susceptible to adverse health effects than others. Population subgroups sensitive to the health effects of
air pollutants include the elderly and the young; population subgroups with higher rates of respiratory
disease, such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; and populations with other
environmental or occupational health exposures (e.g., indoor air quality) that affect cardiovascular or
respiratory diseases. Land uses such as schools, children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and
convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population
groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress. Parks and
7

CARB, Table 5‐44 and p. 5‐44, California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality ‐ 2009 Edition. Available online at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac.htm. This calculated cancer risk values from ambient air exposure in the
Bay Area can be compared against the lifetime probability of being diagnosed with cancer in the United States, from all
causes, which is more than 40 percent (based on a sampling of 17 regions nationwide), or greater than 400,000 in one
million, according to the National Cancer Institute.
8 CARB, CEPA, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005. Available online at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. p. ES‐1.
9 Pollution Engineering, “New Clean Diesel Fuel Rules Start,” July 2, 2006. Available online at
http://www.pollutionengineering.com/articles/print/85480‐new‐clean‐diesel‐fuel‐rules‐start/, Accessed November 14,
2014.
10 CARB, CEPA, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005. Available online at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. p. ES‐2.
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playgrounds are considered moderately sensitive to poor air quality because persons engaged in
strenuous work or exercise also have increased sensitivity to poor air quality; however, exposure times
are generally far shorter in parks and playgrounds than in residential locations and schools, for example,
which typically reduces overall exposure to pollutants. Residential areas are considered more sensitive to
air quality conditions compared to commercial and industrial areas because people generally spend
longer periods of time at their residences, with associated greater exposure to ambient air quality
conditions.11
Workers are not considered sensitive receptors because all employers must follow regulations set out by
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration to ensure the health and well‐being of their
employees.12
In determining whether sources of emissions may affect nearby sensitive receptors, a summary of
research findings in CARB’s Land Use Compatibility Handbook13 suggests that air pollutants from high‐
volume roadways are substantially reduced or can even be indistinguishable from upwind background
concentrations at a distance of 1,000 feet downwind from sources such as freeways and large distribution
centers. Given the scientific data on dispersion of TACs from a source, the BAAQMD recommends
assessing impacts of sources of TACs on nearby receptors within a 1,000‐foot radius. This radius is also
consistent with CARB’s Land Use Compatibility Handbook and California Health and Safety Code Section
42301.6 (Notice for Possible Source Near School).
There are no hospitals located within 1,000 feet of project facilities. The closest residential uses are located
approximately 1,900 feet from the proposed recycled water treatment plant at the existing San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) Oceanside WPCP (3500 Great Highway), 1,000 feet from proposed
facilities at the Central Reservoir site in Golden Gate Park, and 20 to 25 feet from the proposed
distribution pipeline alignments that extend through the Sunset and Richmond Districts.
There are no schools located within 1,000 feet of the Oceanside WPCP or Central Reservoir sites, but the
following schools are located within 1,000 feet of a project pipeline alignment: Pomeroy Recreation and
Rehabilitation Center14 (207 Skyline Boulevard), 75 feet from the proposed pipeline alignment in Skyline
Boulevard (State Route 35); Robert Louis Stevenson Elementary School (2051 34th Avenue), 350 feet from
the pipeline alignment; St. Gabriel Elementary School (2550 41st Avenue), 1,000 feet northwest of the
pipeline alignment; St. Ignatius College Preparatory School (2001 37th Avenue), 350 feet from the pipeline
alignment on 38th Avenue; Lawton Elementary School (1570 31st Avenue), 350 feet from the pipeline
alignment on 34th Avenue; Star Light Christian Preschool (750 26th Avenue), 300 feet from the pipeline
alignment on Cabrillo Street; Shalom School (862 28th Avenue), 400 feet south of the pipeline alignment
on Cabrillo Street; Lafayette Elementary School (4545 Anza Street), adjacent to the pipeline alignment on
11 The factors responsible for variation in exposure are also often similar to factors associated with greater susceptibility to

air quality health effects.

12 BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2012, p. 11. Available online at:

http://www.baaqmd.gov/Home/Divisions/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA%20GUIDELINES/Tools%20and%20Met
hodology.aspx.
13 CARB, CEPA, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005. Available online at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.
14 The Pomeroy Center provides recreation, vocational and educational opportunities for people with disabilities
(including children, teens, adults, and seniors).
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37th Avenue; and Cabrillo Elementary School (735 24th Avenue), adjacent to the pipeline alignment on
24th Avenue.

Existing Sources of TACs in the Project Vicinity
In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco
partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from mobile,
stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed “Air Pollution
Exposure Zones,” were identified based on two health‐protective criteria: (1) excess cancer risk from the
contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per 1 million population, and/or
(2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations greater than 10 μg/m3. Land use projects within the Air Pollutant
Exposure Zones require special consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would expose
sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas already adversely
affected by poor air quality.
Within Air Pollutant Exposure Zones, additional construction activity may adversely affect populations
that are already at a higher risk for adverse long‐term health risks from existing sources of air pollution.
The San Francisco Planning Department has determined that the project facilities are located outside of
mapped localized Air Pollutant Exposure Zones, with one exception: the recycled water treatment facility
would be located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone indicated at the Oceanside WPCP (see
Figure 5.5‐1). However, there are no sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the Oceanside WPCP.

5.5.2 Regulatory Framework
Air Quality Regulations and Plans
Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards
The 1970 CAA (as amended in 1990) required that regional planning and air pollution control agencies
prepare a regional air quality plan to outline the measures by which both stationary and mobile sources
of pollutants will be controlled to achieve all standards by the deadlines specified in the CAA. These
ambient air quality standards are intended to protect the public health and welfare, and they specify the
concentration of pollutants (with an adequate margin of safety) to which the public can be exposed
without adverse health effects. They are designed to protect those segments of the public most
susceptible to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from
other illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate
occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are somewhat above ambient air quality standards before
adverse health effects are observed.
The determination of whether a region’s air quality is healthful or unhealthful is made by comparing
contaminant levels in ambient air samples to the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). Data
from regional monitoring stations is used to establish a region’s attainment status for criteria air
pollutants. The purpose of these designations is to identify planning areas with air quality problems and
thereby initiate planning efforts for improvement. The three basic designation categories are
“nonattainment,” “attainment,” and “unclassified.” The “unclassified” designation is used for an area
that cannot be classified on the basis of available information as meeting or not meeting the standards.
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The current attainment status for the SFBAAB, with respect to federal standards, is summarized in
Table 5.5‐3. In general, the SFBAAB experiences concentrations that attain the standards for most
pollutants except for ozone and particulate matter (PM10, and PM2.5), for which standards are exceeded
periodically. In June 2004, the Bay Area was designated as a “marginal nonattainment” area of the
national 8‐hour ozone standard. The U.S. EPA lowered the national 8‐hour ozone standard from 0.80 to
0.75 ppm effective May 27, 2008. On February 7, 2012, the U.S. EPA proposed a rule that takes necessary
steps to implement the 2008 national 8‐hour ozone standard, establishing an approach for classification of
nonattainment areas—areas not meeting the 2008 ozone standard.15 The SFBAAB is in attainment for
criteria air pollutants with the exception of ozone and PM2.5. The SFBAAB is “unclassified” for the
national PM10 standard; however, in 2009, the U.S. EPA designated the Bay Area as a “nonattainment”
area for PM2.5.

State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Although the federal CAA established the NAAQS, individual states retained the option to adopt more
stringent standards and to include other pollution sources. California had already established its own air
quality standards when federal standards were established, and because of the unique meteorological
problems in California, there is considerable diversity between the California ambient air quality
standards (CAAQS) and the NAAQS, as shown in Table 5.5‐3. CAAQS tend to be at least as protective as
NAAQS and are often more stringent.
In 1988, California passed the CCAA (California Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 et seq.), which,
like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of areas as attainment or nonattainment, although
based on CAAQS rather than the NAAQS. The current attainment status for the SFBAAB with respect to
CAAQS is summarized above in Table 5.5‐3. In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of
most pollutants when compared to CAAQS, except for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), for
which standards are exceeded periodically. The SFBAAB is in attainment for all criteria pollutants with
the exception of the 24‐hour standard for PM10 and PM2.5, for which the SFBAAB is designated
“nonattainment” and “unclassified,” respectively, and the annual standard for PM10 and PM2.5, for which
the SFBAAB is designated “nonattainment” for both.

Air Quality Planning Relative to State and Federal Standards
Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans.
The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be developed for areas designated as nonattainment
(with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the state PM10 standard). In September 2010,
the BAAQMD adopted the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP), which was prepared in cooperation
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) replaced the existing Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, adopted in 2006.

15 U.S. EPA, “Fact Sheet: Proposed Rule ‐ Implementation of the 2008 National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone:

Nonattainment Area Classifications Approach and Attainment Deadlines.” Available online at: http://www.epa.gov/air/
ozonepollution/pdfs/20120203factsheet.pdf.
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TABLE 5.5‐3
STATE AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND SFBAAB ATTAINMENT STATUS
State Standardsa
Pollutant
Ozone
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)e

Particulate Matter (PM10)
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Sulfates
Leadh
Hydrogen Sulfide
Vinyl Chloridei

Federal Standardsb

Averaging Time

Concentration

Attainment Status

Concentrationc

Attainment Status

1 hour

0.09 ppm (180 μg/m3)

N

N/A

–

8 hours

0.07 ppm (137 μg/m3)

N

0.075 ppm

N

1 hour

20 ppm (23 mg/m3)

A

35 ppm (40 mg/m3)

A

8 hours

9 ppm (10 mg/m )

A

A

1 hour

0.18 ppm (339 μg/m3)

A

9 ppm (10 mg/m3)
0.10 ppmd

Annual arithmetic mean

0.030 ppm (57 μg/m3)

N/A

0.053 ppm (100 μg/m3)

A

1 hour

0.25 ppm (655 μg/m3)

A

0.075 ppm (196 μg/m3)

A

3

3

U

24 hours

0.04 ppm (105 μg/m )

A

0.14 ppm (365 μg/m )

A

Annual arithmetic mean

N/A

–

0.03 ppm (80 μg/m3)

A

24 hours

50 μg/m3

N

150 μg/m3

U

Annual arithmetic mean

20 μg/m3

N

N/A

–

24 hours

N/A

–

N

Annual arithmetic mean

12 μg/m3

N

35 μg/m3 f
12 μg/m3 g

24 hours

3

25 μg/m

A

N/A

–

30‐day average

1.5 μg/m3

–

N/A

A

3

U

Calendar quarter

N/A

–

1.5 μg/m3

Rolling 3‐month average

N/A

–

0.15 μg/m3

A
h

1 hour

0.03 ppm (0.15 μg/m3)

U

N/A

–

24 hours

0.01 ppm (26 μg/m )

–

N/A

–

3

a State ambient air quality standards (California). The state standards for ozone, CO (except Lake Tahoe), SO2 (1‐hour and 24‐hour), NO2, and PM10 are values not to be exceeded. All other state standards

shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded. If the standard is for a 1‐hour, 8‐hour, or 24‐hour average (i.e., all standards except for lead and the PM10 annual standard), some measurements may be
excluded. In particular, measurements are excluded that CARB determines would occur less than once a year on average.

b National ambient air quality standards. National standards shown are the “primary standards” designed to protect public health. National standards, other than for ozone and particulates, and those based

on annual averages or annual arithmetic means, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 1‐hour ozone standard is attained if, during the most recent 3‐year period, the average number of days per
year with maximum hourly concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. The 8‐hour ozone standard is attained when the 3‐year average of the fourth highest daily concentration is 0.075
ppm (775 parts per billion) or less. The 24‐hour PM10 standard is attained when the 3‐year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than 150 μg/m3. The 24‐hour PM2.5 standard is
attained when the 3‐year average of the 98th percentile is less than 35 μg/m3.
c National air quality standards are set by the U.S. EPA at levels determined to be protective of public health with an adequate margin of safety.
d To attain this standard, the 3‐year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1‐hour average at each monitoring station within an area must not exceed 0.100 ppm.
e On June 2, 2010, the U.S. EPA established a new 1‐hour SO2 standard, effective August 23, 2010, which is based on the 3‐year average of the annual 99th percentile of 1‐hour daily maximum concentrations.
However, the existing 0.030 ppm annual and 0.14 ppm 24‐hour SO2 national standards must continue to be used for 1 year following the U.S. EPA’s initial designation of the new 1‐hour SO2 national
standard. The U.S. EPA expects to designate areas by June 2012.
f The U.S. EPA designated the SFBAAB as nonattainment of the PM2.5 standard on October 8, 2009. The effective date of the designation is December 14, 2009, and the BAAQMD has 3 years to develop a State
Implementation Plan that demonstrates the SFBAAB will achieve the revised standard by December 14, 2014. The State Implementation Plan for the new PM2.5 standard must be submitted to the U.S. EPA by
December 14, 2012.
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TABLE 5.5‐3 (Continued)
STATE AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND SFBAAB ATTAINMENT STATUS
g On December 14, 2012, the U.S. EPA lowered the federal primary PM2.5 annual standard from 15.0 μg/m3 to 12.0 μg/m3. (CARB, “Air Quality Standards and Area Designations,” February 12, 2014.
Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/pm25desig/pm25desig.htm, Accessed February 19, 2015).
h National lead standard, rolling 3‐month average: final rule signed October 15, 2008.
i CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as “toxic air contaminants” with no threshold level of exposure below which no adverse health effects would occur.
NOTES:
“–” = not indicated or no information available
A = attainment
N = nonattainment
U = unclassified
N/A = not applicable or no applicable standard
mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter.
SOURCE: BAAQMD, Air Quality Standards & Attainment Status. Available online at http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm. Accessed December 16, 2014.
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The 2010 CAP updates the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the CCAA
to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone,
particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and establish emission
control measures to be adopted or implemented.
The control strategy includes stationary‐source control measures to be implemented through BAAQMD
regulations; mobile‐source control measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other
activities; and transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs in
cooperation with the MTC, local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 2010 CAP also represents
the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the region’s strategy to attain the state 1‐hour ozone
standard.
Although the BAAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have the
authority to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with plans and new development projects
within the SFBAAB.

Toxic Air Contaminants
In 2005, CARB approved a regulatory measure to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria pollutants by
limiting the idling of new heavy‐duty diesel vehicles (CARB Idling Regulations). The regulations
generally limit idling of commercial motor vehicles (including buses and trucks) within 100 feet of a
school or residential area for more than 5 consecutive minutes or periods aggregating more than
5 minutes in any 1 hour.16 Buses or vehicles also must turn off their engines upon stopping at a school
and must not start their engines more than 30 seconds before beginning to depart from a school. Also,
state law SB351 (adopted in 2003) prohibits locating public schools within 500 feet of a freeway or busy
traffic corridor.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
The BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine‐county region located in the SFBAAB.
ABAG, the MTC, county transportation agencies, cities and counties, and various nongovernmental
organizations also join in the efforts to improve air quality through a variety of programs. These programs
include the adoption of regulations and policies, as well as implementation of extensive education and
public outreach programs.
The BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and/or maintaining air quality in the SFBAAB within both the
NAAQS and CAAQS. Specifically, the BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant
levels throughout the SFBAAB and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal
and state standards.

16 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485. There are 12 exceptions to this idling restriction, including:

emergency situations; military activities; adverse weather conditions; when a vehicle’s power takeoff is being used to run
pumps, blowers, or other equipment; when a vehicle is stuck in traffic, stopped at a light, or under direction of a police
officer; when a vehicle is queuing beyond 100 feet from any restricted area; or when an engine is being tested, serviced,
or repaired.
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San Francisco General Plan Air Quality Element
The San Francisco General Plan includes the 1997 Air Quality Element. The objectives specified by the City
include the following:


Objective 1: Adhere to state and federal standards and regional programs.



Objective 2: Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the Transportation
Element of the General Plan.



Objective 3: Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land use and
transportation decisions.



Objective 4: Improve air quality by increasing public awareness regarding the negative health
effects of pollutants generated by stationary and mobile sources.



Objective 5: Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites.



Objective 6: Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management to emission
reductions.

San Francisco Health Code Construction Dust Control Ordinance
San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section 106.A.3.2.6 collectively
constitute the Construction Dust Control Ordinance. This ordinance, the requirements of which City
departments must comply with for all construction work on City property whether or not a permit is
required from the Department of Building Inspection (DBI), requires that all site preparation work,
demolition, or other construction activities that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb
more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures. The
Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than 0.5 acre that are unlikely to
result in any visible wind‐blown dust.
For project sites greater than 0.5 acre in size, such as the project, the ordinance requires the project
sponsor to submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH). DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of DPH that
the applicant has a site‐specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. Interior‐
only tenant improvements, even if over 0.5 acre, that will not produce exterior visible dust are exempt
from the site‐specific Dust Control Plan requirements. The SFPUC Standard Construction Measures
require all construction contractors to minimize fugitive dust and dirt emissions and prepare a dust
control plan, thereby assuring that the San Francisco Health Code requirements are met even where a
DBI permit is not required for the work.

San Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance
In 2007, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the Clean Construction Law (Ordinance No. 70‐07,
or CCO) to require City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) contractors to adopt clean construction
practices, which included implementation of biodiesel fuel and emissions controls for all large CCSF‐
financed construction projects beginning in 2009. The ordinance applies to “major” projects (i.e., projects
that would take at least 20 days of cumulative work to complete). In addition, for these major projects, the
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emissions requirements apply to “high use” vehicles or diesel equipment that would be used for 20 or
more hours during any portion of the project. On March 10, 2015, the Board of Supervisors adopted
amendments to the CCO to update and clarify CCO requirements and codify these requirements within
the Environment Code as Chapter 25, Clean Construction Requirements for Public Works, Sections 25.1
though 25.10. Chapter 25 is intended to protect the public health, safety, and welfare by requiring
contractors on City public works projects to reduce diesel and other particulate matter emissions
generated by construction activities. This chapter establishes two sets of requirements for (1) projects
located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (as defined in Article 38 of the Health Code) and
(2) projects located outside of these Zones. Contractors performing major public works projects located
within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone are required to comply with the following:17


All off‐road equipment shall have engines that: (a) meet or exceed either U.S. EPA or ARB Tier 2
standards, and (b) have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emission Control
Strategy (VDECS). Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final on standards
automatically meet this requirement;



Where access to alternative sources of power is available, use portable diesel engines to perform
work on the project shall be prohibited;



Diesel engines. whether for off‐road or on‐road equipment. shall not be left idling for more than
two minutes at any location except as allowed for in applicable state regulations regarding idling
for off‐road and on‐road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The
Contractor shall post legible and visible signs. in English, Spanish. and Chinese. in designated
queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the idling limit; and



The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the maintenance
and tuning of construction equipment, and require that such workers and operators properly
maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications.



Before starting on‐site construction activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions
Minimization Plan for review and approval by City staff, indicating how these requirements will be
met.



After the start of construction activities, the Contractor shall maintain quarterly reports at the
construction site documenting compliance with the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.

For public works projects located outside Air Pollutant Exposure Zones. the Contractor shall be required to:


Use biodiesel fuel in off‐road vehicles and off‐road engines fueled by biodiesel fuel grade
B20 (a blend of 20 percent biodiesel) or higher ; and



Use off‐road equipment that either:

-

Meet or exceed U.S. EPA Tier 2 standards for off‐road engines; or

-

Operate with the most effective VDECS.

17 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Ordinance amending the Environment Code to require a Construction Emissions

Minimization Plan and monitoring for certain public works projects within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and to
require controls on emission‐producing equipment used for public works projects outside of such zones; amending the
Administrative Code to incorporate these requirements in construction contracts where applicable; and making
environmental findings, March 10, 2015. Available at: https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1847052
&GUID=1DF57FA4‐6E95‐4811‐BC49‐E9929DCB353D.
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Compliance with the Clean Construction Law is required for all CCSF‐financed construction projects, and
thus applies to the project. For this analysis, all equipment used for the project was assumed to operate in
compliance with this ordinance, as applicable outside of Air Pollutant Exposure Zones, and all off‐road
equipment is assumed to operate, at a minimum, using B20 with U.S. EPA Tier 2 engines.

5.5.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), implementation of the project would have a
significant effect on air quality if it were to:


Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;



Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation;



Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);
or



Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan for the
reasons described below; therefore this EIR does not further analyze this impact:


Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of the Applicable Air Quality Plan. The most recently
adopted air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the BAAQMD’s 2010 CAP, which is the plan that is the
basis for assessing this impact. The 2010 CAP is a comprehensive plan aimed at improving Bay
Area air quality and protecting public health. As indicated above in Section 5.5.2, the 2010 CAP
contains control measures in the following categories: stationary‐source measures, mobile‐source
measures, transportation control measures, land use and local impact measures, and energy and
climate measures. The project would be consistent with the 2010 CAP if it (1) supports the primary
goals of the 2010 CAP; (2) includes applicable control measures from the 2010 CAP; and (3) avoids
disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the 2010 CAP.
Emissions from project construction would not hinder the long‐term air quality planning goals of
the 2010 CAP due to the project’s short‐term nature and relatively low levels of construction
emissions. In addition, use of U.S EPA Tier 2 construction equipment and B20 biodiesel fuel in
accordance with the Clean Construction Law (Ordinance No. 70‐07) would help control emissions
during project construction activities and would be consistent with the control measures and
strategies identified in the 2010 CAP.
Except for emissions associated with the infrequent use of the generators during power outages
and a small increase in maintenance‐related traffic (up to 10 one‐way vehicle trips per day), project
operations would not result in increased air pollutant emissions. Occasional operation of the
existing diesel‐powered emergency generators at the Oceanside WPCP and portable diesel‐
powered emergency generators at the Central Pump Station facility would generate daily PM2.5
and TAC emissions that would be well below the significance thresholds. Given the limited
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emissions associated with project operations (i.e., well below significance thresholds), the project’s
operational emissions would be consistent with the 2010 CAP (the most recently adopted regional
air quality plan). Thus, the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan, and no impacts would occur. Therefore, this issue is not addressed
further in this EIR.

Approach to Analysis
As explained in the Initial Study (Appendix A), project operation would not result in generation of
substantial pollutant concentrations or otherwise result in air quality impacts. However, construction of
the project could result in violation of air quality standards or expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. Therefore, the discussion below focuses on construction‐related air quality
impacts.
This air quality impact analysis is based on the Air Quality Technical Report prepared for the project.18 The
Construction Dust Control Ordinance requirements provide that the project sponsor must designate an
individual to monitor compliance with dust control requirements. Compliance with the requirements of
the ordinance is assumed by this analysis.
This section discusses the thresholds for determining whether a project would result in a significant air
quality impact. Table 5.5‐4 summarizes the air quality thresholds of significance used for this EIR,
followed by a discussion of each threshold.
Although the BAAQMD’s adoption of significance thresholds for air quality analysis in 2010 and 2011 are
the subject of recent judicial actions, the Planning Department has determined that Appendix D of the
BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines,19 in combination with BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options and
Justification Report, provide substantial evidence to support the BAAQMD recommended thresholds.
Therefore, the Planning Department has determined they are appropriate for use in this analysis as
standards of significance.

Ozone Precursors
As discussed in Section 5.5.2, Regulatory Framework, the SFBAAB is currently designated as nonattainment
for ozone and PM. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series
of photochemical reactions involving ROG and NOx. The BAAQMD is the primary air quality regulatory
agency in the SFBAAB charged with ensuring that the region attains applicable NAAQS and CAAQS. The
potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, which
may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air
Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created by
the federal CAA to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is
consistent with attainment of federal health‐based ambient air quality standards. Similarly, to ensure that

18 Environmental Science Associates (ESA), SFPUC San Francisco Recycled Water Project, San Francisco, California, Air Quality

Technical Report, February 2015.

19 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011.
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TABLE 5.5‐4
AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS FOR CONSTRUCTION
Construction Thresholds
Pollutant

Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)

Criteria Air Pollutants
ROG

54

NOx

54

PM10

82 (exhaust)

PM2.5

54 (exhaust)

CO

Not Applicable

Fugitive Dust

Construction Dust Ordinance or other Best
Management Practices

Health Risks and Hazards for New Sources: Compliance with a Qualified Community Risk Reduction
Plan or the following thresholds:
Excess Cancer Risk

10 per one million

Chronic or Acute Hazard Index

1.0

Incremental Annual Average PM2.5

0.3 μg/m3

Cumulative Health Risks and Hazards for Sensitive Receptors (Cumulative from Sources within
1,000-foot zone of influence) and Cumulative Thresholds for New Sources
Excess Cancer Risk

100 per one million

Chronic Hazard Index

10.0

Annual Average PM2.5

0.8 μg/m3

new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard, BAAQMD
Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above a specified
emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors, ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level
is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds per day).20 These levels represent emissions by which
new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants.
Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects
result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural coating, and
construction activities. Therefore, projects that result in emissions below these thresholds would not be
considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net
increase in ROG and NOx emissions.

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)
The BAAQMD has not established an offset limit for PM2.5, and the current federal prevention of
significant deterioration offset limit of 100 tons/year for PM10 is too high and would not be an appropriate
significance threshold for the SFBAAB considering the nonattainment status of PM10. However, the
20 Ibid, page 17.
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emissions limits provided for in the federal NSR that applies to stationary sources that emit criteria air
pollutants in areas currently designated as nonattainment would be an appropriate significance
threshold. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit under NSR is 15 tons/year (82 pounds/day) and
10 tons/year (54 pounds/day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels by which a source is
not expected to have an impact on air quality.21 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above,
land use development projects typically result in PM emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips,
space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction activities. Therefore,
projects that result in emissions below the NSR emissions limits would not be considered to contribute to
an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in PM10 and PM2.5
emissions. Because construction activities are temporary in nature, only the average daily thresholds are
applicable to construction‐phase emissions.

Other Criteria Pollutants
Regional concentrations of CO in the SFBAAB have not exceeded the CAAQS in the past 13 years, and SO2
concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary source of CO impacts from land use
projects is vehicle traffic. Construction‐related SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total
SFBAAB‐wide emissions and construction‐related CO emissions represent less than 5 percent of the
SFBAAB‐wide CO emissions.22 As discussed in Section 5.5.1, Setting, the SFBAAB is designated as
attainment for both CO and SO2. Furthermore, the BAAQMD has demonstrated that, to exceed the CAAQS
of 9.0 ppm (8‐hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1‐hour average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing
traffic would have to exceed 44,000 vehicles/hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles/hour where
vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited).23 Therefore, given the SFBAAB’s attainment status and the
limited CO and SO2 emissions that could result from a land use projects, land use projects would not result
in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2, and quantitative analysis not required.

Fugitive Dust
Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have shown that the
application of best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites significantly control fugitive dust.24
Individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.25 The
BAAQMD has identified a number of BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.26
The City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176‐08, effective July 30, 2008) requires
implementation of a number of fugitive dust control measures to ensure that construction projects do not
result in visible dust. The BMPs employed in compliance with the City’s Construction Dust Control
Ordinance is an effective strategy for controlling construction‐related fugitive dust.

21 Ibid, page 16.
22 Ibid, page 27.
23 Vertical and horizontal mixing refers to air movement patterns. Limited vertical or horizontal mixing would limit

dispersion of pollutants, resulting in a concentration of pollutants.

24 Western Regional Air Partnership, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 2006. This document is available online at

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf.

25 BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report,

October 2009, page 27.

26 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011.
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Health Risks and Hazards from New or Modified Sources
Construction activities typically require the use of heavy‐duty diesel vehicles and equipment, which emit
DPM. CARB identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in
humans.27 The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and particulate
components, many of which are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the primary
sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled highways. Other
sources of health risks and hazards include gas stations, stationary diesel engines (i.e., backup
generators), dry cleaners, crematories, spray booths, diesel‐fueled railroads, major ports, railyards,
airports, oil refineries, power plants, and cement plants.28 Land use projects that require a substantial
amount of heavy‐duty diesel vehicles and equipment, as well as projects that require stationary sources,
such as a diesel backup generator, would result in emissions of DPM and possibly other TACs that may
affect nearby sensitive receptors. Construction‐phase TACs, however, would be temporary, and current
health risk modeling methodologies are associated with longer‐term exposure periods of 9, 40, and
70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction
activities; this makes it difficult to produce accurate modeling results.29 Nevertheless, DPM is a known
TAC, and therefore appropriate thresholds are identified to ensure that a project does not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Similar to the criteria pollutant thresholds identified above, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 sets cancer
risk limits for new and modified sources of TACs at the maximally exposed individual (MEI). In addition
to cancer risk, some TACs pose noncarcinogenic chronic or acute health hazards. Acute and chronic
noncancer health hazards are expressed in terms of a hazard index (HI), which is a ratio of the TAC
concentration to a reference exposure level, a level below which no adverse health effects are expected,
even for sensitive individuals.30 In accordance with Regulation 2, Rule 5, the BAAQMD Air Pollution
Control Officer will deny any permit to operate a source that results in an increased cancer risk of 10 per
million or an increase chronic or acute HI of 1.0 at the MEI. This threshold is designed to ensure that the
source does not contribute to a cumulatively significant health risk impact.31
In addition, PM, primarily associated with mobile sources (vehicular emissions) is strongly associated with
mortality, respiratory diseases, and impairment of lung development in children, and other endpoints such
as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease. Based on toxicological and epidemiological research,
smaller particles and those associated with traffic appear more closely related to health effects.32 Therefore,
estimates of PM2.5 impacts from a new source can be used to approximate broader potential adverse health
effects. In 2010, the U.S. EPA established a Significant Impact Level (SIL) for PM2.5 of 0.3 μg/m3 (annual
average concentration). The SIL represents the level of incremental PM2.5 impact that represents a significant
contribution to regional nonattainment.33 The BAAQMD has determined that, on balance, the annual
27 CARB, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel‐fueled

Engines,” Fact Sheet, October 1998. Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/dieseltac/factsht1.pdf.
BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, Version 2.0, May 2011, p. 11.
BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011, page 8‐6.
Ibid. p. D-35.
BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011, p. D‐40.
San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra‐Urban
Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008.
33 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011, p. D‐36.
28
29
30
31
32
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average PM2.5 threshold of 0.3 μg/m3 will afford the same health protections as required by San Francisco’s
Health Code Article 38.34 Therefore, the U.S. EPA PM2.5 SIL of 0.3 μg/m3 is an appropriate threshold for
determining the significance of a source’s PM2.5 impact.
In determining the potential distance that emissions from a new source may affect nearby sensitive
receptors, a summary of research findings in CARB’s Land Use Compatibility Handbook suggest that air
pollutants from high‐volume roadways are substantially reduced or can even be indistinguishable from
upwind background concentrations at a distance of 1,000 feet downwind from sources such as freeways
and large distribution centers.35 Given the scientific data on dispersion of TACs from a source, the
BAAQMD recommends assessing impacts of sources of TACs on nearby receptors within a 1,000‐foot
radius.36 This radius is also consistent with CARB’s Land Use Compatibility Handbook and Health and
Safety Code Section 42301.6 (Notice for Possible Source Near School).37
In summary, potential health risks and hazards from new sources on existing or proposed sensitive
receptors are assessed within a 1,000‐foot zone of influence, and risks and hazards from new sources that
exceed any of the following thresholds at the MEI are determined to be significant: excess cancer risk of
10 per one million, chronic or acute HI of 1.0, and annual average PM2.5 increase of 0.3 μg/m3.

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts
Regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present, and
future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by
itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards.
Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.38
As described above, the project‐level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which
new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, if a project’s emissions are below the project‐level thresholds,
the project would not be considered to result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air
quality impacts.
With respect to localized health risks and hazards, as described above, the significance thresholds for new
receptors represent a cumulative impact analysis as this analysis considers all potential sources that may
result in adverse health impacts within a receptor’s zone of influence. Similarly, new sources that
contribute to health risks and hazards at nearby sensitive receptors that exceed these cumulative
thresholds would result in a significant health risk and hazards impact on existing sensitive receptors.

Impact Summary
Table 5.5‐5 summarizes the project’s air quality impacts and significance determinations. Impacts are
numbered following the sequence from the Initial Study (Appendix A), which addressed the project’s
less‐than‐significant air quality impacts associated with consistency with odors (Impact AQ‐1).
34 Ibid. p. D‐41.
35 Ibid. p. D‐38.
36 Ibid. p. D‐40.

37 Ibid.

38 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011, page 2‐1.
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TABLE 5.5‐5
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS – AIR QUALITY
Significance
Determinations

Impacts
Impact AQ‐2: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air
pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation.
Impact AQ‐3: Project construction would not result in substantial exposure of sensitive receptors to
pollutant concentrations.
Impact C‐AQ: The proposed project could result in cumulative air quality impacts associated with criteria
pollutant and precursor emissions and health risks.

LSM

LS
LSM

NOTES:
LSM = Less‐than‐Significant impact with Mitigation required.
LS = Less‐than‐Significant impact, no mitigation required.

Impacts Analysis
Impact AQ‐2: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria
air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Construction (short‐term) activities typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and PM in the form
of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone precursors and
PM are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on‐road and off‐road vehicles. However, ROGs
(ozone precursors) are also emitted from construction activities that involve painting, other types of
architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The project includes construction of new recycled water
treatment, storage, pumping, and distribution facilities. During the project’s approximately 25‐month
construction period, construction activities would have the potential to result in emissions of ozone
precursors and PM, as discussed below. Should the San Francisco Zoo be included as a recycled water
customer in the future, construction of the required distribution facilities would be expected to result in
impacts similar to those identified and described for other project pipelines.
Fugitive Dust
Project‐related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind‐blown
dust that could contribute PM into the local atmosphere. Although there are federal standards for air
pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to
impact on human health throughout the country. California has found that PM exposure can cause health
effects at lower levels than national standards. The current health burden of PM demands that, where
possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of PM exposure. According to
CARB, reducing ambient PM from 1998–2000 levels to natural background concentrations in
San Francisco would prevent over 200 premature deaths.
Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat. Demolition,
excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind‐blown dust that adds PM to the
local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this PM in general and
also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil.
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As explained under Section 5.5.2 Regulatory Framework, the City has adopted the Construction Dust
Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176‐08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of
dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work to protect the health of the
general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and avoid orders to stop work
by the DBI.
The SFPUC ensures compliance with the ordinance requirements for all work it undertakes through its
SFPUC Standard Construction Measures, which require all contractors to minimize fugitive dust and dirt
and to prepare dust control plans, requirements that are consistent with those required by the ordinance.
The requirements of this ordinance are included in the SFPUC’s contract specifications for work in San
Francisco, and will require its contractor to prepare and implement a dust control plan, and designate an
individual to monitor compliance with the dust control requirements. Dust‐suppression activities may
include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne;
increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour.
Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public
Works Code. If not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors would be
required to provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating runoff in any area of
land clearing, and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt‐moving activities, contractors would
be required to wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in
progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven
days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, backfill material, import
material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil would be covered with a 10‐millimeter (0.01‐inch) polyethylene
plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.
Compliance with the requirements set forth in the Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that
construction‐related fugitive dust impacts associated with the project would be less than significant.
Criteria Air Pollutants
As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use
of off‐ and on‐road vehicles and equipment. The project’s off‐road, construction‐related emissions were
estimated using an equipment mix provided by the SFPUC (see Chapter 3, Project Description) and the
CARB’s California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod, version 2013.2.2). This version of the CalEEMod
model was released in October 2013 and uses emission factors from CARB’s OFFROAD2011 model. The
project’s on‐road, construction‐related worker, haul, and vendor truck emissions were calculated using
EMFAC2011 emission factors. Details on the methodology and assumptions used for estimating emissions
as well as modeling results are provided in the Air Quality Technical Report prepared for the project.39
Chapter 25 of the San Francisco Environment Code establishes the City’s Clean CCO. Under the CCO, all
work required to be performed under a public works contract outside an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
must: (1) utilize only off‐road equipment and off‐road engines fueled by biodiesel fuel grade B20 or
higher; and (2) utilize off‐road equipment that either (a) meets or exceeds Tier 2 standards for off‐road

39 ESA, SFPUC San Francisco Recycled Water Project, San Francisco, California, Air Quality Technical Report, February 2015.
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engines or (b) operates with the most effective verified diesel emission control strategy (VDECS).40 To
reflect these requirements, CalEEMod was run for two construction scenarios: (1) unmitigated condition,
which assumes CCO compliance, including Tier 2 engines on construction equipment; and (2) mitigated
condition, which assumes use of the cleaner Tier 3 engines.
Table 5.5‐6 presents modeling results for the unmitigated construction scenario, which assumes compliance
with the CCO (use of biodiesel fuel grade B20 or higher and U.S. EPA Tier 2 engines). Estimated
construction‐related emissions include construction dust from “fugitive” sources (PM10 and PM2.5), which
are generated primarily during the site preparation and demolition phases; combustion‐related emissions
(ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5) associated with operation of off‐road equipment, on‐road worker commute
trips and on‐road delivery and haul truck operations; and VOC emissions from architectural coatings. As
shown in Table 5.5‐6, the total unmitigated daily emissions of the criteria pollutants NOx, ROG, PM10, and
PM2.5 for each project component would be below the criteria pollutant thresholds listed in Table 5.5‐4. But,
when the pollutants are combined from overlapping construction schedules of the project components, NOx
emissions could exceed the 54 pounds/day significance criterion.
TABLE 5.5‐6
UNMITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS
(ASSUMES COMPLIANCE WITH THE CLEAN CONSTRUCTION ORDINANCE)
Average Daily Construction‐Related Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
Project Facility

ROG

NOX

PM10

PM2.5

1.3

Recycled Water Treatment Plant at Oceanside WPCP
– Off‐Road Equipment

2.3

25.3

1.3

– On‐Road Trucks

0.1

1.9

0.1

0.0

2.4

27.2

1.4

1.3
0.9

Total

Distribution Pumping and Storage Facilities at Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park
– Off‐Road Equipment

1.1

11.7

1.2

– On‐Road Trucks

0.2

2.3

0.1

0.1

1.3

14.0

1.3

1.0

– Off‐Road Equipment

2.0

21.9

1.8

1.5

– On‐Road Trucks

0.2

2.1

0.1

0.0

2.2

24.0

1.9

1.5

Total

Distribution Pipelinesa

Total

Combined Emissions due to Overlapping Construction Schedules
– All Three Project Areas

5.9

65.3

4.6

3.7

BAAQMD Construction Threshold

54

54

82

54

Exceeds Threshold?

No

Yes

No

No

NOTES: Assumes use of Tier 2 engines per CCO, as applicable outside of Air Pollutant Exposure Zones.
a Should the San Francisco Zoo be included as a recycled water customer in the future, construction of the required distribution pipeline would result

in similar less‐than‐significant emissions. However, this component would not contribute to significant combined emissions, as construction of this
pipeline would not overlap with construction of these other project facilities.
SOURCE: CalEEMod output for off‐road equipment and EMFAC2011 calculations for on‐road trucks (in Appendix A of the Air Quality Technical Report,
February 2015; SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27, 2015).

40 Although the proposed recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside WPCP is located within an Air Pollutant

Exposure Zone, this component is exempt from the more stringent requirements specified in the CCO because there are
no sensitive uses within 1,000 feet of this project component.
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Table 5.5‐7 presents modeling results for the mitigation condition. Construction emissions were
estimated for the mitigated condition in which all off‐road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and
operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities were assumed to
have engines that meet or exceed U.S. EPA or CARB Tier 3 off‐road emission standard. With use of Tier 3
engines (Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1), the project’s combined construction‐related criteria pollutant
emissions would be reduced to below the significance criteria listed in Table 5.5‐4. As shown in Table 5.5‐7,
controlled emissions of criteria NOX during construction of each project facility component would be
reduced by 17 to 21 percent (19 percent overall) with use of equipment with Tier 3 engines,
demonstrating that equipment and vehicle exhaust emissions associated with project construction could
be reduced sufficiently with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 so as not to result in a
violation of an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation. As a result, the air quality impact would be less than significant with mitigation.
TABLE 5.5‐7
MITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS
(ASSUMES CCO COMPLIANCE PLUS USE OF TIER 3 ENGINES)
Average Daily Construction‐Related Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
Project Facility

ROG

NOX

PM10

PM2.5

20.9

1.3

1.3

0.1

1.9

0.1

0.1

2.4

22.8

1.4

1.4

Recycled Water Treatment Plant at Oceanside WPCP
– Off‐Road Equipment

2.3

– On‐Road Trucks
Total

Distribution Pumping and Storage Facilities at Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park
– Off‐Road Equipment

1.0

8.7

1.1

0.9

– On‐Road Trucks

0.2

2.3

0.1

0.1

1.2

11.0

1.2

1.0

– Off‐Road Equipment

1.9

17.1

1.8

1.4

– On‐Road Trucks

0.2

2.1

0.1

0.0

2.1

19.2

1.9

1.4

53.1

4.5

3.7

Total

Distribution Pipelines

Total

Combined Emissions due to Overlapping Construction Schedules
– All Three Projects

5.7

BAAQMD Construction Threshold

54

54

82

54

Exceeds Threshold?

No

No

No

No

NOTES: Assumes use of Tier 3 engines in lieu of current Tier 2 requirements of the CCO.
SOURCE: CalEEMod output for off‐road equipment and EMFAC2011 calculations for on‐road trucks (in Appendix A of the Air Quality Technical
Report, February 2015; SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27,
2015.).
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Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1: Construction Emissions Minimization.
A.

Additional Exhaust Control Measures. In addition to complying with the applicable Clean
Construction Ordinance requirements (use of biodiesel fuel grade B20 or higher, and meets
or exceeds Tier 2 engines or operates with the most effective VDECS for off‐road equipment),
Tier 3 equipment or better shall be used for any off‐road equipment that is greater than
25 horsepower and that would operate for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration
of construction activities so that average construction‐related NOX emissions from all
overlapping project components shall not exceed 54 pounds per day. The contractor shall be
required to submit a monthly equipment inventory that demonstrates compliance with these
requirements. If the foregoing requirements are implemented, no further quantification of
emissions shall be required. Alternatively, the project sponsor may elect to substitute
alternative measures for review and approval by the Environmental Review Officer (ERO).
Such alternative measures shall demonstrate that daily NOx emissions from all equipment
sources are below 54 pounds per day, which may include without limitation the following:
use of Tier 4 engines or alternative technologies that reduce NOx emissions.

Impact Significance After Mitigation: Compliance with Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 would reduce
construction criteria pollutant emissions impacts on the air basin to a less‐than‐significant level.
_________________________
Impact AQ‐3: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate TACs, including DPM,
but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than
Significant)
Off‐road equipment (which includes construction‐related equipment) is a large contributor to DPM
emissions in California, although, since 2007, CARB has found the emissions to be substantially lower
than previously expected.41 Newer and more refined emissions inventories have substantially lowered
the estimates of DPM emissions from off‐road equipment, but this source still continues to be an
important contributor to DPM emissions in California.42 Revised PM emission estimates for the year 2010,
for which DPM is a major component of total PM, have decreased by 83 percent from previous estimates
for the SFBAAB.43 Approximately half of the reduction can be attributed to the economic recession, and
approximately half can be attributed to updated assumptions independent of the economic recession (i.e.,
updated methodologies used to better assess construction emissions).44
Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off‐road equipment.
Specifically, both the U.S. EPA and California have set emissions standards for new off‐road equipment
engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between 1996 and 2000 and
41 CARB, 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In‐

Use Off‐Road Diesel‐Fueled Fleets and the Off‐Road Large Spark‐Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010, p.1 and p. 13
(Figure 4).
42 Ibid.
43 CARB, 2012, “In‐Use Off‐Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query, http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#
inuse_or_category, Accessed April 2, 2012.
44 CARB, 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In‐Use
Off‐Road Diesel‐Fueled Fleets and the Off‐Road Large Spark‐Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.
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Tier 4 Interim and Final emission standards for all new engines will be phased in between 2008 and 2015. To
meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with
advanced emission‐control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized
for several more years, the U.S. EPA estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and
PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent.45 Furthermore, California regulations limit
maximum idling times to 5 minutes, which further reduces public exposure to DPM emissions.46
Construction activities do not lend themselves to quantifiable analysis of long‐term health risks because
available modeling methodologies are not designed to estimate health risk exposures from emissions of a
temporary and variable nature. As explained in the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines:


Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases
would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically
within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations. Concentrations of mobile‐source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by
70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (CARB, 2005). In addition, current models and
methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer‐term exposure
periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable
nature of construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of
health risk.47

Given the short‐term and variable nature of construction activities combined with modeling tools that use
much longer exposure periods, project‐level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to
produce overestimated assessments of long‐term health risks. However, within Air Pollutant Exposure
Zones, as discussed above, additional construction activity may adversely affect nearby populations that
are already at a higher risk for adverse long‐term health risks from existing sources of air pollution.
The recycled water treatment facility is located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone located at the
Oceanside WPCP (see Figure 5.5‐1). The Oceanside WPCP (Plant No. 4116, 3500 Great Highway) is
identified by the BAAQMD as a stationary source with a cancer risk of 39.15 in a million, HI of 0.881, and
PM2.5 concentration of 7.140. The project’s location within this zone indicates that the project site is in an
area that already experiences poor air quality and project construction activities, which include use of off‐
road equipment during the 25‐month construction duration, would generate additional air pollution and
could affect nearby sensitive receptors. However, no sensitive receptors are located within 1,000 feet of
the Oceanside WPCP.48 Therefore, construction work at the Oceanside WPCP site is not expected to result
in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial TAC emissions.
No other project facility sites are located within any identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Also, should
the San Francisco Zoo be included as a recycled water customer in the future, construction of the required
distribution pipeline would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants,
since it is also not located within any identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.
45
46
47
48

United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004.
California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, Section 2485.
BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011, p. 8‐6.
The BAAQMD recommends that all receptors located within a 1,000‐foot radius of the project’s fence line be assessed for
potentially significant impacts from the incremental increase in risks and hazards for the proposed new source
(BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011, p. 5‐7).
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On‐road heavy‐duty diesel vehicles on designated truck routes would be used during the 36‐month
construction duration, but emissions would be short‐term and variable in nature and would not be
expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants in the project areas outside Air
Pollutant Exposure Zones. Furthermore, the project would be subject to, and would comply with,
California regulations limiting idling to no more than 5 minutes, which would further reduce nearby
sensitive receptors exposure to temporary and variable DPM emissions.
Mitigation: None required.

_________________________

Cumulative
Impact C‐AQ: The proposed project could result in cumulative air quality impacts associated with
criteria pollutant and precursor emissions and health risks, but the project’s contribution would not be
cumulatively considerable. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its nature largely a cumulative impact. Emissions from
past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No
single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air
quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air
quality impacts.49
Construction‐Related Criteria Pollutant Emissions
The geographic scope for cumulative impacts related to criteria pollutant and precursor emissions
generated during construction of the project is the SFBAAB. As presented in Table 5.5‐1 above, ambient
air quality standards for PM10 and PM2.5 have recently been exceeded in the SFBAAB. Therefore, there is
an existing cumulative air quality impact in the SFBAAB. Section 5.1.4, Approach to Cumulative Impact
Analysis and Cumulative Projects, describes the approach to the cumulative analysis used throughout
this EIR and summarizes cumulative projects in the vicinity of project facilities.
The project would include installation of new recycled water treatment plant facilities, distribution pumps
and storage facilities, and distribution pipelines. With proposed overlapping construction schedules, total
average daily emissions could exceed BAAQMD average daily significance thresholds for construction
activities. The BAAQMD thresholds represent the levels above which a project’s individual emissions of
criteria pollutants and precursors would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the
SFBAAB’s existing significant cumulative impact with respect to air quality violations. If average daily or
annual emissions exceed these thresholds, the project would result in a cumulatively considerable (i.e.,
significant) impact. As indicated in Impact AQ‐1 above, construction‐related combined criteria pollutant
and precursor exhaust emissions associated with the project could exceed these significance thresholds
and the project could make a considerable contribution to these cumulative construction‐related air
emissions. But, the project would not exceed these thresholds with the use of Tier 3 engines, or the use of
a combination of Tier 3 and Tier 2 engines, as required in Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1. With regard to
49 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011, p. 2‐1.
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fugitive dust, compliance with the requirements identified in the Dust Control Ordinance would ensure
that construction‐related fugitive dust impacts associated with the project would be less than significant.
Therefore, the project’s short‐term contribution to cumulative air quality impacts related to criteria
pollutants and precursor emissions during construction would not be cumulatively considerable with the
implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1, and the cumulative impact would be less than
significant with mitigation.
Construction‐Related Health Risks from Exposure to TACs
Except for the proposed recycled water treatment facility site at the Oceanside WPCP, project facility sites
are not located within any identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zones where elevated levels of TACs are
known to exist. Projects located within these zones require special consideration to determine whether
the project’s activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality. Although the recycled water treatment
facility is within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone located at the Oceanside WPCP (see Figure 1), no
sensitive receptors are located within 1,000 feet of this facility site and therefore, the project would not
expose sensitive receptors to significant increased emissions of TACs.50 The project’s construction‐related
contribution to cumulative impacts within this zone would not be cumulatively considerable (less than
significant), and no mitigation is required.
Impact Significance After Mitigation: The Construction Emissions Minimization Plan and required
reporting prior to and during the construction period will ensure that off‐road construction equipment
are equipped with the appropriate combination of Tier 2 and Tier 3 engines (based on the combination of
equipment ultimately used) such that average construction‐related NOX emissions from all overlapping
project components do not exceed 54 pounds per day. Therefore, compliance with Mitigation Measure M‐
AQ‐1 would reduce the project’s cumulative contribution to construction emissions impacts on the air
basin to a less‐than‐significant level.

50 The BAAQMD recommends that all receptors located within a 1,000‐foot radius of the project’s fence line be assessed for

potentially significant impacts from the incremental increase in risks and hazards for the proposed new source
(BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011, page 5‐7).
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5.6 Hydrology and Water Quality
This section discusses the existing setting and regulatory framework relative to treated wastewater
(effluent) discharges from the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), and addresses the water
quality impacts that could result from changes in these discharges under the proposed San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) Westside Recycled Water Project (project).

5.6.1 Setting
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Combined Sewer System
The majority of stormwater runoff from the western portions of San Francisco, including flow from most
of the project area, is diverted to the city’s combined sewer and stormwater system, which collects and
transports both sanitary sewage and stormwater runoff in the same set of pipes. In 2010, approximately
14 million gallons per day (mgd) of effluent were discharged from San Francisco’s Westside drainage
area to the Pacific Ocean through the Oceanside WPCP located at 3500 Great Highway.1 This plant has
the capability to treat up to 43 mgd of sewage to a secondary level2 and has a permitted dry‐weather
capacity of 21 mgd. Therefore, the Oceanside WPCP can accommodate all existing dry‐weather flows,
which are treated to a secondary level prior to discharge to the ocean through the Southwest Ocean
Outfall located 3.75 miles offshore.
During wet weather, the combined wastewater and stormwater flow is conveyed to treatment facilities
before eventual discharge to the Pacific Ocean. Depending on the amount of rainfall, wet‐weather flows are
treated to varying levels before being discharged. Up to 43 mgd of wet‐weather flows receive secondary
treatment3 at the Oceanside WPCP. Up to an additional 22 mgd of wet‐weather flows are treated to a
primary standard4 at the Oceanside WPCP and discharged through the Southwest Ocean Outfall. Wet‐
weather flows in excess of 65 mgd—the combined primary and secondary treatment capacity of the
Oceanside WPCP—receive flow‐through treatment equivalent to primary treatment in three large
storage/transport boxes prior to discharge to the ocean. Wet‐weather flows between 65 mgd and 175 mgd
(approximately 37 percent of the total wet‐weather flows) are discharged to the ocean through the
Southwest Ocean Outfall, and flows in excess of 175 mgd (about 13 percent of the total wet‐weather flows)
are discharged at the shoreline through one of seven combined sewer discharge structures along the coast.
Because the ocean outfall is located beyond the California territorial limit of 3 miles, regulatory authority
for the outfall discharge is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA);
and near‐shore discharges during wet‐weather events are under the jurisdiction of the U.S. EPA and the
1

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), Email from Bonnie Jones, Senior Engineer, to Beth Goldstein,
HydroConsult Engineers, Regarding Plant Flow Data, March 9, 2011.
2 Secondary effluent treatment is a process that reduces suspended solids and biological oxygen demand in wastewater by
approximately 90 percent.
3 Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Waste Discharge Requirements for City and County of San Francisco
Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (Southwest Ocean Outfall) and Collection System, Including the Westside Wet Weather
Facilities, NPDES Permit No. CA 0037681, Order No. R2‐2009‐0062, Effective October 1, 2009.
4 Primary effluent treatment is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and
sedimentation.
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). All dry‐ and wet‐weather discharges
from the combined sewer system to the Pacific Ocean, through either the Southwest Ocean Outfall or the
combined sewer discharge structures, are performed, therefore, in compliance with the applicable
requirements for each in the federal Clean Water Act and the State of California’s Porter‐Cologne Water
Quality Control Act through National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
CA0037681, issued jointly by the RWQCB and the U.S. EPA.5

Pacific Ocean Monitoring
The SFPUC conducts the Southwest Ocean Outfall Regional Monitoring Program6 to assess the
environmental effects on ocean water quality related to discharges of treated stormwater and wastewater
from the Oceanside WPCP and associated facilities. This program includes the regional Offshore
Monitoring Program. Under this program, ocean water samples are analyzed for various physical,
chemical, and biological parameters to allow for a comparison of conditions in the Southwest Ocean
Outfall area to reference conditions. The results of this program indicate that biological parameters and
sediment pollutant concentrations at the Southwest Ocean Outfall discharge area have generally been the
same or essentially the same as at the reference stations.

5.6.2 Regulatory Framework
Federal and State Regulations
Clean Water Act
The federal Clean Water Act and subsequent amendments, under the enforcement authority of the
U.S. EPA, was established “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the
Nation’s waters.” The act established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the
waters of the United States. It gave the U.S. EPA the authority to implement pollution control programs,
such as setting wastewater standards for industry. The Clean Water Act also set water quality standards
for all contaminants in surface waters and made it unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant
from a point source into navigable waters, unless a permit is obtained under its provisions.

NPDES Waste Discharge Regulations
The federal Clean Water Act established the NPDES program to protect the water quality of receiving
waters. Under the Clean Water Act, U.S. EPA is required to establish technology based effluent
limitations for point sources that are to be incorporated into NPDES permits. In addition, NPDES permits
must be consistent with applicable state water quality standards. Under the Clean Water Act, Section 402,
discharging pollutants to receiving waters is prohibited unless the discharge is in compliance with an
NPDES permit. For California, the U.S. EPA determined that the state’s water pollution control program
had sufficient authority to manage the NPDES program under California law in a manner consistent with
5

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Waste Discharge Requirements for City and County of San Francisco
Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (Southwest Ocean Outfall) and Collection System, Including the Westside Wet Weather
Facilities, NPDES Permit No. CA 0037681, Order No. R2‐2009‐0062, Effective October 1, 2009.
6 SFPUC, Southwest Ocean Outfall Regional Monitoring Program, 2011 Data Report, August, 2012.
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the Clean Water Act. Therefore, implementation and enforcement of the NPDES program is conducted
through the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine RWQCBs, as discussed below.

Water Quality Criteria
The Clean Water Act established ambient water quality criteria for the protection of aquatic life and
human health that serve as guidance for states to use in adopting water quality standards. In 1980, the
U.S. EPA published water quality criteria for 64 pollutants and pollutant classes, and considered
noncancer, cancer, and taste and odor effects. Additional criteria were adopted under the 1992 National
Toxics Rule, and criteria specific to California were adopted under the 2000 California Toxics Rule. In
2002, the U.S. EPA revised its recommended water quality criteria for 83 chemicals based on a revised
methodology adopted in 2000 in order to protect human health, and in 2003 the U.S. EPA published an
additional 15 revised human health criteria.7 Human health criteria are based on the assumption that a
person could: (1) eat fish and drink water from a water body, or (2) only eat fish from a water body. The 2002
revisions incorporate new toxicity information on compounds and other changes in the calculation method.

Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California Water Code) regulates water
quality within California and established the authority of the SWRCB and the nine regional water boards.
The quality of San Francisco Bay Area water resources is regulated under the jurisdiction of the
San Francisco Bay RWQCB (Region 2).

Water Quality Control Plans and Beneficial Uses
The RWQCB’s Basin Plan, which was most recently updated in 2013, establishes regulatory standards
and objectives for water quality in the San Francisco Bay region.8 The Basin Plan identifies existing,
limited, and potential beneficial uses for surface water and groundwater and provides numerical and
narrative water quality objectives designed to protect those uses. Applicable water quality criteria for a
specific water body are determined on the basis of the beneficial use(s) of the water. The Basin Plan also
specifies that beneficial use designations for any given water body do not rule out the possibility that
other beneficial uses exist or have the potential to exist. Existing beneficial uses that have not been
formally designated in this Basin Plan are protected whether or not they are identified.
The SWRCB regulates water quality in the Pacific Ocean within three miles of the shoreline through
regulatory standards and objectives outlined in the Water Quality Control Plan, Ocean Waters of California
(commonly referred to the Ocean Plan).9 The Ocean Plan identifies beneficial uses of ocean waters and
provides water quality objectives that are protective of these uses. The plan provides objectives for
bacteriological, physical, chemical, biological, and radioactive characteristics, as well as general
requirements for the management of waste discharges to the Pacific Ocean waters under state jurisdiction.
The Southwest Ocean Outfall discharges to federal ocean waters 3.75 miles from shore. The U.S. EPA
Region IX has in the past relied upon the water quality objectives of the Ocean Plan for the purpose of
7
8

USEPA, “Fact Sheet: National Recommended Water Quality Criteria Table,” Fact Sheet, May 2005.
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), San Francisco Bay Region (Region 2), Water Quality Control Plan for the
San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), June 29, 2013.
9 SWRCB, California Ocean Plan, Water Quality Control Plan, Ocean Waters of California, 2012, Effective August 19, 2013.
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exercising its authority to regulate discharges from the Southwest Ocean Outfall. The Ocean Plan designates
the following beneficial uses for the ocean waters off the shoreline of the state of California: industrial water
supply; water‐contact and noncontact recreation, including aesthetic enjoyment; navigation; commercial
and sport fishing; mariculture; preservation and enhancement of designated Areas of Special Biological
Significance; rare and endangered species; marine habitat; fish migration; and fish spawning and shellfish
harvesting.

Oceanside WPCP NPDES Permit
Effluent from the Oceanside WPCP is currently regulated under NPDES permit (Order No. R2‐2009‐0062,
NPDES No. CA0037681). The NPDES permit establishes effluent limitations and monitoring
requirements for the effluent discharge primarily based on the Ocean Plan.
To protect the identified beneficial uses, the Ocean Plan sets forth water quality objectives for specific
parameters. One objective is for ammonia, set at a daily maximum of 2,400 micrograms per liter (μg/L), a
6‐month median of 600 μg/L, and an instantaneous maximum of 6,000 μg/L. Another water quality
objective is for chronic toxicity, set at a daily maximum of 1 Toxicity Unit Chronic (TUc). The Ocean Plan
does not specify a 6‐month median or instanteous maximum water quality objective for chronic toxicity.
The daily maximum effluent limit is the maximum that applies to each day of discharge; the 6‐month
median effluent limit is the highest allowable median of all daily averages for any 180‐day period. In
addition, the plan specifies that discharges to the ocean must be designed and performed in a manner
that will maintain the indigenous marine life and a healthy and diverse marine community.
To meet these water quality objectives, the NPDES Permit states that discharges from the Oceanside WPCP
through the Southwest Ocean Outfall must receive an initial dilution of a minimum of 150:1 as they reach
the receiving water. The permit specifies water‐quality‐based effluent limitations for parameters that may
exceed the water quality objectives of the Ocean Plan and requires monitoring for these and additional
parameters. A reasonable potential analysis10 conducted for this existing permit determined that with the
specified amount of dilution, there is no reasonable potential for ammonia concentrations in the discharge
to exceed the Ocean Plan water quality objectives. Therefore, the permit does not specify a water‐quality‐
based effluent limitation, but does require monitoring for ammonia in the discharge. The permit also
provides a specific standard for chronic toxicity of a maximum daily level of 150 TUc, which is based on a
dilution level of 150:1, to meet the daily maximum water quality objective of 1 TUc.
The NPDES permit specifies that the SFPUC must implement a monitoring and reporting program and
requires sampling to demonstrate compliance with the effluent limitations, discharge specifications, and
other requirements. If monitoring shows a violation of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, the SFPUC
must conduct a toxicity reduction evaluation and take all reasonable steps to reduce toxicity once the
source is identified. The permit also requires that when there is a change in the effluent quality that could
affect chronic toxicity, the SFPUC must conduct screening‐phase monitoring and include the results in
the NPDES permit application for reissuance.

10 A reasonable potential analysis is an evaluation conducted to identify pollutants in effluent that have the potential to

exceed water quality criteria established in the Ocean Plan.
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The current NPDES permit was effective on October 1, 2009, for a 5‐year term. NPDES permits for which
timely renewals are filed are automatically extended under the federal Clean Water Act, until a renewal is
issued; the SFPUC timely filed for a renewal and, therefore, is continuing to operate the Oceanside WPCP
under the current NPDES permit.11 The SFPUC is working with the RWQCB and U.S. EPA to renew the
permit. A tentative RWQCB order is expected by March 2015, with the final order and U.S. EPA approval
expected by June 2015.

5.6.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this environmental impact report (EIR), implementation of the project would have a
significant effect on hydrology and water quality if it were to:



Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

Approach to Analysis
The project would alter the quality of effluent water discharged from the Oceanside WPCP, which could
result in water quality impacts. Therefore, the discussion below evaluates changes in effluent water
quality and dilution associated with project‐related changes in effluent water quality.

Impact Summary
Table 5.6‐1 summarizes the proposed project’s hydrology and water quality impacts and significance
determinations analyzed in this EIR. Impacts are numbered following the sequence from the Initial Study
(Appendix A). The Initial Study addressed the project’s less‐than‐significant impacts associated with the
violation of water quality standards and degradation of water quality during construction (Impact HY‐1);
runoff in excess of the capacity of the stormwater system (Impact HY‐2); depletion of groundwater and
interference with groundwater recharge (Impact HY‐3); alteration of drainage patterns (Impact HY‐4);
flooding (Impact HY‐5); and cumulative effects associated with those topics (Impact C‐HY).
TABLE 5.6‐1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS – HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Significance
Determinations

Impacts
Impact HY‐6: Project operation would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality.

LS

Impact C‐HY‐2: The proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable past, present, and
future projects, would not contribute to violations of water quality standards.

LS

NOTES:
LS = Less than Significant impact, no mitigation required.

11 City & County of San Francisco, Waste Discharge for the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant and Westside Wet Weather

Facilities Report, NPDES Permit No. CA0037681, April 3, 2014.
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Impacts Analysis
Impact HY‐6: Project operation would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would produce recycled water by advanced treatment of a portion of the effluent
from the Oceanside WPCP, and, because of this use of effluent, the project would result in a
corresponding reduction in the volume of effluent discharged from the WPCP through the Southwest
Ocean Outfall. This reduction in the volume of effluent could affect the dispersion and dilution of the
effluent at the location it is discharged to the ocean. In addition, under the project, brine from the reverse‐
osmosis system would be added to the effluent prior to discharge, which would increase ammonia
concentrations in and the associated chronic toxicity of the effluent.
As provided by the Clean Water Act, the current NPDES permit, which reached the end of its 5‐year term
at the end of September, 2014, is continuing in effect while SFPUC, RWQCB and U.S. EPA work on an
NPDES permit renewal. The permit renewal process requires preparation of a reasonable potential
analysis (described above for existing permit), which identifies pollutants in discharge that could exceed
either water quality objectives established in the Ocean Plan or technology‐based water quality criteria. If
a pollutant does have the potential to exceed water quality objectives, a discharge limitation is calculated
and included in the NPDES permit. The reasonable potential analysis considers both the concentration of
a pollutant in the effluent and the amount of dilution the effluent will receive when discharged to the
ocean.
In July 2014, the SFPUC conducted a reasonable potential analysis in support of the NPDES permit
renewal process for the Oceanside WPCP.12 This analysis evaluated changes in effluent water quality and
dilution associated with the production of recycled water to meet a peak‐day demand of 4 mgd, which is
sufficient to meet the needs of currently identified recycled water customers, including Golden Gate Park,
Lincoln Park Golf Course, and the Presidio. Based on the reasonable potential analysis with a peak‐day
demand of 4 mgd, pollutant concentrations would be up to 1.7 times greater when the recycled water
treatment plant is operating than under existing conditions, and could be more than 4 times higher for
brief hourly periods when the effluent would be comprised entirely of brine. The analysis determined
that with production to meet the peak‐day demand of 4 mgd, there would be a reasonable potential for
ammonia to exceed the Ocean Plan’s 6‐month median water quality objective as well as its daily
maximum water quality objective for chronic toxicity, and to exceed the technology‐based water quality
criterion for biochemical oxygen demand, as discussed below.
Ammonia and Chronic Toxicity
Dilution modeling performed in support of the permit renewal estimated that the maximum daily
dilution of ammonia in effluent would be 112:1 once the recycled water treatment plant is operational. To
achieve the 6‐month median ammonia water quality objective of the Ocean Plan (600 μg/L), the
discharged effluent would need to be diluted by at least 122:1. To achieve the maximum daily water
quality objective for chronic toxicity (1 TUc), the effluent would need to be diluted by at least 239:1. Based
12 Patricia McGovern Engineers, Westside Recycled Water Project, Regulatory Considerations, Reasonable Potential Analysis and

Consideration of Other Agencies, Draft. Prepared for the SFPUC, July 25, 2014.
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on this analysis, ammonia and chronic toxicity have the potential to exceed water quality objectives and it
would be expected that the NPDES permit renewal would include effluent limits for these constituents.
The SFPUC, RWQCB, and U.S. EPA are examining how compliance with the water quality objectives is
assessed. For instance, the dilution modeling for the reasonable potential analysis was based on the
methodology traditionally used by the RWQCB and U.S. EPA, which estimates the maximum daily
dilution; this approach is conservative and does not account for ocean currents, which can increase
dilution. In addition, this approach does not consider the 6‐month median dilution, which is the median
of all daily averages for any 180‐day period. The 6‐month median water quality objective for ammonia
would not be exceeded at a dilution ratio of 173:1 (the project’s calculated 6‐month median) or at a
dilution ratio of 185:1 (the project’s maximum daily dilution when accounting for currents).
The daily maximum chronic toxicity objective would still be exceeded at dilution rations of 173:1 and
185:1, calculated as described above. However, there are several methods for determining chronic toxicity
levels in effluent. The traditional methodology presented in the reasonable potential analysis determines
the level at which 25 percent of the test organisms exhibit inhibition in biological reproduction or growth.
This method, which determines inhibition concentration, is known as IC25. Another approach, called the
Test of Significant Toxicity (TST), and also presented in the reasonable potential analysis, provides a
statistical approach for analyzing toxicity data. The SWRCB is proposing this approach be used at the
statewide level. Using this TST statistical approach, the reasonable potential analysis completed for the
permit renewal estimates that a minimum dilution of 50:1 would be needed to meet Ocean Plan’s
maximum daily chronic toxicity objective. The concentrated effluent would meet the water quality
objective for chronic toxicity at the modeled maximum daily dilution of 112:1 using this statistical
methodology. If the TST approach were used to assess dilution and chronic toxicity, the effluent would
meet the water quality objectives of the Ocean Plan.
Biochemical Oxygen Demand
The existing NPDES permit specifies technology‐based effluent limitations for several pollutant markers,
including biochemical oxygen demand (BOD).13 In addition, the permit requires that the average
monthly removal of BOD shall not be less than 85 percent. The reasonable potential analysis prepared for
the permit renewal indicates that, under the proposed project, the concentrated effluent is expected to
exceed the BOD weekly permit limit of 45 milligrams per liter (mg/L) approximately 3 percent of the time
and the monthly permit limit of 30 mg/L approximately 11 percent of the time.
Analysis for BOD measures the oxidation of both carbon and nitrogenous compounds in the water. The
SFPUC suspects that nitrifying bacteria in the effluent sampling port may be skewing BOD analytical
results, which could explain the exceedances of BOD. To address this, the SFPUC is proposing to monitor
Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand (CBOD), which measures only the oxidation of carbon
materials, in place of monitoring for BOD. The CBOD limits proposed by the SFPUC are a weekly median
of 40 mg/L and a monthly median of 25 mg/L. When the CBOD data from 2000 to 2013 is concentrated to

13 Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) is the amount of dissolved oxygen needed by aerobic biological organisms in a body

of water to break down organic material present in a given water sample at a certain temperature over a specific time
period. The term also refers to a chemical procedure for determining this amount.
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account for flows from the recycled water treatment plant, the reasonable potential analysis estimates that
no exceedances of these proposed weekly or monthly CBOD limits would occur.
NPDES Permit Renewal
Regardless of what final requirements are included in the renewal of the NPDES permit, the effluent
discharged from the Oceanside WPCP would need to meet limits derived from water quality objectives
that are specified in the permit. Further, in the event that additional future recycled water customers are
identified and service to those customers requires an increase in production over 4 mgd (peak‐day
demand), the SFPUC would need to operate within the permit limits in a newly‐adopted order to serve
these customers.
It is expected that the NPDES permit would be renewed before the project operation begins in 2016. The
renewed permit would need to contain effluent limitations for the Oceanside WPCP that are protective of the
beneficial uses of the Pacific Ocean, and would require the SFPUC to monitor for compliance with permit
requirements. The effluent limitations included in the permit would anticipate changes in effluent water
quality as a result of project implementation and would assure effluent limits are protective of beneficial uses
identified in the Ocean Plan. With adoption of the renewed permit, impacts related to a violation of water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements as well as degradation of water quality would be less than
significant in relation to changes in effluent quality, and no mitigation is required.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________

Cumulative Impacts
Impact C‐HY‐2: The proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable past, present,
and future projects, would not contribute to violations of water quality standards.
Because the Oceanside WPCP discharges to the Pacific Ocean, the geographic scope for cumulative
impacts includes other projects that discharge to the ocean at the same location or in the vicinity.
Section 5.1.4, Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis and Cumulative Projects, describes the approach
to the cumulative analysis used throughout this EIR and summarizes cumulative projects in the vicinity
of the project.
The SFPUC is planning to implement the Temperature Phased Anaerobic Digestion project at the
Oceanside WPCP to treat wastewater solids. Discharges of effluent treated using this process would also
increase ammonia concentrations in the plant effluent by up to 12 percent. The reasonable potential
analysis conducted in support of the NPDES permit renewal concluded that when this cumulative project
and the recycled water treatment plant are both operational, the effluent would need to be diluted by at
least 137:1 before discharge to the ocean to achieve the Ocean Plan’s 6‐month median water quality
objective for ammonia (600 μg/L).14 To achieve the maximum daily water quality objective for chronic
14 Patricia McGovern Engineers, Westside Recycled Water Project, Regulatory Considerations, Reasonable Potential Analysis and

Consideration of Other Agencies, Draft. Prepared for the SFPUC, July 25, 2014.
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toxicity (1 TUc), the effluent would need to be diluted by at least 267:1. The reasonable potential analyses
for the project concluded that these water quality objectives would be met if the following methods were
used: the 6‐month median dilution, daily maximum dilution ratios that account for currents, and the TST
method for assessment of chronic toxicity.
The NPDES permit with effluent limitations for the Oceanside WPCP that are protective of the beneficial
uses of the Pacific Ocean would be required for each project to operate. The renewed permit would
contain effluent limits that take into consideration changes in effluent water quality as a result of
implementation of both projects. It would require monitoring by the SFPUC to ensure compliance with
the permit requirements. As a result, cumulative impacts related to a violation of water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements as well as degradation of water quality would be less than significant in
relation to changes in effluent quality, and no mitigation is required.
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CHAPTER 6

Other CEQA Issues
6.1 Growth‐Inducing Impacts
6.1.1 Introduction and Overview
This section analyzes the growth‐inducement potential and associated secondary effects of growth
resulting from implementation of the proposed project, as required by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluate the growth‐
inducing impacts of a proposed project.1 A growth‐inducing impact is defined as follows:
[T]he ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.
Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth…. It must not be
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the
environment.
As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.2, the San Francisco Planning Department prepared a Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) on the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Water
System Improvement Program (WSIP), which was certified in October 2008.2 The PEIR includes a
detailed analysis of the growth‐inducement potential of the overall WSIP water supply strategy,
concluding that “The WSIP would support planned growth in the existing SFPUC service area (WSIP
PEIR, Vol. 4, Chapter 7, Impact 7‐1).”
The proposed San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (project), as a facility improvement project
of the WSIP, would be a contributing factor in that growth‐inducement potential and the associated
indirect effects of growth. By removing the lack of a reliable water supply and supply system as one
potential obstacle to growth within the SFPUC service area, the WSIP, and thus the proposed project,
would have an indirect growth‐inducing effect according to the CEQA definition above.3

1
2

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d).
San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October 30,
2008. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
3 The WSIP would not directly induce growth as it does not involve the development of new housing to attract additional
population, nor would it indirectly induce growth by establishing substantial permanent or even short‐term construction
employment opportunities that could stimulate population growth. Construction of the WSIP projects is not expected to
involve employment opportunities substantially beyond what would normally be available to construction workers in the
area, and workers are expected to be drawn from the local labor pool.
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This EIR tiers from the WSIP PEIR, and the growth‐inducement analysis contained in PEIR Chapter 7 and
associated Appendix E are incorporated by reference into this EIR. All impacts related to the WSIP water
supply strategy to which this project contributes have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the
PEIR, and no additional review is necessary in this EIR. The significant environmental impacts were
adequately addressed in the PEIR, and the SFPUC adopted CEQA Findings on the PEIR related to the
growth‐inducing impacts of the WSIP. A summary of the growth‐inducement analysis in the PEIR is
provided below.

6.1.2 Summary of PEIR Growth‐Inducement Analysis
Implementation of the WSIP would achieve the WSIP goals and objectives through 2018, allowing the
SFPUC to: (1) meet customer water supply needs in nondrought periods through 2018; and (2) limit
rationing to a maximum 20 percent reduction in water service systemwide during extended droughts.
Achieving the WSIP water supply goal would increase the reliability of water service to existing
customers and allow for service to additional residential and business customers as a result of planned
growth in the SFPUC service area.
A variety of factors influence new development or population growth in the area served by SFPUC water,
including the economic conditions of the region, adopted growth management policies in the affected
communities, and the availability of adequate infrastructure (e.g., water service, sewer service, public
schools, roadways), with economic factors generally being the lead driver. While many factors affect the
growth potential of a community, water service is one of the chief public services needed to support urban
development; lack of a reliable water supply, as well as a service capacity deficiency, could constrain future
development.
Pursuant to CEQA, growth per se is not necessarily assumed to be beneficial, detrimental, or of little
significance to the environment; however, the secondary, or indirect, effects of growth can cause adverse
changes to the physical environment. Potential indirect effects of population and/or economic growth and
accompanying development include increased demand on community services and public service
infrastructure; increased traffic and noise; degradation of air and water quality; and conversion of
agricultural land and open space to urban uses. Local land use plans (e.g., general plans and specific
plans) of the jurisdictions served by the SFPUC establish land use development patterns and growth
policies that are intended to allow for the orderly expansion of urban development supported by
adequate public services (including water supply, roadway infrastructure, sewer service, and solid waste
service). Local jurisdictions conduct CEQA environmental reviews on their general and specific plans to
assess the secondary effects of planned growth and identify feasible mitigation for significant adverse
effects. A project that would induce growth and is inconsistent with local land use plans and policies
could indirectly cause adverse environmental impacts, as well as impacts on public services; this could
occur if the local land use jurisdictions have not previously addressed these issues during the CEQA
reviews of their land use plans and development proposals.
By increasing the available water supply through groundwater and recycled water projects and
increasing the reliability of the SFPUC water delivery system, the WSIP would have an indirect growth‐
inducing effect according to the CEQA definition. The WSIP would support growth in the SFPUC service
area through 2018, although it appears that some growth would occur irrespective of the WSIP due to
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increased water delivery efficiencies (e.g., plumbing code changes), conservation, and other water supply
sources. Growth would in turn result in indirect effects. In most cases, the effects of population and
employment growth have been identified and addressed in the EIRs for the general plans and associated
area plans and specific plans adopted by the jurisdictions in the service area. Some of the identified
indirect effects of growth are significant and unavoidable; others are significant but can be mitigated.
The local jurisdictions have identified potentially significant and unavoidable impacts as a result of
growth in the SFPUC service area in the following topical areas: traffic congestion; air pollution; traffic
noise; construction noise; increased demand for public schools and other public services; loss of
recreational opportunities and impacts on visual quality resulting from the loss of open space; cumulative
effects on over‐utilized parks; loss of wildlife habitat and wetlands, and impacts on other biological
resources; cumulative impacts on cultural resources; increased flooding potential; increased urban runoff
pollutants; seismic hazards; induced population growth; failure to meet housing demand for projected
population growth; exposure of new development to contaminated soil or groundwater; insufficient
water supply; insufficient wastewater disposal capacity; loss of agricultural resources; land use conflicts;
conflicts with existing land use plans or policies; and changes in the density, scale, and character of an
area.
The adopted WSIP would have growth‐inducement potential through 2018 because the SFPUC (with the
cooperation of the wholesale customers) would provide the additional water supply to meet purchase
requests through 2018. The WSIP would support much of the growth through 2018 in the jurisdictions
served by the SFPUC regional water system. In general, development that was planned and approved in
the SFPUC service area through the general plan process would have environmental impacts. The
environmental consequences of this planned growth have been largely addressed in local plans and the
associated CEQA reviews, as well as in other project‐specific documentation. In a number of jurisdictions,
negative declarations or mitigated negative declarations were prepared for general plans and related
planning documents, the implementation of which were found not to result in significant environmental
effects.
The PEIR does not identify any mitigation measures for implementation by the SFPUC that could
substantially decrease or eliminate growth‐inducing impacts, because the SFPUC does not control the
decisions of the local agencies with respect to growth in their respective jurisdictions. Individual agencies’
general plans and environmental documents contain actions, limitations, and mitigation measures that will
be implemented in the respective jurisdictions through local development project or program approvals.
These types of mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR (see PEIR Chapter 7 and PEIR Appendix E,
which are incorporated by reference into this EIR).
To assess the growth‐inducement potential of the WSIP and characterize the secondary effects of growth,
the PEIR investigates the following questions:



What assumptions did the SFPUC and its wholesale customers make regarding growth (population and
employment) in projecting future (2030) total water demand and customer purchases from the SFPUC?



Are these assumptions consistent with forecasts prepared and used by local and regional planning agencies
(e.g., Association of Bay Area Governments [ABAG], counties, and cities) within the service area? What are
the growth trends in the Bay Area region?
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Are there any notable inconsistencies between the population and employment forecasts used by the SFPUC
and the wholesale customers and those of the local and regional planning agencies that suggest that the water
supply planning efforts are inconsistent with land use planning efforts?



Is the level of growth projected for 2030 consistent with that identified and planned for in existing adopted
general plans?



What are the potential environmental impacts (secondary effects) associated with growth projected to occur
in the service area? Have these impacts been evaluated in previous CEQA review documents on existing
general and specific plans?



What mitigation measures and findings have the local jurisdictions adopted as part of approving their future
growth plans?

The issues raised in these questions are summarized below and addressed in detail in PEIR Chapter 7
(Vol. 4) and supplemented by PEIR Appendix E (Vol. 5).



SFPUC Projections (PEIR Section 7.2). Accurate demand projections are important in ensuring that
future water supplies will be adequate while not surpassing the needs of planned growth. SFPUC
and its customers used computer models to forecast future water demand. Section 7.2 presents an
overview of the SFPUC water service area, and describes key factors (assumptions, inputs, and
methodologies) used in estimating future demand that relate to growth and to inform comparisons
between water demand and land use planning projections. These factors include baseline population,
methodology used to determine existing water usage by land use/account type, the current water
supply agreement between the SFPUC and its wholesale customers, and assumptions regarding
future land use patterns, water conservation and recycling, and water from other (non‐SFPUC)
sources through 2030. The demand estimates, in conjunction with estimates of savings from
conservation and use of other water sources, provide the basis for the 2030 purchase estimates.



Growth‐Inducement Potential (PEIR Section 7.3). This section analyzes the WSIP’s growth‐
inducement potential: whether the demand to be met by the WSIP would be consistent with local
plans and policies or could contribute to growth in the service area beyond that called for in the
existing general plan. To gauge the consistency of the WSIP with growth planned in the
jurisdictions served by the SFPUC, the analysis compares the growth assumed in the SFPUC
projections with growth forecasts (a) developed by ABAG, and (b) reflected in adopted land use
plans in the service area. With respect to ABAG, this section also describes ABAG’s changing
expectations about growth as reflected in its updated projections issued in 2002, 2003, and 2005.



Indirect Effects of Growth (PEIR Section 7.4). Growth (whether planned or unplanned) can cause
environmental impacts. Section 7.4 describes the potential impacts of growth that could be supported,
in part, by implementation of the WSIP. This section also identifies measures adopted to reduce,
eliminate, or otherwise mitigate the impacts of planned growth.

6.1.3 Summary of Conclusions
A review of historical growth trends of a selection of jurisdictions in the service area, based primarily on
information in general plans and Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Association profiles, shows
that:



Cities in the service area are largely urbanized, most having experienced their most rapid growth in
the postwar decades through the 1970s.
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Milpitas and East Palo Alto have experienced high rates of growth more recently.



San Francisco’s population fluctuated somewhat, but on average has been essentially stable over
the past 50 years.



Many jurisdictions cannot grow laterally, and their general plans include policies to manage
growth; many general plans identify strategies consistent with “smart growth” principles, such as
encouraging infill development and the redevelopment of previously developed areas, to
accommodate future growth.



The SFPUC’s wholesale customers vary widely, in a variety of ways: by size, overall demand
projected for 2030, the change that the 2030 demand represents in absolute terms and as a
percentage of 2001 demand, and the degree to which the customers depend on the SFPUC for their
water supply. As such, the WSIP would remove growth obstacles to varying degrees within the
service area.

As stated above, the complete growth‐inducement analysis is included in PEIR Chapter 7 and PEIR
Appendix E, which are incorporated into this EIR by reference.

6.1.4 Indirect Effects of Growth
The indirect effects of growth expected in the general plans of jurisdictions in the service area have been
identified in the EIRs prepared for those plans. Impacts commonly identified as significant and
unavoidable and those commonly identified as significant but mitigable are presented in PEIR Section 7.4
and summarized briefly below.



The most commonly identified significant and unavoidable impacts of growth are:


Increased traffic congestion



Deterioration of air quality



Cumulative effects of increased air pollutant emissions and noise



Mitigation measures have been adopted by local jurisdictions as part of their general plan approval
processes to address the secondary effects of planned growth. These measures are summarized in
PEIR Appendix E.



Two cities identified increased demand for potable water supply as a significant and unavoidable
effect of growth; the WSIP would address this issue in those two cities.



Overriding considerations commonly adopted by the decision‐making bodies in adopting their
general plans include:


Accommodation of growth in an orderly, fiscally sound manner



Economic diversification and job generation



Creation of housing, furtherance of regional housing share objectives, and provision of
affordable housing



Improvements of the local jobs/housing balance



Increased sales revenue and positive fiscal impact
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Promotion of alternative modes of travel to reduce reliance on private vehicles



Establishment of policies to preserve natural areas and open space lands

For many cities that receive water from the SFPUC regional system, the supply to be provided
under the WSIP supports and is consistent with the planned growth reflected in their existing
adopted general plans. For other communities, it appears that the WSIP supply (in combination
with other supply sources available to those communities) could serve a level of growth beyond
that identified in the existing general plans. In those cases, secondary effects of such growth could
include impacts related to increased density and impacts related to development of new land areas.


Density‐related impacts could include increased traffic congestion, air pollution, traffic noise,
construction noise, and demand on public services.



Land‐area‐related impacts could include loss of open space and agricultural land, and loss of
and degradation of water quality due to increases in impervious surface area.

The proposed project would not directly induce population or economic growth, and it would not tax
existing community service facilities or encourage other activities that could significantly affect the
environment. However, as described above, the project is one of the facility improvement projects that
comprise the WSIP; therefore, its implementation would contribute to the growth‐inducement potential
of the WSIP and the associated indirect effects of growth. Implementation of the project would thus
contribute to an incremental portion of the growth‐inducement impacts and associated indirect impacts
of growth of the WSIP. See Chapter 7 of the PEIR for a detailed analysis of the WSIP’s growth‐
inducement effects.4

6.2 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
In accordance with Section 21067 of CEQA and Sections 15126(b) and 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines,
the purpose of this section is to identify project‐related environmental impacts that could not be
eliminated or reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with implementation of all mitigation measures
identified in Chapter 5, Environmental Setting and Impacts. The findings in this chapter are subject to
final determination by the San Francisco Planning Commission as part of its certification of the EIR.

6.2.1 Significant and Unavoidable, and Potentially Significant and
Unavoidable Effects of the Proposed Project
This section identifies project impacts that, even with the implementation of all identified mitigation
measures, would remain potentially significant or significant, and are therefore considered unavoidable.
The analyses presented in Chapter 5, Environmental Setting and Impacts, of this EIR indicate that
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant unavoidable impacts. All impacts
would either be no impact, less than significant, or reduced to less‐than‐significant levels with
implementation of the identified mitigation measures.

4

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October 30,
2008. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
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6.2.2 Significant and Unavoidable Effects of the WSIP
The proposed project is one of the facility improvement projects that comprise the SFPUC’s WSIP. Insofar
as the proposed project is a component of the WSIP, it would contribute to the WSIP’s significant and
unavoidable, and potentially significant and unavoidable water supply and growth‐inducement impacts,
as identified in the WSIP PEIR5 and summarized below:


By providing water to support planned growth in the SFPUC service area, the WSIP will result in
significant and unavoidable growth‐inducement impacts that are primarily due to secondary
effects such as air quality, traffic congestion, and water quality. These impacts were adequately
addressed in the PEIR at a sufficient level of detail such that no further analysis is required in this
EIR. The analysis contained in the PEIR is incorporated into this EIR by this reference (see PEIR
Chapter 7).



Based on the best available information at that time, the PEIR made the conservative determination
that the WSIP would result in a potentially significant and unavoidable impact on fishery resources
in Crystal Springs Reservoir related to inundation of spawning habitat upstream of the reservoir
(see PEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.5.5, Impact 5.5.5‐1). The project‐level fisheries analysis in the Lower
Crystal Springs Dam Improvements Project EIR modified certain PEIR impact determinations
based on more detailed site‐specific data and analysis. Project‐level conclusions supersede any
contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR. Project‐level review of updated site‐specific information
that was developed following certification of the PEIR was incorporated into the project‐level EIR
for the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvements Project, and the project‐level analysis
determined that impacts on fishery resources due to inundation effects would be less than
significant.6



Based on the best available information at that time, the PEIR made the conservative determination
that the WSIP would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to flow along Alameda
Creek below the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam (“Alameda Creek Hydrologic Impact”) (see PEIR
Chapter 4, Section 5.4.1, Impact 5.4.1‐2). The project‐level analysis in the Calaveras Dam
Replacement Project EIR modified this PEIR impact determination to less than significant based on
more detailed site‐specific data and analysis.7 Project‐level conclusions supersede any contrary
impact conclusions in the PEIR. Project‐level review of updated site‐specific information that was
developed following certification of the PEIR was incorporated into the project‐level EIR for the
Calaveras Dam Replacement Project, and the project‐level analysis determined that impacts related
to reduced flow along Alameda Creek below the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam would be less
than significant.8

5
6

Ibid.
San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvements
Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, Draft EIR Vol. 1 and Response to Comments, File No. 2005.0161E, State
Clearinghouse No. 2007012002, Certified October 7, 2010.
7 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Calaveras Dam Replacement Project, Final
Environmental Impact Report, Vol. 1, 3, 4, File No. 2005.0161E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005102102, Certified January 27,
2011.
8 Ibid.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

6‐7

March 2015

6. Other CEQA Issues

6.3 Effects Found not to be Significant
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) distributed for the proposed project included an Initial Study that
analyzed resource topics that were determined not to apply to the proposed project as well as resource
topics where the project would have no impact or a less‐than‐significant impact, with or without
mitigation (see Appendix A and Table 1‐2). These topics, and the associated potential effects as indicated
in the significance criteria, are not analyzed in this EIR:


Land Use and Land Use Planning (physically divide an established community; conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or have a substantial
impact upon the existing character of the vicinity).



Aesthetics (have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; substantially damage scenic
resources; substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact other people or properties).



Population and Housing (displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create demand
for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing; or displace
substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere).



Transportation and Circulation (conflict with an applicable congestion management program; or
result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location, that results in substantial safety risks).



Noise (result in exposure of person to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels; result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project; expose people residing or working in
airport areas to excessive noise levels; expose people residing or working in airstrip areas to
excessive noise levels; or be substantially affected by existing noise levels).



Air Quality (create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people).



Greenhouse Gas Emissions (generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment; or conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases).



Wind and Shadow (alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas; or create new
shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public area).



Recreation (increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities resulting in or accelerating a substantial physical deterioration of the facilities; include
recreational facilities or require construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have
an adverse impact; or physically degrade existing recreational resources).



Utilities and Service Systems (exceed applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board
wastewater treatment requirements; require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities, drainage facilities, or expansion of existing facilities, which would
cause significant impacts due to construction; require new or expanded water supply resources or
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entitlements; 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; be served by a landfill with sufficient capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal needs; or comply with federal state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste).


Public Services (result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or
the need for, new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which would
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives for any public service).



Biological Resources (have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identifies as a candidate, sensitive, or special‐status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 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; interfere substantially
with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery site;
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources; conflict with the
provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan).



Geology and Soils (expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic
ground shaking, seismic‐related ground failure, or landslides; result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil; be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on‐ or off‐site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse; be located on expansive soil creating substantial
risks to life or property; have substantial soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater; or change substantially the topography or any unique geologic or physical features of
the site).



Hydrology (substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level; substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion of siltation on‐ or off‐site or result in flooding on‐
or off‐site; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
otherwise substantially degrade water quality; place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area;
place within a 100‐year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows;
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding or
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow).



Hazards and Hazardous Materials (create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment; emit hazardous emissions or

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

6‐9

March 2015

6. Other CEQA Issues

handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one‐quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school; be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment; result in a safety hazard for people
residing in an airport area or airstrip area; impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; or expose people or structures to
a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires).


Mineral and Energy Resources (result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state; result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated in a land use plan; or encourage
activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a
wasteful manner).



Agriculture and Forest Resources (convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance to non‐agricultural use; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract; conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or
timberland; result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non‐forest use; or involve
other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non‐agricultural use or forest land to non‐forest use).

During the EIR scoping period, comments were submitted from public agencies, organizations, and the
public expressing various concerns about the project. Many comments were adequately addressed in the
EIR. Other comments were adequately addressed in the Initial Study and for the following reasons:


Aesthetics and Recreation: Some comments expressed concern about the visibility of project
structures. As explained in the Initial Study, the proposed project would not have a substantial
permanent adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantial damage scenic resources, or degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings (See Initial Study, Aesthetics
Impact AE‐1). New pipelines would be below ground. Upgrades to existing structures would include
no substantial change to the visual character; facility type and structure size would remain consistent
with the existing structure. For new above‐ground structures, visibility is generally limited.



Biological Resources: While commenters provided additional background information on the
presence of biological species, the information provided was consistent with resources identified in
the Initial Study. Inclusion of additional resource information would not lead to identification of
additional biological resources impacts, or the need for revision of the mitigation measures
included in the Initial Study. The impacts to biological resources are sufficiently addressed in the
Initial Study and mitigation measures identified are adequate to address potential impacts.
Additionally, a commenter wondered whether impacts to tree resources were addressed but did
not present additional information regarding the potential for impacts to tree resources. Initial
Study Impact BI_5 addresses impacts to trees.



Hydrology: Comments expressed concern about the potential effects of recycled water use on
specific waterbodies. The Initial Study addresses the regulatory requirements that apply to
use/application of recycled water (See Initial Study, Hydrology and Water Quality Impact HY‐2),
including recommendations regarding monitoring of constituents of emerging concern,
requirements regarding application rates and containment of application areas, and compliance
with water quality requirements. Adherence to the appropriate regulatory requirements would
ensure that high‐quality recycled water is consistently produced, monitored, and carefully applied,
and that public health and surface and groundwater quality are protected.
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Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor team modified the project description
by indicating that existing San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department wood waste and composting
activities would be temporarily relocate from the Central Reservoir site to the former Richmond‐Sunset
Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) site (referred to as the “West End Dump”) during project
construction activities. In addition, the project description was modified to include construction of larger
reservoir to store secondary treated water produced at the Oceanside WPCP, and the brine discharge
pipeline location was modified. These changes would have no effect on the following topics addressed in
the Initial Study: Land Use and Land Use Planning, Aesthetics, Population and Housing, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, Noise, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind and Shadow, Utilities
and Service Systems, Public Services, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Minerals and Energy Resources, and Agriculture and Forest Resources:
For other topics covered in the Initial Study, the following discussion is provided:


Recreation: Project modifications do not include recreational facilities or residential use, and would
not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Temporary relocation of the
wood waste and composting activities to the West End Dump would not permanently affect
recreation within Golden Gate Park, as this site is fenced and is not open to the public.



Biological Resources: Modified project activities would be subject to mitigation measures
established in the Initial Study for nesting birds and roosting bats. There are no CNDDB identified
special‐status amphibian, invertebrate, fish, or plant species with a moderate or high potential to
occur at the West End Dump or Oceanside WPCP sites because there is no suitable habitat (see
Appendix A). No wetlands, riparian habitat, or protected trees would be affected.

6.4 Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved
The SFPUC first proposed the project in June 2008 with the release of an NOP and scoping meetings by
the San Francisco Planning Department. This first proposal was to construct a recycled water treatment
plant at the Oceanside WPCP that would supply recycled water to Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, the
San Francisco Zoo, and other smaller parks. The project did not include reverse‐osmosis treatment of the
water. The SFPUC subsequently determined that: (1) reverse osmosis was a necessary component of the
project, and (2) the original site location at the Oceanside WPCP was too small to include reverse‐osmosis
treatment facilities. The SFPUC then proposed to construct the recycled water treatment plant at the site
of the former Richmond‐Sunset WPCP within Golden Gate Park; this newly defined project would
supply recycled water to Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio Golf Course. The San Francisco
Planning Department issued a second NOP in September 2010 and held scoping meetings on this second
proposal. Substantial public comment was received following the release of the 2010 NOP, with many
commenters expressing concern about the proposed location of the recycled water treatment plant at the
site of the former Richmond‐Sunset WPCP within Golden Gate Park. Following the NOP scoping period,
the SFPUC held a series of public workshops to inform the public of the planning process that led to the
2010 proposed project description and to solicit feedback on other potential project sites. As a result of
that process, the SFPUC identified five sites as technically feasible, including the proposed Golden Gate
Park site. Over the following year, the SFPUC evaluated the feasibility of the five potential project sites.
This evaluation process resulted in the project as now proposed.
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CHAPTER 7

Alternatives
7.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) alternatives analysis for the
proposed San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (project). The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a),
state that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of
alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives and
would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project.
Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6) set forth the following criteria for selecting and
evaluating alternatives:


Identifying Alternatives. The selection of alternatives is limited to those that would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, are feasible, and would attain most
of the basic objectives of the project. Factors that may be considered when addressing the feasibility
of an alternative include site suitability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency,
other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, economic viability, and whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to an alternative site. An EIR
need not consider an alternative whose impacts cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative. The specific alternative of “no project” must also be
evaluated.



Range of Alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must consider
and discuss a reasonable range of feasible alternatives in a manner that will foster informed
decision‐making and public participation. The “rule of reason” governs the selection and
consideration of EIR alternatives, requiring that an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to
permit a reasoned choice. The lead agency (the City and County of San Francisco [CCSF]) is
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives to be examined and for disclosing its
rationale for choosing the alternatives.



Evaluation of Alternatives. EIRs are required to include sufficient information about each
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.
Matrices may be used to display the major characteristics and the environmental effects of each
alternative. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects that would not result from
the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative must be discussed, but in less detail
than the significant effects of the project.

The project is one of the key regional facility improvement projects under the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission’s (SFPUC) Water System Improvement Program (WSIP). Section 7.2 summarizes the
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systemwide, programmatic alternatives that were analyzed in the WSIP Program EIR1 to provide context
for the alternatives to the project within the overall WSIP. Section 7.3 describes the alternatives selection
process and the objectives of the project; summarizes the significant impacts of the project; describes the
alternatives selected for detailed analysis; and compares the environmental impacts of each alternative to
those of the proposed project. Section 7.4 identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Section 7.5
discusses the preliminary alternatives that were considered but rejected from further consideration.

7.2 WSIP Alternatives
As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction and Background, of this EIR, the SFPUC approved
implementation of the Phased WSIP in October 2008. The WSIP is a comprehensive program to improve
the reliability of the SFPUC regional water system with respect to water quality, seismic response, and
water delivery based on a planning horizon through the year 2030, and to improve the system with
respect to water supply to meet water delivery needs in the service area through the year 2018. It
includes a series of key regional facility improvement projects, including the project. To the extent that
the project would contribute to achieving the goals and objectives of the WSIP, the analysis of the WSIP
alternatives applies to the alternatives analysis of the project.
The San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division (formerly the Major
Environmental Analysis Division) considered systemwide alternatives to the WSIP in the Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), which the San Francisco Planning Commission certified on
October 30, 2008. The PEIR evaluated seven alternatives to the WSIP based on their apparent ability to
meet most of the WSIP’s goals, their ability to reduce one or more of the significant impacts associated with
program implementation, their potential feasibility, and their collective ability to provide a reasonable
range of alternatives to foster informed decision‐making and public participation. Analysis of the
No Program Alternative was included in the PEIR as required by CEQA.
The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the PEIR in October 2008 (Planning Commission Motion
No. 17734). Thereafter, the SFPUC approved the Phased WSIP, and the SFPUC approved the PEIR and
adopted the CEQA Findings on the WSIP (SFPUC Resolution 08‐0200). The Phased WSIP incorporates
elements of three alternatives analyzed in the PEIR: the No Purchase Request Increase Alternative, the
Aggressive Conservation/Water Recycling and Groundwater Alternative, and the Modified WSIP
Alternative. Chapters 9 and 14 of the PEIR include more detailed descriptions of these WSIP alternatives,
and also present the associated program‐level environmental analysis of these alternatives. Chapter 13 of
the PEIR includes additional information about the adopted Phased WSIP. All three of these chapters
are incorporated into this EIR by reference. The proposed program and the alternatives examined in the
PEIR are summarized below for informational purposes.


WSIP Proposed Program. The proposed program described and analyzed in the PEIR established
program goals and system performance objectives in the areas of water quality, seismic reliability,
delivery reliability, and water supply. The WSIP would provide for water supplies to serve

1

San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, File No. 2005.0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026, Certified October 30,
2008. Available online at http://www.sf‐planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.
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customer purchase requests during nondrought and drought periods through 2030, including
increased average annual diversions from the Tuolumne River, and would implement all key
regional facility improvement projects.


No Program Alternative. Under the No Program Alternative, the SFPUC would implement only
those facility improvement projects driven by regulatory requirements or existing agreements with
regulatory agencies. It would meet only the water quality goals of the WSIP and would fail to meet
the other goals and objectives. It would endeavor to meet increasing customer purchase requests
through the year 2030 by diverting additional Tuolumne River water only when available under
CCSF’s existing water rights.



No Purchase Request Increase Alternative. The No Purchase Request Increase Alternative was
designed to serve the wholesale customers the amount of water required under the existing Master
Water Sales Agreement between the CCSF and each of the wholesale customers. It would thereby
limit the ability of the system to meet customer purchase requests through 2030, but would include
implementation of all key regional facility improvement projects.



Aggressive Conservation/Water Recycling and Local Groundwater Alternative. Under the
Aggressive Conservation/Water Recycling and Local Groundwater Alternative, the SFPUC would
implement all of the key regional facility improvement projects, but would endeavor to serve the
projected increase in customer purchase requests through 2030 only through additional
conservation, water recycling, and local groundwater projects.



Lower Tuolumne River Diversion Alternative. Under the Lower Tuolumne River Diversion
Alternative, the SFPUC would implement all of the key regional facility improvement projects and
would serve the projected increase in customer purchase requests through 2030 through diversions
from the lower Tuolumne River near its confluence with the San Joaquin River. This alternative
would include construction and operation of additional conveyance and treatment facilities to
divert, transport, treat, and blend the new supply into the regional water system.



Year‐round Desalination at Oceanside Alternative. Under the Year‐round Desalination at
Oceanside Alternative, the SFPUC would implement all of the key regional facility improvement
projects and would construct a 25‐million‐gallon‐per‐day (mgd) desalination plant in San Francisco to
serve the projected increase in customer purchase requests through 2030.



Regional Desalination for Drought Alternative. Under the Regional Desalination for Drought
Alternative, the SFPUC would implement all of the key regional facility improvement projects and
would partner with other Bay Area water agencies to construct and operate a regional desalination
plant that would provide the SFPUC with supplemental supply during drought years.



Modified WSIP Alternative. Under the Modified WSIP Alternative, the SFPUC would implement
all of the key regional facility improvement projects, but would modify proposed system
operations to minimize environmental effects. This alternative would include the implementation
of key mitigation measures identified in the PEIR.

The alternatives analysis in the PEIR identified the Modified WSIP Alternative as the environmentally
superior alternative. As described above, the Phased WSIP that was ultimately adopted by the SFPUC
incorporates elements of the No Purchase Request Increase Alternative, the Aggressive Conservation/Water
Recycling and Groundwater Alternative, and the Modified WSIP Alternative.
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7.3 Project Alternatives Analysis
This section describes the process of developing a reasonable range of project alternatives for analysis in this
EIR. Consistent with CEQA, the approach to alternatives selection for this EIR focused on identifying
alternatives that: (1) could meet most of the basic objectives of the project while reducing one or more of its
significant impacts, (2) could foster informed decision‐making and public participation, and (3) could be
feasibly implemented. The alternatives selection process considered multiple engineering alternatives
developed by the SFPUC. Certain alternatives were eliminated from consideration based on their inability
to meet most of the project’s basic objectives, their infeasibility, or their inability to reduce the project’s
environmental impacts. These alternatives are briefly described in Section 7.5, Alternatives Considered but
Rejected from Further Consideration.

7.3.1 Project Objectives
One of the WSIP goals is to meet customer water needs during both nondrought and drought periods, and
two of the WSIP system performance objectives are to: (1) diversify water supply options during
nondrought and drought periods; and (2) improve the use of new water sources and drought management
strategies, including use of groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers. The adopted WSIP
includes the development of 20 mgd of conservation, recycled water, and groundwater within the SFPUC
service area (10 mgd in the retail service area [i.e., within San Francisco] and 10 mgd in the wholesale
service area [i.e., beyond San Francisco]).
The proposed project would contribute to WSIP goals through the development of recycled water as an
alternative water supply for nonpotable uses in the SFPUC’s retail service area within San Francisco, thereby
benefiting the regional system by reducing demands for potable water. As discussed in Chapter 3,
Section 3.3, Project Goals and Objectives, the objectives of the San Francisco Westside Recycled Project are to:


Diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water



Develop a new water supply in San Francisco that is both reliable and drought resistant



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

The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project would provide approximately 2 mgd of recycled
water to San Francisco’s water supply, thereby increasing the water supply over existing conditions. This
increase in water supply would improve the SFPUC’s ability to deliver water to its customers in San
Francisco during both drought and nondrought periods.
The SFPUC considers the proposed project to be a fundamental component in achieving the established
WSIP performance objectives for diversifying water supply options during nondrought and drought
periods and improving the use of new water sources and drought management strategies as discussed
above. The WSIP objectives address the regional water system as a whole, and the SFPUC proposes the
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project—in combination with other facility improvement projects
identified in the WSIP—to fully meet these WSIP goals and objectives. The proposed project was
designed to function in combination with the other WSIP projects to meet the overall level of service
objectives for the SFPUC regional water system.
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7.3.2 Significant Environmental Impacts
This section summarizes the impacts of the project, as analyzed in Chapter 5 of this EIR and in the Initial
Study, and that were considered during the alternatives identification process. All project impacts would
occur as a result of construction activities and were determined to be less than significant with mitigation
(LSM), meaning that all significant project impacts could be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level through
the implementation of mitigation measures identified in this EIR and the Initial Study.2
Cultural and Paleontological Resources. As discussed in Section 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, excavation, grading, and the movement of heavy construction vehicles and equipment could
expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources, which would be a significant impact
(Impact CP‐2, LSM). Excavation required for construction of the recycled water treatment plant would
extend into the underlying Colma Formation. The potential to encounter and adversely affect
paleontological resources that may be found in that formation is considered a significant impact (Impact
CP‐3, LSM). Earthmoving activities could result in direct impacts on previously undiscovered human
remains, particularly in the area adjacent to Golden Gate Cemetery (Impact CP‐4, LSM). Ground
disturbing activities along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th Avenue on the south side of Lincoln
Park and a connection point to the Lincoln Park Pumping could uncover historic‐period human remains
associated with the Golden Gate Cemetery, a significant impact (Impact CP‐5, LSM). Finally, without
project‐level mitigation for Impacts CP‐1 through Impact CP‐5, the project could result in cumulatively
considerable impacts related to historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources or human remains.
Air Quality. As discussed in Section 5.5, Air Quality, demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction
activities may cause wind‐blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere.
Construction activities could result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use of off‐and on‐road
vehicles and equipment. In particular, the combined nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions from overlapping
construction schedules of the project components could exceed the 54 pounds/day significance criterion.
These NOx emissions and fugitive dust emissions would result in significant impacts (Impact AQ‐2, LSM).
Biological Resources. As discussed in Appendix A, Initial Study Section E.13, removal and/or relocation
of trees with active nests, and construction noise and activity adjacent to such trees during the bird
nesting season, could result in nest abandonment, destruction, injury, or mortality of nestlings and
disruption of reproductive behavior during the breeding season (Impact BI‐1, LSM). Also, these activities
could result in the death and/or injury of roosting and breeding special‐status bats if roost sites occur in
vegetation that would be removed (Impact BI‐1, LSM). Areas included in the project (Route 35/Skyline
Boulevard, the Harding Road staging area, near Metson Lake and Lloyd Lake, and Central Reservoir) are
near locations where California red‐legged frogs and western pond turtle are known to occur (presently
or historically) or with suitable habitat available. The potential for the project to result in injury or
mortality to red‐legged frog or western pond turtle during project construction and implementation is
considered a significant impact (Impact BI‐1, LSM). The contribution of the proposed project to significant
cumulative biological resources impacts could be considerable, due to the project’s potential to cause
2

As discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.1, Growth‐Inducing Impacts, the project would contribute to the WSIP’s growth‐
inducement potential and associated significant and unavoidable indirect effects of growth. Alternatives that would
reduce or avoid indirect effects of growth were evaluated in the WSIP PEIR (including the No Program and No Purchase
Request Increase Alternatives described in Section 7.2).
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significant, project‐specific impacts on the western pond turtle, California red‐legged frog, special‐status
and migratory birds, and special‐status bats (Impact C‐BI‐1, LSM).

7.3.3 Approach to Alternatives Selection
The alternatives selection process for the project was guided, in part, by the magnitude and severity of
the impacts identified above. The analysis focuses on alternatives that could:


Lessen or avoid accidental discovery of unknown paleontological resources during construction;



Lessen or avoid short‐term construction‐phase disturbance to special‐status birds, bats, and
amphibians;



Lessen or avoid short‐term construction‐phase fugitive dust and criteria pollutant emissions.

7.3.4 Selected CEQA Alternatives
This section describes the project alternatives that were selected and analyzed in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The two alternatives to the proposed project selected for detailed analysis
in this EIR are:


Alternative A: No Project Alternative



Alternative B: Project Design Alternative



Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative

The alternatives evaluation process (described in Section 7.5, Alternatives Considered but Rejected from
Further Consideration) included evaluation of potential environmental effects; input from the Project
Alternatives Workshop Series (PAWS) held from November 2010 to February 2011; and comment from the
public scoping periods (see Section 2.4, Environmental Review Process). Thus, the project, as proposed,
avoids the potential for environmental effects other than those described above. Because the project results in
few significant effects, only two alternatives were necessary to represent a ‘reasonable range of alternatives’.
Table 7‐1 provides a brief description of these alternatives and highlights how they differ from the
proposed project. This section also evaluates the impacts of the selected alternatives relative to those of the
proposed project. Since the alternatives are conceptual, the evaluation is based on the available information
and reasonable assumptions about how each alternative would be implemented. For each alternative, this
section presents the following:


A description of the alternative, including the rationale for its selection, and associated facility
improvements and auxiliary components



An evaluation of the alternative’s ability to meet project goals and objectives



Analysis of the environmental impacts of each alternative compared to those of the proposed project

Table 7‐1 also summarizes the environmental impacts of the selected alternatives compared to those of the
proposed project. This table presents the significant impacts of the proposed project as well as less‐than‐
significant impacts whose severity would be different under the project alternatives than under the
proposed project. Table 7‐1 does not include less‐than‐significant impacts of the proposed project that
would have the same significance determination and/or impact severity as those of the project alternatives.
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TABLE 7‐1
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Description

Recycled water treatment and storage at the
Oceanside WPCP; storage and distribution
facilities at the Golden Gate Park Central
Reservoir.
Includes staging areas at the Oceanside
WPCP, Zoo Overflow Parking, Zoo Road,
and Harding Road.

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Recycled water treatment, storage,
and distribution facilities would not
be constructed. 1.6 mgd of recycled
water would not be produced or
delivered.

Recycled water treatment and storage at
the Oceanside WPCP; upgrade of existing
storage and distribution facilities at the
Golden Gate Park Central Reservoir.
However, the recycled water treatment
facility and storage at the Oceanside WPCP
Excludes Harding Road staging area.
would be somewhat smaller than under the
proposed project and new storage and
Modifies distribution pipeline to avoid
distribution facilities at the Golden Gate
Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and streets
Park Central Reservoir would not be
adjacent to Sunset Boulevard.
Distribution pipeline would extend from required.
treatment and storage plant at San
Includes staging areas at the Oceanside
Francisco Zoo overflow parking lot to
WPCP, Zoo Overflow Parking, Zoo Road,
Wawona Street, then east to 34th
and Harding Road.
Avenue and north to the point of
Distribution pipeline route between the
connection in Golden Gate Park. North
of Golden Gate Park, the pipeline would Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir
would include Route 35/Skyline Boulevard
be the same as the proposed project.
and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard.
Extends the overall project construction
Distribution pipelines would not be
schedule duration by including
required north of the Golden Gate Park
sequenced, staggered construction of
Central Reservoir.
treatment, pumping, storage, and
Operational capacity to serve peak‐day
pipeline facilities, and reducing
demands of up to 3.8 mgd (or 1.7 mgd
concurrent construction (overlapping
annual average).
phases) of facilities.

Distribution pipeline route between the
Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir
would include Route 35/Skyline Boulevard
and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard.
Operational capacity to serve peak‐day
demands of up to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd annual
average).

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

Co‐locates the treatment, storage, and
pumping facilities at the San Francisco
Zoo overflow parking lot instead of the
Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant
and Central Reservoir, respectively.

Operational capacity to serve peak‐day
demands of up to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd
annual average).
Ability to Meet Project
Sponsor’s Objectives

Meets all of the Project Objectives
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TABLE 7‐1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

IMPACTS
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Archaeological Resources Impact CP‐2: The proposed project could
cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would be avoided.
(No Impact)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by consolidating
treatment and storage facilities to one
area, slightly reducing potential to
expose and cause impacts on unknown
archaeological resources. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by reducing excavation
requirements at the Oceanside WPCP and
Central Reservoir, and eliminating
construction of pipelines north of the
Central Reservoir; thereby reducing the
potential to expose and cause impacts on
unknown archaeological resources. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would be avoided.
(No Impact)

Eliminates potential impacts to
paleontological resources associated
with proposed treatment plant
construction by avoiding excavation in
the Colma formation. (Less than
Significant)

Reduces excavation requirements at the
Oceanside WPCP; therefore, reduces
potential impacts to paleontological resources
associated with proposed treatment plant
construction and excavation in the Colma
formation. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would be avoided.
(No Impact)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by consolidating
treatment and storage facilities to one
area, slightly reducing potential to
expose and cause impacts on human
remains, if present. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced reducing excavation
requirements at the Oceanside WPCP and
Central Reservoir and eliminating
construction of pipelines north of the
Central Reservoir, reducing potential to
expose and cause impacts on human
remains, if present. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

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

Paleontological
Resources

Impact CP‐3: The proposed project could
directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)
At the recycled water treatment plant site,
excavation would extend approximately into
the underlying Colma Formation, which has
the potential to include paleontological
resources.

Human Remains

Impact CP‐4: The proposed project could
disturb human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)
Earthmoving activities associated with
project construction could result in direct
impacts on previously undiscovered human
remains.
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TABLE 7‐1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

No Impact

No Change

No Impact

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would be avoided.
(No Impact)

Ground disturbing activities associated
with construction in the vicinity of the
Golden Gate Cemetery site would be
the same as the proposed project. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Earth disturbing activities would not occur
in the vicinity of the Golden Gate Cemetery
site; therefore, the potential to disturb
human remains, if present, would be
avoided. (No Impact)

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources would not occur
and would not contribute to any
cumulative cultural resources impact.
(No Impact)

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by consolidating
treatment and storage facilities to one
area, slightly reducing potential to
expose and cause impacts on cultural
resources, if present. Potential effects to
paleontological resources would be
avoided. Thus, the potential to contribute
considerably to a cumulative impact is
less than under the proposed project.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The area of construction activities is lightly
reduced reducing excavation requirements at
the Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir
and eliminating construction of pipelines
north of the Central Reservoir, reducing
potential to expose and cause impacts on
cultural resources, if present. Potential effects
to paleontological resources would be
avoided. Thus, the potential to contribute
considerably to a cumulative impact is less
than under the proposed project. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Decreased

No Change

Activities associated with emission of
fugitive dust or criteria pollutants
would not occur; potential air quality
impacts would be avoided. (No
Impact)

Concurrent phased construction of
multiple facilities simultaneously
would be reduced. Therefore,
associated fugitive dust and criteria
pollutant emissions during staggered
sequential construction activities
emissions may not exceed regulatory
thresholds. (Less than Significant or
Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The maximum daily average criteria
pollutant emissions would be similar to the
proposed project. But, the alternative
would reduce the overall total emissions
since overall construction would be
reduced. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Human Remains

Impact CP‐5: Construction of the proposed
project along Clement Street from 36th
Avenue to 39th Avenue on the south side of
Lincoln Park could disturb human remains,
including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
Ground disturbing activities associated with
construction in the vicinity of the Golden
Gate Cemetery site has the potential to
disturb human remains, if present.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C‐CP: The proposed project could
result in cumulatively considerable impacts
related to historical, archeological, or
paleontological resources or human remains.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Without project‐level mitigation for Impact
CP‐1 through Impact CP‐5, the project could
result in cumulatively considerable impacts
related to historical, archaeological, or
paleontological resources or human remains.

Air Quality
Construction Emissions

Impact AQ‐2: The proposed project’s
construction activities would generate
fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, but
would not violate an air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Project‐related demolition, excavation,
grading, and other construction activities may
cause wind‐blown dust that could contribute
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TABLE 7‐1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Construction related‐activities that
could affect special‐status species
would not occur. (No Impact)

Areas near known habitat for special‐
status amphibian species would be
avoided. The pipeline would be located
in areas with fewer trees than the
proposed project; reducing but not
avoiding potential impacts to special‐
status bird and bat species. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Construction activities at the Central
Reservoir would be reduced; thus
construction noise and activity adjacent to
trees that could include active nests and in
areas where red‐legged frog or western
pond turtle could occur would occur for a
shorter period of time than under the
proposed project. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Air Quality (cont.)
particulate matter into the local atmosphere.
Furthermore, the combined NOx emissions
from overlapping construction schedules of
the project components could exceed the 54
pounds/day significance criterion.
Biological Resources
Special‐status Species

Impact BI‐1: The project would potentially
have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
species identified as candidate, sensitive, or
special‐status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or United States Department of Fish and
Wildlife Service. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
Removal and/or relocation of trees with
active nests, and construction noise and
activity adjacent to such trees during the
bird nesting season, could result in nest
abandonment, destruction, injury, or
mortality of nestlings and disruption of
reproductive behavior during the breeding
season. Also, these activities could result in
the death and/or injury of roosting and
breeding special‐status bats. Injury or
mortality to red‐legged frog or western pond
turtle could occur during project
construction in the vicinity of Route
35/Skyline Boulevard, Harding Road,
Metson Lake and Lloyd Lake, and Central
Reservoir.
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TABLE 7‐1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Proposed Project

Alternative A:
No Project

Alternative B:
Project Design Alternative

Alternative C:
Reduced Project Alternative

No Impact

Decreased

Decreased

Construction related‐activities that
could affect special‐status species
would not occur and would not
contribute to any cumulative cultural
resources impact. (No Impact)

Impacts to special‐status amphibians is
avoided and impacts to special‐status
bird and bat species is reduced
compared to the proposed project.
Thus, the potential to contribute
considerably to a cumulative impact is
less than under the proposed project.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Construction activities at the Central
Reservoir would be reduced; thus
construction noise and activity adjacent to
trees that could include active nests and in
areas where red‐legged frog or western
pond turtle could occur would occur for a
shorter period of time than under the
proposed project. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Biological Resources (cont.)
Cumulative Impacts

Impact C‐BI‐1: The project, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity, could result in
significant cumulative impacts on biological
resources. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
The contribution of the proposed project to
significant cumulative biological resources
impacts could be considerable, due to the
project’s potential to cause significant,
project‐specific impacts on the western pond
turtle, California red‐legged frog, special‐
status and migratory birds, and special‐
status bats.
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Alternative A: No Project Alternative
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that EIRs include an evaluation of the No Project Alternative
to provide decision‐makers the information necessary to compare the relative impacts of approving the
project and not approving the project. The No Project Alternative is defined as a continuation of existing
conditions, as well as conditions that are reasonably expected to occur in the event that the proposed project
is not implemented.

Description of the No Project Alternative
In the event that the SFPUC does not approve the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, the
proposed recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities would not be constructed and
1.6 mgd of recycled water would not be produced or delivered to customers to offset potable demand.
Existing irrigation demand at Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio, as well as lake fill would
continue to be met with existing potable sources and groundwater.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives
The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. If the project were not
constructed, recycled water supplies would not be developed that would: diversify SFPUC’s supply
portfolio, provide reliable drought resistant supplies, or offset potable water and groundwater demand. It
would also fail to meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely directly on the contribution of the project
to fulfill systemwide level of service objectives. The SFPUC would be limited in its ability to meet its
adopted WSIP seismic delivery and water supply reliability goals, particularly in the San Francisco
region. Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not provide recycled water to offset potable
or groundwater demand, thereby curtailing SFPUC’s ability to increase delivery reliability, improve the
ability to maintain the system, and enhance sustainability of the system. The SFPUC would be limited in
its ability to provide water to customers during both drought and nondrought periods and would not be
able to fulfill part of its basic mission with respect to water supply reliability, which is “to serve San
Francisco and its Bay Area customers with reliable, high‐quality, and affordable water.” Therefore, the
No Project Alternative could jeopardize the SFPUC’s ability to fully meet the WSIP goals and objectives
adopted as part of approval of the WSIP pursuant to SFPUC Resolution 08‐0200.

Environmental Impacts of the No Project Alternative Compared to those of the Project
Implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in continuation of current conditions and
would therefore avoid all construction‐related impacts of the project because no treatment, storage,
pumping, or distribution facilities would be constructed. Therefore, there would be no potential to
encounter previously unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archaeological deposits,
archaeological resources, human remains (Impacts CP‐2; CP‐4; CP‐5), or legally‐significant prehistoric
deposits within the Colma formation at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) site (Impact
CP‐3); no construction activities resulting in fugitive dust or criteria pollutant emissions would occur
(Impact AQ‐2); and no construction‐related effects or disturbance to special‐status species including
California red‐legged frog, western pond turtle, nesting birds, and roosting bats would occur (BI‐1 and
C‐BI‐1).

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

7‐12

March 2015

7. Alternatives

Alternative B: Project Design Alternative
Description of Alternative B
The Project Design Alternative would combine alternate physical site locations, modify the proposed
distribution pipeline to avoid Route 35/Skyline Boulevard and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard,
exclude Harding Road staging, and reduce concurrent construction (overlapping phases) of facilities. This
alternative would minimize or avoid potential impacts to cultural and biological resources, and air
quality.3 The Project Design Alternative is described in more detail below.
Recycled Water Treatment Plant and Storage Facilities
Under this alternative, treatment, storage, and pumping facilities would be co‐located at the San
Francisco Zoo (Zoo) overflow parking lot instead of the Oceanside WPCP and Central Reservoir in
Golden Gate Park, respectively. The Zoo Overflow Parking Lot is a 2.3‐acre flat dirt field that is located
between the Oceanside WPCP and the Zoo, east of the Great Highway. The Zoo Overflow Parking Lot is
under the management of San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD). In addition, the Zoo
Overflow Parking Lot is within the premises leased and managed by the SF Zoological Society under the
San Francisco Zoo Lease and Management Agreement between the SFRPD and the SF Zoological Society,
which provides for SF Zoological Society to use the premises for Zoo purposes. Therefore, the SFPUCʹs
use of the property would require the consent of the SFRPD and SF Zoological Society to modify the San
Francisco Zoo Lease and Management Agreement and SFRPD consent to use the site for this purpose.
A recycled water treatment plant, including the same facilities as described in Section 3.4 of Chapter 3,
Project Description, would be constructed at the Zoo overflow parking lot. In addition to the treatment
building, an additional building for chemical storage tanks would be constructed. A new pipeline from
the existing Oceanside WPCP would extend north along Great Highway, within the roadway or road
shoulder, to the Zoo overflow parking lot to convey secondary effluent to the new treatment facility.
Consistent with the proposed project, a parallel pipeline would be constructed in the same trench to
convey the reverse‐osmosis concentrate “brine” from the new treatment facility to the WPCP for
discharge via the existing outfall, consistent with the proposed project. Maintenance events and chemical
deliveries would be required for treatment processes at the Zoo overflow parking lot site.
The locations of all proposed storage would be consolidated at the Zoo overflow parking lot site,
including the 50,000‐gallon reservoir used during the treatment process and an 880,000‐gallon wet well
and buried storage reservoir. The hydroneumatic tanks previously required at the Central Reservoir site
in Golden Gate Park would be located here as well, although the size of the tanks would be larger.
Transmission pumps (three or more up to 400 horsepower pumps), including active and standby units
and additional space for future pumps) would be constructed in an enclosed pump house at the Zoo
overflow parking lot that would provide hydraulic pressure to convey recycled water from the treatment
facility to the Central Reservoir and to Lincoln Park. Consistent with the proposed project, the existing
Central Reservoir and pump station (modified with a pressure‐reducing valve) would still be used to
3

For the purposes of this analysis, all other project components presented in Chapter 3, Project Description would be
included as described in the project description unless otherwise noted.
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store and pump recycled water into the Golden Gate Park irrigation system. The four 100 horsepower
pumps to pump recycled water to Lincoln Park would not be required.
Distribution Pipeline
The Project Design Alternative modifies the proposed distribution pipeline to avoid Route 35/Skyline
Boulevard and streets adjacent to Sunset Boulevard. Under this alternative, a portion of the distribution
line would extend from treatment and storage plant at the Zoo overflow parking lot to Wawona Street,
then east to 34th Avenue and north to the point of connection in Golden Gate Park. North of Golden Gate
Park, the pipeline would be the same as the proposed project.
Construction, Staging, and Access
Construction methods, excavation, dewatering, and equipment would be consistent with those described
in Chapter 3, Project Description. Although this alternative would not generate spoils from demolition at
the Oceanside WPCP, there is a significant amount of soil material of unknown quantity stockpiled on the
south end of the site that would need to be offhauled and disposed of. A geotechnical investigation has
not been conducted at this site.4
The Project Design Alternative excludes the Harding Road staging area, and includes staging for
treatment facility construction within the 2.3‐acre Zoo overflow parking lot site or the Zoo’s maintenance
yard. Access to the Zoo overflow parking lot would be via Great Highway.
The Project Design Alternative would extend the overall project construction schedule duration by
including sequenced, staggered construction of certain activities for treatment, pumping, storage, and
pipeline facilities, and for reducing concurrent construction (overlapping phases) of facilities. It is
anticipated that construction of the treatment facility would take the longest and be ongoing for the
duration of the project schedule, and would likely be concurrent with either the storage or distribution
facility construction, although construction of the storage and distribution facilities would be staggered.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives
The Project Design Alternative would meet all of the project objectives. The Project Design Alternative
would provide 1.6 mgd of recycled water that would diversify SFPUC’s water supply portfolio with a
reliable and drought resistant source while simultaneously offsetting potable demand of several major
existing water customers. The Project Design Alternative would provide recycled water to further
SFPUC’s ability to offset potable demands to increase delivery reliability and improve the ability to maintain
performance of the water supply system, as well as enhance sustainability in system activities. The Project
Design Alternative would also enable SFPUC to meet customer purchase requests in nondrought and drought
periods since recycled water is a drought resistant supply.

4

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project Alternatives Workshop Series: Evaluation of
Alternatives. Prepared for San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, February 11, 2011.
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Environmental Impacts of Alternative B
The modified location of facilities under the Project Design Alternative would reduce or avoid some
significant project‐related effects. Co‐location of the treatment, storage, and pumping facilities would:
1) eliminate the potential for impacts to paleontological resources associated with proposed treatment plant
construction by avoiding the Colma formation (Impact CP‐3), and reducing impacts to archaeological
resources and human remains (Impacts CP‐2 and CP‐4); and 2) eliminating impacts to special‐status
amphibians, and reducing potential impacts to special‐status birds and bats (BI‐1 and C‐BI‐1). Impacts
associated with archaeological resources, human remains, and special‐status birds and bats would be
reduced because the area of construction would be reduced by consolidating treatment and storage facilities
within the 2.3 acre lot, rather than the 5‐acre Central Reservoir site and portions of the 12‐acre Oceanside
WPCP site.
However, the Zoo currently has planned uses for this area to meet stringent animal isolation and testing
requirements. These requirements and/or potential impacts to animal exhibits may also require restricting
future treatment plant operations. Also, there could be increased construction and operational noise impacts
to land uses near the Zoo site which is approximately 900 feet closer to Zoo facilities (Avian Conservation
Center, Lowland Gorilla exhibit, bird sanctuary, proposed paddocks, or animal exhibits) than the proposed
project site. Noise reduction measures (e.g., noise reduction berms) could be required. Additionally,
construction of the secondary effluent conveyance and brine pipelines between the Oceanside WPCP and
the Zoo overflow parking lot could result in an incremental amount of construction‐related impacts,
including increased truck traffic, closed road shoulders, and potentially lane detours along the Great
Highway, rather than these effects occurring along Skyline Boulevard.
Construction along 34th Avenue would avoid construction near street trees along Route 35/Skyline
Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard. These streets include a substantial number of mature trees that provide
potential nesting habitat for birds and bats (Impacts BI‐1 and C‐BI‐1). By moving the pipeline to streets
with fewer trees, the potential effect on nesting birds and bats would be reduced compared to the
proposed project, but not avoided. However, this alternative would result in potential increases in the
effect of construction‐related traffic because construction would occur within narrower roadways. This
could result in increased truck traffic and possible lane closures, as well as detours along adjacent streets,
compared to the proposed project (Impacts TR‐2 and TR‐3). However, similar to the proposed project,
these effects would be less than significant based on the level of activity and the use of required traffic
control regulations.
The modified construction schedule would reduce the daily average criteria pollutant emissions
(Impact AQ‐2), and thus could result in average daily emissions below the BAAQMD threshold. But, the
alternative would not reduce the overall total emissions. Co‐location of the recycled water storage
reservoir at the Zoo overflow parking lot would require additional energy to pump recycled water over
longer distances and elevations to the customers. As noted above, up to 400 horsepower pumps would be
required; compared to 200 horsepower pumps under the proposed project. Typically, storage facilities are
located closer to the customer to maximize hydraulic pressure and reduce pumping requirements.
Because the pressure in the system would be designed to serve the Presidio, which is at a higher elevation
than Golden Gate Park, the Park would be supplied at a higher than necessary pressure, which would
result in a waste of energy.
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In summary, the Project Design Alternative would avoid or reduce significant impacts to paleontological
resources, biological resources, and air quality compared to the proposed project. The Project Design
Alternative could result in greater noise impacts at the Zoo than the proposed project. It would result in a
waste of energy to pump recycled water over longer distances and elevations.

Alternative C: Reduced Project Alternative
Description of Alternative C
The Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate Lincoln Park and the Presidio as recycled water
customers; eliminating the need to construct and operate the new underground storage reservoir and
pump station in Golden Gate Park’s Central Reservoir, as well as distribution pipelines north of Central
Reservoir. Further, the recycled water treatment plant and storage at the Oceanside WPCP would be
somewhat smaller than the proposed project. Staging areas, construction methods, excavation,
dewatering, and equipment would be consistent with those described in Chapter 3, Project Description.
However, the overall duration of construction would be reduced. The operational capacity to serve peak‐
day demands would be up to 3.8 mgd (or 1.7 mgd annual average).
This alternative would minimize or avoid potential impacts to cultural and biological resources.5

Ability to Meet Project Objectives
The Reduced Project Alternative would meet all of the project objectives. However, the because the
operational capacity to serve peak‐day demands would be up to 3.8 mgd (or 1.7 mgd annual average)
rather than up to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd annual average), it would only partially meet the WSIP goals and
objectives that rely directly on the contribution of the project to fulfill systemwide level of service
objectives. If Alternative C were implemented, the SFPUC’s water supply portfolio would have up to
1.2 mgd less of recycled water than it would under the proposed project.
As a result, the SFPUC may be unable to limit rationing to a maximum 20 percent systemwide reduction
during drought periods, and customers in San Francisco would likely be subject to cutbacks in water
supply because less water (‐1.2 mgd) would be available compared to the project. Overall, with the
reduction in recycled water supply that could occur under Alternative C, the SFPUC could be limited in
its ability to provide water to customers during both drought and nondrought periods and may not be
able to fulfill part of its basic mission with respect to water supply reliability, which is “to serve San
Francisco and its Bay Area customers with reliable, high‐quality, and affordable water.” Further, the
Reduced Project Alternative could jeopardize the SFPUC’s ability to fully meet the WSIP goals and
objectives, adopted as part of approval of the WSIP under SFPUC Resolution 08‐0200. Per the adopted
resolution, the SFPUC will reevaluate 2030 demand projections, regional water system purchase requests,
and water supply options by 2018. If this alternative were adopted, the up to 1.2 mgd reduction in overall
WSIP water supply goals would be included as part of the re‐evaluation and taken into consideration as a
part of the separate SFPUC decision regarding water deliveries after 2018. With the reduction in yield

5

For the purposes of this analysis, all other project components presented in Chapter 3, Project Description would be
included as described in the project description unless otherwise noted.
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from this project alternative, the SFPUC may need to revise the WSIP goals and objectives or develop
additional water supply projects to make up the reduction in yield, depending on demand projections.

Environmental Impacts of Alternative C
The reduction of facilities under the Reduced Project Alternative would reduce or avoid some significant
project‐related effects. Reducing the size of the facilities located at the Oceanside WPCP and eliminating the
need for new storage and pumping facilities at the Central Reservoir and pipelines north of the Central
Reservoir would somewhat reduce the potential for impacts to paleontological resources associated with
proposed treatment plant construction (Impact CP‐3) and to archaeological resources and human remains
(Impacts CP‐2 and CP‐4). Earth disturbing activities would not occur in the vicinity of the Golden Gate
Cemetery site; therefore, the potential to disturb human remains, if present, would be avoided (Impact
CP‐5).
Eliminating the need for a new storage and pumping facility at the Central Reservoir would reduce the
length of construction in this area. Therefore, potential noise and construction disturbance to special‐
status amphibians and special‐status birds and bats (BI‐1 and C‐BI‐1) would occur over a shorter period of
time.
The maximum type and intensity of construction activities that could occur at the same time would be
similar to the proposed project; however, the overall construction activities and schedule would be
reduced. Therefore, the maximum daily average criteria pollutant emissions (Impact AQ‐2) would likely
be similar to the proposed project. But, the alternative would reduce the overall total emissions.
In summary, reducing the number and size of project components under the Reduced Project Alternative
would reduce impacts to cultural resources and biological resources. All of the significant impacts of the
proposed project would remain significant under the Reduced Project Alternative, with the exception
with potential disturbance of human remains that may be present in the vicinity of the Golden Gate
Cemetery, which would be avoided. The magnitude of significance would generally be less under the
Reduced Project Alternative, and all of the impacts would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with
implementation of the same mitigation measures specified in this EIR for the proposed project. However,
this alternative would not meet WSIP level of service goals to the same extent as the proposed project.

7.4 Comparison of Alternatives
The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the
proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the
environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]).
Construction impacts would be eliminated under the No Project Alternative. Thus, the No Project
Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative.
The Project Design Alternative would eliminate or decrease the intensity of significant construction‐related
impacts of the proposed project. It would avoid impacts to paleontological resources (Impact CP‐3); reduce
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impacts to archaeological resources and human remains (Impacts CP‐2 and CP‐4); reduce impacts to
special‐status birds and bats; avoid impacts to special‐status amphibians (Impact BI‐1 and C‐BI‐1), and
reduce the average daily emissions contributing to air quality effects (Impact AQ‐2) but not the total amount
of emissions. However, this alternative would result in potential increases in the effect of construction‐
related traffic because construction would occur within narrower roadways. This could result in
increased truck traffic and possible lane closures, as well as detours along adjacent streets, compared to
the proposed project (Impacts TR‐2 and TR‐3). However, similar to the proposed project, these effects
would be less than significant based on the level of activity and the use of required traffic control
regulations. The Project Design Alternative could result in greater noise impacts at the Zoo than the
proposed project. Additionally, under the Project Design Alternative, the system would require
additional energy to operate larger pumps to pump product water to customers.
As described above, the Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate or decrease the intensity of significant
construction‐related impacts of the proposed project. It would avoid impacts to human remains that may be
located in the vicinity of the Golden Gate Cemetery site (Impact CP‐5); reduce impacts to paleontological
resources, archaeological resources, and human remains (Impacts CP‐2, CP‐3, and CP‐4); reduce impacts to
special‐status birds and bats and special‐status amphibians (Impact BI‐1 and C‐BI‐1). Maximum average
daily emissions contributing to air quality effects (Impact AQ‐2) would likely be the same as the proposed
project, but the total amount of emissions would be reduced.
While the Project Design Alternative would meet the project objectives, the No Project Alternative would
not. Additionally, the No Project Alternative and Reduced Project Alternative would not fully meet the
WSIP goals and objectives that rely directly on the contribution of the project to fulfill systemwide level
of service objectives and could jeopardize the SFPUC’s ability to meet the adopted WSIP goals and
objectives adopted as part of the WSIP under SFPUC Resolution 08‐0200. Because the Project Design
Alternative would produce the same amount of recycled water as the proposed project, it would be
identical with regard to helping the SFPUC meet its adopted WSIP delivery, and water supply reliability
goals.
Based on the evaluation above, the Reduced Project Alternative is considered to be the environmentally
superior alternative among the project alternatives. The Reduced Project Alternative would decrease the
intensity of construction‐related impacts relative to those of the project. However, this alternative would
not meet WSIP level of service goals to the same extent as the proposed project.

7.5 Alternatives Considered but Rejected from Further
Analysis
The development of alternatives for the project EIR (described above) was based on the Project Alternatives
Workshop Series (PAWS) held from November 2010 to February 2011, as well as comment from the public
scoping period conducted in July 2014 (see Section 2.4, Environmental Review Process). The alternatives
considered by the SFPUC included centralized treatment (Option 1); decentralized treatment (Option 2);
and treatment with recharge (Option 3). In addition treatment with desalination (Option 4) was raised as
part of the scoping period. These options are summarized in Table 7‐2 and described below. The discussion
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TABLE 7‐2
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION
Ability to Meet Project Objectives and
Constraints on Implementation

Potential Option

Description

Option 1. Centralized
Treatment

 Would meet all project objectives and WSIP level of
Includes one water treatment facility
consisting of combined Microfiltration (MF),
service objectives
Reverse Osmosis (RO), chemical, electrical
 Some sites require additional land use
and control spaces at the following locations:
agreements/negotiations with property owners;
 California Army National Guard
land uses could be inconsistent with existing uses;
Readiness Center
would result in new or additional impacts
associated with biological resources, hazardous
 Golden Gate Park w/o Visitor Center
materials, traffic and circulation, aesthetics, land
 Sunset Circle
use, hydrology, or recreation
 Harding Road
 Significant impacts of the proposed project would
not be avoided or lessened by use of these locations
for storage, pumping, and distribution facilities

Option 2. Decentralized
Treatment

Includes separate MF and RO treatment
facilities at two sites, requiring conveyance
facilities between sites and duplication of
some facilities such as pumps, equalization
tanks, chemical, electrical and control
spaces. One of the sites would be at the
WPCP and the other would be at one of the
following locations:
 Golden Gate Park

 Would meet all project objectives and WSIP level of
service objectives through provision of recycled
water
 Infeasible due to expanded project footprint,
duplicative equipment needs and additional
building materials, and higher costs
 Would not avoid or lessen significant
environmental effects of the project

 Harding Road
 Various Locations at Oceanside WPCP
Option 3. Treatment with Centralized or decentralized treatment with
Recharge
treated water used for aquifer recharge via
the one of the following:
 Percolation into the Westside Basin
Aquifer
 Percolation subsequent to discharge into
Lake Merced
 Percolation from a treatment wetland
Option 4. Treatment with The SFPUC would construct a small
Desalination
desalination plant to supplement or replace
the water supply that would be provided by
the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water
Project.

 Would not meet project objective or WSIP level of
service objectives because recharge water would not
be directly or immediately available for potable
offset
 Insufficient space, inability to meet groundwater
recharge regulations
 Would not avoid or lessen significant
environmental effects of the project
 Would partially meet project objectives:

-

Would not diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies,
by developing recycled water

-

Would develop a new water supply in San
Francisco that is both reliable and drought
resistant

-

Would not reduce offset the use of non/potable
water and groundwater uses for irrigation and
other nonpotable uses, it would not fulfill the
objective to develop recycled water supplies. But
not by supplying those demands with recycled
water

 Would not meet WSIP level of service objectives
 New potentially significant impacts to marine
biological resources and ocean water quality
 Would not avoid or lessen significant impacts of the
proposed project
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TABLE 7‐2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION
Ability to Meet Project Objectives and
Constraints on Implementation

Potential Option

Description

Option 5.Treatment
without Reverse Osmosis

Recycled water for the proposed project
would be tertiary‐treated instead of
advanced‐treated with microfiltration
(MF)/reverse osmosis (RO) technology.

 Would partially meet project objectives:

-

Would diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies, by
developing recycled water

-

Would develop a new water supply in
San Francisco that is both reliable and drought
resistant

-

However; demand for recycled water produced
by the project would be reduced because
proposed customers may not accept this tertiary
treated water for all uses, and therefore, would
not reduce offset the use of non/potable water
and groundwater uses for irrigation and other
nonpotable uses

-

May not fulfill the objective to develop recycled
water supplies, but not by supplying those
demands with recycled water

 Would not meet WSIP level of service objectives
 Would not avoid or lessen significant impacts of the
proposed project

of the first three options presented below is based on the evaluation completed by Kennedy/Jenks
Consultants for the SFPUC in 2011.6 As indicated in the table, in general, these options would not meet the
project objectives or the WSIP Level of Service objectives because are infeasible due to critical engineering,
implementation, or institutional flaws.

7.5.1 Option 1: Centralized Treatment
Nine potential treatment plant locations were identified by the SFPUC and PAWS participants. The initial
screening process eliminated four sites: Harding Park Maintenance Yard, Herbst and Skyline, Fleishbacker
Bath House, and the Great Highway Reclaimed Land due to conflict with existing projects, conflict with an
existing lease, inadequate space, geotechnical design issues, complex building code compliance and safety,
or issues with regulatory requirements and jurisdictional limitations. 7 Following initial screening, five sites
were carried forward for further engineering analysis as potential centralized treatment plant locations: the
Zoo Overflow Parking Lot (discussed above), California Army National Guard (CA ARNG) Readiness
Center (formerly known as Armory), Golden Gate Park without Visitor Center, Sunset Circle, and Harding
Road. The most feasible and reasonable alternative site identified by SFPUC and the PAWS process, the Zoo
overflow parking lot, is analyzed in Section 7.3, Project Alternatives Analysis.
Two options for the location of the treatment facility were evaluated at the CA ARNG Readiness Center
site. In general, the construction and operational effects would be similar to the proposed project because
the size/scale and operation would be similar to the proposed project; however, development of a
6
7

Ibid.
Ibid.
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treatment facility at the CA ARNG Readiness Center would result in greater land use, traffic, and
biological resource impacts than the project, and would not avoid the significant impacts of the project,
with the exception of potential paleontological resources effects. Under this option, pipeline alignment
options would be similar to the proposed project. Development of a facility at the CA ARNG Readiness
Center would require negotiations between SFPUC and the California Army National Guard, which
currently leases the land from the CCSF. This option would also require addition of an access road and
could require more tree removal than the proposed project.
The Golden Gate Park without Visitor Center option would include siting of the recycled water treatment
facility at the former Richmond‐Sunset WPCP. This location was proposed for the project in the 2010
Notice of Preparation (NOP); however, in response to substantial public concern regarding land use
compatibility, and due to other feasibility constraints associated with the distribution pipeline, this option
is not considered further. Further, this option would not reduce significant impacts associated with the
proposed project, with the exception of potential paleontological resources effects.
The SFPUC evaluated two options for the location of the treatment facility at the Sunset Circle site. Both
options would have conflicts with existing uses at the site, would be highly visible from many public
vantage points around Lake Merced, and could potentially conflict with plans proposed in the Lake
Merced Watershed Report. Proximity to Lake Merced could also result in potential impacts to special‐
status amphibians, similar to the proposed project. Under this option, pipeline alignment options would
be similar to the proposed project. Implementation could require the removal of a part of the recently
installed Sunset Swales Low Impact Design demonstration project, resulting in new impacts to
hydrology. Further, this option would not reduce significant impacts associated with the proposed
project, with the exception of potential paleontological resources effects.
Construction of the treatment facility at the Harding Road would require relocation of the existing
boathouse and modifications to the access road for chemical deliveries and maintenance access. There are
geotechnical design concerns regarding development at this site, including high groundwater levels and
bank stabilization that would need to be incorporated into the design. Further, the high visibility of the
constructed facility from many public vantage points around the nearby lake would result in visual
impacts. Proximity to Lake Merced could also result in potential impacts to aquatic habitat and special‐
status amphibians.
Several pipeline alignment options were considered for each centralized treatment facility to transport
water from the treatment plant to Golden Gate Park facilities: the Old Great Highway and Outer Sunset
(including a range of alignments between 37th and 47th Avenues) alignments were considered for the
two CA ARNG Readiness Center options. In general, these pipeline alignments would result in impacts
that are similar nature and scale compared to those of the proposed project.
The centralized treatment alternative meets all of the project objectives and the WSIP level of service
objectives through provision of recycled water as a reliable, drought‐resistant supply to offset potable
demands for customers in west San Francisco; however due to feasibility issues, and potential to increase
significant environmental impacts compared the proposed project, these options are not considered further.
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7.5.2 Option 2: Decentralized Treatment
The SFPUC considered the potential for implementation of a decentralized treatment facility, which
would separate treatment processes between two sites. However, SFPUC determined that a decentralized
treatment facility would be infeasible because it would require: an expanded project footprint
(approximately 15 percent greater construction footprint and 30 percent greater facility footprint,
including new access roads), duplicate equipment, additional building materials, and higher costs.
Furthermore, the initially screened sites identified by the public during the PAWS process (Option 1) all
provide sufficient space to accommodate a centralized facility to avoid these expected additional impacts.
Further, this option would not reduce significant impacts associated with the proposed project, with the
exception of potential paleontological resources effects.

7.5.3 Option 3: Treatment with Recharge
Use of recycled water to recharge the Westside Basin Aquifer was identified during the PAWS process as
a potential alternative to recycled water used directly for irrigation. Under this alternative, groundwater
recharge and subsequent extraction would substitute conveyance and traditional (reservoir) storage
under the proposed project. Four sites were evaluated by the SFPUC: Outer Sunset, Zoo Recharge Area,
Lake Merced (with and without wetland treatment), and the west end of Golden Gate Park (with and
without wetland treatment). These sites were screened based on groundwater basin capacity, diluent
water quality, feasibility of treatment basin, and compatibility with other groundwater projects. The
SFPUC identified critical engineering and implementation concerns with this option because all sites
would have insufficient space to construct a treatment basin to treat the volume of recycled water
required to serve identified recycled water customers and local hydrogeology indicates a potential loss of
recharge water to the Pacific Ocean due to westerly groundwater flow. This option would fail to meet
groundwater recharge regulations for residence time8, travel, and diluent water quality. This option also
fails to meet the project objectives and WSIP level of service objectives because recharge would not be
directly and immediately available for nonpotable uses. Further, this option would not reduce significant
impacts associated with the proposed project, with the exception of potential paleontological resources
effects and could result in additional impacts that would not occur under the proposed project, such as
water quality effects.

7.5.4 Option 4: Treatment by Desalination
Under this option, the SFPUC would construct a small desalination plant at or near the Oceanside WPCP
to provide treated saltwater to the same customers as the proposed project, using the same proposed
pumping, storage, and distribution pipelines proposed by the current project. A desalination plant would
include the similar land‐based construction‐related impacts as the exiting project for treatment facilities;
however, desalination would also result in potential marine impacts during construction of the seawater
intake system. Additionally, long‐term operational effects would include impacts to marine biological
resources from the seawater intake system (impingement and entrainment), and water quality impacts
from the discharge of the brine generated by the desalination process. Areas of potential concern include
temperature, dissolved oxygen, or salinity; possible localized changes in currents or in turbidity, due to
8

In groundwater, the length of time water remains underground before it is extracted or discharged.
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the presence of seawater intake or brine discharge; and possible changes in dispersion of sewage plume
effluent due to added discharge of brine effluent from the desalination plant. As such, a desalination
project would require a baseline study to establish offshore conditions prior to desalination plant startup;
and perform quarterly marine water quality/biological monitoring in accordance with the San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements during operational phase. Although
desalination would provide a reliable, drought‐resistant source of potable water that would diversify
SFPUC’s water supply portfolio, it is not recycled water, which is a project and WSIP level of service
objective. Further, this option would not reduce significant impacts associated with the proposed project.

7.5.5 Option 5: Treatment without Reverse Osmosis
This option would include the same facilities as the proposed project; however, the secondary effluent
from the Oceanside WPCP would not be advance‐treated with microfiltration (MF)/reverse osmosis (RO)
technology. There are many considerations in identifying the most appropriate treatment technology,
including volume of effluent, service capacity, cost, effluent contaminants and treatment goals, regulatory
requirements, and end use. One option could include tertiary treatment instead of advanced treatment.
During tertiary treatment, secondary effluent goes through microfiltration/ultrafiltration (MF/UF)
membranes. MF/UF are best used for the removal of suspended solids, Giardia, Crypotsporidum and the
reduction of turbidity. Tertiary treated water meets Title 22 standards and could be used for the proposed
irrigation application. Other advanced treatment alternatives include ozonation, and/or bioactivated
carbon (BAC). These processes have some benefits that make them competitive with RO treatment. For
example, the combination of ozone and BAC allows for significant transformation of effluent organic
matter, trace organic contaminant oxidation, and efficient biodegradation of bulk and trace organics.
Limitations on these treatment options include inability to reduce total dissolved solids and remove toxic
organic carbon. RO is the most advanced filtration process and provides substantial removal of bulk
organic matter, nearly complete trace organic contaminant removal, and significant reductions in total
dissolved solids. The primary water quality parameters for the Oceanside WPCP are ammonia and
chronic toxicity, which could be addressed through tertiary treatment and RO/MF.
In addition to treatment parameters, the regulatory requirement, as well as customers and end use are
considered for this project. Based on coordination with SFRPD, SFPUC would not be able to provide non‐
advanced treated recycled water to the lakes or other sensitive areas. In the event that the project did not
produce advanced treated recycled water, average annual demand would decrease by approximately
20 percent (see Table 3‐1), and SFRPD would not likely be a viable customer. This option would fail to
meet the WSIP goals and objectives that rely directly on the contribution of the project to fulfill
systemwide level of service objectives. This option would not directly offset any of the significant
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, this option is not considered
further.
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CHAPTER 8

List of Preparers
A list of persons who prepared various sections of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), prepared
significant background materials, or participated to a significant degree in preparing the EIR is presented
below.

8.1 Lead Agency
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning Division
165 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Sarah Jones
Steven Smith
Chris Kern
Timothy Johnston

Environmental Review Officer
Senior Environmental Planner
Senior Environmental Planner
Environmental Planner

Office of the City Attorney
City Hall Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Deputy City Attorney: Elaine Warren

8.2 Project Sponsor
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Bureau of Environmental Management
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 6th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
Barbara Palacios
Scott MacPherson
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8.3 Consultants
Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, California 94108
Alisa Moore
Katie Baker
Jill Hamilton
Luke Armbruster
Jack Hutchison, P.E.
Matthew Russell

Project Manager
Deputy Project Manager
Project Director
Project Associate
Transportation and Circulation
Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Orion Environment
211 Sutter Street
San Francisco, CA 94104
Joyce Hsiao
Valerie Geier
Mary McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD
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APPENDIX A

Notice of Preparation and Scoping Report
This appendix includes:


San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Environmental Impact Report, Scoping Report, August 2014
Includes the full published Notice of Preparation for the currently proposed Westside Recycled
Water Project, dated July 16, 2014, and associated scoping meeting materials and transcripts from
the scoping meeting convened on July 29, 2014, as well as copies and summaries of public
comments received during the scoping period (July 16, 2014 through August 15, 2014).
The 2014 Notice of Preparation included an Initial Study Checklist identified resource topics that
were determined not to apply to the proposed project and topics where the project would have no
impact or less‐than‐significant impact (land use, aesthetics, population and housing, greenhouse
gases, wind and shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, minerals, and some criteria related to traffic, air quality,
noise, and hydrology); or less‐than‐significant with mitigation (biological resources). For potential
biological resource impacts identified as significant in the Initial Study, corresponding mitigation
measures were included that would reduce these impacts to a less‐than‐significant level.



San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Environmental Impact Report, Scoping Report, March 2011
Includes the full published Notice of Preparation for the previously proposed Westside Recycled
Water Project, dated September 8, 2010, and associated scoping meeting materials and transcripts
from the scoping meeting convened on September 23, 2010, as well as copies and summaries of
public comments received during the scoping period (September 8, 2010 through October 13, 2010).



San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Environmental Impact Report, Scoping Report, September 2008
Includes the full published Notice of Preparation for the previously proposed Westside Recycled
Water Project, dated May 27, 2008, and associated scoping meeting materials and transcripts from
the scoping meetings convened on June 16 and 17, 2008, as well as copies and summaries of public
comments received during the scoping period (May 27, 2008 through July 7, 2008).
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1.0ȱIntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ
1.1ȱIntroductionȱ
The San Francisco Planning Department is the lead agency for implementation of California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for all projects sponsored by the City and County
of San Francisco (CCSF) or conducted within San Francisco. The San Francisco Planning
Department is preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC’s) proposed San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
(project or proposed project). The Draft EIR, which will assess the potential impacts of the project
on the physical environment, is being prepared in accordance with CEQA. CEQA requires the
preparation of an EIR when a proposed project could significantly affect the physical environment.
As part of the Draft EIR process, the San Francisco Planning Department conducted a public
scoping effort in July and August, 2014, soliciting comments from interested parties, State and
resource agencies, and the public to help determine the scope of the Draft EIR. This report
describes the scoping process and summarizes the public and regulatory agencies’ comments
received during the scoping period.

1.2ȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ
The San Francisco Planning Department published a revised Notice of Preparation (NOP) on July
16, 2014, announcing the preparation of the Draft EIR for the project under CEQA (see Appendix
A). The NOP summarized the project objectives and provided a description of the proposed
project. The NOP also described the scoping process and included information on the public
scoping meeting. The scoping process, notification procedures, and outcome of the scoping
meeting are described below, following a brief description of the proposed project.

1.3ȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
The primary purpose of the project is to reduce the City and County of San Francisco’s reliance
on potable water for nonpotable uses, such as irrigation, through the production and distribution
of highly treated recycled water. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) initially
proposed the project as described in a Notice of Preparation (NOP) published by the San Francisco
Planning Department in June 2008; SFPUC subsequently revised the project and the San Francisco
Planning Department published a second NOP in September 2010. The SFPUC has again modified
the proposed project, as described in this revised NOP; key features of the project as revised are
summarized below:
x

The proposed recycled water treatment plant would be located at the SFPUC’s Oceanside
Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), and within a portion of the adjacent California Army
National Guard site.

x

Recycled water produced at this facility would be used in Golden Gate Park (including the
Panhandle portion of the park and fill for Golden Gate Park Lakes), Lincoln Park Golf
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Course, and various areas of the Presidio, primarily for landscape irrigation. Storage and
distribution facilities at the former Richmond/Sunset WPCP in Golden Gate Park and a
storage facility within the Presidio are no longer proposed. Instead, the existing Central
Reservoir and pump station in Golden Gate Park would be expanded to include additional
storage and pumping capacity.
x

A transmission pipeline would be constructed between the proposed recycled water treatment
plant at the Oceanside WPCP and the existing Central Reservoir in Golden Gate Park,
primarily along 36th Avenue; transmission pipelines also would be constructed between the
Central Reservoir and Lincoln Park and the Presidio, as well as adjacent to the Golden Gate
Park Panhandle. Pipelines would not be constructed along the Great Highway between the
Oceanside WPCP and the former Richmond-Sunset WPCP site.

The SFPUC first proposed the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project in June 2008 with
the release of an NOP and scoping meetings by the San Francisco Planning Department. This first
proposal was to construct a recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control
Plant (WPCP) that would supply recycled water to Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, the San
Francisco Zoo, and other smaller parks. The project did not include reverse osmosis treatment of the
water. The SFPUC subsequently determine that (1) reverse osmosis was a necessary component of
the project, and (2) the original site location at the Oceanside WPCP was too small to include
reverse osmosis treatment. The SFPUC then proposed to construct the recycled water treatment
plant at the site of the former Richmond-Sunset WPCP within Golden Gate Park that would supply
recycled water to Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the Presidio Golf Course. The San Francisco
Planning Department issued a second NOP in September 2010 and held scoping meetings on this
second proposal. Substantial public comment was received following the release of the 2010 NOP,
with many commenters expressing concern about the proposed location of the recycled water
treatment plant at the site of the former Richmond-Sunset WPCP within Golden Gate Park.
Following the NOP scoping period, the SFPUC held a series of public workshops to inform the
public of the planning process that led to the 2010 proposed project description and to solicit
feedback on other potential project sites. As a result of that process, the SFPUC identified five sites
as technically feasible, including the proposed Golden Gate Park site. Over the following year, the
SFPUC evaluated the feasibility of the five potential project sites. This evaluation process resulted
in the project as now proposed.
The primary purpose of the project, however, is the same: to reduce the City and County of
San Francisco’s reliance on potable water for nonpotable uses, such as irrigation, through the
production and distribution of highly treated recycled water. The revised project would meet the
current demands of several SFPUC customers with substantial irrigation needs, including Golden
Gate Park, Lincoln Park/Lincoln Park Golf Course (Lincoln Park), and various areas in the
Presidio. The project would involve the construction of a recycled water treatment facility and
underground storage, and construction of and/or upgrades to distribution facilities (pipelines and
pumping facilities) for service to these customers.
Effluent (treated to secondary treatment standards at the Oceanside WPCP) would be conveyed to
the recycled water treatment plant to be processed to advanced tertiary standards, and this highly
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treated recycled water would be used at Golden Gate Park (including the Panhandle portion of the
park), the Lincoln Park Golf Course, and various areas in the Presidio (including the Presidio
Golf Course, National Cemetery, and the Public Health Services District), primarily for landscape
irrigation. Recycled water would also be used for lake fill and toilet flushing at California
Academy of Sciences in Golden Gate Park.
The revised project is a component of the SFPUC’s Water System Improvement Program (WSIP),
which includes facility improvement projects designed to: (1) maintain high-quality water;
(2) reduce vulnerability to earthquakes; (3) increase delivery reliability and improve the ability to
maintain the system; (4) meet customer purchase requests in nondrought and drought periods;
(5) enhance sustainability in all system activities; and (6) achieve a cost-effective, fully operational
system. The project, which is the subject of this NOP, is a component of the WSIP; implementation
of this project would contribute to meeting the overall WSIP goals and objectives. 1

2.0ȱPurposeȱofȱtheȱScopingȱProcessȱ
The purpose of the scoping process is to solicit input from the public, interested parties, and
agencies with discretionary authority over the project on the appropriate scope, focus, and content
of the Draft EIR. The San Francisco Planning Department will consider all of the input received
during the scoping process in the preparation of the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR will describe the existing environmental conditions of the area that could be
affected by the proposed project and evaluate the potential effects of the project on the
environment in accordance with CEQA. The comments provided by the public and agencies
during scoping will help the San Francisco Planning Department identify pertinent issues,
methods of analyses, and level of detail that should be addressed in the Draft EIR. The scoping
comments will also provide input for development of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives
to be evaluated in the Draft EIR.
The scoping comments will augment the information developed by the EIR project team, which
includes specialists in each of the environmental subject areas covered in the EIR. This combined
input will result in an EIR that is both comprehensive and responsive to issues raised by the
public and regulatory agencies, and that meets CEQA requirements.
In addition to facilitating public and regulatory agency input on the scope and focus of the Draft
EIR, scoping allows the San Francisco Planning Department to explain the EIR process to the
public and to identify additional opportunities for public comment and public involvement during
the EIR process.

1ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department,ȱ Programȱ Environmentalȱ Impactȱ Reportȱ forȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Publicȱ Utilitiesȱ

Commission’sȱWaterȱSystemȱImprovementȱProgram,ȱOctoberȱ2008.ȱ
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3.0ȱNotificationȱofȱScopingȱ
The scoping period began on July 16, 2014 with the issuance of the NOP. The San Francisco
Planning Department held a scoping meeting on July 29, 2014 and accepted written comments
through August 15, 2014. The following methods were used to notify agencies and the public
about the availability of the NOP, the scoping meeting dates and locations, and details on the
comment process:
x

Mailing List. A mailing list was compiled, including approximately 5,300 contacts for
federal, state, regional, and local agencies; federal, state, regional, and local elected
officials; regional and local interest groups; member agencies of the Bay Area Water
Supply and Conservation Agency; other potentially affected water districts; SFPUC
Community Advisory Committee members; information repositories; media contacts; and
property owners and residents within 300 feet of the proposed project limits.

x

Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting. Copies of the
NOP were distributed via certified mail to responsible and trustee agencies and 15 copies
were delivered to the State Clearinghouse (See Appendix A for a copy of the NOP and
NOP Notice of Availability). In addition, a notice of availability of the NOP was
distributed via first-class mail to the entire mailing list (approximately 5,300 addressees):
-

Locations to obtain a copy of the NOP. The NOP was posted to the San Francisco
Planning Department’s website (http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829).
A printed copy of the NOP was also provided to anyone who requested it from the
San Francisco Planning Department.

-

Notice to entire mailing list. Notifications of the scoping meeting, including
information on the project EIR and the scoping process, and instructions on how to
obtain a copy of the NOP and provide public comment were mailed to the entire
project mailing list approximately two weeks prior to the scoping meeting.

-

Legal notices. Notices of the scoping meeting and information on how to obtain a
copy of the NOP and provide public comment were placed in the legal classified
section of the San Francisco Chronicle (07/16/14).

Table 1 presents an itemized list of mailings.
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TABLEȱ1ȱ
NUMBERȱOFȱRECIPIENTSȱONȱMAILINGȱLISTȱFORȱNOPȱANDȱNOTICEȱOFȱSCOPINGȱMEETINGȱ

NumberȱofȱNOPȱRecipientsȱ

NumberȱofȱNOPȱNoticeȱofȱ
AvailabilityȱRecipientsȱ

OwnersȱandȱOccupantsȱ

0ȱ

4,894ȱ

WholesaleȱCustomersȱ

3ȱ

48ȱ

Categoryȱ

10ȱ

39ȱ

SFPUCȱCitizenȇsȱAdvisoryȱCommitteeȱ

OtherȱAgenciesȱ

0ȱ

15ȱ

OtherȱInterestedȱPartiesȱ

1ȱ

300ȱ

ResponsibleȱandȱTrusteeȱAgenciesȱ

0ȱ

16ȱ

LocalȱandȱBorderingȱJurisdictionsȱ

0ȱ

10ȱ

Media,ȱLibraries,ȱandȱIndividualsȱ

9ȱ

37ȱ

23ȱ

5,359ȱ

TOTALȱ
ȱ

4.0ȱScopingȱMeetingȱ
The San Francisco Planning Department held a public scoping meeting on July 29, 2014 at the
Ortega Branch Library (3223 Ortega Street, San Francisco), approximately two weeks after
publication of the NOP. The objective of the meeting was to solicit input from the public on
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, the appropriate scope of the EIR,
potential mitigation measures, and potential alternatives to the proposed project.
The meeting included presentations on the environmental review process and the proposed
project, followed by a formal public comment period. Attendees interested in presenting verbal
comments submitted speaker cards and were allowed sufficient time to speak. The meeting
concluded with closing remarks. Appendix B includes copies of the scoping meeting presentation,
handouts, comment/speaker cards, and sign-in sheets.
The total attendance for the scoping meeting was 6 (based on the meeting sign-in sheets and
excluding CCSF and EIR consultant staff). Meeting attendees primarily consisted of private
citizens residing near the proposed project area. A total of 2 participants provided verbal
comments at the meeting. The scoping meeting was recorded by a certified court reporter who
provided verbatim written transcripts of the proceedings. The transcripts can be found in
Appendix C of this report.
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5.0ȱOverviewȱofȱCommentsȱReceivedȱ
Agencies and members of the public utilized several different methods of providing input: verbal
comments during the scoping meeting, written comments submitted at the scoping meeting, or
written comments sent via U.S. mail, email and fax. Table 2 lists agencies and other parties that
provided written comments in response to the NOP, listed by comment letter number. Table 3
lists individuals that commented at the scoping meeting, listed in alphabetical order by last name.
Copies of comment letters and emails are located in Appendix D, while scoping meeting
transcripts are located in Appendix C.
TABLEȱ2ȱ
INDEXȱOFȱWRITTENȱCOMMENTSȱ
Commentȱȱ
LetterȱNo.ȱ

Commenterȱ

1.ȱAgenciesȱ
1Aȱ

NationalȱParkȱServiceȱ(NancyȱHorner)ȱ

1Bȱ

PresidioȱTrustȱ(CraigȱMiddleton)ȱ

1Cȱ

StateȱWaterȱResourcesȱControlȱBoardȱ(AhmadȱKashkoli)ȱ

2.ȱOrganizationsȱ
2Aȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱSocietyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱSocietyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱ

3.ȱIndividualsȱ
3Aȱ

GlennȱRogersȱ

3Bȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

TABLEȱ3ȱ
INDEXȱOFȱVERBALȱCOMMENTSȱ
Verbalȱ
CommentȱNo.ȱ

Commenterȱ

OrganizationȱNameȱ(ifȱapplicable)ȱ

4Aȱ

JoanȱGirardotȱ

CoalitionȱforȱSanȱFranciscoȱNeighborhoodsȱ

4Bȱ

KatherineȱHowardȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱPreservationȱAllianceȱ

6.0ȱSummaryȱofȱCommentsȱbyȱSubjectȱAreaȱ
Table 4 provides a summary of scoping comments by commenter. (Appendices C and D also
contain the commenter correspondence and copies of the scoping meeting transcripts.)
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TABLEȱ4ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTORȱ

Commenterȱ
1Aȱ

1Aȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

NationalȱParkȱServiceȱ
(NancyȱHornor)ȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ1Ȭ2ȱ

Expressesȱinterestȱinȱprojectȱwhichȱliesȱadjacentȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
toȱlandsȱmanagedȱbyȱNPS.ȱ

ȱ

NationalȱParkȱServiceȱ
(NancyȱHornor)ȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ3Ȭ4ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱcontaminantsȱofȱ
emergingȱconcern.ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
InitialȱStudy,ȱHydrologyȱandȱWaterȱ
QualityȱImpactȱHYȬ2ȱ
ȱ
ȱ
ȱ

1Bȱ

PresidioȱTrustȱ(Craigȱ
Middleton)ȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

ExpressesȱsupportȱforȱSFPUC’sȱeffortȱtoȱbringȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtoȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

Expressesȱsupportȱforȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
inȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

1Bȱ

PresidioȱTrustȱ(Craigȱ
Middleton)ȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

DescribesȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱPresidioȱTrustȱandȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
relationȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ

ȱ

1Bȱ

PresidioȱTrustȱ(Craigȱ
Middleton)ȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

RequestsȱthatȱcomplianceȱwithȱPresidioȱTrust’sȱ
permitȱtoȱuseȱrecycledȱwaterȱbeȱaddressed.ȱ

CumulativeȱProjectsȱ

ȱ

1Bȱ

PresidioȱTrustȱ(Craigȱ
Middleton)ȱ

Pageȱ2ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Recommendsȱconfirmingȱwhetherȱadditionalȱ
pumpingȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱnecessary.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

1Bȱ

PresidioȱTrustȱ(Craigȱ
Middleton)ȱ

Pageȱ2ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Evaluateȱimpactsȱofȱconstituentsȱinȱrecycledȱ
waterȱonȱwaterȱbodies.ȱȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱHydrologyȱandȱWaterȱ
QualityȱImpactȱHYȬ2ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
1Cȱ

StateȱWaterȱResourcesȱ
ControlȱBoardȱ(Ahmadȱ
Kashkoli)ȱ

Pageȱ1Ȭ8ȱ

DescribesȱtheȱCleanȱWaterȱStateȱRevolvingȱ
FundȱProgramȱandȱrequirementsȱofȱtheȱ
program.ȱ

ȱ

SFPUCȱisȱnotȱapplyingȱforȱfundingȱfromȱ
theȱCleanȱWaterȱStateȱRevolvingȱFundȱ
Programȱ

2Aȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

ExpressesȱsupportȱforȱtheȱProject.ȱ

ȱ

SupportsȱtheȱProject.ȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ2Ȭ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱbirdȱspeciesȱandȱ
incorporateȱmitigationȱmeasuresȱforȱbirdȱ
speciesȱaffected.ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱBiologicalȱResourcesȱImpactȱ
BIȬ1ȱandȱImpactȱBIȬ4ȱ

ȱ

2Aȱ

Pageȱ2ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Pageȱ2ȱParagraphȱ1Ȭ6ȱ
Pageȱ3ȱParagraphȱ1,ȱ4ȱ
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TABLEȱ4ȱ(Continued)ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTERȱ

Commenterȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱsupportȱforȱtheȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱ
water.ȱ

ȱ

Supportsȱtheȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwater.ȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Supportsȱtheȱextensionȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱ
moreȱSFPUCȱcustomers.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Recommendsȱincreasingȱtheȱdeliveryȱcapacityȱ
ofȱtheȱProject.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Recommendsȱusingȱtheȱlargestȱdiameterȱpipesȱ
discussedȱinȱtheȱNOPȬIS.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

Pageȱ2ȱParagraphȱ2Ȭ4,ȱ6Ȭ8ȱ Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱtheȱvisibilityȱofȱ
structuresȱbeingȱbuiltȱforȱtheȱProject,ȱandȱ
Pageȱ3ȱParagraphȱ1Ȭ3ȱ
providesȱmitigationȱmeasures.ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱAestheticsȱImpactȱAEȬ1ȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

Pageȱ2ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱBiologicalȱResources,ȱImpactȱ ȱ
BIȬ1ȱandȱImpactȱBIȬ4ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

Pageȱ3ȱParagraphȱ4Ȭ5,ȱ6ȱ

Incorporateȱmitigationȱmeasuresȱforȱimpactsȱtoȱ InitialȱStudy,ȱBiologicalȱResourcesȱImpactȱ
BIȬ1ȱandȱImpactȱBIȬ4ȱ
birdȱspecies,ȱaddressȱqualityȱofȱinformationȱ
Pageȱ4ȱParagraphȱ1Ȭ2,ȱ3Ȭ4ȱ
usedȱtoȱanalyzeȱbirdȱspecies,ȱandȱincorporateȱ
specificȱdocumentationȱforȱrecordsȱofȱbirdȱ
Pageȱ5ȱParagraphȱ1,ȱ4Ȭ5ȱ
species.ȱ
Pageȱ6ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

Pageȱ5ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

2Bȱ

2Bȱ

2Bȱ

Pageȱ6ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Pageȱ2ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Pageȱ6ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

Recommendsȱaȱvegetationȱplanȱbeȱdevelopedȱ
forȱeachȱnewȱbuilding.ȱȱ

Disagreesȱwithȱimpactȱdeterminationȱonȱ
amphibians.ȱȱ

Alternativesȱ
ȱ

Alternativesȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱBiologicalȱResourcesȱImpactȱ
BIȬ1ȱȱ
ȱ

2Bȱ

3Aȱ

GoldenȱGateȱAudubonȱ
Societyȱ(DanȱMurphy)ȱȱ

GlennȱRogersȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
CaseȱNo.ȱ2008.0091Eȱ

Pageȱ5ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ
Pageȱ6ȱParagraphȱ2Ȭ3ȱ
Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Recommendsȱappropriateȱdurationȱforȱbirdȱ
nesting,ȱandȱquestionsȱimpactȱdeterminationsȱ
forȱsomeȱbirdȱspecies.ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱBiologicalȱResourcesȱImpactȱ
BIȬ1,ȱImpactȱBIȬ4ȱ

Recommendsȱchangingȱtheȱcityȱtax,ȱuseȱofȱ
recycledȱwater,ȱpaymentȱofȱwaterȱbyȱschools,ȱ
financingȱofȱparkȱimprovements.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
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TABLEȱ4ȱ(Continued)ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTERȱ

Commenterȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

3Bȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Recommendsȱprojectȱalternativesȱincludingȱ
desalination.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

Costȱofȱdesalinationȱisȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱ
CEQA.ȱ

4Aȱ

JoanȱGirardot,ȱCoalitionȱ
forȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
Neighborhoodsȱ

Pageȱ17ȱParagraphȱ14ȱ

RecommendsȱEIRȱpresentȱvolumesȱofȱwaterȱinȱ
termsȱthatȱtheȱpublicȱunderstands.ȱ

Acronyms,ȱAbbreviations,ȱandȱGlossaryȱ

ȱ

KatherineȱHowardȱ

Pageȱ15ȱParagraphȱ8ȱ

ExpressesȱgratitudeȱforȱtheȱSFPUCȱmovingȱtheȱ
treatmentȱplantȱfromȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱtoȱtheȱ
proposedȱlocationȱnearȱtheȱzoo.ȱ

ȱ

Supportsȱtheȱlocationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplant.ȱ

RequestsȱEIRȱaddressȱaestheticsȱandȱrecreationȱ
impacts.ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱAestheticsȱImpactȱAEȬ1ȱandȱ
ImpactȱAEȬ2ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

4Bȱ

Pageȱ18ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Pageȱ16ȱParagraphȱ1Ȭ2ȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ
4Bȱ

KatherineȱHowardȱ

Pageȱ16ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱRecreation ImpactȱREȬ1ȱandȱ
ImpactȱREȬ2ȱ
4Bȱ

KatherineȱHowardȱ

Pageȱ16ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Requestsȱthatȱanyȱimpactȱonȱtheȱpark,ȱ
especiallyȱtreesȱbeȱaddressed.ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱBiologicalȱResourcesȱImpactȱ
BIȬ5ȱȱ

ȱ

4Bȱ

KatherineȱHowardȱ

Pageȱ16ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Expressesȱgratitudeȱaboutȱpastȱeffortsȱofȱ
protectingȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ȱ

Supportsȱtheȱcurrentȱprojectȱoverȱpreviousȱ
proposedȱprojects.ȱ

4Bȱ

KatherineȱHowardȱ

Pageȱ16ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

AddressȱEIRȱprojectȱimpactsȱonȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱincludingȱhistoricȱcharacter,ȱaesthetics,ȱ
wildlife,ȱandȱvegetationȱinȱtheȱpark.ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱAesthetics,ȱImpactȱAEȬ1ȱandȱ ȱ
ImpactȱAEȬ2ȱȱ

Pageȱ17ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

InitialȱStudy,ȱBiologicalȱResourcesȱImpactȱ
BIȬ1,ȱImpactȱBIȬ4,ȱandȱImpactȱBIȬ5ȱȱ
EIRȱCulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱ
Resourcesȱ
ȱ
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Augustȱ2014ȱ

ȱ

PUBLIC NOTICE
Availability of Notice of Preparation of
Environmental Impact Report and
Notice of Public Scoping Meeting
ȱ
Date:ȱ
CaseȱNo.:ȱ
ProjectȱTitle:ȱ
Zoning:ȱ
Block/Lot:ȱ
ProjectȱSponsor:ȱ
ȱ
ȱ
StaffȱContact:ȱ
ȱ
ȱ

Julyȱ16,ȱ2014ȱ

2008.0091Eȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
Variousȱ
Variousȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ
ScottȱMacPhersonȱȱ
smacpherson@sfwater.orgȱ
(415)ȱ551Ȭ4525ȱ
StevenȱH.ȱSmithȱ
(415)ȱ558Ȭ6373ȱ
Steve.Smith@sfgov.orgȱ

ȱ
Aȱ noticeȱ ofȱ preparationȱ (NOP)ȱ ofȱ anȱ environmentalȱ impactȱ reportȱ (EIR)ȱ hasȱ beenȱ preparedȱ byȱ theȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ inȱ connectionȱ withȱ thisȱ project.ȱ Theȱ reportȱ isȱ availableȱ forȱ publicȱ
reviewȱ andȱ commentȱ onȱ theȱ Planningȱ Department’sȱ SFPUCȱ Negativeȱ Declarationsȱ andȱ EIRsȱ webȱ pageȱ
(http://www.sfȬplanning.org/puccases).ȱ CDsȱ andȱ paperȱ copiesȱ areȱ alsoȱ availableȱ atȱ theȱ Planningȱ
Informationȱ Centerȱ (PIC)ȱ counterȱ onȱ theȱ firstȱ floorȱ ofȱ 1660ȱ Missionȱ Street,ȱ Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ Referencedȱ
materialsȱareȱavailableȱforȱreviewȱbyȱappointmentȱatȱtheȱPlanningȱDepartmentȇsȱofficeȱonȱtheȱfourthȱfloorȱ
ofȱ1650ȱMissionȱStreet.ȱ(Callȱ(415)ȱ558Ȭ6378).ȱ

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Publicȱ Utilitiesȱ Commissionȱ (SFPUC)ȱ initiallyȱ proposedȱ theȱ projectȱ asȱ describedȱ inȱ aȱ
Noticeȱ ofȱ Preparationȱ (NOP)ȱ publishedȱ byȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ inȱ Juneȱ 2008;ȱ SFPUCȱ
subsequentlyȱrevisedȱtheȱprojectȱandȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱpublishedȱaȱsecondȱNOPȱinȱ
Septemberȱ2010.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱhasȱsinceȱmodifiedȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱasȱdescribedȱinȱtheȱrevisedȱNOP;ȱkeyȱ
featuresȱofȱtheȱprojectȱasȱrevisedȱareȱsummarizedȱbelow:ȱ
x

Theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ atȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ Oceansideȱ Waterȱ
Pollutionȱ Controlȱ Plantȱ (WPCP),ȱ andȱ withinȱ aȱ portionȱ ofȱ theȱ adjacentȱ Californiaȱ Armyȱ Nationalȱ
Guardȱsite.ȱ

x

Recycledȱ waterȱ producedȱ atȱ theȱ facilityȱ wouldȱ beȱ usedȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ Golfȱ
Course,ȱ andȱ portionȱ ofȱ theȱ Presidio,ȱ primarilyȱ forȱ landscapeȱ irrigation.ȱ Theȱ existingȱ Centralȱ
ReservoirȱandȱpumpȱstationȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱwouldȱbeȱexpandedȱtoȱincludeȱadditionalȱstorageȱ
andȱpumpingȱcapacity.ȱStorageȱandȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱatȱtheȱformerȱRichmond/SunsetȱWPCPȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱandȱaȱstorageȱfacilityȱwithinȱtheȱPresidioȱareȱnoȱlongerȱproposed.ȱȱ

www.sfplanning.orgȱ
Revisedȱ2/28/14ȱ

NoticeȱofȱPreparationȱofȱanȱEIRȱ
Julyȱ16,ȱ2014ȱ

x

CaseȱNo.ȱ2008.0091E
SanȱFranciscoȱRecycledȱWaterȱProject

Aȱ transmissionȱ pipelineȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ betweenȱ theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ
plantȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ theȱ existingȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ primarilyȱ
alongȱ 36thȱAvenue;ȱ transmissionȱ pipelinesȱ alsoȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ betweenȱ theȱ Centralȱ
Reservoirȱ andȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ andȱ theȱ Presidio,ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ
Panhandle.ȱ Pipelinesȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ constructedȱ alongȱ theȱ Greatȱ Highwayȱ betweenȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ
WPCPȱandȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱsite.ȱȱ

TheȱprojectȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱWaterȱSystemȱImprovementȱProgramȱ(WSIP),ȱwhichȱincludesȱ
facilityȱ improvementȱ projectsȱ designedȱ to:ȱ (1)ȱ maintainȱ highȬqualityȱ water;ȱ (2)ȱ reduceȱ vulnerabilityȱ toȱ
earthquakes;ȱ (3)ȱ increaseȱ deliveryȱ reliabilityȱ andȱ improveȱ theȱ abilityȱ toȱ maintainȱ theȱ system;ȱ (4)ȱ meetȱ
customerȱpurchaseȱrequestsȱinȱnondroughtȱandȱdroughtȱperiods;ȱ(5)ȱenhanceȱsustainabilityȱinȱallȱsystemȱ
activities;ȱandȱ(6)ȱachieveȱaȱcostȬeffective,ȱfullyȱoperationalȱsystem.ȱImplementationȱofȱthisȱprojectȱwouldȱ
contributeȱtoȱmeetingȱtheȱoverallȱWSIPȱgoalsȱandȱobjectives.1ȱ
TheȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱhasȱdeterminedȱthatȱanȱEIRȱmustȱbeȱpreparedȱforȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱpriorȱtoȱ
anyȱ finalȱ decisionȱ regardingȱ whetherȱ toȱ approveȱ theȱ project.ȱ Theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ theȱ EIRȱ isȱ toȱ provideȱ
informationȱaboutȱpotentialȱsignificantȱphysicalȱenvironmentalȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱtoȱidentifyȱ
possibleȱwaysȱtoȱminimizeȱtheȱsignificantȱeffects,ȱandȱtoȱdescribeȱandȱanalyzeȱpossibleȱalternativesȱtoȱtheȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱPreparationȱofȱanȱNOPȱorȱEIRȱdoesȱnotȱindicateȱaȱdecisionȱbyȱtheȱCityȱtoȱapproveȱorȱtoȱ
disapproveȱ theȱ project.ȱ However,ȱ priorȱ toȱ makingȱ anyȱ suchȱ decision,ȱ theȱ decisionȱ makersȱ mustȱ reviewȱ
andȱconsiderȱtheȱinformationȱcontainedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱ
Theȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ willȱ holdȱ aȱ PUBLICȱ SCOPINGȱ MEETINGȱ onȱ Tuesday,ȱ Julyȱ 29,ȱ 2014ȱ atȱ
6:30ȱPMȱ atȱ theȱ Ortegaȱ Branchȱ Library,2ȱ 3223ȱ Ortegaȱ Street,ȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ California,ȱ 94122.ȱ Meetingȱ
locationȱ accessȱ andȱ restroomsȱ areȱ compliantȱ withȱ theȱ Americansȱ withȱ Disabilitiesȱ Act.ȱ Toȱ requestȱ aȱ
languageȱinterpreterȱorȱtoȱaccommodateȱpersonsȱwithȱdisabilitiesȱatȱtheȱscopingȱmeeting,ȱpleaseȱcontactȱ
theȱstaffȱcontactȱlistedȱaboveȱatȱleastȱ72ȱhoursȱinȱadvanceȱofȱtheȱmeeting.ȱTheȱpurposeȱofȱthisȱmeetingȱisȱtoȱ
receiveȱ oralȱ commentsȱ toȱ assistȱ theȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ inȱ reviewingȱ theȱ scopeȱ andȱ contentȱ ofȱ theȱ
environmentalȱ impactȱ analysisȱ andȱ informationȱ toȱ beȱ containedȱ inȱ theȱ EIRȱ forȱ theȱ project.ȱ Writtenȱ
commentsȱwillȱalsoȱbeȱacceptedȱuntilȱ5:00ȱp.m.ȱonȱAugustȱ15,ȱ2014.ȱWrittenȱcommentsȱshouldȱbeȱsentȱtoȱ
Sarahȱ B.ȱ Jones,ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department,ȱ 1650ȱ Missionȱ Street,ȱ Suiteȱ 400,ȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ CAȱ
94103ȱorȱsentȱbyȱemailȱtoȱStevenȱSmith,ȱtheȱEIRȱcoordinatorȱforȱthisȱproject,ȱatȱSteve.Smith@sfgov.org.ȱȱ
IfȱyouȱworkȱforȱanȱagencyȱthatȱisȱaȱResponsibleȱorȱaȱTrusteeȱAgency,ȱweȱneedȱtoȱknowȱtheȱviewsȱofȱyourȱ
agencyȱ asȱ toȱ theȱ scopeȱ andȱ contentȱ ofȱ theȱ environmentalȱ informationȱ thatȱ isȱ relevantȱ toȱ yourȱ agency’sȱ
statutoryȱresponsibilitiesȱinȱconnectionȱwithȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱYourȱagencyȱmayȱneedȱtoȱuseȱtheȱEIRȱ
whenȱconsideringȱaȱpermitȱorȱotherȱapprovalȱforȱthisȱproject.ȱWeȱwillȱalsoȱneedȱtheȱnameȱofȱtheȱcontactȱ
personȱforȱyourȱagency.ȱIfȱyouȱhaveȱquestionsȱconcerningȱenvironmentalȱreviewȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱ
pleaseȱcontactȱStevenȱSmithȱatȱ(415)ȱ558Ȭ6373.ȱ
Membersȱofȱtheȱpublicȱareȱnotȱrequiredȱtoȱprovideȱpersonalȱidentifyingȱinformationȱwhenȱtheyȱcommunicateȱ
withȱ theȱ Commissionȱ orȱ theȱ Department.ȱ Allȱ writtenȱ orȱ oralȱ communications,ȱ includingȱ submittedȱ personalȱ
contactȱ information,ȱ mayȱ beȱ madeȱ availableȱ toȱ theȱ publicȱ forȱ inspectionȱ andȱ copyingȱ uponȱ requestȱ andȱ mayȱ
appearȱonȱtheȱDepartment’sȱwebsiteȱorȱinȱotherȱpublicȱdocuments.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

1ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱProgramȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱReportȱforȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommission’sȱ

WaterȱSystemȱImprovementȱProgram,ȱOctoberȱ2008.ȱ

2ȱ Note:ȱThisȱisȱnotȱaȱLibraryȱsponsoredȱprogram.ȱ
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ȱ
ȱ

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
Date:ȱ ȱ
CaseȱNo.:ȱ
ProjectȱTitle:ȱ
Location:ȱ

BPAȱNos.:ȱȱ
Zoning:ȱ
Block/Lot:ȱ
LotȱSize:ȱ
ProjectȱSponsor:ȱ

LeadȱAgency:ȱ
StaffȱContact:ȱ
ȱ
ȱ
ȱ
ȱ

Julyȱ16,ȱ2014ȱ
2008.0091Eȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
TheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱlocatedȱinȱtheȱwesternȱportionȱofȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ
Proposedȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ Waterȱ
Pollutionȱ Controlȱ Plantȱ andȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ
withȱ aȱ transmissionȱ pipelineȱ betweenȱ theseȱ facilities.ȱ Transmissionȱ
pipelinesȱ alsoȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ betweenȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoir,ȱ
Lincolnȱ Parkȱ andȱ theȱ Presidio,ȱ andȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ
Panhandle.ȱ
NotȱApplicableȱ
Variousȱ
Variousȱ
Variousȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ
ScottȱMacPhersonȱ
smacpherson@sfwater.org
SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱ
StevenȱH.ȱSmithȱ
(415)ȱ558Ȭ6373ȱ
Steve.Smith@sfgov.orgȱ

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Theȱ primaryȱ purposeȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Westsideȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Projectȱ (theȱ project)ȱ isȱ toȱ reduceȱ theȱ
Cityȱ andȱ Countyȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ (CCSF’s)ȱ relianceȱ onȱ potableȱ waterȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ usesȱ suchȱ asȱ
irrigationȱ throughȱ theȱ productionȱ andȱ distributionȱ ofȱ highlyȱ treatedȱ recycledȱ water.ȱ Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
PublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC)ȱinitiallyȱproposedȱtheȱprojectȱasȱdescribedȱinȱaȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ
(NOP)ȱpublishedȱbyȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱinȱJuneȱ2008;ȱSFPUCȱsubsequentlyȱrevisedȱtheȱ
projectȱ andȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ publishedȱ aȱ secondȱ NOPȱ inȱ Septemberȱ 2010.ȱ Theȱ
SFPUCȱ hasȱ againȱ modifiedȱ theȱ proposedȱ project,ȱ asȱ describedȱ inȱ thisȱ revisedȱ NOP;ȱ keyȱ featuresȱ ofȱ theȱ
projectȱasȱrevisedȱareȱsummarizedȱbelow:ȱ
x

TheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱOceansideȱWaterȱ
PollutionȱControlȱPlantȱ(WPCP),ȱandȱwithinȱaȱportionȱofȱtheȱadjacentȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱ
Guardȱsite.ȱ

x

Recycledȱ waterȱ producedȱ atȱ thisȱ facilityȱ wouldȱ beȱ usedȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ (includingȱ theȱ
Panhandleȱ portionȱ ofȱ theȱ parkȱ andȱ fillȱ forȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ Lakes),ȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ Golfȱ Course,ȱ
andȱ variousȱ areasȱ ofȱ theȱ Presidio,ȱ primarilyȱ forȱ landscapeȱ irrigation.ȱ Storageȱ andȱ distributionȱ
facilitiesȱatȱtheȱformerȱRichmond/SunsetȱWPCPȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱandȱaȱstorageȱfacilityȱwithinȱ
theȱPresidioȱareȱnoȱlongerȱproposed.ȱInstead,ȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱReservoirȱandȱpumpȱstationȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱwouldȱbeȱexpandedȱtoȱincludeȱadditionalȱstorageȱandȱpumpingȱcapacity.ȱȱ

ȱ
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INITIAL STUDY
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Planning Department Case No. 2008.0091E

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A.1 Project Background and Overview
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC)ȱisȱproposingȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱ
Waterȱ Projectȱ (theȱ project).ȱ Toȱ meetȱ Californiaȱ Environmentalȱ Qualityȱ Actȱ (CEQA)ȱ requirements,ȱ theȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱwillȱprepareȱandȱ distributeȱanȱ EnvironmentalȱImpactȱReportȱ(EIR)ȱ toȱ
describeȱandȱanalyzeȱtheȱenvironmentalȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱ
TheȱprimaryȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱprojectȱisȱtoȱreduceȱtheȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱ(CCSF)ȱrelianceȱonȱ
potableȱ waterȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ usesȱ suchȱ asȱ irrigationȱ throughȱ theȱ productionȱ andȱ distributionȱ ofȱ highlyȱ
treatedȱrecycledȱwater.ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱmeetȱtheȱcurrentȱwaterȱdemandsȱofȱseveralȱSFPUCȱcustomersȱthatȱ
haveȱ substantialȱ irrigationȱ needs,ȱ includingȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ Lincolnȱ Park/Lincolnȱ Parkȱ Golfȱ Courseȱ
(LincolnȱPark),ȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱotherȱirrigatedȱareasȱwithinȱtheȱPresidio.ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱ
involveȱ theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ aȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ andȱ undergroundȱ storage,ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ
constructionȱ ofȱ and/orȱ upgradesȱ toȱ distributionȱ facilitiesȱ (pipelinesȱ andȱ pumpingȱ facilities)ȱ forȱ serviceȱ toȱ
theseȱ existingȱ customersȱ (seeȱ Figureȱ 1).ȱ Theȱ projectȱ isȱ describedȱ inȱ detailȱ inȱ Sectionȱ A.5,ȱ Projectȱ
Characteristics.ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ isȱ aȱ componentȱ ofȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ Waterȱ Systemȱ Improvementȱ Programȱ (WSIP),ȱ whichȱ includesȱ
facilityȱ improvementȱ projectsȱ designedȱ to:ȱ (1)ȱ maintainȱ highȬqualityȱ water;ȱ (2)ȱ reduceȱ vulnerabilityȱ toȱ
earthquakes;ȱ(3)ȱincreaseȱdeliveryȱreliabilityȱandȱimproveȱtheȱabilityȱtoȱmaintainȱtheȱsystem;ȱ(4)ȱmeetȱcustomerȱ
purchaseȱrequestsȱinȱnondroughtȱandȱdroughtȱperiods;ȱ(5)ȱenhanceȱsustainabilityȱinȱallȱsystemȱactivities;ȱandȱ
(6)ȱ achieveȱ aȱ costȬeffective,ȱ fullyȱ operationalȱ system.ȱ Implementationȱ ofȱ thisȱ projectȱ wouldȱ contributeȱ toȱ
meetingȱtheȱoverallȱWSIPȱgoalsȱandȱobjectives.3ȱ
ThisȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ(NOP)ȱforȱtheȱprojectȱhasȱbeenȱprecededȱbyȱ
twoȱpreviousȱNOPsȱforȱtheȱproject,ȱissuedȱJuneȱ5,ȱ2008,ȱandȱSeptemberȱ8,ȱ2010.ȱTheseȱpriorȱNOPsȱresultedȱinȱ
scopingȱmeetingsȱheldȱonȱJuneȱ16ȱandȱ17,ȱ2008,ȱandȱSeptemberȱ23,ȱ2010,ȱafterȱwhichȱtheȱSFPUCȱdecidedȱtoȱȱ
ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
3ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱProgramȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱReportȱforȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommission’sȱ
WaterȱSystemȱImprovementȱProgram,ȱOctoberȱ2008.ȱRecycledȱwaterȱprojectsȱwereȱevaluatedȱatȱaȱprogramȬlevelȱofȱdetailȱinȱ
theȱ Programȱ EIR,ȱ whichȱ addressedȱ theȱ potentialȱ environmentalȱ impactsȱ ofȱ constructingȱ andȱ operatingȱ theȱ facilityȱ
improvementȱ projects,ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ theȱ impactsȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ systemwideȱ waterȱ supplyȱ andȱ operationsȱ strategy.ȱ
BecauseȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱWSIP,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱalsoȱcontributeȱtoȱtheȱWSIP’sȱsystemwideȱ
waterȱsupplyȱandȱoperationsȱimpacts.ȱTheȱEIRȱasȱdescribedȱinȱthisȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ(NOP)ȱwillȱaddressȱtheȱsameȱ
issuesȱasȱtheȱProgramȱEIRȱforȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱbutȱatȱaȱprojectȱlevelȱofȱdetail;ȱthatȱis,ȱ
thisȱ analysisȱ willȱ provideȱ moreȱ projectȬspecificȱ andȱ siteȬspecificȱ descriptionsȱ andȱ analysisȱ ofȱprojectȱ effectsȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ
muchȱmoreȱdetailedȱprojectȱdescriptionȱandȱmoreȱinformationȱaboutȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱthanȱwasȱdescribedȱinȱtheȱProgramȱ
EIR.ȱ
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Figure 1
Project Location

furtherȱ reviseȱ theȱ project.ȱ Forȱ informationȱ onȱ theȱ previousȱ proposalsȱ seeȱ Sectionȱ A.2,ȱ Projectȱ Historyȱ andȱ
Development,ȱbelow.ȱThisȱNOPȱandȱInitialȱStudyȱdescribesȱtheȱprojectȱasȱnowȱproposedȱbyȱtheȱSFPUCȱandȱ
announcesȱtheȱdateȱofȱaȱscopingȱmeetingȱtoȱreceiveȱpublicȱcomment.ȱ

A.2 Project History and Development
Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ contributeȱ toȱ meetingȱ theȱ levelȬofȬserviceȱ goalsȱ andȱ systemȱ performanceȱ objectivesȱ
identifiedȱinȱtheȱWSIP.ȱTheseȱgoalsȱincludeȱprovidingȱaȱtotalȱofȱ10ȱmillionȱgallonsȱperȱdayȱ(mgd)ȱofȱwaterȱ
supplyȱ fromȱ recycledȱ water,ȱ groundwater,ȱ andȱ conservationȱ projectsȱ toȱ meetȱ retailȱ demandȱ inȱ Sanȱ
Francisco.ȱTheȱoriginalȱWSIPȱprojectȱdescriptionȱindicatedȱthatȱapproximatelyȱ4ȱofȱtheȱ10ȱmgdȱwouldȱcomeȱ
fromȱ recycledȱ waterȱ projectsȱ inȱ SanȱFrancisco,ȱ consistingȱ ofȱ twoȱ components:ȱ theȱ Westsideȱ Baselineȱ andȱ
HardingȱPark/LakeȱMercedȱprojects.ȱOriginally,ȱtheȱWestsideȱBaselineȱProjectȱproposedȱtoȱdeliverȱ2.8ȱmgdȱ
ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ toȱ irrigationȱ customersȱ inȱ westernȱ SanȱFrancisco,ȱ andȱ theȱ Hardingȱ Park/Lakeȱ Mercedȱ
Projectȱproposedȱtoȱdeliverȱ1.3ȱmgdȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱforȱirrigationȱofȱtheȱHardingȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱandȱ
rechargeȱofȱLakeȱMerced.ȱTheȱprojectȱdescribedȱinȱthisȱNOPȱincludesȱonlyȱtheȱcomponentsȱofȱtheȱWestsideȱ
BaselineȱProject,ȱandȱisȱnowȱreferredȱtoȱasȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProject.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱ
hasȱconstructedȱaȱprojectȱthatȱprovidesȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱHardingȱParkȱandȱisȱexploringȱtheȱuseȱofȱtreatedȱ
stormwaterȱandȱgroundwaterȱtoȱmaintainȱlakeȱlevelsȱatȱLakeȱMerced.ȱBothȱofȱtheseȱprojectsȱareȱdescribedȱ
brieflyȱbelow.ȱAlsoȱdiscussedȱinȱthisȱsectionȱareȱtheȱvariousȱchangesȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱsinceȱ2008ȱandȱ
theȱprojectedȱdemandȱforȱrecycledȱwaterȱuseȱonȱtheȱwestȱsideȱofȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱȱ
Althoughȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ hasȱ revisedȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ projectsȱ thatȱ itȱ originallyȱ proposedȱ inȱ theȱ WSIP,ȱ theȱ
SFPUCȱ isȱ stillȱ committedȱ toȱ meetingȱ theȱ 10ȱ mgdȱ ofȱ demandȱ throughȱ conservation,ȱ recycledȱ water,ȱ andȱ
groundwaterȱprojects.ȱȱ

A.2.1 Harding Park Recycled Water Project
Theȱ SFPUCȱ hasȱ completedȱ theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ Hardingȱ Parkȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Project.ȱ Thisȱ projectȱ
involvedȱ constructingȱ theȱ necessaryȱ infrastructure—recycledȱ waterȱ pipeline,ȱ undergroundȱ storageȱ
reservoir,ȱ andȱ irrigationȱ pumpȱ station—toȱ allowȱ conveyanceȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ producedȱ byȱ theȱ Northȱ
SanȱMateoȱCountyȱSanitationȱDistrictȱ(atȱtheȱDalyȱCityȱtreatmentȱfacility)ȱtoȱirrigateȱtheȱTPCȱHardingȱParkȱ
andȱFlemingȱpublicȱgolfȱcourses,ȱwhichȱareȱunderȱtheȱjurisdictionȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParkȱ
Departmentȱ(SFRPD).ȱDalyȱCityȱcertifiedȱtheȱHardingȱParkȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱEIRȱ(StateȱClearinghouseȱ
No.ȱ2009Ȭ012004)ȱinȱ2009;ȱconstructionȱbeganȱinȱNovemberȱ2010ȱandȱwasȱcompletedȱinȱOctoberȱ2012.ȱTheȱ
projectȱisȱmeetingȱallȱofȱTPCȱHardingȱPark’sȱirrigationȱwaterȱneeds,ȱestimatedȱnowȱatȱapproximatelyȱ0.23ȱ
mgdȱonȱanȱaverageȱannualȱbasis.ȱ

A.2.2 Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project
TheȱWSIPȱincludesȱtheȱLakeȱMercedȱProject,ȱwhichȱwouldȱraiseȱtheȱlevelȱofȱLakeȱMercedȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
usingȱaȱsupplementalȱsourceȱofȱwater,ȱsuchȱasȱtreatedȱstormwater,ȱrecycledȱwater,ȱgroundwater,ȱorȱSFPUCȱ
systemȱwater.ȱHowever,ȱ thatȱprojectȱisȱnotȱproceedingȱatȱthisȱtime,ȱ inȱlightȱofȱDalyȱCity’sȱproposedȱVistaȱ
Grandeȱ Drainageȱ Basinȱ Improvementȱ Project.ȱ Dalyȱ Cityȱ isȱ inȱ theȱ initialȱ stagesȱ ofȱ engineeringȱ designȱ andȱ
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environmentalȱ complianceȱ forȱ theȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Drainageȱ Basinȱ Improvementȱ Project.4ȱ Theȱ Southȱ Lakeȱ
Mercedȱ Alternative,ȱ whichȱ isȱ currentlyȱ identifiedȱ asȱ theȱ proposedȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Drainageȱ Basinȱ
Improvementȱ Project,ȱ wouldȱ divertȱ someȱ stormwaterȱ (andȱ authorizedȱ nonȬstormȱ water)ȱ flowsȱ fromȱ theȱ
Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Canalȱ toȱ Southȱ Lakeȱ Merced,ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ helpȱ toȱ fulfillȱ theȱ goalsȱ ofȱ theȱ WSIPȱ Lakeȱ
MercedȱProject.ȱ

A.2.3 San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Prior Proposals
TheȱSFPUCȱfirstȱproposedȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱinȱJuneȱ2008ȱwithȱtheȱreleaseȱ
ofȱ anȱ NOPȱ andȱ scopingȱ meetingsȱ byȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department.ȱ Thisȱ firstȱ proposalȱ wasȱ toȱ
constructȱ aȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ Waterȱ Pollutionȱ Controlȱ Plantȱ (WPCP)ȱ thatȱ
wouldȱsupplyȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱLincolnȱPark,ȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱZoo,ȱandȱotherȱsmallerȱ
parks.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ didȱ notȱ includeȱ reverseȱ osmosisȱ treatmentȱ ofȱ theȱ water.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ subsequentlyȱ
determineȱ thatȱ (1)ȱ reverseȱ osmosisȱ wasȱ aȱ necessaryȱ componentȱ ofȱ theȱ project,ȱ andȱ (2)ȱ theȱ originalȱ siteȱ
locationȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ wasȱ tooȱ smallȱ toȱ includeȱ reverseȱ osmosisȱ treatment.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ thenȱ
proposedȱtoȱconstructȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱ
withinȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ thatȱ wouldȱ supplyȱ recycledȱ waterȱ toȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ Lincolnȱ Park,ȱ andȱ theȱ
PresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱissuedȱaȱsecondȱNOPȱinȱSeptemberȱ2010ȱandȱ
heldȱ scopingȱ meetingsȱ onȱ thisȱ secondȱ proposal.ȱ Substantialȱ publicȱ commentȱ wasȱ receivedȱ followingȱ theȱ
releaseȱ ofȱ theȱ 2010ȱ NOP,ȱ withȱ manyȱ commentersȱ expressingȱ concernȱ aboutȱ theȱ proposedȱ locationȱ ofȱ theȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
FollowingȱtheȱNOPȱscopingȱperiod,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱheldȱaȱseriesȱofȱpublicȱworkshopsȱtoȱinformȱtheȱpublicȱofȱtheȱ
planningȱprocessȱthatȱledȱtoȱtheȱ2010ȱproposedȱprojectȱdescriptionȱandȱtoȱsolicitȱfeedbackȱonȱotherȱpotentialȱ
projectȱsites.ȱAsȱaȱresultȱofȱthatȱprocess,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱidentifiedȱfiveȱsitesȱasȱtechnicallyȱfeasible,ȱincludingȱtheȱ
proposedȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ site.ȱ Overȱ theȱ followingȱ year,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ evaluatedȱ theȱ feasibilityȱ ofȱ theȱ fiveȱ
potentialȱprojectȱsites.ȱThisȱevaluationȱprocessȱresultedȱinȱtheȱprojectȱasȱnowȱproposed.ȱ

Current Proposal
Theȱ newȱ proposalȱ wouldȱ locateȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ withinȱ aȱ
portionȱ ofȱ theȱ adjacentȱ areaȱ leasedȱ byȱ CCSFȱ toȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Armyȱ Nationalȱ Guard.ȱ Effluentȱ (treatedȱ toȱ
secondaryȱtreatment5ȱstandardsȱatȱtheȱexistingȱWPCP)ȱwouldȱbeȱconveyedȱtoȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱ
plantȱ toȱ beȱ processedȱ toȱ advancedȱ tertiaryȱ standardsȱ usingȱ reverseȱ osmosis.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ provideȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ toȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ (includingȱ theȱ Panhandleȱ portionȱ ofȱ theȱ park),ȱ Lincolnȱ Park,ȱ andȱ
variousȱusesȱinȱtheȱPresidio.ȱTheȱmainȱcomponentsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱasȱnowȱproposedȱincludeȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
4ȱ

Theȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Projectȱ isȱ currentlyȱ inȱ environmentalȱ review.ȱ Onȱ Februaryȱ 28,ȱ 2013ȱ theȱ Cityȱ ofȱ Dalyȱ Cityȱ andȱ theȱ
Nationalȱ Parkȱ Serviceȱ publishedȱ aȱ Noticeȱ ofȱ Preparation/Noticeȱ ofȱ Intentȱ thatȱ anȱ environmentalȱ impactȱ
report/environmentalȱ impactȱ statementȱ wouldȱ beȱ preparedȱ forȱ thisȱ projectȱ (http://www.dalycity.org/City_Hall/ȱ
Departments/public_works/Reports_1119/vistagrande_alts.htm).ȱȱ
5ȱ Secondaryȱ effluentȱ treatmentȱ isȱ aȱ processȱ thatȱ reducesȱ suspendedȱ solidsȱ andȱ biologicalȱ oxygenȱ demandȱ inȱ wastewaterȱ byȱ
approximatelyȱ90ȱpercent.ȱ
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x

TheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱonȱaȱ
portionȱofȱtheȱadjacentȱareaȱleasedȱbyȱCCSFȱtoȱtheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱsite.ȱ

x

TheȱprojectȱwouldȱprovideȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱLincolnȱPark,ȱandȱtheȱPresidio.ȱ
RecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱwithinȱtheȱPresidioȱatȱtheȱgolfȱcourse,ȱandȱpotentiallyȱtheȱNationalȱ
Cemeteryȱ andȱ theȱ Publicȱ Serviceȱ Housingȱ District.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ isȱ noȱ longerȱ proposingȱ toȱ
constructȱ facilitiesȱ atȱ theȱ formerȱ WPCPȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park;ȱ norȱ wouldȱ thisȱ projectȱ includeȱ
distributionȱfacilitiesȱwithinȱtheȱPresidio.ȱInstead,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱexpandȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱ
ReservoirȱandȱpumpȱstationȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱtoȱincreaseȱstorageȱandȱpumpingȱcapacity.ȱȱ

x

Theȱ projectȱ includesȱ aȱ transmissionȱ pipelineȱ toȱ beȱ constructedȱ betweenȱ theȱ proposedȱ newȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ theȱ existingȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ inȱ
Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ primarilyȱ alongȱ 36thȱ Avenue.ȱ Pipelinesȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ constructedȱ alongȱ theȱ
GreatȱHighwayȱbetweenȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱsite.ȱ

x

Theȱ projectȱ alsoȱ includesȱ transmissionȱ pipelinesȱ toȱ beȱ constructedȱ primarilyȱ inȱ Cityȱ streetsȱ
betweenȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ andȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ andȱ theȱ Presidio,ȱ andȱ
adjacentȱtoȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱPanhandle.ȱ

TheȱproposedȱsitingȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwithinȱtheȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCPȱwouldȱallowȱ
forȱ theȱ sharingȱ ofȱ criticalȱ facilities,ȱ includingȱ theȱ plantȱ accessȱ roadȱ andȱ chemicalȱ storageȱ andȱ offloadingȱ
facilities,ȱandȱwouldȱtherebyȱreduceȱtheȱspaceȱrequirementsȱforȱtheȱnewȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplant.ȱȱ

A.2.4 Related Projects
ImplementationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱisȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱSanȱFranciscoȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱProject,ȱwhichȱ
involvesȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱlocalȱgroundwaterȱsupplyȱandȱtheȱblendingȱofȱthatȱsupplyȱwithȱpotableȱsurfaceȱ
waterȱsupply.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱProjectȱwouldȱconvertȱtwoȱexistingȱirrigationȱwellsȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱtoȱpotableȱuse;ȱhowever,ȱbeforeȱthoseȱwellsȱcouldȱbeȱusedȱtoȱsupplyȱmunicipalȱwater,ȱtheȱ
proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ firstȱ needȱ toȱ beȱ implementedȱ soȱ thatȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ couldȱ provideȱ aȱ
replacementȱsourceȱofȱirrigationȱwater.ȱAlternatively,ȱanotherȱlandscapingȱwaterȱsourceȱcouldȱbeȱidentifiedȱ
toȱreplaceȱtheȱirrigationȱwaterȱcurrentlyȱprovidedȱbyȱtheseȱwells.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱCommissionȱ
certifiedȱ theȱ Groundwaterȱ Supplyȱ Projectȱ EIRȱ (SanȱFranciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ Caseȱ No.ȱ2008.1122E,ȱ
availableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://www.sfȬplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1829)ȱonȱDecemberȱ19,ȱ2013.ȱ
Implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ isȱ alsoȱ relatedȱ toȱ potentialȱ futureȱ actionsȱ byȱ customersȱ thatȱ wouldȱ needȱ toȱ
retrofitȱ irrigationȱ facilitiesȱ toȱ accommodateȱ theȱ recycledȱ water.ȱ Thisȱ couldȱ includeȱ bringingȱ systemsȱ intoȱ
complianceȱ withȱ Californiaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Publicȱ Healthȱ Servicesȱ requirements,ȱ andȱ addingȱ distributionȱ
systemsȱforȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ(e.g.,ȱtheȱPresidioȱwouldȱinstallȱaȱdistributionȱpipelineȱtoȱserveȱirrigatedȱ
areas).ȱȱ

A.2.5 Recycled Water Demand
Asȱ statedȱ above,ȱ theȱ WSIPȱ originallyȱ projectedȱ thatȱ theȱ Westsideȱ Baselineȱ Projectȱ wouldȱ serveȱ aȱ recycledȱ
waterȱdemandȱofȱ2.8ȱmgd.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱhasȱsinceȱrefinedȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱdemandȱestimateȱforȱusersȱonȱ
theȱ westȱ sideȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ andȱ hasȱ identifiedȱ threeȱ majorȱ recycledȱ waterȱ customersȱ forȱ theȱ project:ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱLincolnȱPark/LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱ(asȱwellȱasȱotherȱ
areasȱwithinȱtheȱPresidio).ȱTogether,ȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱdemandȱforȱtheseȱcustomersȱisȱestimatedȱatȱ1.6ȱmgdȱ
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(annualȱaverage)ȱorȱ4.0ȱmgdȱpeakȬdayȱdemand.ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱsizedȱtoȱaccommodateȱanȱadditionalȱ
0.4ȱmgdȱannualȱaverageȱ(additionalȱ1.0ȱmgdȱpeakȬdemand)ȱforȱaȱtotalȱcapacityȱtoȱserveȱpeakȬdayȱdemandsȱ
ofȱ upȱ toȱ 5.0ȱmgdȱ (orȱ 2.0ȱ mgdȱ annualȱ average),ȱ inȱ anticipationȱ thatȱ theȱ facilityȱ couldȱ alsoȱ provideȱ futureȱ
serviceȱtoȱotherȱnearbyȱparksȱorȱirrigatedȱmedians.ȱTheseȱfutureȱcustomersȱareȱnotȱknownȱwithȱspecificityȱatȱ
thisȱtime.ȱTableȱ1ȱsummarizesȱtheȱproposedȱcustomersȱandȱtheirȱrespectiveȱdemandsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱservedȱ
byȱtheȱproject,ȱasȱcurrentlyȱknown.ȱȱ
TABLEȱ1ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱPROPOSEDȱRECYCLEDȱWATERȱCUSTOMERSȱ
AverageȱAnnualȱDemandȱ
(mgd)ȱ

PeakȬDayȱDemandȱ
(mgd)ȱ

GoldenȱGateȱPark
Irrigation/CaliforniaȱAcademyȱofȱSciences
LakeȱFillȱ

0.94
0.4ȱ

2.41ȱ
0.4ȱ

LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱ
Irrigationȱ

0.11ȱ

0.30ȱ

Presidioȱ(ALL)ȱ
Irrigationȱ

0.18ȱ

0.89ȱ

CapacityȱforȱPotentialȱFutureȱUsers
Irrigationȱ

0.4ȱ

1.0ȱ

Totalȱ(rounded)ȱ

2.0ȱ

5.0ȱ

EndȱUserȱ

mgdȱ=ȱmillionȱgallonsȱperȱdayȱ
SOURCES:ȱ RMCȱWaterȱandȱEnvironmentȱ(RMC),ȱTechnicalȱMemorandum,ȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱDescription,ȱJuneȱ
17,ȱ2009;ȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC),ȱWSIPȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱCUW302Ȭ
01,ȱSecondȱAddendumȱtoȱProjectȱDescriptionȱTM,ȱJulyȱ2,ȱ2010.ȱ
ȱ

ȱ

A.3 Project Sponsor’s Objectives
OnȱOctoberȱ30,ȱ2008,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱadoptedȱtheȱWSIPȱ(knownȱasȱtheȱ“PhasedȱWSIPȱVariant”)ȱtoȱimproveȱtheȱ
regionalȱ waterȱ systemȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ waterȱ quality,ȱ seismicȱ response,ȱ andȱ waterȱ deliveryȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ
planningȱhorizonȱthroughȱtheȱyearȱ2030.ȱTheȱWSIPȱwasȱalsoȱadoptedȱtoȱimproveȱtheȱregionalȱsystemȱwithȱ
respectȱtoȱwaterȱsupplyȱtoȱmeetȱwaterȱdeliveryȱneedsȱinȱtheȱSFPUCȱserviceȱareaȱthroughȱtheȱyearȱ2018.ȱTheȱ
WSIPȱ areaȱ spansȱ sevenȱ counties—Tuolumne,ȱ Stanislaus,ȱ Sanȱ Joaquin,ȱ Alameda,ȱ Santaȱ Clara,ȱ Sanȱ Mateo,ȱ
andȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ
OneȱofȱtheȱWSIPȱgoalsȱisȱtoȱmeetȱcustomerȱwaterȱneedsȱduringȱbothȱnondroughtȱandȱdroughtȱperiods,ȱandȱ
twoȱ ofȱ theȱ WSIPȱ systemȱ performanceȱ objectivesȱ areȱ to:ȱ (1)ȱ diversifyȱ waterȱ supplyȱ optionsȱ duringȱ
nondroughtȱandȱdroughtȱperiods;ȱandȱ(2)ȱimproveȱtheȱuseȱofȱnewȱwaterȱsourcesȱandȱdroughtȱmanagementȱ
strategies,ȱ includingȱ useȱ ofȱ groundwater,ȱ recycledȱ water,ȱ conservation,ȱ andȱ transfers.ȱ Theȱ adoptedȱ WSIPȱ
includesȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱ20ȱmgdȱofȱconservation,ȱrecycledȱwater,ȱandȱgroundwaterȱwithinȱtheȱSFPUCȱ
serviceȱ areaȱ (10ȱ mgdȱ inȱ theȱ retailȱ serviceȱ areaȱ [i.e.,ȱ withinȱ Sanȱ Francisco]ȱ andȱ 10ȱ mgdȱ inȱ theȱ wholesaleȱ
serviceȱareaȱ[i.e.,ȱbeyondȱSanȱFrancisco]).ȱ
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TheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱcontributeȱtoȱtheseȱWSIPȱgoalsȱthroughȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱasȱ
anȱ alternativeȱ waterȱ supplyȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ usesȱ inȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ retailȱ serviceȱ areaȱ withinȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ
therebyȱbenefitingȱtheȱregionalȱsystemȱbyȱreducingȱdemandsȱforȱpotableȱwater.ȱTheȱspecificȱobjectivesȱofȱtheȱ
projectȱareȱto:ȱ
x

DiversifyȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱwaterȱsuppliesȱbyȱdevelopingȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

x

DevelopȱaȱnewȱwaterȱsupplyȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱthatȱisȱbothȱreliableȱandȱdroughtȱresistantȱ

x

Reduceȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ potableȱ waterȱ andȱ groundwaterȱ forȱ irrigationȱ andȱ otherȱ nonpotableȱ usesȱ byȱ
supplyingȱthoseȱdemandsȱwithȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

A.4 Project Location
Facilitiesȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ atȱ severalȱ locationsȱ throughoutȱ westernȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱ (seeȱ Figureȱ 1),ȱ includingȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ nearȱ Lakeȱ Merced;ȱ theȱ Centralȱ
ReservoirȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱtheȱPanhandleȱportionȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱandȱpipelinesȱconnectingȱtheȱ
WPCPȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱtheȱPresidio,ȱandȱLincolnȱPark.ȱ

A.4.1 Oceanside WPCP
AsȱdescribedȱinȱSectionȱA.1.4,ȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱexistingȱSFPUCȱ
OceansideȱWPCP,ȱwhichȱisȱatȱ3500ȱGreatȱHighwayȱadjacentȱtoȱNorthȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱtheȱPacificȱOcean.ȱ
TheȱWPCPȱcoversȱapproximatelyȱ12ȱacres,ȱandȱcontainsȱaȱnumberȱofȱbuildingsȱandȱstructures.ȱAsȱdescribedȱ
furtherȱ underȱ Sectionȱ C,ȱ theȱ siteȱ isȱ locatedȱ withinȱ theȱ Publicȱ Useȱ districtȱ andȱ theȱ Openȱ Spaceȱ heightȱ andȱ
bulkȱdistrict.ȱȱ

A.4.2 Golden Gate Park
GoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱmanagedȱbyȱtheȱSFRPD,ȱisȱlocatedȱinȱwesternȱSanȱFrancisco;ȱitȱisȱboundedȱonȱtheȱwestȱbyȱ
theȱGreatȱHighway,ȱonȱtheȱnorthȱbyȱFultonȱStreet,ȱonȱtheȱeastȱbyȱStanyanȱStreet,ȱandȱonȱtheȱsouthȱbyȱLincolnȱ
Way.ȱProposedȱfacilityȱsitesȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱincludeȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱReservoirȱandȱtheȱexistingȱ
boosterȱ pumpsȱ inȱ theȱ Panhandleȱ portionȱ ofȱ theȱ park.ȱ Theȱ Centralȱ Reservoir,ȱ whichȱ coversȱ approximatelyȱ
5ȱacres,ȱisȱlocatedȱnearȱtheȱsouthwestȱquadrantȱofȱtheȱintersectionȱofȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedyȱDriveȱandȱTransverseȱ
Drive.ȱTheȱexistingȱboosterȱpumpȱstationsȱareȱlocatedȱwithinȱtheȱPanhandleȱareaȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱAsȱ
describedȱ furtherȱ underȱ Sectionȱ C,ȱ perȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Code,ȱ bothȱ ofȱ theseȱ sitesȱ areȱ locatedȱ
withinȱtheȱPublicȱUseȱdistrictȱandȱtheȱOpenȱSpaceȱheightȱandȱbulkȱdistrict.ȱ

A.4.3 Presidio of San Francisco
TheȱPresidioȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱisȱlocatedȱonȱtheȱnorthernȱendȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱpeninsula.ȱTheȱPresidioȱisȱ
generallyȱboundedȱonȱtheȱnorthȱbyȱSanȱFranciscoȱBay,ȱonȱtheȱeastȱbyȱLyonȱStreet,ȱonȱtheȱsouthȱbyȱPacificȱ
Avenueȱ andȱ Lakeȱ Street,ȱ andȱ onȱ theȱ westȱ byȱ theȱ Pacificȱ Ocean.ȱ Theȱ Presidioȱ isȱ withinȱ theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ
Nationalȱ Recreationȱ Areaȱ andȱ containsȱ aȱ varietyȱ ofȱ historicalȱ andȱ culturalȱ features,ȱ includingȱ theȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱ Nationalȱ Cemetery,ȱ theȱ Presidioȱ Golfȱ Course,ȱ andȱ theȱ Publicȱ Healthȱ Servicesȱ District.ȱ Theȱ
proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ pipelinesȱ wouldȱ connectȱ toȱ theȱ Presidioȱ boundaryȱ atȱ approximatelyȱ Lakeȱ Streetȱ
andȱ14thȱAvenue,ȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱPresidio.ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

7

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

A.4.4 Lincoln Park
TheȱLincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱisȱlocatedȱinȱnorthwestȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱatȱ300ȱ34thȱAvenueȱatȱClementȱStreet.ȱ
Theȱ courseȱ coversȱ approximatelyȱ 112ȱ acres.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ pipelinesȱ wouldȱ connectȱ toȱ anȱ
existingȱirrigationȱpumpȱstationȱnorthȱofȱtheȱintersectionȱofȱClementȱStreetȱandȱ39thȱAvenue.ȱ

A.4.5 Proposed Pipeline Routes
Theȱ proposedȱ newȱ transmissionȱ pipelinesȱ wouldȱ runȱ throughȱ theȱ Sunsetȱ Districtȱ fromȱ theȱ proposedȱ
treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ (bothȱ
describedȱabove),ȱthenȱfromȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱthroughȱtheȱRichmondȱDistrictȱtoȱproposedȱcustomersȱinȱ
LincolnȱParkȱandȱtheȱPresidio,ȱandȱalongȱOakȱStreetȱ toȱserveȱtheȱPanhandle.ȱTheȱmajorityȱofȱ theȱpipelineȱ
betweenȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ wouldȱ runȱ alongȱ Skylineȱ Boulevardȱ andȱ
36thȱAvenue.ȱ Pipelinesȱ betweenȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ andȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ Golfȱ Courseȱ andȱ theȱ Presidioȱ
would,ȱforȱtheȱmostȱpart,ȱbeȱroutedȱalongȱCabrilloȱStreet,ȱ36thȱAvenue,ȱ24thȱAvenue,ȱAnzaȱStreet,ȱandȱ16thȱ
Avenue.ȱȱ

A.5 Existing Uses on the Project Sites
A.5.1 Oceanside WPCP
Theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCP,ȱ shownȱ onȱ Figureȱ 2,ȱ isȱ operatedȱ byȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ andȱ wasȱ constructedȱ inȱ 1994.ȱ Theȱ
WPCPȱcurrentlyȱtreatsȱaboutȱ20ȱpercentȱofȱtheȱaverageȱannualȱwastewaterȱflowsȱforȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱTheȱsiteȱ
containsȱ approximatelyȱ sevenȱ buildingsȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ wastewaterȱ treatmentȱ processes,ȱ includingȱ
headworks,ȱprimaryȱtreatment,ȱsecondaryȱtreatment,ȱsolidsȱhandling,ȱandȱsupportȱfacilities.6ȱEntrancesȱtoȱ
theȱ WPCPȱ areȱ locatedȱ alongȱ Skylineȱ Boulevardȱ andȱ theȱ Greatȱ Highway.ȱ Theȱ WPCPȱ isȱ locatedȱ withinȱ aȱ
bermedȱarea,ȱand,ȱwithȱtheȱexceptionȱofȱtheȱexistingȱfacilityȱentrances,ȱlightingȱstructuresȱandȱfencing,ȱandȱaȱ
retainingȱwallȱatȱtheȱtopȱofȱtheȱbermȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱtheȱGreatȱHighwayȱentrance,ȱtheȱWPCPȱfacilitiesȱareȱ
notȱ visibleȱ fromȱ publicȱ areas.ȱ Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Zooȱ isȱ locatedȱ toȱ theȱ northȱ andȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Armyȱ
NationalȱGuardȱisȱlocatedȱtoȱtheȱeast.ȱTheȱportionȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱsiteȱincludedȱinȱ
theȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱcurrentlyȱusedȱasȱaȱlandscapedȱbermȱandȱparkingȱlot.ȱ

A.5.2 Golden Gate Park Central Reservoir
Theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ siteȱ isȱ inȱ aȱ fencedȱ maintenanceȱ area,ȱ whichȱ currentlyȱ containsȱ anȱ undergroundȱ
reservoir,ȱanȱaboveȬgroundȱpumpȱstation,ȱandȱwoodȱwasteȱandȱcompostingȱareasȱ(seeȱFigureȱ3).ȱTheȱsiteȱisȱ
accessedȱ byȱ aȱ roadȱ (Overlookȱ Drive)ȱ thatȱ isȱ primarilyȱ usedȱ byȱ maintenanceȱ vehicles,ȱ andȱ someȱ bicyclistsȱ
andȱ pedestrians.ȱ Theȱ undergroundȱ reservoirȱ atȱ theȱ siteȱ isȱ aȱ buriedȱ 2,000,000Ȭgallonȱ reservoir,ȱ withȱ aȱ
connectedȱabovegroundȱpumpȱstationȱusedȱtoȱserveȱtheȱpark’sȱirrigationȱsystem.ȱTheȱexistingȱaboveȱgroundȱ
pumpȱ stationȱ isȱ approximatelyȱ 40ȱ feetȱ byȱ 60ȱ feetȱ andȱ 19ȱ feetȱ tall,ȱ withȱ aȱ connectingȱ cementȱ wallȱ thatȱ isȱ
approximatelyȱ25ȱfeetȱtallȱandȱ120ȱfeetȱlong.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

6ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC),ȱSanȱFranciscoȱSewerȱSystemȱMasterȱPlan,ȱJuneȱ15,ȱ2010.ȱAvailableȱ
onlineȱatȱhttp://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=723.ȱAccessedȱOctoberȱ29,ȱ2013.ȱ
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Existing Conditions – Golden Gate Park Central Reservoir
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A.5.3 Pipeline Routes
Theȱ proposedȱ pipelineȱ routesȱ (seeȱ Figureȱ 1)ȱ areȱ primarilyȱ locatedȱ withinȱ existingȱ roadwaysȱ andȱ withinȱ
trails/pathwaysȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

A.6 Project Characteristics
A.6.1 Project Components
Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ includeȱ theȱ componentsȱ listedȱ below,ȱ whichȱ areȱ describedȱ inȱ greaterȱ detailȱ inȱ theȱ
followingȱsections.ȱ
TreatmentȱandȱStorage.ȱTheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱinclude:ȱ
1.

Proposedȱ approximatelyȱ 30,000ȱ squareȱ footȱ (40ȱ feetȱ inȱ height)ȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ
WPCPȱ withȱ annualȱ averageȱ productionȱ capacityȱ ofȱ upȱ toȱ 2.0ȱmgd,ȱ butȱ sizedȱ toȱ meetȱ peakȬdayȱ
demandsȱ(duringȱsummerȱmonths)ȱofȱupȱtoȱ5.0mgdȱ

2.

Reconfigurationȱ ofȱ theȱ existingȱ chemicalȱ storageȱ buildingȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ toȱ houseȱ theȱ
additionalȱchemicalsȱrequiredȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱprocessȱ

3.

NewȱsecondaryȱeffluentȱpumpsȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

4.

ProposedȱreconfigurationȱofȱtheȱexistingȱchlorineȱcontactȱchannelsȱwithinȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱ
provideȱ760,000ȱgallonsȱofȱsecondaryȱeffluentȱequalizationȱstorageȱ

5.

Proposedȱ50,000Ȭgallonȱreservoirȱunderneathȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱusedȱduringȱtheȱ
treatmentȱprocessȱȱ

6.

Proposedȱ 840,000Ȭgallonȱ buriedȱ storageȱ reservoirȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ inȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

Distribution.ȱTheȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱinclude:ȱ
1.

Proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ transmissionȱ pumpȱ stationȱ (approximatelyȱ 50ȱ byȱ 100ȱ feetȱ andȱ 20ȱ feetȱ
high)ȱ atȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ includingȱ aȱ proposedȱ 40,000ȱ gallonȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
pumpȱwetȱwellȱusedȱtoȱsubmergeȱpumps.ȱ

2.

Useȱ andȱ potentialȱ modificationȱ (withinȱ existingȱ footprint)ȱ ofȱ theȱ existingȱ pumpȱ stationȱ andȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱatȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱ

3.

ProposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱdistributionȱpumpȱstationȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱ
inȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTheȱnewȱpumpȱstationȱwouldȱbeȱaboutȱ50ȱfeetȱbyȱ100ȱfeetȱandȱ20ȱfeetȱtall.ȱ

4.

UpgradeȱorȱreplacementȱofȱtheȱexistingȱirrigationȱboosterȱpumpsȱinȱtheȱPanhandleȱ

5.

UseȱofȱtheȱexistingȱirrigationȱpumpȱstationȱatȱLincolnȱParkȱ

6.

Approximatelyȱ3ȱmilesȱofȱproposedȱpipelineȱ(16ȱtoȱ20ȱinchesȱinȱdiameter)ȱfromȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
treatmentȱplantȱatȱOceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
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7.

Approximatelyȱ 5ȱ milesȱ ofȱ proposedȱ pipelineȱ (8ȱ toȱ 16ȱ inchesȱ inȱ diameter)ȱ fromȱ theȱ Centralȱ
ReservoirȱtoȱproposedȱcustomersȱinȱLincolnȱPark,ȱtheȱPresidio,ȱandȱtheȱPanhandleȱ

Recycled Water Treatment Plant Facilities at the Oceanside WPCP Site
Theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ atȱ theȱ existingȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ
complex,ȱ andȱ partiallyȱ withinȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Armyȱ Nationalȱ Guardȱ propertyȱ (seeȱ Figureȱ 2).ȱ Theȱ existingȱ
Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ isȱ anȱ approximatelyȱ 5.5ȱ acreȱ facility,ȱ whichȱ includesȱ severalȱ structuresȱ thatȱ areȱ upȱ toȱ
approximatelyȱ 45ȱ feetȱ tall,ȱ locatedȱ withinȱ aȱ bermedȱ area.ȱ Aȱ twoȬstoryȱ treatmentȱ buildingȱ (approximatelyȱ
30,000ȱsquareȱfeetȱtotalȱarea)ȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱtoȱhouseȱwaterȱtreatmentȱequipment,ȱelectricalȱcontrols,ȱ
pumpingȱ equipment,ȱ andȱ otherȱ appurtenantȱ equipmentȱ requiredȱ forȱ theȱ proposedȱ treatmentȱ processȱ
summarizedȱ below.ȱ Theȱ treatmentȱ buildingȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ containȱ anȱ electricalȱ substation,ȱ operationsȱ room,ȱ
andȱmotorȱcontrolȱcenter.ȱTheȱproposedȱbuildingȱwouldȱbeȱapproximatelyȱ40ȱtoȱ45ȱfeetȱhigh.ȱ
TheȱinteriorȱofȱtheȱexistingȱchemicalȱbuildingȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱ(Buildingȱ510)ȱwouldȱbeȱreconfiguredȱ
toȱhouseȱtheȱchemicalȱstorageȱtanksȱandȱfeedȱsystemsȱneededȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱprocesses.ȱInȱ
addition,ȱ theȱ existingȱ chlorineȱ contactȱ channelȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ wouldȱ beȱ configuredȱ toȱ provideȱ
secondaryȱ effluentȱ equalizationȱ storage,ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ provideȱ forȱ steadyȱ flowȱ toȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
treatmentȱplantȱduringȱperiodsȱofȱlowȱflowȱtoȱ theȱWPCP.ȱTwoȱundergroundȱstorageȱreservoirsȱwouldȱbeȱ
constructedȱ beneathȱ theȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ includingȱ aȱ 50,000Ȭgallonȱ reservoirȱ usedȱ duringȱ theȱ treatmentȱ
processȱandȱaȱ40,000Ȭgallonȱwetȱwellȱusedȱtoȱsubmergeȱpumps.ȱ

Treatment Process
Theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ treatȱ secondaryȱ effluentȱ fromȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ toȱ removeȱ
suspendedȱ andȱ dissolvedȱ solids,ȱ bacteria,ȱ viruses,ȱ organicȱ materials,ȱ andȱ otherȱ constituents,ȱ resultingȱ inȱ
treatedȱwaterȱthatȱmeetsȱand/orȱexceedsȱtheȱregulatoryȱrequirementsȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱPublicȱ
Healthȱ forȱ disinfectedȱ tertiaryȱ recycledȱ water.7ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ processȱ includesȱ
microfiltration/ultrafiltrationȱ (MF),ȱ reverseȱ osmosisȱ (RO),ȱ andȱ ultravioletȱ lightȱ (UV)ȱ disinfection.ȱ Theȱ MFȱ
membraneȱ systemȱ wouldȱ removeȱ suspendedȱ solids.ȱ Fromȱ theȱ MFȱ system,ȱ theȱ treatedȱ waterȱ wouldȱ beȱ
pumpedȱ toȱ anȱ ROȱ membraneȱ systemȱ toȱ reduceȱ dissolvedȱ salts,ȱ ammonia,ȱ andȱ nutrients.ȱ Theȱ advancedȱ
treatedȱrecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱdisinfectedȱwithȱUVȱdisinfection.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
7ȱ

Theȱ waterȱ qualityȱ criteria,ȱ treatmentȱ processȱ requirements,ȱ andȱ treatmentȱ reliabilityȱ criteriaȱ forȱ waterȱ recyclingȱ
operationsȱestablishedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱHealthȱServicesȱareȱsetȱforthȱinȱTitleȱ22,ȱDivisionȱ4,ȱChapterȱ3,ȱofȱ
theȱ Californiaȱ Codeȱ ofȱ Regulations.ȱ Underȱ thisȱ regulation,ȱ “disinfectedȱ tertiaryȱ recycledȱ water”ȱ meansȱ filteredȱ andȱ
subsequentlyȱdisinfectedȱwastewaterȱthatȱmeetsȱtheȱfollowingȱcriteria:ȱ
(a)ȱ Theȱ filteredȱ wastewaterȱ hasȱ beenȱ disinfectedȱ byȱ either:ȱ (1)ȱ aȱ chlorineȱ disinfectionȱ processȱ followingȱ filtrationȱ thatȱ
providesȱaȱCTȱvalueȱ(theȱproductȱofȱtotalȱchlorineȱresidualȱandȱmodalȱcontactȱtimeȱmeasuredȱatȱtheȱsameȱpoint)ȱofȱ
notȱlessȱthanȱ450ȱmilligramȬminutesȱperȱliterȱatȱallȱtimes,ȱwithȱaȱmodalȱcontactȱtimeȱofȱatȱleastȱ90ȱminutes,ȱbasedȱonȱ
peakȱdryȬweatherȱdesignȱflow;ȱorȱ(2)ȱaȱdisinfectionȱprocessȱthat,ȱwhenȱcombinedȱwithȱtheȱfiltrationȱprocess,ȱhasȱbeenȱ
demonstratedȱ toȱ inactivateȱ and/orȱ removeȱ 99.999ȱ percentȱ ofȱ theȱ plaqueȬformingȱ unitsȱ ofȱ FȬspecificȱ bacteriophageȱ
MS2,ȱorȱpolioȱvirus,ȱinȱtheȱwastewater.ȱAȱvirusȱthatȱisȱatȱleastȱasȱresistantȱtoȱdisinfectionȱasȱpolioȱvirusȱmayȱbeȱusedȱ
forȱtheȱdemonstration.ȱ
(b)ȱ Theȱ medianȱ concentrationȱ ofȱ totalȱ coliformȱ bacteriaȱ measuredȱ inȱ theȱ disinfectedȱ effluentȱ doesȱ notȱ exceedȱ aȱ mostȱ
probableȱ numberȱ (MPN)ȱ ofȱ 2.2ȱ perȱ 100ȱ millilitersȱ (mL)ȱ utilizingȱ theȱ bacteriologicalȱ resultsȱ ofȱ theȱ pastȱ 7ȱ daysȱ forȱ
whichȱ analysesȱ haveȱ beenȱ completed,ȱ andȱ theȱnumberȱ ofȱ totalȱ coliformȱ bacteriaȱ doesȱ notȱ exceedȱ aȱ MPNȱofȱ 23ȱperȱ
100ȱmLȱinȱmoreȱthanȱoneȱsampleȱinȱanyȱ30Ȭdayȱperiod.ȱNoȱsampleȱshallȱexceedȱaȱMPNȱofȱ240ȱtotalȱcoliformȱbacteriaȱ
perȱ100ȱmL.ȱ
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Theȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱalsoȱcontainȱchemicalȱfeedȱsystemsȱforȱcoagulant,ȱacid,ȱandȱbase,ȱ
asȱ wellȱ asȱ otherȱ chemicalsȱ usedȱ inȱ theȱ treatmentȱ process.ȱ Typically,ȱ aȱ chlorineȱ residualȱ isȱ introducedȱ intoȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ toȱ preventȱ biologicalȱ growthȱ inȱ theȱ proposedȱ distributionȱ systemsȱ andȱ inȱ theȱ existingȱ
irrigationȱdistributionȱandȱsprinklerȱsystems,ȱandȱcouldȱbeȱincludedȱasȱpartȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱ

Recycled Water Distribution System
Distribution Pumps
Transmissionȱ pumpsȱ wouldȱ beȱ installedȱ atȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ toȱ conveyȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
fromȱ theȱ facilityȱ toȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park.ȱ Threeȱ transmissionȱ pumpsȱ (twoȱ dutyȱ andȱ
oneȱstandby)ȱwithȱmotorsȱofȱupȱtoȱ200ȱhorsepowerȱ(1,400ȬgallonsȬperȬminuteȱcapacity)ȱwouldȱbeȱinstalledȱatȱ
theȱ treatmentȱ plant.ȱ Spaceȱ wouldȱ beȱ availableȱ forȱ theȱ futureȱ additionȱ ofȱ twoȱ pumpsȱ (oneȱ dutyȱ andȱ oneȱ
standby,ȱwithȱmotorsȱofȱupȱtoȱ75ȱhorsepowerȱandȱ700ȱgallonsȱperȱminute)ȱtoȱserveȱpotentialȱfutureȱusers.ȱAtȱ
theȱ Centralȱ Reservoir,ȱ theȱ existingȱ pumpȱ stationȱ wouldȱ pumpȱ recycledȱ waterȱ intoȱ theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ
irrigationȱ system.ȱ Aȱ newȱ pumpȱ stationȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱ facilityȱ andȱ wouldȱ
houseȱ fourȱ distributionȱ pumpsȱ (threeȱ dutyȱ andȱ oneȱ standby)ȱ withȱ motorsȱ ofȱ upȱ toȱ 150ȱ horsepowerȱ
(833ȱgallonsȱ perȱ minute),ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ twoȱ hydropneumaticȱ tanksȱ toȱ pumpȱ recycledȱ waterȱ fromȱ storageȱ toȱ
serveȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ andȱ theȱ Presidio.ȱ Thisȱ newȱ pumpȱ stationȱ wouldȱ beȱ enclosedȱ insideȱ aȱ structureȱ withȱ
concreteȱ walls.ȱ Theȱ existingȱ boosterȱ pumpȱ stationsȱ inȱ theȱ Panhandleȱ wouldȱ beȱ upgradedȱ toȱ provideȱ theȱ
requiredȱ pressureȱ toȱ theȱ Panhandleȱ irrigationȱ system.ȱ Theȱ existingȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ pumpȱ stationȱ wouldȱ beȱ
usedȱtoȱdistributeȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱtheȱgolfȱcourseȱirrigationȱsystem,ȱandȱcouldȱrequireȱsomeȱupgradeȱofȱ
pumpȱsystemȱcontrolsȱtoȱoptimizeȱsystemȱoperation.ȱ

Distribution Pipelines
Approximatelyȱ8ȱmilesȱofȱpipelineȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱtoȱconnectȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱtoȱ
theȱ proposedȱ customersȱ inȱ Lincolnȱ Park,ȱ theȱ Presidio,ȱ andȱ theȱ Panhandle.ȱ Theȱ pipesȱ wouldȱ beȱ builtȱ
primarilyȱinȱpublicȱrightsȬofȬwayȱ(streets).ȱPipeȱdiametersȱwouldȱrangeȱfromȱ8ȱtoȱ20ȱinches.ȱFigureȱ1ȱshowsȱ
theȱproposedȱpipelineȱnetwork,ȱwhichȱisȱdescribedȱbelow.ȱ
RecycledȱWaterȱTreatmentȱPlantȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTheȱdistributionȱpipelineȱrunningȱfromȱtheȱrecycledȱ
waterȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱOceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱwouldȱbeȱroutedȱasȱ
follows:ȱ
x

Fromȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱeastȱeitherȱviaȱtheȱexistingȱvehicleȱtunnelȱconnectingȱtheȱ
OceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱSkylineȱBoulevard,ȱorȱthroughȱaȱbermȱtoȱtheȱeastȱofȱtheȱtunnelȱandȱalongȱtheȱ
westȱedgeȱofȱtheȱArmoryȱparkingȱlotȱ

x

NortheastȱalongȱSkylineȱBoulevardȱtoȱSloatȱBoulevardȱ

x

EastȱalongȱSloatȱBoulevardȱtoȱ37thȱAvenueȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ37thȱAvenueȱtoȱVicenteȱStreetȱ

x

EastȱalongȱVicenteȱStreetȱtoȱ36thȱAvenueȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ36thȱAvenueȱtoȱLawtonȱStreetȱ
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x

EastȱalongȱLawtonȱStreetȱtoȱ34thȱAvenueȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ34thȱAvenueȱtoȱLincolnȱWayȱ

x

AlongȱaȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱtrailȱnorthȱfromȱ34thȱAvenue/LincolnȱWayȱtoȱMiddleȱDriveȱWestȱȱ

x

NortheastȱalongȱMiddleȱDriveȱWestȱtoȱOverlookȱDriveȱ

x

NortheastȱalongȱOverlookȱDriveȱtoȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱ

TheȱdistributionȱpipelineȱwouldȱconnectȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱReservoirȱandȱtheȱproposedȱnewȱreservoir.ȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱtoȱLincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse.ȱTheȱdistributionȱpipelineȱwouldȱcontinueȱfromȱtheȱCentralȱ
ReservoirȱtoȱLincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱasȱfollows:ȱ
x

NorthȱfromȱCentralȱReservoirȱeitherȱtoȱOverlookȱDriveȱorȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedyȱDriveȱ

x

EastȱalongȱOverlookȱDriveȱorȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedyȱDriveȱtoȱTransverseȱDriveȱ

x

NorthwestȱalongȱTransverseȱDriveȱtoȱCrossoverȱDriveȱ

x

NorthwestȱalongȱCrossoverȱDriveȱtoȱ25thȱAvenueȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ25thȱAvenueȱtoȱCabrilloȱStreetȱ

x

WestȱalongȱCabrilloȱStreetȱtoȱ36thȱAvenueȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ36thȱAvenueȱtoȱClementȱStreetȱ

x

WestȱalongȱClementȱStreetȱtoȱtheȱLincolnȱParkȱpointȱofȱconnectionȱatȱ39thȱAvenueȱandȱClementȱ
Streetȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱtoȱtheȱPresidio.ȱTheȱdistributionȱpipelineȱwouldȱcontinueȱfromȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱtoȱ
theȱPresidioȱasȱdescribedȱaboveȱtoȱCabrilloȱStreet,ȱandȱthenȱasȱfollows:ȱ
x

EastȱalongȱCabrilloȱStreetȱfromȱCabrilloȱStreet/25thȱAvenueȱtoȱ24thȱAvenueȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ24thȱAvenueȱtoȱAnzaȱStreetȱ

x

EastȱalongȱAnzaȱStreetȱtoȱ16thȱAvenueȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ16thȱAvenueȱtoȱLakeȱStreetȱ

x

EastȱalongȱLakeȱStreetȱtoȱ14thȱAvenueȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ14thȱAvenueȱtoȱaȱproposedȱturnoutȱatȱ14thȱAvenueȱnorthȱofȱLakeȱStreetȱ

PanhandleȱDistributionȱSystem.ȱTheȱexistingȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱirrigationȱsystemȱpipelineȱloopȱinȱJohnȱF.ȱ
Kennedyȱ Driveȱ andȱ otherȱ roadsȱ withinȱ theȱ parkȱ isȱ connectedȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ Centralȱ
Reservoirȱandȱpumpȱstation.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱPanhandleȱportionȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱisȱcurrentlyȱservedȱbyȱ
municipalȱwaterȱsupplyȱandȱisȱnotȱconnectedȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱirrigationȱsystemȱdescribedȱabove.ȱThus,ȱtheȱ
projectȱwouldȱincludeȱaȱpipelineȱsegmentȱtoȱconnectȱtheȱPanhandleȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱirrigationȱsystemȱinȱtheȱ
Parkȱ (seeȱ Figureȱ 1).ȱ Theȱ pipelineȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ alongȱ JohnȱF.ȱKennedyȱ Driveȱ andȱ Oakȱ Street.ȱ Theȱ
pipelineȱwouldȱconnectȱtoȱexistingȱboosterȱpumpsȱlocatedȱwithinȱtheȱPanhandleȱtoȱprovideȱsufficientȱwaterȱ
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pressureȱforȱPanhandleȱirrigation.ȱUpgradeȱorȱreplacementȱofȱtheȱboosterȱpumpsȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱasȱpartȱ
ofȱtheȱproject.ȱ

Distribution Storage
Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ includeȱ useȱ ofȱ theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ Centralȱ Reservoir,ȱ andȱ theȱ additionȱ ofȱ aȱ 840,000Ȭ
gallonȱburiedȱstorageȱreservoirȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱreservoir.ȱAsȱnotedȱabove,ȱitȱcouldȱbeȱnecessaryȱtoȱ
provideȱconnectionsȱbetweenȱtheȱexistingȱandȱproposedȱstorageȱtanksȱandȱmodifyȱtheȱexistingȱpumpȱstationȱ
toȱprovideȱtheȱnecessaryȱpressureȱsufficientȱtoȱenableȱdistributionȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱtheȱpark.ȱȱ

Reverse Osmosis Concentrate (Brine) Disposal
Theȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱprocessȱwouldȱproduceȱaȱreverseȱosmosisȱconcentrate,ȱwhichȱisȱaȱconcentratedȱ
brineȱ solution.ȱ Thisȱ brineȱ wouldȱ beȱ conveyedȱ toȱ theȱ oceanȱ forȱ disposalȱ throughȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ
Southwestȱ Oceanȱ Outfall.ȱ Aȱ shortȱ (aboutȱ 2,000ȬlinearȬfoot)ȱ segmentȱ ofȱ pipeline,ȱ approximatelyȱ 8ȱ toȱ 10ȱ
inchesȱinȱdiameter,ȱwouldȱbeȱroutedȱinsideȱofȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱfromȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱ
toȱtheȱentranceȱtoȱtheȱoutfallȱ(withinȱtheȱplant).ȱ

A.6.2 Construction
ProjectȱconstructionȱisȱexpectedȱtoȱbeginȱinȱapproximatelyȱJanuaryȱ2016ȱandȱendȱinȱapproximatelyȱMarchȱ
2019.ȱ Constructionȱ hoursȱ wouldȱ varyȱ dependingȱ onȱ theȱ constructionȱ locations.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ areasȱ ofȱ
disturbance,ȱandȱoffȬsiteȱstagingȱareasȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplant,ȱareȱshownȱonȱFiguresȱ2ȱandȱ3.ȱ
Constructionȱ andȱ stagingȱ associatedȱ withȱ pipelinesȱ wouldȱ beȱ alongȱ theȱ alignmentsȱ shownȱ onȱ Figureȱ 1.ȱ
Constructionȱactivitiesȱareȱproposedȱtoȱoccurȱprimarilyȱduringȱtheȱdaytimeȱhoursȱ(7:00ȱa.m.ȱtoȱ5:00ȱp.m.8),ȱ
fiveȱ daysȱ aȱ weekȱ onȱ nonȬholidayȱ weekdaysȱ (Mondayȱ throughȱ Friday);ȱ however,ȱ restrictedȱ constructionȱ
hoursȱ mayȱ beȱ requiredȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ Panhandle.ȱ Nighttimeȱ orȱ weekendȱ
constructionȱ workȱ isȱ notȱ anticipated,ȱ butȱ mayȱ occurȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ expediteȱ constructionȱ andȱ reduceȱ theȱ
durationȱ ofȱ effectsȱ atȱ aȱ singleȱ locationȱ orȱ daytimeȱ roadȱ closures.ȱ Nighttimeȱ constructionȱ wouldȱ onlyȱ beȱ
requiredȱ atȱ limitedȱ locationsȱ forȱ limitedȱ durationȱ inȱ theȱ eventȱ thereȱ areȱ conflictsȱ withȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
Municipalȱ Transportationȱ Agencyȱ (SFMTA)ȱ operationsȱ (i.e.ȱ atȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Municipalȱ Railwayȱ [MUNI]ȱ
crossings).ȱApprovalȱbyȱtheȱDepartmentȱofȱPublicȱWorksȱ(SFRPD)ȱforȱnighttimeȱconstructionȱ(i.e.,ȱbetweenȱ
8:00ȱp.m.ȱandȱ7:00ȱa.m.)ȱmayȱbeȱrequiredȱandȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱsubjectȱtoȱreviewȱunderȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
Noiseȱ Ordinanceȱ (Articleȱ 29ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Policeȱ Code).ȱ Moreȱ specifically,ȱ SFPUCȱ constructionȱ
specificationsȱrequireȱtheȱconstructionȱcontractorȱtoȱ“Conductȱallȱoperations,ȱuseȱappropriateȱconstructionȱ
methodsȱandȱequipmentȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱNoiseȱOrdinance”ȱincludingȱnighttimeȱnoiseȱ
requirements.9ȱInȱaddition,ȱifȱneededȱnighttimeȱlightingȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱandȱdirectedȱdownwardȱtoȱensureȱ
safeȱilluminatedȱareasȱforȱconstructionȱworkersȱandȱtoȱminimizeȱglareȱeffects.ȱ
Inȱ advanceȱ ofȱ projectȱ construction,ȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ provideȱ aȱ 10Ȭdayȱ publicȱ noticeȱ describingȱ projectȱ
constructionȱ activities,ȱ scheduleȱ information,ȱ anticipatedȱ effectsȱ suchȱ asȱ temporaryȱ closureȱ ofȱ parkingȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
8ȱ

Truckȱ andȱ workerȱ tripsȱ atȱ projectȱ facilityȱ sitesȱ wouldȱ endȱ atȱ 4:30ȱ p.m.ȱ However,ȱ trucksȱ leavingȱ theȱ sitesȱ atȱ 4:30ȱp.m.ȱ
wouldȱnotȱreachȱtheirȱdestinationsȱuntilȱaboutȱ5:00ȱp.m.ȱȱ
9ȱ MacPherson,ȱS,ȱpersonalȱcommunication,ȱJuneȱ4,ȱ2014.ȱ
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spacesȱ orȱ detours,ȱ andȱ contactȱ information.ȱ Theȱ noticeȱ wouldȱ beȱ distributedȱ toȱ adjacentȱ properties10ȱ andȱ
includedȱonȱtheȱSFPUCȱwebsiteȱalongȱwithȱprojectȱinformation.ȱ
PipelineȱalignmentsȱareȱprimarilyȱwithinȱexistingȱstreetsȱinȱtheȱSunsetȱandȱRichmondȱDistrict,ȱandȱwithinȱ
trailsȱ andȱ roadsȱ withinȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park.ȱ Priorȱ toȱ pipelineȱ construction,ȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ contractorȱ wouldȱ
coordinateȱ withȱ theȱ SFDPWȱ andȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Parkingȱ andȱ Trafficȱ toȱ obtainȱ anyȱ necessaryȱ constructionȱ
approvals.ȱ Constructionȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ beȱ coordinatedȱ withȱ MUNI’sȱ Streetȱ Operationsȱ officeȱ toȱ
reduceȱ anyȱ impactsȱ onȱ transitȱ operations.ȱ Allȱ temporaryȱ constructionȱ easementsȱ andȱ permitsȱ andȱ otherȱ
approvals,ȱwhereȱapplicable,ȱwouldȱbeȱobtainedȱpriorȱtoȱstartingȱconstruction.ȱ
Constructionȱofȱtheȱdistributionȱpipelinesȱwouldȱrequireȱexcavationȱtoȱdepthsȱonȱtheȱorderȱofȱ6ȱfeetȱbelowȱ
groundȱ surface.ȱ Excavationsȱ wouldȱ beȱ appropriatelyȱ shoredȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ regulatoryȱ
requirementsȱ ofȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Industrialȱ Relationsȱ (Cal/OSHA)ȱ specifiedȱ inȱ Titleȱ 8ȱ ofȱ theȱ
CaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations.ȱPipelineȱconstructionȱusingȱtheȱopenȬcutȱtrenchȱmethodȱwouldȱprogressȱatȱ
anȱ estimatedȱ rateȱ ofȱ 200ȱ toȱ 300ȱ feetȱ perȱ dayȱ (onȱ average);ȱ ductileȱ pipeȱ installationȱ wouldȱ progressȱ atȱ
approximatelyȱ 100ȱ feetȱ perȱ day,ȱ andȱ sawcuttingȱ wouldȱ progressȱ atȱ aȱ rateȱ ofȱ approximatelyȱ 1,000ȱfeetȱ perȱ
day.ȱ Itȱ isȱ estimatedȱ thatȱ theȱ durationȱ ofȱ constructionȱ atȱ anyȱ oneȱ locationȱ wouldȱ beȱ approximatelyȱ twoȱ
weeks,ȱ includingȱ repavingȱ andȱ otherȱ finishȱ work).ȱ Subsequentȱ finalȱ pavingȱ wouldȱ progressȱ atȱ aȱ rateȱ ofȱ
approximatelyȱ 300ȱfeetȱ perȱ day,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ occurȱ afterȱ aȱ substantialȱ lengthȱ ofȱ pipelineȱ hadȱ beenȱ
constructed.ȱ Duringȱ projectȱ construction,ȱ singleȬlaneȱ closuresȱ wouldȱ beȱ necessaryȱ alongȱ mostȱ pipelineȱ
routes,ȱwhichȱwouldȱrequireȱimplementationȱofȱtwoȬway,ȱalternatingȱtrafficȱinȱtheȱremainingȱavailableȱlane.ȱ
However,ȱpipelineȱconstructionȱcouldȱrequireȱtemporaryȱclosureȱofȱaȱtrailȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱlocatedȱ
northȱofȱLincolnȱWay/34thȱAvenue,ȱbetweenȱLincolnȱWayȱandȱMiddleȱDriveȱWest,ȱforȱupȱtoȱtwoȱmonths,ȱ
andȱpotentialȱclosureȱofȱnarrowȱparkȱroadways,ȱsuchȱOverlookȱDrive,ȱduringȱpipelineȱconstruction.ȱȱ
Constructionȱ activitiesȱ atȱ theȱ existingȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ associatedȱ offȬsiteȱ stagingȱ areas,ȱ andȱ atȱ theȱ
Centralȱ Reservoir,ȱ wouldȱ beȱ withinȱ existingȱ facilityȱ areasȱ thatȱ includeȱ similarȱ functionsȱ asȱ theȱ proposedȱ
project.ȱ Constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ andȱ underlyingȱ wetȱ wellsȱ wouldȱ entailȱ
excavationȱtoȱaȱmaximumȱdepthȱofȱaboutȱ23ȱfeetȱbelowȱgroundȱsurface,ȱorȱtoȱanȱelevationȱofȱaboutȱ8ȱfeetȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱ Cityȱ Datumȱ (SFD).ȱ Forȱ thisȱ construction,ȱ oneȱ existingȱ retainingȱ wallȱ nearȱ theȱ propertyȱ
boundaryȱ withȱ theȱ Armoryȱ siteȱ wouldȱ beȱ demolished.ȱ Someȱ dewateringȱ mayȱ beȱ necessaryȱ toȱ maintainȱ aȱ
dryȱ excavationȱ forȱ construction.ȱ Constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ wetȱ wellȱ forȱ recycledȱ waterȱ storageȱ wouldȱ requireȱ
excavationȱtoȱaȱdepthȱofȱfiveȱfeet.ȱExcavationȱwallsȱforȱtheseȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱwouldȱbeȱsupportedȱbyȱ
conventionalȱ shoringȱ methodsȱ suchȱ asȱ soldierȱ pilesȱ andȱ lagging11ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ preventȱ theȱ excavationȱ
sidewallsȱfromȱbecomingȱunstable.ȱOnceȱconstructed,ȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱbuildingȱwouldȱbeȱ40ȱtoȱ
45ȱfeetȱhigh.ȱ
Projectȱconstruction,ȱincludingȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱsite,ȱCentralȱReservoir,ȱandȱpipelineȱalignments,ȱwouldȱ
requireȱtreeȱlimbingȱandȱvegetationȱremovalȱasȱfollows:ȱvegetationȱremovalȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱentranceȱtoȱtheȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

10ȱ Thoseȱparcelsȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱworkȱarea.ȱ
11ȱ Aȱsoldierȱpileȱandȱlaggingȱsystemȱincludesȱconcreteȱencasedȱbeamsȱplacedȱinȱdrilledȱholesȱthatȱextendȱbelowȱtheȱbottomȱ

ofȱ theȱ excavation.ȱ Timberȱ laggingȱ isȱ placedȱ betweenȱ theȱ beamsȱ toȱ retainȱ soilȱ inȱ theȱ excavationȱ sidewallȱ asȱ excavationȱ
proceeds.ȱ
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CentralȱReservoirȱfacility,ȱifȱwideningȱofȱtheȱentranceȱisȱrequired;ȱvegetationȱremovalȱatȱaȱstretchȱofȱpipelineȱ
betweenȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱpumpȱstationȱadditionȱandȱOverlookȱDriveȱorȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedy;ȱremovalȱofȱ
smallȱ ornamentalȱ palmȱ treesȱ inȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ parkingȱ area;ȱ andȱ treeȱ andȱ vegetationȱ removalȱ atȱ aȱ
shortȱstretchȱofȱpipelineȱbetweenȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplant,ȱtheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱ
parkingȱ lot,ȱ andȱ Skylineȱ Boulevard.ȱ Noȱ treeȱ removalȱ wouldȱ occurȱ withinȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ orȱ atȱ otherȱ
projectȱ locations,ȱ otherȱ thanȱ thoseȱ describedȱ above.ȱ However,ȱ treeȱ trimmingȱ couldȱ beȱ requiredȱ atȱ anyȱ
projectȱ location.ȱ Inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ Sectionȱ 808(c)ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Publicȱ Worksȱ Codeȱ (Protectionȱ ofȱ
Treesȱ andȱ Landscapeȱ Material),ȱ treesȱ adjacentȱ toȱ constructionȱ areasȱ thatȱ areȱ notȱ proposedȱ forȱ removalȱ
wouldȱbeȱprotectedȱby:ȱȱ

x

EstablishingȱaȱTreeȱProtectionȱZoneȱ(TPZ)ȱaroundȱanyȱtreeȱorȱgroupȱofȱtreesȱtoȱbeȱretained.ȱTheȱ
formulaȱtypicallyȱusedȱisȱdefinedȱasȱ1.5ȱtimesȱtheȱradiusȱofȱtheȱdriplineȱorȱ5ȱfeetȱfromȱtheȱedgeȱofȱ
anyȱ grading,ȱ whicheverȱ isȱ greater.ȱ Theȱ TPZȱ mayȱ beȱ adjustedȱ onȱ aȱ caseȬbyȬcaseȱ basisȱ afterȱ
consultationȱwithȱaȱcertifiedȱarborist.ȱȱ

x

Markingȱ theȱ TPZȱ ofȱ anyȱ treesȱ toȱ beȱ retainedȱ withȱ permanentȱ fencingȱ (e.g.,ȱ postȱ andȱ wireȱ orȱ
equivalent),ȱwhichȱwouldȱremainȱinȱplaceȱforȱtheȱdurationȱofȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱinȱtheȱarea.ȱ
“Keepȱout”ȱsignsȱwouldȱbeȱpostedȱonȱallȱsidesȱofȱfencing.ȱ

x

Prohibitingȱ constructionȬrelatedȱ activities,ȱ includingȱ grading,ȱ trenching,ȱ construction,ȱ
demolition,ȱorȱotherȱworkȱwithinȱtheȱTPZ;ȱor,ȱifȱworkȱwithinȱtheȱTPZȱisȱnecessary,ȱperformingȱtheȱ
workȱinȱaȱmannerȱthatȱwillȱadequatelyȱprotectȱtheȱtree.ȱNoȱheavyȱequipmentȱorȱmachineryȱwouldȱ
beȱoperatedȱwithinȱtheȱTPZ.ȱNoȱconstructionȱmaterials,ȱequipment,ȱmachinery,ȱorȱotherȱsuppliesȱ
wouldȱ beȱ storedȱ withinȱ aȱ TPZ.ȱ Noȱ wiresȱ orȱ signsȱ wouldȱ beȱ attachedȱ toȱ anyȱ tree.ȱ Anyȱ
modificationsȱwouldȱbeȱapprovedȱandȱmonitoredȱbyȱaȱcertifiedȱarborist.ȱȱ

x

Pruningȱ selectedȱ treesȱ toȱ provideȱ necessaryȱ clearanceȱ duringȱ constructionȱ andȱ toȱ removeȱ anyȱ
defectiveȱlimbsȱorȱotherȱpartsȱthatȱmayȱposeȱaȱfailureȱrisk.ȱAllȱpruningȱwouldȱbeȱcompletedȱbyȱaȱ
certifiedȱ arboristȱ orȱ treeȱ workerȱ andȱ adhereȱ toȱ theȱ Treeȱ Pruningȱ Guidelinesȱ ofȱ theȱ Internationalȱ
SocietyȱofȱArboriculture.ȱȱ

InȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱnewȱundergroundȱstorageȱreservoirȱwouldȱentailȱexcavationȱtoȱaȱ
depthȱofȱaboutȱ25ȱfeetȱbelowȱgroundȱsurface.ȱExcavationȱwouldȱbeȱappropriatelyȱshoredȱusingȱconventionalȱ
shoringȱ methodsȱ suchȱ asȱ soldierȱ pilesȱ andȱ lagging.12ȱ Jetȱ groutingȱ mayȱ alsoȱ beȱ used,ȱ dependingȱ onȱ siteȱ
conditions.13ȱ Theȱ waterȱ levelȱ inȱ theȱ existingȱ reservoirȱ couldȱ alsoȱ beȱ loweredȱ toȱ reduceȱ stressesȱ onȱ theȱ
reservoir,ȱandȱtheȱexistingȱreservoirȱwouldȱalsoȱbeȱunderpinnedȱifȱnecessaryȱtoȱprovideȱadditionalȱsupport.ȱȱ
Theȱtypesȱofȱconstructionȱequipmentȱinclude:ȱjackhammerȱ(pavementȱbreaker),ȱconcreteȱsaw,ȱloader,ȱdozer,ȱ
excavator,ȱ grader,ȱ Compactor,ȱ dumpȱ truck,ȱ flatbedȱ truck,ȱ concreteȱ truck,ȱ forkliftȱ (gasȬpowered),ȱ streetȱ
sweeperȱ(vacuum),ȱgenerator,ȱpneumaticȱsheetingȱdriver,ȱcompressor,ȱmixerȱ(batchȱplant),ȱroller,ȱcrane,ȱandȱ
augerȱ drillȱ rig.ȱ Impactȱ tools,ȱ suchȱ asȱ jackhammers,ȱ wouldȱ beȱ equippedȱ withȱ intakeȱ andȱ exhaustȱ mufflersȱ
approvedȱbyȱtheȱSFDPWȱorȱtheȱDirectorȱofȱBuildingȱInspection,ȱasȱrequiredȱunderȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱNoiseȱ
Ordinance.ȱConstructionȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱfacilitiesȱatȱtheȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

12ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱDepartmentȱofȱPublicȱWorks,ȱInfrastructureȱDesignȱandȱConstruction.ȱGeotechnicalȱReport,ȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱExpansionȱProject,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCalifornia.ȱAprilȱ22,ȱ2013.ȱ

13ȱ JetȱgroutingȱinvolvesȱmechanicallyȱmixingȱtheȱinȬplaceȱsoilȱwithȱgroutȱtoȱprovideȱsupportȱforȱtheȱexcavationȱsidewalls.ȱ
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CentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱwouldȱeachȱgenerateȱapproximatelyȱfourȱtrucksȱperȱday,ȱwhileȱ
pipelineȱconstructionȱisȱexpectedȱtoȱgenerateȱapproximatelyȱsixȱtrucksȱperȱday.ȱConstructionȬrelatedȱtrucksȱ
associatedȱwithȱeachȱprojectȱcomponentȱ(treatmentȱplant,ȱpumpȱstation,ȱandȱdistributionȱpipelines)ȱwouldȱ
travelȱ onȱ differentȱ routesȱ sinceȱ theyȱ areȱ notȱ locatedȱ nearȱ eachȱ otherȱ exceptȱ whenȱ pipelineȱ constructionȱ
occursȱ nearȱ theȱ twoȱ proposedȱ facilities.ȱ Duringȱ theseȱ times,ȱ itȱ isȱ possibleȱ thatȱ concurrentȱ constructionȱ
activitiesȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ approximatelyȱ 10ȱhaulȱ trucksȱ perȱ dayȱ travelingȱ onȱ theȱ sameȱ routes.ȱ Localȱ andȱ
regionalȱroadwaysȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱtoȱhaulȱconstructionȱmaterials;ȱtheseȱroadsȱwouldȱbeȱdesignatedȱbasedȱonȱ
theȱSanȱFranciscoȱMetropolitanȱTransportationȱAgencyȱTruckȱTrafficȱRouteȱMap.ȱ
TheȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱimplementedȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱrelevantȱfederalȱandȱStateȱOccupationalȱSafetyȱandȱ
HealthȱAdministrationȱ(OSHA)ȱregulations.14ȱTheȱprojectȱisȱalsoȱsubjectȱtoȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱWorksȱ
code.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱhasȱestablishedȱStandardȱConstructionȱMeasures15ȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱimplementedȱasȱpartȱofȱ
allȱ WSIPȱ projects,ȱ includingȱ theȱ proposedȱ Westsideȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Project.ȱ Theȱ mainȱ objectiveȱ ofȱ theseȱ
measuresȱ isȱ toȱ reduceȱ disruptionsȱ toȱ surroundingȱ neighborhoods,ȱ resources,ȱ andȱ landȱ usesȱ duringȱ anyȱ
SFPUCȱ construction,ȱ maintenance,ȱ orȱ repairȱ activityȱ orȱ projectȱ thatȱ requiresȱ CEQAȱ review.ȱ Theȱ Standardȱ
ConstructionȱMeasuresȱincludeȱactivitiesȱsuchȱasȱonsiteȱairȱandȱwaterȱqualityȱmeasuresȱduringȱconstruction,ȱ
trafficȱ controlȱ plan,ȱ noiseȱ plan,ȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ handlingȱ plan,ȱ nighttimeȱ lightingȱ orientation,ȱ earlyȱ
identificationȱ ofȱ sensitiveȱ environmentalȱ resourcesȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ area,ȱ andȱ notificationȱ ofȱ businesses,ȱ
owners,ȱandȱresidentsȱinȱareasȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱWSIPȱprojectsȱregardingȱtheȱnature,ȱextent,ȱandȱdurationȱofȱ
constructionȱactivities.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱensureȱthatȱtheȱproposedȱproject’sȱcontractȱspecificationsȱcontainȱ
uniformȱminimumȱprovisionsȱtoȱaddressȱtheseȱissues.ȱȱ
Followingȱconstruction,ȱdisturbedȱareasȱwouldȱbeȱrepavedȱorȱotherwiseȱreturnedȱtoȱtheirȱgeneralȱpreȬprojectȱ
condition,ȱincludingȱreȬgradingȱofȱtheȱsiteȱandȱrevegetationȱofȱdisturbedȱareas.ȱȱ

A.6.3 Operations and Maintenance
Operationȱ ofȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ requireȱ approximatelyȱ fourȱ fullȬtimeȱ employees.ȱ
Operationȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ ofȱ otherȱ projectȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ utilizeȱ existingȱ SFPUCȱ employeesȱ andȱ beȱ
similarȱtoȱexistingȱmaintenanceȱactivitiesȱthatȱalreadyȱoccurȱatȱtheȱsite.ȱTheȱsystemsȱusedȱtoȱsupplyȱwaterȱforȱ
irrigationȱandȱcommercialȱusesȱwouldȱoperateȱyearȬround,ȱwithȱpeakȱproductionȱoccurringȱduringȱtheȱdryȱ
months,ȱusuallyȱAprilȱthroughȱOctober.ȱWhenȱdemandȱisȱlow,ȱportionsȱofȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacilitiesȱcouldȱbeȱ
placedȱinȱstandbyȱmodeȱorȱoperateȱatȱreducedȱoutput.ȱStorageȱreservoirsȱinȱtheȱdistributionȱsystemȱwouldȱ
beȱusedȱtoȱbalanceȱdailyȱdemands.ȱȱ
Theȱprimaryȱpumpȱstationȱatȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱoperateȱasȱneededȱtoȱmeetȱ
demandȱ andȱ toȱ fillȱ reservoirsȱ inȱ theȱ distributionȱ system.ȱ Theȱ pumpȱ stationȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ andȱ theȱ
boosterȱ pumpsȱ alongȱ theȱ Panhandleȱ wouldȱ operateȱ onȱ anȱ asȬneededȱ basisȱ toȱ maintainȱ pressureȱ inȱ theȱ
system.ȱBackupȱpowerȱforȱtheȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱbeȱprovidedȱbyȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCPȱemergencyȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

14ȱ ProjectȱactionsȱtoȱcomplyȱwithȱrelevantȱOSHAȱregulationsȱareȱdescribedȱinȱdetailȱinȱImpactȱUTȬ5.ȱȱ
15ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC),ȱStandardȱMeasuresȱtoȱbeȱIncludedȱinȱConstructionȱContractsȱandȱProjectȱ

Implementation,ȱmemorandumȱfromȱSusanȱLeal,ȱGeneralȱManager,ȱandȱTonyȱIrons,ȱDeputyȱGeneralȱManager,ȱtoȱMichaelȱ
Carlin,ȱTomȱFranza,ȱBarbaraȱHale,ȱHarlanȱKelly,ȱJulieȱLabonte,ȱIrinaȱTorrey,ȱIvyȱFine,ȱandȱTonyȱWinnicker,ȱFebruaryȱ7,ȱ
2007.ȱ
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powerȱsupplyȱfacilities.ȱBackupȱpowerȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱfacilityȱwouldȱ beȱprovidedȱ byȱanȱexistingȱ
SFPUCȱportableȱdieselȱgeneratorsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱtransportedȱtoȱtheȱfacilityȱfromȱanȱoffsiteȱSFPUCȱstorageȱ
locationȱduringȱanȱemergency.ȱ

Water Quality Objectives
TheȱirrigationȱdemandsȱidentifiedȱinȱSectionȱA.1.5ȱareȱcurrentlyȱbeingȱmetȱthroughȱtheȱuseȱofȱgroundwaterȱ
pumpedȱfromȱlocalȱwellsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱandȱthroughȱtheȱuseȱofȱpotableȱwaterȱforȱLincolnȱPark,ȱtheȱ
Presidio,ȱandȱtheȱPanhandleȱportionȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱdeterminedȱthatȱchlorideȱandȱsodiumȱ
concentrationsȱ areȱ theȱ keyȱ parametersȱ ofȱ concernȱ forȱ theseȱ customers;ȱ therefore,ȱ waterȱ qualityȱ objectivesȱ
wereȱestablishedȱforȱtheȱprojectȱtoȱminimizeȱchloride,ȱsodium,ȱammonia,ȱandȱnutrientȱconcentrations.16ȱȱ

Proposed Green Building Features
Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ incorporateȱ greenȱ buildingȱ featuresȱ includingȱ energyȱ efficiency,ȱ waterȱ efficiency,ȱ
stormwaterȱ management,ȱ alternativeȱ transportationȱ opportunities,ȱ greenȱ productsȱ andȱ lowȬemittingȱ
materials,ȱ andȱ materialsȱ recycling.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ isȱ beingȱ designedȱ toȱ meetȱ Leadershipȱ inȱ Energyȱ andȱ
Environmentalȱ Designȱ (LEED)ȱ Goldȱ standards.ȱ LEEDȱ Newȱ Constructionȱ certificationȱ wasȱ designedȱ
primarilyȱforȱnewȱcommercialȱofficeȱbuildings.ȱLEEDȱcertificationȱcanȱbeȱdifficultȱtoȱobtainȱforȱthisȱtypeȱofȱ
projectȱ becauseȱ energyȱ reductionȱ creditsȱ tendȱ toȱ beȱ orientedȱ towardsȱ theȱ characteristicsȱ ofȱ energyȱ useȱ inȱ
officeȱ buildingsȱ andȱ requireȱ inclusionȱ ofȱ allȱ processȱ equipment.ȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ performȱ siteȬspecificȱ costȱ
effectivenessȱevaluationsȱofȱalternativeȱtechnologiesȱtoȱincreaseȱtheȱefficiencyȱofȱtheȱbuildingȱshell;ȱlightingȱ
andȱheat,ȱventilation,ȱandȱairȱconditionsȱ(HVAC)ȱsystems.ȱȱ
Toȱmeetȱrequiredȱminimumȱenergyȱefficiencyȱrequirements,ȱtheȱproject’sȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱinȱ
complianceȱwithȱCalifornia’sȱEnergyȱEfficiencyȱStandardsȱspecifiedȱinȱtheȱCaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations,ȱ
Titleȱ 24,ȱ Partȱ 6.Allȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ utilizeȱ renewableȱ energyȱ inȱ theȱ formȱ ofȱ hydroelectricȱ powerȱ fromȱ theȱ
HetchȱHetchyȱRegionalȱWaterȱSystemȱforȱprojectȱoperationsȱunderȱ normalȱconditions.ȱAllȱlightingȱwouldȱ
complyȱwithȱtheȱ2013ȱTitleȱ24ȱEnergyȱConservationȱStandard.ȱFurthermore,ȱallȱoutdoorȱlightingȱwouldȱbeȱ
lightȬemittingȱdiodeȱ(L.E.D.)Ȭtype.ȱ
Toȱ achieveȱ waterȱ efficiencyȱ ofȱ anȱ estimatedȱ 30ȱ percentȱ reduction,ȱ recycledȱ waterȱ wouldȱ beȱ usedȱ forȱ
irrigationȱandȱtoilet/urinalȱneedsȱatȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱsite.ȱAllȱnewȱwaterȱclosets,ȱurinalsȱ
andȱfaucetsȱinstalledȱunderȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱcomplyȱwithȱtheȱCommercialȱWaterȱConservationȱOrdinanceȱ
ofȱChapterȱ13AȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱBuildingȱCode.ȱȱ
SFPUCȱfleetȱandȱcontractorȱdieselȱvehiclesȱusedȱduringȱconstructionȱandȱoperationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱuseȱ
biodieselȱ fuel.ȱ Operationsȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ performedȱ byȱ SFPUCȱ staffȱ locatedȱ atȱ
existingȱandȱproposedȱSFPUCȱfacilities,ȱsoȱexistingȱSFPUCȱfleetȱvehiclesȱmayȱbeȱutilized.ȱHowever,ȱifȱanyȱ
newȱ SFPUCȱ fleetȱ vehiclesȱ areȱ requiredȱ forȱ projectȱ operationsȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ activities,ȱ newȱ purchasesȱ
wouldȱbeȱconsistentȱwithȱvehicleȱefficiencyȱrequirements.ȱSimilarly,ȱallȱcontractsȱissuedȱforȱconstructionȱofȱ
theȱprojectȱ wouldȱincorporateȱ theseȱbiodieselȱandȱbestȱavailableȱcontrolȱ technologyȱrequirementsȱintoȱtheȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

16ȱ RMCȱWaterȱandȱEnvironmentȱ(RMC),ȱTechnicalȱMemorandum,ȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱDescription,ȱJuneȱ17,ȱ2009.ȱ
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contractȱspecifications.ȱSFPUCȱadheresȱtoȱtheseȱrequirementsȱforȱvehiclesȱandȱequipmentȱthatȱfallȱunderȱthisȱ
category;ȱ therefore,ȱ allȱ operationsȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ complyȱ withȱ thisȱ ordinance.ȱ
Bicycleȱstorageȱwouldȱbeȱprovidedȱforȱ5%ȱofȱtheȱbuildingȱadditionȱusersȱusedȱatȱbuildingȱpeakȱperiod.ȱ
Someȱ ofȱ theȱ productsȱ thatȱ wouldȱ beȱ neededȱ forȱ theȱ projectȱ fallȱ underȱ theȱ Approvedȱ Greenȱ Productsȱ Listȱ
productȱcategories,ȱincludingȱ(butȱnotȱlimitedȱto):ȱbuildingȱmaterials,ȱfuel,ȱlandscapingȱproducts,ȱlighting,ȱ
andȱ paintȱ andȱ lacquerȱ thinner.ȱ Theseȱ productsȱ wouldȱ beȱ utilizedȱ duringȱ theȱ projectȱ constructionȱ phase;ȱ
therefore,ȱ constructionȱ specificationsȱ wouldȱ includeȱ theȱ requirementȱ toȱ useȱ productsȱ fromȱ theȱ Approvedȱ
Greenȱ Productsȱ Listȱ whenȱ feasible.ȱ Anyȱ applicableȱ productsȱ fromȱ theȱ Approvedȱ Greenȱ Productsȱ Listȱ
neededȱ forȱ conductingȱ operationsȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ utilizedȱ byȱ SFPUCȱ staffȱ whenȱ
feasible.ȱ Projectȱ designȱ wouldȱ incorporateȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ LEEDȱ compliantȱ LowȬEmittingȱ Materials,ȱ whereȱ
available.ȱ Productsȱ includeȱ rubberȱ floorȱ adhesives,ȱ ceramicȱ tileȱ adhesives,ȱ coveȱ baseȱ adhesives,ȱ sealants,ȱ
generalȱuseȱpaints.ȱAllȱcontractsȱassociatedȱwithȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱprohibitȱtheȱutilizationȱofȱ
theȱordinanceȬlistedȱtropicalȱhardwoodsȱandȱvirginȱredwood.ȱAllȱmaterialȱremovedȱfromȱtheȱprojectȱsites,ȱ
includingȱconcrete,ȱmetal,ȱandȱgreenȱwaste,ȱwouldȱbeȱrecycledȱtoȱtheȱmaximumȱextentȱfeasible,ȱwithȱaȱgoalȱ
ofȱ75%ȱdiversionȱorȱdisposedȱofȱatȱanȱappropriateȱlandfillȱinȱcomplianceȱwithȱapplicableȱfederal,ȱState,ȱandȱ
localȱregulations.ȱInȱaddition,ȱaȱConstructionȱandȱDemolitionȱDebrisȱManagementȱPlanȱwouldȱbeȱprepared.ȱ

A.7 Approvals Required
Theȱ SFPUCȱ mayȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ obtainȱ theȱ followingȱ permitsȱ andȱ approvalsȱ forȱ projectȱ constructionȱ andȱ
operation.ȱ

A.7.1 Federal
x

TheȱPresidioȱTrustȱapprovalȱofȱaȱwaterȱsupplyȱagreementȱwithȱtheȱSFPUCȱthatȱwouldȱsetȱforthȱ
theȱtermsȱofȱsupplyȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwater.ȱ

A.7.2 State
x

TheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱapprovalȱofȱanȱamendmentȱofȱtheȱleaseȱwithȱtheȱSFPUCȱtoȱ
allowȱaȱportionȱofȱtheȱArmoryȱsiteȱtoȱbeȱusedȱforȱtheȱproject.ȱȱ

x

Stateȱ Waterȱ Resourcesȱ Controlȱ Boardȱ (SWRCB)ȱ Stormwaterȱ Generalȱ Constructionȱ Permitȱ andȱ
StormwaterȱPollutionȱPreventionȱPlan,ȱifȱmoreȱthanȱoneȱacreȱofȱlandȱisȱdisturbed.17ȱȱ

x

SWRCBȱ Waterȱ Qualityȱ Orderȱ No.ȱ 2009Ȭ0006ȬDWQ,ȱ Generalȱ Wasteȱ Dischargeȱ Requirementsȱ forȱ
LandscapeȱIrrigationȱUsesȱofȱRecycledȱWater.ȱ

x

CaliforniaȱCoastalȱCommissionȱ(CCC),ȱissuanceȱofȱCoastalȱDevelopmentȱPermitȱ(aȱportionȱofȱtheȱ
proposedȱ pipelineȱ wouldȱ passȱ throughȱ theȱ Coastalȱ Commission’sȱ retainedȱ permitȱ jurisdictionȱ
southȱ ofȱ Sloatȱ Boulevardȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ formerȱ tidelandsȱ connectingȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ withȱ theȱ
oceanȱ [seeȱ Figureȱ 2]).ȱ Theȱ CCCȱ mayȱ alsoȱ assertȱ regulatoryȱ authorityȱ overȱ changeȱ inȱ effluentȱ
dischargeȱatȱtheȱoutfall.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

17ȱ ApplicableȱtoȱareasȱthatȱdoȱnotȱdrainȱtoȱtheȱCity’sȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystem.ȱ
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A.7.3 Local
x

Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Commissionȱ certificationȱ ofȱ theȱ Finalȱ EIR,ȱ issuanceȱ ofȱ Coastalȱ
DevelopmentȱPermit,ȱandȱdeterminationȱofȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱgeneralȱplanȱ

x

SFPUCȱ agreementȱ withȱ SFRPDȱ forȱ constructionȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȬrelatedȱ facilitiesȱ inȱ Goldenȱ
Gateȱ Park,ȱ agreementȱ withȱ Presidioȱ Trustȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ settingȱ forthȱ termsȱ forȱ supplyȱ ofȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtoȱtheȱPresidio,ȱagreementȱwithȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱforȱamendmentȱ
ofȱ itsȱ leaseȱ withȱ SFPUCȱ toȱ allowȱ constructionȱ ofȱ aȱ portionȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ onȱ theȱ leasedȱ area,ȱ
constructionȱcontractsȱandȱotherȱprojectȱimplementationȱactionsȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱBoardȱofȱSupervisorsȱappropriationȱofȱprojectȱfunding,ȱapprovalȱofȱnewȱstructureȱ
inȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(CharterȱSectionȱ4.113ȱrequiresȱaȱtwoȬthirdsȱvoteȱofȱtheȱBoardȱofȱSupervisorsȱ
forȱconstructionȱofȱanyȱnewȱstructuresȱinȱtheȱpark.)ȱ

x

SFRPDȱ approvalȱ ofȱ agreementȱ withȱ SFPUCȱ forȱ constructionȱ ofȱ facilitiesȱ forȱ recycledȱ waterȱ inȱ
Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ andȱ recommendationȱ toȱ theȱ Boardȱ ofȱ Supervisorsȱ onȱ constructionȱ ofȱ newȱ
structuresȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱArtsȱCommissionȱapprovalȱofȱexteriorȱdesignȱofȱstructuresȱonȱCityȱpropertyȱ

x

SFDPWȱandȱSFMTAȱapprovalȱofȱuseȱofȱCityȱstreetsȱforȱtransmissionsȱpipelinesȱ

x

SFDPWȱapprovalȱofȱnighttimeȱconstructionȱnoiseȱlevelsȱ

B. PROJECT SETTING
Asȱdescribedȱ aboveȱinȱSectionȱA.3,ȱProjectȱLocation,ȱ theȱprojectȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱ severalȱsitesȱ
withinȱwesternȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱincludingȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTheȱsitesȱwithinȱtheȱ
Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ currentlyȱ containȱ waterȱ resourcesȱ infrastructure.ȱ Theȱ Oceansideȱ
WPCPȱsiteȱisȱsurroundedȱonȱtheȱsouthwestȱbyȱtheȱGreatȱHighwayȱandȱFortȱFunston/GoldenȱGateȱNationalȱ
RecreationȱAreaȱandȱonȱtheȱsoutheastȱbyȱSkylineȱBoulevard/StateȱRouteȱ35ȱandȱLakeȱMerced.ȱOnȱtheȱwestȱ
andȱnorth,ȱtheȱsiteȱisȱborderedȱbyȱanȱopenȱspaceȱbuffer,ȱtheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱarmory,ȱandȱ
theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Zoo.ȱ Buildingsȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ wereȱ constructedȱ withinȱ aȱ largeȱ berm,ȱ andȱ theȱ
roofsȱ ofȱ manyȱ structuresȱ areȱ coveredȱ withȱ soilȱ andȱ plantedȱ withȱ nonȬnativeȱ landscaping.ȱ Thisȱ bermȱ
generallyȱseparatesȱtheȱsiteȱfromȱsurroundingȱlandȱuses.ȱTheȱareasȱsurroundingȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱandȱ
Panhandleȱ sitesȱ areȱ characterizedȱ byȱ openȱ spaceȱ withȱ recreationalȱ uses,ȱ includingȱ grassyȱ areas,ȱ bicycleȱ
paths,ȱandȱwalkingȱtrails.ȱ
Theȱ Presidioȱ Golfȱ Courseȱ andȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ areȱ alsoȱ usedȱ forȱ publicȱ recreationȱ purposesȱ andȱ consistȱ ofȱ
facilitiesȱthatȱareȱtypicallyȱassociatedȱwithȱgolfȱcourses,ȱincludingȱgreens,ȱlandscaping,ȱandȱoneȬȱorȱtwoȬstoryȱ
clubhouseȱfacilities.ȱTheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱisȱpartȱofȱtheȱPresidioȱNationalȱHistoricȱLandmark.ȱȱ
Asȱdescribedȱbelow,ȱtheȱprojectȱsitesȱareȱlocatedȱwithinȱtheȱPublicȱUseȱdistrictȱandȱtheȱOpenȱSpaceȱheightȱ
andȱbulkȱdistrict.ȱ
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C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS
Applicable

Not Applicable

Discussȱanyȱvariances,ȱspecialȱauthorizations,ȱorȱchangesȱproposedȱtoȱtheȱPlanningȱCodeȱ
orȱZoningȱMap,ȱifȱapplicable.ȱ
DiscussȱanyȱconflictsȱwithȱanyȱadoptedȱplansȱandȱgoalsȱofȱtheȱCityȱorȱRegion,ȱifȱ
applicable.ȱ
Discussȱanyȱapprovalsȱand/orȱpermitsȱfromȱCityȱdepartmentsȱotherȱthanȱtheȱPlanningȱ
DepartmentȱorȱtheȱDepartmentȱofȱBuildingȱInspection,ȱorȱfromȱRegional,ȱState,ȱorȱFederalȱ
Agencies.ȱ

C.1 San Francisco Planning Code
Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Codeȱ (Planningȱ Code),ȱ whichȱ incorporatesȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Zoningȱ Maps,ȱ
governsȱpermittedȱuses,ȱdensities,ȱandȱconfigurationȱofȱbuildingsȱwithinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱPermitsȱtoȱconstructȱ
newȱbuildingsȱ(orȱtoȱalterȱorȱdemolishȱexistingȱones)ȱmayȱnotȱbeȱissuedȱunlessȱtheȱprojectȱeitherȱconformsȱtoȱ
theȱPlanningȱCodeȱorȱisȱgrantedȱanȱexceptionȱpursuantȱtoȱprovisionsȱofȱtheȱPlanningȱCode.ȱ

C.2 Use District
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ sitesȱ forȱ theȱ abovegroundȱ facilitiesȱ areȱ inȱ theȱ Pȱ Publicȱ Useȱ district.ȱ Planningȱ Codeȱ
Sectionȱ234ȱstatesȱthatȱtheȱPȱdistrictȱappliesȱtoȱlandȱthatȱisȱownedȱbyȱaȱgovernmentalȱagencyȱandȱisȱinȱsomeȱ
formȱofȱpublicȱuse,ȱincludingȱopenȱspace.ȱPrincipalȱusesȱofȱthisȱdistrictȱincludeȱstructuresȱandȱusesȱofȱCCSFȱ
andȱ otherȱ governmentalȱ agenciesȱ and,ȱ underȱ certainȱ conditions,ȱ accessoryȱ nonpublicȱ uses.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ
wouldȱnotȱconflictȱwithȱtheȱPȱPublicȱUseȱrequirements.ȱ

C.3 Height and Bulk District
TheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱwithinȱtheȱOpenȱSpaceȱheightȱandȱbulkȱdistrict.ȱPlanningȱCodeȱSectionȱ290ȱstatesȱ
thatȱwithinȱtheȱOpenȱSpaceȱdistrict,ȱ“theȱheightȱandȱbulkȱofȱbuildingsȱandȱstructuresȱshallȱbeȱdeterminedȱinȱ
accordanceȱwithȱtheȱobjectives,ȱprinciplesȱandȱpoliciesȱofȱtheȱ[GeneralȱPlan],ȱandȱnoȱbuildingȱorȱstructureȱorȱ
additionȱtheretoȱshallȱbeȱpermittedȱunlessȱinȱconformityȱwithȱtheȱ[GeneralȱPlan].”ȱExemptionsȱfromȱheightȱ
andȱ bulkȱ limitationsȱ areȱ setȱ forthȱ inȱ Planningȱ Codeȱ Sectionȱ 260(b).ȱ Sectionȱ 260(b)(2)(M)ȱ providesȱ anȱ
exemptionȱ forȱ structuresȱ andȱ equipmentȱ necessaryȱ forȱ theȱ operationȱ ofȱ publicȱ utilitiesȱ andȱ governmentȱ
installations,ȱwhereȱinȱconformanceȱwithȱtheȱGeneralȱPlanȱandȱotherwiseȱpermittedȱbyȱtheȱPlanningȱCode.ȱ
Generalȱ Planȱ policiesȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ heightȱ andȱ bulkȱ ofȱ objectsȱ inȱ Openȱ Spaceȱ Districtsȱ includeȱ policiesȱ
intendedȱtoȱpreserveȱandȱimproveȱtheȱvisualȱcharacterȱofȱopenȱspacesȱ(e.g.,ȱensuringȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱ
prevailingȱscaleȱofȱdevelopmentȱinȱtheȱarea).ȱAsȱdescribedȱbelowȱunderȱSectionȱC.6,ȱPlansȱandȱPolicies,ȱtheȱ
proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ obviouslyȱ orȱ substantiallyȱ conflictȱ withȱ anyȱ Generalȱ Planȱ goals,ȱ policies,ȱ orȱ
objectivesȱ andȱ thereforeȱ isȱ assumedȱ toȱ beȱ inȱ conformanceȱ withȱ theȱ Openȱ Spaceȱ heightȱ andȱ bulkȱ districtȱ
guidelines.ȱ However,ȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Commissionȱ willȱ ultimatelyȱ determineȱ whetherȱ theȱ
project,ȱonȱbalance,ȱisȱconsistentȱwithȱmostȱofȱtheȱapplicableȱobjectivesȱandȱpoliciesȱofȱtheȱGeneralȱPlanȱandȱ
requirementsȱforȱOpenȱSpaceȱDistricts.ȱ
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C.4 Parking
Theȱ Planningȱ Codeȱ doesȱ notȱ specifyȱ parkingȱ requirementsȱ forȱ theȱ Pȱ Publicȱ Useȱ District.ȱ Asȱ aȱ result,ȱ theȱ
Zoningȱ Administratorȱ wouldȱ determineȱ theȱ parkingȱ requirementsȱ applicableȱ toȱ theȱ project.ȱ Inȱ general,ȱ itȱ
wouldȱ beȱ expectedȱ thatȱ sitesȱ thatȱ wouldȱ simplyȱ containȱ infrastructureȱ suchȱ asȱ pumpsȱ orȱ storageȱ tanksȱ
wouldȱ notȱ requireȱ parking.ȱ Sitesȱ thatȱ wouldȱ beȱ occupiedȱ couldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ provideȱ parking.ȱ Asȱ such,ȱ
parkingȱisȱonlyȱanticipatedȱtoȱbeȱrequiredȱatȱtheȱproposedȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱȱ

C.5 Loading
Similarly,ȱ theȱ Planningȱ Codeȱ doesȱ notȱ specifyȱ loadingȱ requirementsȱ forȱ theȱ Pȱ Publicȱ Useȱ Districtȱ andȱ
loadingȱrequirementsȱwouldȱbeȱdeterminedȱbyȱtheȱZoningȱAdministrator.ȱ

C.6 Plans and Policies
C.6.1 San Francisco Plans and Policies
San Francisco General Plan
Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Generalȱ Planȱ (Generalȱ Plan)ȱ providesȱ generalȱ policiesȱ andȱ objectivesȱ toȱ guideȱ landȱ useȱ
decisions.ȱ Theȱ Generalȱ Planȱ containsȱ 10ȱ elements—Commerceȱ andȱ Industry,ȱ Recreationȱ andȱ Openȱ Space,ȱ
Housing,ȱ Communityȱ Facilities,ȱ Urbanȱ Design,ȱ Environmentalȱ Protection,ȱ Transportation,ȱ Airȱ Quality,ȱ
CommunityȱSafety,ȱandȱArts—thatȱsetȱforthȱgoals,ȱpolicies,ȱandȱobjectivesȱforȱtheȱphysicalȱdevelopmentȱofȱ
Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ obviouslyȱ orȱ substantiallyȱ conflictȱ withȱ anyȱ Generalȱ Planȱ
goals,ȱpolicies,ȱorȱobjectives.ȱTheȱcompatibilityȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwithȱtheȱGeneralȱPlanȱgoals,ȱpolicies,ȱ
andȱ objectivesȱ thatȱ doȱ notȱ relateȱ toȱ physicalȱ andȱ environmentalȱ issuesȱ willȱ beȱ consideredȱ byȱ decisionȬ
makersȱasȱpartȱofȱtheirȱassessmentȱofȱwhetherȱtoȱapproveȱorȱdisapproveȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱAnyȱpotentialȱ
conflictsȱidentifiedȱasȱpartȱofȱtheȱprocessȱwouldȱnotȱalterȱtheȱphysicalȱenvironmentalȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱ
InȱadditionȱtoȱtheȱGeneralȱPlan,ȱaȱportionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱisȱwithinȱtheȱWesternȱShorelineȱAreaȱPlan,ȱasȱ
describedȱbelow.ȱ

Western Shoreline Area Plan
Theȱ Westernȱ Shorelineȱ Areaȱ Plan,ȱ anȱ areaȱ planȱ withinȱ theȱ Generalȱ Plan,ȱ isȱ theȱ CCSFȱ planȱ forȱ theȱ Localȱ
CoastalȱZoneȱestablishedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱCoastalȱActȱofȱ1976.ȱTheȱWesternȱShorelineȱAreaȱPlanȱincludesȱ
objectivesȱ andȱ policiesȱ pertainingȱ toȱ openȱ spaceȱ inȱ theȱ areaȱ coveredȱ byȱ theȱ plan.ȱ Theȱ planȱ areaȱ extendsȱ
approximatelyȱ6ȱmilesȱfromȱFortȱFunstonȱtoȱtheȱPointȱLobosȱrecreationalȱareaȱandȱincludesȱtheȱLakeȱMercedȱ
andȱ Zooȱ areas.ȱ Policiesȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ areaȱ includeȱ preservingȱ recreationalȱ facilities,ȱ passiveȱ
activities,ȱplaygrounds,ȱandȱvistasȱofȱtheȱLakeȱMercedȱarea;ȱmaintainingȱaȱrecreationalȱpathwayȱaroundȱtheȱ
lakeȱforȱmultipleȱuse;ȱandȱonlyȱallowingȱactivitiesȱthatȱwouldȱnotȱadverselyȱaffectȱtheȱlake’sȱwaterȱqualityȱasȱ
aȱstandbyȱreservoirȱforȱemergencyȱuse.ȱZooȱplanȱareaȱpoliciesȱrelateȱtoȱimprovementȱofȱtheȱqualityȱofȱtheȱ
zooȱandȱitsȱrelationshipȱtoȱtheȱcoastalȱzoneȱrecreationalȱsystem.ȱȱ
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The Accountable Planning Initiative
Inȱ Novemberȱ 1986,ȱ theȱ votersȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ approvedȱ Propositionȱ M,ȱ theȱ Accountableȱ Planningȱ
Initiative,ȱwhichȱaddedȱSectionȱ101.1ȱtoȱtheȱPlanningȱCodeȱtoȱestablishȱtheȱfollowingȱeightȱpriorityȱpolicies:ȱ
1.

PreservationȱandȱenhancementȱofȱneighborhoodȬservingȱretailȱusesȱ

2.

Protectionȱ ofȱ neighborhoodȱ characterȱ (seeȱ Sectionȱ E.1,ȱ Landȱ Useȱ andȱ Landȱ Useȱ Planning,ȱ
Questionȱ1c)ȱ

3.

Preservationȱandȱenhancementȱofȱaffordableȱhousingȱ(seeȱSectionȱE.3,ȱPopulationȱandȱHousing,ȱ
Questionȱ3b,ȱwithȱregardȱtoȱhousingȱsupplyȱandȱdisplacementȱissues)ȱ

4.

Discouragementȱ ofȱ commuterȱ automobilesȱ (seeȱ Sectionȱ E.5,ȱ Transportationȱ andȱ Circulation,ȱ
Questionsȱ5a,ȱ5b,ȱandȱ5f)ȱ

5.

Protectionȱ ofȱ industrialȱ andȱ serviceȱ landȱ usesȱ fromȱ commercialȱ officeȱ developmentȱ andȱ
enhancementȱ ofȱ residentȱ employmentȱ andȱ businessȱ ownershipȱ (seeȱ Sectionȱ E.1,ȱ Landȱ Useȱ andȱ
LandȱUseȱPlanning,ȱQuestionȱ1c)ȱ

6.

Maximizationȱ ofȱ earthquakeȱ preparednessȱ (seeȱ Sectionȱ E.14,ȱ Geologyȱ andȱ Soils,ȱ Questionsȱ 14aȱ
throughȱ14d)ȱ

7.

Landmarkȱ andȱ historicȱ buildingȱ preservationȱ (seeȱ Sectionȱ E.4,ȱ Culturalȱ andȱ Paleontologicalȱ
Resources,ȱQuestionȱ4a)ȱ

8.

Protectionȱ ofȱ openȱ spaceȱ (seeȱ Sectionȱ E.9,ȱ Windȱ andȱ Shadow,ȱ Questionsȱ 9aȱ andȱ 9b,ȱ andȱ
Questionȱ10,ȱRecreation,ȱQuestionsȱ10aȱandȱ10c)ȱ

PriorȱtoȱissuingȱaȱpermitȱforȱanyȱprojectȱthatȱrequiresȱanȱInitialȱStudyȱunderȱCEQA,ȱorȱissuingȱaȱpermitȱforȱ
anyȱ demolition,ȱ conversion,ȱ orȱ changeȱ ofȱ use,ȱ andȱ priorȱ toȱ takingȱ anyȱ actionȱ thatȱ requiresȱ aȱ findingȱ ofȱ
consistencyȱ withȱ theȱ Generalȱ Plan,ȱ theȱ CCSFȱ isȱ requiredȱ toȱ findȱ thatȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ
consistentȱ withȱ theseȱ priorityȱ policies.ȱ Consistencyȱ withȱ policiesȱ applicableȱ toȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ
discussedȱinȱSectionȱEȱ(specificȱsubsectionsȱareȱnotedȱinȱparenthesesȱinȱtheȱpriorityȱpoliciesȱlistedȱabove).ȱ

San Francisco Bicycle Plan
Inȱ Augustȱ 2009,ȱ theȱ Boardȱ ofȱ Supervisorsȱ approvedȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Bicycleȱ Planȱ (Bicycleȱ Plan),ȱ whichȱ
includesȱ aȱ citywideȱ bicycleȱ transportationȱ planȱ (comprisedȱ ofȱ aȱ Policyȱ Frameworkȱ andȱ aȱ Networkȱ
Improvementȱdocument)ȱandȱimplementationȱofȱspecificȱbicycleȱimprovementsȱidentifiedȱwithinȱtheȱplan.ȱ
Theȱ Bicycleȱ Planȱ includesȱ objectivesȱ andȱ identifiesȱ policyȱ changesȱ thatȱ wouldȱ enhanceȱ bicycleȱ accessȱ andȱ
safetyȱ inȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ “bikeȬability.”ȱ Itȱ alsoȱ describesȱ theȱ existingȱ bicycleȱ routeȱ networkȱ (aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
interconnectedȱ streetsȱ inȱ whichȱ bicyclingȱ isȱ encouraged)ȱ andȱ identifiesȱ gapsȱ withinȱ theȱ citywideȱ bicycleȱ
routeȱ networkȱ thatȱ requireȱ improvement.ȱ Theȱ Bicycleȱ Planȱ updatesȱ theȱ 1997ȱ Bicycleȱ Plan.ȱ Theȱ finalȱ EIRȱ
analyzingȱ theȱ Bicycleȱ Planȱ assessedȱ aȱ totalȱ ofȱ 56ȱ shortȬtermȱ andȱ longȬtermȱ bicycleȱ improvementȱ projects.ȱ
TheȱadoptedȱBicycleȱPlanȱwouldȱimplementȱminorȱimprovementsȱonȱtheȱGreatȱHighway,ȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedyȱ
Drive,ȱ Martinȱ Lutherȱ Kingȱ Jr.ȱ Drive,ȱ andȱ 47thȱ Avenue.ȱ Projectȱ componentsȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ locatedȱ inȱ theȱ
vicinityȱ ofȱ theȱ Bicycleȱ Planȱ improvementsȱ alongȱ Greatȱ Highwayȱ orȱ 47thȱ Avenue.ȱ However,ȱ proposedȱ
pipelineȱ routesȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ alongȱ aȱ shortȱ portionȱ ofȱ Johnȱ F.ȱ Kennedyȱ Driveȱ (justȱ eastȱ ofȱ Transverseȱ
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Driveȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park)ȱ andȱ wouldȱ crossȱ Martinȱ Lutherȱ Kingȱ Jr.ȱ Driveȱ justȱ northȱ ofȱ theȱ terminusȱ ofȱ
34thȱAvenue.ȱ

C.7 SFPUC Plans and Policies
C.7.1 SFPUC Strategic Sustainability Plan
Theȱ SFPUC’sȱ 2011ȱ Strategicȱ Sustainabilityȱ Planȱ providesȱ aȱ frameworkȱ forȱ planning,ȱ managing,ȱ andȱ
evaluatingȱSFPUCȬwideȱperformanceȱthatȱtakesȱintoȱaccountȱtheȱlongȬtermȱeconomic,ȱenvironmental,ȱandȱ
socialȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱbusinessȱactivities.ȱThisȱplanȱconsistsȱofȱaȱ“DurableȱSection,”ȱwhichȱcontainsȱ
goals,ȱ objectives,ȱ andȱ performanceȱ indicatorsȱ toȱ implementȱ SFPUC’sȱ visionȱ andȱ values.ȱ Theȱ goalsȱ andȱ
objectivesȱareȱthenȱusedȱtoȱdriveȱtheȱ“DynamicȱSection”ȱofȱtheȱSustainabilityȱPlan,ȱwhichȱcontainsȱspecificȱ
actions,ȱ targets,ȱ measures,ȱ andȱ budgeting.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ utilizesȱ thisȱ documentȱ toȱ evaluateȱ itsȱ performanceȱ
semiannually,ȱ toȱ provideȱ anȱ annualȱ scoreȱ card,ȱ andȱ toȱ helpȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ measureȱ progressȱ onȱ anȱ annualȱ
basis.18ȱTheȱplanȱcontainsȱactionsȱrelatedȱtoȱbuildingȱWSIPȱprojectsȱonȱschedule,ȱwithinȱscopeȱandȱbudget,ȱ
andȱsecuringȱCityȱagencyȱapprovalsȱforȱWSIPȱprojects.ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ aȱ WSIPȱ facilityȱ improvementȱ projectȱ thatȱ wouldȱ meetȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ objectiveȱ inȱ
improvingȱcapitalȱfacilities.ȱ

C.8 San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Plans and Policies
C.8.1 Golden Gate Park Master Plan
TheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlanȱ(MasterȱPlan),ȱadoptedȱbyȱtheȱRecreationȱandȱParkȱCommissionȱinȱOctoberȱ
1998,ȱisȱintendedȱtoȱprovideȱaȱframeworkȱandȱguidelinesȱtoȱensureȱresponsibleȱstewardshipȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Park.ȱTheȱMasterȱPlanȱisȱaȱcomprehensiveȱplanningȱdocumentȱthatȱincludesȱgeneralȱobjectivesȱandȱpoliciesȱ
forȱ theȱ park,ȱ managementȱ strategies,ȱ andȱ specificȱ objectivesȱ andȱ policiesȱ relatingȱ toȱ parkȱ landscape,ȱ
circulation,ȱrecreationȱfacilities,ȱvisitorȱfacilities,ȱbuildingsȱandȱmonuments,ȱutilitiesȱandȱinfrastructure,ȱparkȱ
maintenanceȱandȱoperations,ȱandȱspecialȱareaȱplans.ȱTheȱoverarchingȱgoalȱofȱtheȱMasterȱPlanȱisȱtoȱmanageȱ
currentȱ andȱ futureȱ parkȱ andȱ recreationȱ demandsȱ whileȱ preservingȱ theȱ historicȱ significanceȱ ofȱ theȱ park.19ȱ
RelatedȱtoȱtheȱMasterȱPlanȱforȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱisȱSanȱFranciscoȱCharterȱSectionȱ4.113,ȱwhichȱrequiresȱtheȱ
Boardȱ ofȱ Supervisorsȱ byȱ aȱ 2/3ȱ voteȱ toȱ approveȱ buildingsȱ orȱ structuresȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ otherȱ thanȱ
structuresȱforȱnurseries,ȱequipmentȱstorage,ȱandȱcomfortȱstations.ȱ

C.8.2 Park Code Section 3.19 Water Use Efficiency and Recycled Water
Parkȱ Codeȱ Sectionȱ 3.19,ȱ adoptedȱ byȱ theȱ Recreationȱ andȱ Parkȱ Commissionȱ inȱ Aprilȱ 2009,ȱ laysȱ outȱ aȱ
frameworkȱ forȱ maximizingȱ waterȱ useȱ efficiencyȱ andȱ nonȬpotableȱ waterȱ useȱ onȱ allȱ propertyȱ underȱ theȱ
jurisdictionȱofȱtheȱRecreationȱandȱParkȱCommission.ȱParkȱCodeȱSectionȱ3.19ȱcallsȱforȱcoordinationȱbetweenȱ
theȱSFRPDȱandȱtheȱSFPUCȱtoȱconvertȱallȱparkȱfacilityȱirrigationȱsystemsȱtoȱwaterȱefficientȱsystemsȱandȱnonȬ
potableȱwaterȱuse.ȱTheȱcodeȱalsoȱcallsȱforȱtheȱSFRPDȱtoȱensureȱthatȱallȱrenovatedȱorȱrehabilitatedȱirrigationȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
18ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC),ȱStrategicȱSustainabilityȱPlan,ȱMarchȱ2011.ȱ
19ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParkȱDepartment,ȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱPreparedȱbyȱRoystonȱHanamotoȱAlleyȱ&ȱ

Abey,ȱOctoberȱ1998.ȱ
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systemsȱ withinȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Useȱ Areas20ȱ areȱ compatibleȱ withȱ theȱ deliveryȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ andȱ thatȱ
eachȱgolfȱcourseȱwithinȱjurisdictionȱofȱtheȱRecreationȱandȱParkȱCommissionȱutilizesȱrecycledȱwater.ȱToȱaidȱ
inȱmeetingȱ theseȱgoals,ȱtheȱcodeȱ callsȱforȱdevelopmentȱ ofȱaȱParkȱ WaterȱConservationȱPlanȱtoȱidentifyȱtopȱ
waterȱconsumingȱparksȱinȱtheȱCityȱandȱdevelopȱrecommendationsȱforȱincreasingȱwaterȱuseȱefficiency;ȱandȱ
anȱIrrigationȱSystemȱRetrofitsȱreportȱtoȱaddressȱneededȱretrofitsȱtoȱirrigationȱsystemsȱwithinȱCityȱparks.ȱ

C.8.3 Other Plans
Inȱ 1995,ȱ theȱ Recreationȱ andȱ Parkȱ Commissionȱ adoptedȱ aȱ staffȱ reportȱ onȱ theȱ Significantȱ Naturalȱ Resourceȱ
AreasȱManagementȱPlanȱ(SNRAMP).ȱTheȱstaffȱreportȱsetȱforthȱgeneralȱobjectives,ȱpolicies,ȱandȱmanagementȱ
actionsȱtoȱguideȱdevelopmentȱofȱtheȱSNRAMP.ȱGeneralȱpoliciesȱandȱmanagementȱactionsȱinȱtheȱstaffȱreportȱ
areȱ relevantȱ toȱ biologicalȱ resourcesȱ inȱ partsȱ ofȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ andȱ atȱ Lakeȱ Merced,ȱ includingȱ generalȱ
policiesȱ toȱ maintain/promoteȱ indigenousȱ plantȱ speciesȱ andȱ control/removeȱ invasiveȱ species,ȱ monitorȱ
wildlifeȱpopulations,ȱetc.ȱTheȱSFRPDȱisȱcurrentlyȱupdatingȱtheȱSNRAMP.ȱ

C.9 Regional Plans and Policies
Theȱ recentlyȱ adoptedȱ Planȱ Bayȱ Area,ȱ whichȱ includesȱ theȱ region’sȱ Sustainableȱ Communitiesȱ Strategy,ȱ isȱ aȱ
collaborationȱ ofȱ theȱ followingȱ fourȱ principalȱ regionalȱ planningȱ agenciesȱ andȱ theirȱ policyȱ documentsȱ thatȱ
guideȱplanningȱinȱtheȱnineȬcountyȱBayȱArea:ȱ
x

AssociationȱofȱBayȱAreaȱGovernments:ȱ“Projections”ȱ

x

BayȱAreaȱAirȱQualityȱManagementȱDistrict:ȱ2010ȱCleanȱAirȱPlanȱ(2010ȱCAP)ȱ

x

MetropolitanȱTransportationȱCommission:ȱRegionalȱTransportationȱPlanȱ–ȱTransportationȱ2040ȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱBayȱConservationȱandȱDevelopmentȱCommission:ȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱPlanȱ

Inȱ addition,ȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Regionalȱ Waterȱ Qualityȱ Controlȱ Board’sȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Basinȱ Planȱ guidesȱ
planningȱ ofȱ theȱ waterȱ basin,ȱ andȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Coastalȱ Actȱ guidesȱ landȱ useȱ planningȱ andȱ developmentȱ
throughoutȱtheȱCoastalȱZone.ȱ
Theȱ Presidioȱ Trustȱ Managementȱ Planȱ callsȱ forȱ implementationȱ ofȱ waterȱ conservationȱ measuresȱ includingȱ
retrofittingȱ landscapedȱ areasȱ withȱ lowȬflowȱ irrigationȱ devicesȱ andȱ pursuingȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ forȱ
irrigationȱandȱotherȱnonȬpotableȱwaterȱneeds.21ȱStrategicȱGoalȱ3.6ȱofȱtheȱPresidioȱTrustȱ2005ȱ–ȱ2009ȱStrategicȱ
Planȱalsoȱcallsȱforȱincreasingȱtheȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱforȱlandscapeȱirrigation.22ȱȱ
Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ obviouslyȱ orȱ substantiallyȱ conflictȱ withȱ anyȱ adoptedȱ environmentalȱ planȱ orȱ policyȱ
adoptedȱforȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱavoidingȱanȱenvironmentalȱeffect.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

20ȱ Designatedȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Useȱ areasȱ areȱ definedȱ perȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Reclaimedȱ Waterȱ Ordinancesȱ andȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ

PublicȱWorksȱCode,ȱasȱdescribedȱandȱmappedȱat:ȱhttp://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=687.ȱ

21ȱ TheȱPresidioȱTrust,ȱPresidioȱTrustȱManagementȱPlan:ȱLandȱUseȱPoliciesȱforȱAreaȱBȱofȱtheȱPresidioȱofȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱMayȱ2002.ȱ

Availableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://www.presidio.gov/about/Administrative%20Documents/PLNȬ301ȬPTMP02ȬPlan.pdf,ȱaccessedȱ
Januaryȱ24,ȱ2014.ȱ
22ȱ TheȱPresidioȱTrust,ȱTheȱPresidioȱTrustȱStrategicȱPlan:ȱFiscalȱYearȱ2005ȱ–ȱ2009.ȱAvailableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://www.presidio.gov/ȱ
about/Administrative%20Documents/PLNȬ301ȬPTMP07ȬStratPlan.pdf,ȱaccessedȱJanuaryȱ24,ȱ2014.ȱ
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C.10 Approvals and Permits
SeeȱSectionȱA.7,ȱApprovalsȱRequired,ȱaboveȱforȱaȱdiscussionȱofȱapplicableȱapprovalsȱandȱpermits.ȱ

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ couldȱ potentiallyȱ affectȱ theȱ environmentalȱ factor(s)ȱ checkedȱ below.ȱ Theȱ followingȱ
pagesȱpresentȱaȱmoreȱdetailedȱchecklistȱandȱdiscussionȱofȱeachȱenvironmentalȱfactor.ȱ
Land Use

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Aesthetics

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils

Population and Housing

Wind and Shadow

Hydrology and Water Quality

Cultural and Paleo. Resources

Recreation

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Transportation and Circulation

Utilities and Service Systems

Mineral/Energy Resources

Noise

Public Services

Agricultural and Forest Resources
Mandatory Findings of Significance

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
AllȱitemsȱonȱtheȱInitialȱStudyȱChecklistȱthatȱhaveȱbeenȱcheckedȱ“LessȱthanȱSignificantȱImpact,”ȱ“NoȱImpact,”ȱ
orȱ“NotȱApplicable”ȱindicateȱthat,ȱuponȱevaluation,ȱstaffȱhasȱdeterminedȱthatȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱnotȱ
haveȱ aȱ significantȱ adverseȱ environmentalȱ effectȱ relatingȱ toȱ thatȱ topic.ȱ Aȱ discussionȱ isȱ includedȱ forȱ thoseȱ
issuesȱ checkedȱ “Lessȱ thanȱ Significantȱ Impact”ȱ andȱ forȱ mostȱ itemsȱ checkedȱ withȱ “Noȱ Impact”ȱ orȱ “Notȱ
Applicable.”ȱ Forȱ allȱ ofȱ theȱ itemsȱ checkedȱ “Notȱ Applicable”ȱ orȱ “Noȱ Impact”ȱ withoutȱ discussion,ȱ theȱ
conclusionsȱregardingȱpotentialȱsignificantȱadverseȱenvironmentalȱeffectsȱareȱbasedȱuponȱfieldȱobservation,ȱ
staffȱ andȱ consultantȱ experienceȱ andȱ expertiseȱ onȱ similarȱ projects,ȱ and/orȱ standardȱ referenceȱ materialȱ
availableȱwithinȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱPlanningȱDepartment’sȱTransportationȱ
ImpactȱAnalysisȱGuidelinesȱforȱEnvironmentalȱReview,ȱorȱtheȱCaliforniaȱNaturalȱDiversityȱDataȱBaseȱandȱmaps,ȱ
publishedȱ byȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Fishȱ andȱ Wildlife.ȱ Forȱ eachȱ checklistȱ item,ȱ theȱ evaluationȱ hasȱ
consideredȱtheȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱbothȱindividuallyȱandȱcumulatively.ȱ

Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis
Twoȱ approachesȱ toȱ aȱ cumulativeȱ impactȱ analysisȱ areȱ providedȱ inȱ CEQAȱ Guidelinesȱ Sectionȱ15130(b)(1):ȱ
(a)ȱtheȱanalysisȱcanȱbeȱbasedȱonȱaȱlistȱofȱpast,ȱpresent,ȱandȱreasonablyȱforeseeableȱfutureȱprojectsȱproducingȱ
closelyȱrelatedȱimpactsȱthatȱcouldȱcombineȱwithȱthoseȱofȱaȱproposedȱproject,ȱorȱ(b)ȱaȱsummaryȱofȱprojectionsȱ
containedȱ inȱ aȱ generalȱ planȱ orȱ relatedȱ planningȱ documentȱ canȱ beȱ usedȱ toȱ determineȱ cumulativeȱ impacts.ȱ
Theȱfollowingȱfactorsȱwereȱusedȱtoȱdetermineȱanȱappropriateȱlistȱofȱindividualȱprojectsȱtoȱbeȱconsideredȱinȱ
thisȱcumulativeȱanalysis:ȱ
x

Similarȱ Environmentalȱ Impacts.ȱ Aȱ relevantȱ projectȱ contributesȱ toȱ effectsȱ onȱ resourcesȱ thatȱ areȱ
alsoȱ affectedȱ byȱ theȱ proposedȱ project.ȱ Aȱ relevantȱ futureȱ projectȱ isȱ definedȱ asȱ oneȱ thatȱ isȱ
“reasonablyȱforeseeable,”ȱsuchȱasȱaȱproposedȱprojectȱforȱwhichȱanȱapplicationȱhasȱbeenȱfiledȱwithȱ
theȱapprovingȱagencyȱorȱhasȱapprovedȱfunding.ȱ
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x

GeographicȱScopeȱandȱLocation.ȱAȱrelevantȱprojectȱisȱlocatedȱwithinȱtheȱgeographicȱareaȱwithinȱ
whichȱ effectsȱ couldȱ combine.ȱ Theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ variesȱ onȱ aȱ resourceȬbyȬresourceȱ basis.ȱ Forȱ
example,ȱ theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ forȱ evaluatingȱ cumulativeȱ effectsȱ toȱ airȱ qualityȱ consistsȱ ofȱ theȱ
affectedȱairȱbasin.ȱȱ

x

TimingȱandȱDurationȱofȱImplementation.ȱEffectsȱassociatedȱwithȱactivitiesȱforȱaȱrelevantȱprojectȱ
(e.g.,ȱ shortȬtermȱ constructionȱ orȱ demolitionȱ orȱ longȬtermȱ operations)ȱ wouldȱ likelyȱ coincideȱ inȱ
timingȱwithȱtheȱrelatedȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ

Basedȱonȱtheȱabove,ȱtheȱfollowingȱplansȱandȱprojectsȱinȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱvicinityȱareȱexamplesȱofȱtheȱtypesȱofȱ
projectsȱconsideredȱinȱtheȱcumulativeȱimpactȱanalysis:ȱ
x

Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Groundwaterȱ Supplyȱ Project.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ isȱ proposingȱ aȱ projectȱ thatȱ wouldȱ
provideȱanȱaverageȱofȱupȱtoȱ4ȱmgdȱofȱgroundwaterȱtoȱaugmentȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱmunicipalȱwaterȱ
supply.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ groundwaterȱ wellȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ supplyȱ groundwaterȱ toȱ existingȱ
reservoirs,ȱ whereȱ itȱ wouldȱ beȱ blendedȱ withȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ existingȱ municipalȱ waterȱ supplyȱ
beforeȱ distributionȱ withinȱ Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Groundwaterȱ Supplyȱ Projectȱ wellȱ
facilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱonȱtheȱwestȱsideȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱonȱlandȱownedȱbyȱCCSF.ȱTheȱprojectȱ
isȱunderȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱCaseȱNo.ȱ2008.1122E.ȱ

x

VistaȱGrandeȱDrainageȱBasinȱImprovementȱProject.ȱTheȱCityȱofȱDalyȱCityȱisȱproposingȱaȱprojectȱ
thatȱ wouldȱ improveȱ existingȱ facilitiesȱ andȱ constructȱ newȱ facilitiesȱ toȱ screenȱ stormwater,ȱ routeȱ
flowsȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Canalȱ andȱ toȱ Lakeȱ Merced,ȱ routeȱ aȱ portionȱ ofȱ lowȱ flowsȱ
throughȱ aȱ constructedȱ wetlandsȱ treatmentȱ system,ȱ controlȱ theȱ waterȱ surfaceȱ elevationȱ inȱ Lakeȱ
Merced,ȱandȱreduceȱtheȱpotentialȱforȱlocalizedȱfloodingȱwithinȱtheȱVistaȱGrandeȱwatershed.ȱTheȱ
Vistaȱ Grandeȱ stormwaterȱ systemȱ drainsȱ theȱ northwesternȱ portionȱ ofȱ Dalyȱ Cityȱ andȱ anȱ
unincorporatedȱ portionȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Mateoȱ County.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ consistsȱ ofȱ theȱ following:ȱ partialȱ
replacementȱ ofȱ theȱ existingȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Canalȱ toȱ incorporateȱ aȱ grossȱ solidȱ screeningȱ device,ȱ aȱ
treatmentȱwetland,ȱandȱdiversionȱandȱdischargeȱstructuresȱtoȱrouteȱsomeȱstormwaterȱflowsȱfromȱ
theȱVistaȱGrandeȱCanalȱtoȱSouthȱLakeȱMerced;ȱreplacementȱofȱtheȱexistingȱVistaȱGrandeȱTunnelȱ
toȱ expandȱ itsȱ capacity;ȱ andȱ replacementȱ ofȱ theȱ existingȱ outfallȱ structureȱ atȱ Fortȱ Funston.ȱ Theseȱ
improvementsȱ wouldȱ alleviateȱ floodingȱ andȱ protectȱ theȱ oceanȱ outfallȱ fromȱ ongoingȱ coastalȱ
erosionȱwhileȱreconnectingȱaȱsignificantȱportionȱofȱtheȱLakeȱMercedȱWatershed.ȱ

x

Regionalȱ Groundwaterȱ Storageȱ andȱ Recoveryȱ Project.ȱ Theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ theȱ WSIPȱ Regionalȱ
Groundwaterȱ Storageȱ andȱ Recoveryȱ Projectȱ isȱ toȱ furtherȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ theȱ Southȱ Westsideȱ
GroundwaterȱBasinȱasȱanȱundergroundȱstorageȱreservoirȱbyȱstoringȱwaterȱinȱtheȱbasinȱduringȱwetȱ
periodsȱforȱsubsequentȱrecaptureȱduringȱdryȱperiods.ȱThisȱnewȱdryȬyearȱwaterȱsupplyȱwouldȱbeȱ
madeȱavailableȱtoȱtheȱcitiesȱofȱDalyȱCityȱandȱSanȱBruno,ȱtheȱCaliforniaȱWaterȱServiceȱCompanyȱinȱ
itsȱ Southȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ serviceȱ area,ȱ andȱ SFPUCȱ wholesaleȱ waterȱ customers.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ
projectȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ includeȱ upȱ toȱ 16ȱ newȱ groundwaterȱ productionȱ wellȱ facilitiesȱ withinȱ theȱ
Southȱ Westsideȱ Groundwaterȱ Basin.ȱ Eachȱ groundwaterȱ wellȱ facilityȱ siteȱ wouldȱ containȱ aȱ
groundwaterȱ productionȱ well,ȱ pumpȱ station,ȱ undergroundȱ distributionȱ piping,ȱ utilityȱ
connections,ȱ andȱ disinfectionȱ unit.ȱ Wellȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ connectedȱ toȱ Dalyȱ City,ȱ Sanȱ Bruno,ȱ
CaliforniaȱWaterȱServiceȱCompany,ȱorȱSFPUCȱdistributionȱsystems.ȱInȱaddition,ȱupgradesȱtoȱtheȱ
existingȱWestlakeȱ pumpȱ stationȱ inȱ Dalyȱ Cityȱ areȱ plannedȱ asȱ partȱ ofȱ theȱ project.ȱ Constructionȱ isȱ
scheduledȱforȱJuneȱ2014ȱthroughȱMayȱ2016.ȱ

x

ParkMercedȱ Project.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ Parkmercedȱ Projectȱ isȱ aȱ longȬtermȱ mixedȬuseȱ developmentȱ
programȱ toȱ comprehensivelyȱ reȬplanȱ andȱ redesignȱ theȱ site.ȱ Theȱ ParkMercedȱ Projectȱ would:ȱ
increaseȱ residentialȱ density,ȱ newȱ commercialȱ andȱ retailȱ services,ȱ modifyȱ transitȱ facilities,ȱ
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renewableȱ energy,ȱ andȱ improveȱ utilitiesȱ andȱ openȱ space.ȱ Overȱ aȱ periodȱ ofȱ approximatelyȱ
20ȱyears,ȱ 1,538ȱ existingȱ apartmentsȱ wouldȱ beȱ demolishedȱ inȱ phasesȱ andȱ fullyȱ replaced,ȱ andȱ anȱ
additionalȱ 5,679ȱ netȱ newȱ unitsȱ wouldȱ beȱ addedȱ toȱ theȱ Projectȱ Site,ȱ resultingȱ inȱ aȱ totalȱ ofȱ aboutȱ
8,900ȱunitsȱonȱtheȱProjectȱSite.23,24ȱ
x

800ȱ Brotherhoodȱ Way.ȱ Constructionȱ ofȱ upȱ toȱ 182ȱ dwellingȱ unitsȱ onȱ anȱ approximatelyȱ 7.7ȱ acreȱ
undevelopedȱ siteȱ locatedȱ onȱ theȱ northȱ sideȱ ofȱ Brotherhoodȱ Way.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ involveȱ
subdividingȱ theȱ siteȱ intoȱ aboutȱ 121ȱ lotsȱ andȱ constructingȱ 60ȱ singleȬfamilyȱ homesȱ andȱ 61ȱ 2Ȭunitȱ
dwellings,ȱ andȱ includesȱ additionalȱ onȬȱ andȱ offȬstreetȱ parking,ȱ treeȱ removal,ȱ andȱ aȱ newȱ trafficȱ
lightȱonȱBrotherhoodȱWay.ȱConstructionȱisȱunderwayȱandȱisȱscheduledȱtoȱconcludeȱinȱearlyȱ2015.ȱ

x

Pacificȱ Rodȱ andȱ Gunȱ Clubȱ Uplandȱ Soilȱ Remediationȱ Actionȱ Project.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ proposesȱ toȱ
implementȱ theȱ Pacificȱ Rodȱ andȱ Gunȱ Clubȱ Uplandȱ Soilȱ Remedialȱ Actionȱ Project,ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ
remediateȱupland25ȱsoilȱcontaminationȱatȱtheȱPacificȱRodȱandȱGunȱClub,ȱlocatedȱatȱ520ȱJohnȱMuirȱ
Drive,ȱ onȱ theȱ southwestȱ sideȱ ofȱ Lakeȱ Merced.ȱ Constructionȱ isȱ scheduledȱ forȱ earlyȱ 2015ȱ andȱ
expectedȱtoȱrequireȱapproximatelyȱoneȱyear.ȱȱ

x

SignificantȱNaturalȱResourcesȱAreaȱManagementȱPlanȱProposedȱUpdate.ȱFragmentsȱofȱuniqueȱ
plantȱ andȱ animalȱ habitatsȱ withinȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ andȱ Pacifica,ȱ knownȱ asȱ Significantȱ Naturalȱ
ResourceȱAreas,ȱhaveȱbeenȱpreservedȱwithinȱparksȱthatȱareȱmanagedȱbyȱtheȱSFRPD.ȱManagementȱ
prioritiesȱhaveȱbeenȱsetȱforȱtheseȱareasȱbasedȱonȱlevelsȱofȱsensitivity,ȱspeciesȱpresence,ȱandȱhabitatȱ
complexity.ȱTheȱLakeȱMercedȱNaturalȱAreaȱcoversȱapproximatelyȱ395ȱofȱtheȱlake’sȱ614ȱacresȱandȱ
generallyȱ encompassesȱ theȱ lake,ȱ theȱ borderingȱ freshwaterȱ marshȱ wetland,ȱ andȱ theȱ uplandȱ
vegetation.ȱ Implementationȱ activitiesȱ haveȱ notȱ beenȱ scheduledȱ yet,ȱ butȱ couldȱ beginȱ inȱ 2014ȱ orȱ
later.ȱ

x

Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ Lincolnȱ Park,ȱ andȱ Presidioȱ Irrigationȱ Retrofitsȱ andȱ Additions.ȱ Potentialȱ
futureȱ actionsȱ couldȱ beȱ requiredȱ byȱ recycledȱ waterȱ customersȱ toȱ retrofitȱ theirȱ irrigationȱ facilities,ȱ
whichȱcouldȱincludeȱbringingȱsystemsȱintoȱcomplianceȱwithȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱPublicȱHealthȱ
Servicesȱrequirementsȱandȱaddingȱdistributionȱsystemsȱforȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ(e.g.,ȱtheȱPresidioȱ
wouldȱinstallȱdistributionȱsystemsȱtoȱserveȱirrigatedȱareas).ȱ

x

Beachȱ Chaletȱ Athleticȱ Fieldsȱ Renovation.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ includesȱ replacementȱ ofȱ turfȱ grassfieldsȱ
withȱ syntheticȱ turf,ȱ installationȱ ofȱ fieldȱ lighting,ȱ renovationȱ ofȱ theȱ existingȱ restroomȱ building,ȱ
installationȱofȱplayerȱbenchesȱandȱseating,ȱandȱotherȱsiteȱmodificationsȱintendedȱtoȱimproveȱtheȱ
overallȱ conditionsȱ ofȱ theȱ facilityȱ andȱ increaseȱ theȱ amountȱ ofȱ playȱ timeȱ availableȱ onȱ theȱ athleticȱ
fields.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

23ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱParkmercedȱProject.ȱAvailableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://sfȬplanning.org/index.aspx?page=2529.ȱ

AccessedȱJanuaryȱ23,ȱ2014.ȱ
24ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department,ȱ Finalȱ Environmentalȱ Impactȱ Report,ȱ Parkmercedȱ Project,ȱ Fileȱ No.ȱ2008.0021E,ȱ Stateȱ
Clearinghouseȱ
No.ȱ
200905073.ȱ
Availableȱ
onlineȱ
atȱ
http://www.sfȬplanning.org/index.aspx?page=ȱ
1828#2008_0021E.ȱAccessedȱNovemberȱ6,ȱ2013.ȱ
25ȱ Uplandȱrefersȱtoȱtheȱelevatedȱareasȱlyingȱaboveȱtheȱlevelȱwhereȱwaterȱflowsȱorȱwhereȱfloodingȱoccurs.ȱ
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

ȱ

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

ȱ

Less Than
Significant
Impact

ȱ

No
Impact

ȱ

Not
Applicable

ȱ

1.ȱ

LANDȱUSEȱANDȱLANDȱUSEȱPLANNING—ȱ
Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

a)ȱ

Physicallyȱdivideȱanȱestablishedȱcommunity?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱanyȱapplicableȱlandȱuseȱplan,ȱpolicy,ȱorȱ
regulationȱofȱanȱagencyȱwithȱjurisdictionȱoverȱtheȱ
projectȱ(including,ȱbutȱnotȱlimitedȱtoȱtheȱgeneralȱplan,ȱ
specificȱplan,ȱlocalȱcoastalȱprogram,ȱorȱzoningȱ
ordinance)ȱadoptedȱforȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱavoidingȱorȱ
mitigatingȱanȱenvironmentalȱeffect?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Haveȱaȱsubstantialȱimpactȱuponȱtheȱexistingȱcharacterȱ
ofȱtheȱvicinity?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ImpactȱLUȬ1:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱphysicallyȱdivideȱanȱestablishedȱcommunity.ȱ(Lessȱthanȱ
Significant)ȱ
Theȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱconstructȱaȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplant,ȱboosterȱpumpȱstations,ȱdistributionȱ
pipelinesȱ andȱ storage,ȱ andȱ associatedȱ infrastructure.ȱ Afterȱ construction,ȱ sectionsȱ ofȱ theȱ pipelineȱ installedȱ
duringȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ undergroundȱ andȱ wouldȱ notȱ divideȱ anȱ establishedȱ community.ȱ Theȱ newȱ
abovegroundȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ adjacentȱ toȱ existingȱ facilitiesȱ withȱ similarȱ uses.ȱ Becauseȱ theȱ
facilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱrelativelyȱsmallȱinȱsize,ȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱinȱareasȱthatȱareȱnotȱcommonlyȱusedȱbyȱtheȱ
public,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ notȱ blockȱ accessȱ betweenȱ adjacentȱ landȱ uses,ȱ operationȱ ofȱ theseȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ notȱ
divideȱ anȱ establishedȱ community.ȱ Duringȱ construction,ȱ accessȱ toȱ neighborhoods,ȱ commercialȱ areas,ȱ
industrialȱ uses,ȱ schools,ȱ andȱ parksȱ couldȱ beȱ temporarilyȱ modifiedȱ byȱ pipelineȱ constructionȱ andȱ laneȱ
closures.ȱHowever,ȱallȱsuchȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱwouldȱbeȱtemporary.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱtheȱimpactȱwouldȱbeȱ
lessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱLUȬ2:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱconflictȱwithȱanyȱapplicableȱlandȱuseȱplans,ȱpolicies,ȱorȱ
regulationsȱ ofȱ anȱ agencyȱ withȱ jurisdictionȱ overȱ theȱ projectȱ adoptedȱ forȱ theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ avoidingȱ orȱ
mitigatingȱanȱenvironmentalȱeffect.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Landȱ useȱ impactsȱ areȱ consideredȱ toȱ beȱ significantȱ ifȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ conflictȱ withȱ anyȱ plan,ȱ
policy,ȱ orȱ regulationȱ adoptedȱ forȱ theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ avoidingȱ orȱ mitigatingȱ anȱ environmentalȱ effect.ȱ Asȱ
describedȱaboveȱinȱSectionȱ C,ȱCompatibilityȱwithȱExistingȱZoningȱandȱPlans,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱ
notȱ obviouslyȱ orȱ substantiallyȱ conflictȱ withȱ applicableȱ plans,ȱ policies,ȱ orȱ regulationsȱ adoptedȱ forȱ theȱ
purposeȱofȱavoidingȱorȱmitigatingȱanȱenvironmentalȱeffect.ȱTherefore,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱhaveȱaȱ
lessȬthanȬsignificantȱimpactȱwithȱregardȱtoȱconflictsȱwithȱapplicableȱplans,ȱpoliciesȱandȱregulationsȱadoptedȱ
forȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱavoidingȱorȱmitigatingȱenvironmentalȱeffects.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
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ImpactȱLUȬ3:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱaȱsubstantialȱimpactȱuponȱtheȱexistingȱcharacterȱofȱ
theȱvicinity.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Impactsȱ onȱ existingȱ landȱ useȱ characterȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ vicinityȱ couldȱ resultȱ ifȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wereȱ toȱ
resultȱinȱaȱlongȬtermȱchangeȱinȱlandȱuseȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱincompatibleȱorȱconflictȱwithȱestablishedȱlandȱuses.ȱ
TheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱwithinȱlandsȱzonedȱforȱpublicȱusesȱownedȱbyȱCCSFȱandȱwithinȱ
Cityȱ streets.26ȱ Asȱ describedȱ above,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ constructȱ aȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ boosterȱ
pumpȱstations,ȱdistributionȱpipelinesȱandȱstorage,ȱandȱassociatedȱinfrastructure.ȱTheȱapproximatelyȱ30,000ȱ
squareȱ footȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ reconfiguredȱ chemicalȱ storageȱ building,ȱ secondaryȱ effluentȱ
pumps,ȱundergroundȱreservoir,ȱandȱtransmissionȱpumpȱstationȱandȱwetȱwellȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱwithinȱ
theȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱonȱadjacentȱlandȱleasedȱbyȱCCSFȱtoȱtheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱ
(seeȱFigureȱ2).ȱTheȱportionȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱsiteȱincludedȱinȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱ
currentlyȱusedȱasȱaȱlandscapedȱbermȱandȱparkingȱlot.ȱBecauseȱtheȱareaȱisȱalreadyȱinȱpublicȱuse,ȱtheȱmajorityȱ
ofȱ whichȱ housesȱ buildingsȱ andȱ structuresȱ usedȱ forȱ wastewaterȱ treatmentȱ purposes,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ
wouldȱ notȱ constituteȱ aȱ changeȱ inȱ landȱ useȱ patternsȱ andȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ beȱ
compatibleȱwithȱtheȱexistingȱcharacterȱofȱtheȱsite.ȱ
Atȱ Lincolnȱ Park,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ connectȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱ pumpȱ station;ȱ noȱ changesȱ inȱ landȱ useȱ wouldȱ
occur.ȱAtȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱupgradeȱtheȱfollowingȱexistingȱfacilities:ȱirrigationȱboosterȱ
pumpsȱ inȱ theȱ Panhandle,ȱ andȱ pumpȱ stationȱ andȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ atȱ theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ Centralȱ
Reservoirȱ site.ȱ Atȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoir,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ constructȱ aȱ newȱ buriedȱ storageȱ reservoirȱ
adjacentȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱReservoirȱandȱconstructȱaȱnewȱpumpȱstationȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱapproximatelyȱ
50ȱfeetȱbyȱ100ȱfeetȱandȱ20ȱfeetȱtall,ȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱ40ȱfeetȱbyȱ60ȱfeetȱfacilityȱthatȱisȱ19ȱfeetȱtall.ȱTheȱ
newȱ andȱ upgradedȱ facilitiesȱ allȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ withinȱ theȱ existingȱ approximatelyȱ 3.3ȱ acreȱ maintenanceȱ
andȱ woodȱ wasteȱ storageȱ area.ȱ Althoughȱ theȱ newȱ andȱ upgradedȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ withinȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ
Park,ȱtheyȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱadjacentȱtoȱexistingȱsimilarȱinfrastructureȱandȱparkȱmaintenanceȱfacilities,ȱandȱ
thusȱ wouldȱ notȱ alterȱ theȱ existingȱ landȱ usesȱ orȱ characterȱ ofȱ theseȱ areas.ȱ Afterȱ construction,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ
reservoirȱ underneathȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ theȱ storageȱ reservoirȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱandȱtheȱpipelineȱinstalledȱduringȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱundergroundȱ
andȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱvisible.ȱTherefore,ȱtheȱproposedȱproject’sȱimpactȱonȱtheȱexistingȱcharacterȱofȱtheȱproject’sȱ
vicinityȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱCȬLU:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱaȱsignificantȱcumulativeȱimpactȱonȱlandȱuse.ȱ(Lessȱ
thanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱgeographicȱscopeȱforȱpotentialȱcumulativeȱlandȱuseȱimpactsȱencompassesȱlandȱusesȱinȱtheȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ
projectȱfacilities.ȱTheȱareaȱgenerallyȱincludesȱtheȱwesternȱportionsȱofȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱincludingȱpublicȱstreetȱ
areasȱinȱtheȱSunsetȱandȱRichmondȱDistricts,ȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP,ȱandȱportionsȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱandȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

26ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department,ȱ Zoningȱ Map.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ http://www.sfȬplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1569.ȱ

AccessedȱOctoberȱ11,ȱ2013.ȱ
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Lincolnȱ Parkȱ Golfȱ Course.ȱ LongȬtermȱ orȱ permanentȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ onȱ theȱ existingȱ characterȱ ofȱ theȱ
projectȱ vicinityȱ couldȱ occurȱ ifȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ andȱ cumulativeȱ projectsȱ inȱ theȱ westernȱ portionȱ ofȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱwereȱtoȱinvolveȱtheȱconstructionȱofȱpermanentȱabovegroundȱfacilitiesȱorȱalterȱtheȱlandscapeȱinȱ
theȱsameȱarea.ȱThereȱareȱnoȱknownȱcumulativeȱprojectsȱthatȱwouldȱincludeȱsubstantialȱchangesȱtoȱtheȱlandȱ
useȱcharacterȱofȱareasȱimmediatelyȱadjacentȱtoȱproposedȱprojectȱfacilities.ȱFurther,ȱasȱdescribedȱabove,ȱtheȱ
proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ longȬtermȱ adverseȱ effectsȱ onȱ theȱ existingȱ characterȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ
vicinityȱ becauseȱ allȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ elementsȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ undergroundȱ orȱ adjacentȱ toȱ
existingȱinfrastructureȱfacilities,ȱorȱwouldȱentailȱimprovementsȱtoȱexistingȱfacilitiesȱandȱthereforeȱwouldȱnotȱ
substantiallyȱ alterȱ theȱ existingȱ usesȱ orȱ characterȱ ofȱ theseȱ areas.ȱ Thus,ȱ noȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ landȱ useȱ
impactsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱcharacterȱofȱtheȱprojectȱvicinityȱwouldȱoccurȱ(lessȱthatȱsignificant).ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

2.ȱ

AESTHETICS—Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

a)ȱ

Haveȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱeffectȱonȱaȱscenicȱvista?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Substantiallyȱdamageȱscenicȱresources,ȱincluding,ȱbutȱ
notȱlimitedȱto,ȱtrees,ȱrockȱoutcroppings,ȱandȱotherȱ
featuresȱofȱtheȱbuiltȱorȱnaturalȱenvironmentȱwhichȱ
contributeȱtoȱaȱscenicȱpublicȱsetting?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Substantiallyȱdegradeȱtheȱexistingȱvisualȱcharacterȱorȱ
qualityȱofȱtheȱsiteȱandȱitsȱsurroundings?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

d)ȱ

Createȱaȱnewȱsourceȱofȱsubstantialȱlightȱorȱglareȱwhichȱ
wouldȱadverselyȱaffectȱdayȱorȱnighttimeȱviewsȱinȱtheȱ
areaȱorȱwhichȱwouldȱsubstantiallyȱimpactȱotherȱpeopleȱ
orȱproperties?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

Impactȱ AEȬ1:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ substantialȱ adverseȱ effectȱ onȱ aȱ scenicȱ vista,ȱ
substantiallyȱ damageȱ scenicȱ resources,ȱ orȱ degradeȱ theȱ existingȱ visualȱ characterȱ orȱ qualityȱ ofȱ theȱ siteȱ
andȱitsȱsurroundings.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ locatedȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ scenicȱ resourcesȱ andȱ areasȱ ofȱ highȱ orȱ moderateȱ scenicȱ
quality,ȱ includingȱ theȱ Greatȱ Highway,ȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Nationalȱ Recreationȱ Area,ȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ andȱ
Lincolnȱ Park.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ includeȱ aȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ boosterȱ pumpȱ stations,ȱ
distributionȱ pipelinesȱ andȱ storage,ȱ andȱ associatedȱ infrastructure.ȱ Constructionȱ activitiesȱ associatedȱ withȱ
proposedȱpipelinesȱwouldȱonlyȱbeȱvisibleȱbrieflyȱasȱpotentialȱviewersȱpassȱtheȱworkȱarea.ȱAfterȱconstruction,ȱ
pipelinesȱ wouldȱ beȱ belowȱ groundȱ andȱ theȱ sitesȱ wouldȱ beȱ returnedȱ toȱ theirȱ generalȱ preȬconstructionȱ
conditions.ȱȱ
Theȱprojectȱincludesȱbothȱupgradeȱandȱmodificationȱofȱsomeȱexistingȱinfrastructure,ȱasȱwellȱasȱconstructionȱ
ofȱnewȱfacilities.ȱForȱupgradesȱtoȱexistingȱstructures,ȱthereȱisȱnoȱsubstantialȱchangeȱinȱvisualȱcharacter;ȱtheȱ
facilityȱtypeȱandȱstructureȱsizeȱwouldȱremainȱconsistentȱwithȱtheȱexistingȱstructure.ȱForȱnewȱaboveȬgroundȱ
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structures,ȱvisibilityȱisȱgenerallyȱlimited.ȱMoreȱspecifically,ȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱprojectȱareaȱ
wouldȱbeȱwithinȱtheȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱaȱportionȱofȱtheȱadjacentȱareaȱleasedȱtoȱtheȱCaliforniaȱ
ArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱandȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱvisibleȱfromȱpublicȱareas.ȱAtȱLincolnȱPark,ȱtheȱprojectȱconnectsȱtoȱ
theȱ existingȱ pumpȱ stationȱ andȱ noȱ changeȱ toȱ aboveȱ groundȱ structuresȱ wouldȱ occurȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ theȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱ
AtȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱupgradeȱtheȱfollowingȱexistingȱfacilities:ȱirrigationȱboosterȱpumpsȱ
inȱtheȱPanhandle,ȱandȱtheȱpumpȱstationȱandȱCentralȱReservoirȱatȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱCentralȱReservoirȱ
site,ȱwhichȱisȱwithinȱaȱfencedȱparkȱmaintenanceȱareaȱofȱlimitedȱvisibilityȱtoȱparkȱusers.ȱTheȱupgradesȱwouldȱ
beȱbelowȱgroundȱorȱwithinȱanȱexistingȱstructure,ȱorȱinȱtheȱcaseȱofȱtheȱboosterȱpumps,ȱwouldȱincludeȱchangesȱ
toȱmechanicalȱelementsȱandȱnoȱchangeȱtoȱtheȱappearanceȱofȱtheseȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱoccur.ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱ
constructȱaȱnewȱundergroundȱstorageȱreservoirȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱReservoirȱwhichȱwouldȱnotȱ
beȱvisibleȱfollowingȱcompletionȱofȱconstruction.ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱconstructȱaȱnewȱpumpȱstationȱ
buildingȱwithinȱtheȱfencedȱCentralȱReservoirȱandȱparkȱmaintenanceȱarea.ȱTheȱnewȱpumpȱstationȱwouldȱbeȱ
20ȱfeetȱtall,ȱaboutȱaȱfootȱtallerȱthanȱtheȱadjacentȱexistingȱpumpȱstation,ȱbutȱnotȱasȱtallȱasȱanȱexistingȱcementȱ
wallȱattachedȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱpumpȱstation.ȱAlthoughȱthereȱisȱsomeȱlimitedȱvisibilityȱofȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱ
Reservoirȱfacilitiesȱfromȱcertainȱvantageȱpointsȱ(i.e.ȱSouthȱDrive),ȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱisȱnotȱlocatedȱinȱ
anȱareaȱthatȱisȱhighlyȱusedȱbyȱparkȱvisitorsȱ(visitorsȱinȱthisȱareaȱwouldȱlikelyȱbeȱwalkingȱorȱbicyclingȱalongȱ
Overlookȱ Drive).ȱ Theȱ typeȱ ofȱ buildingȱ materialsȱ thatȱ wouldȱ beȱ usedȱ forȱ theȱ newȱ pumpȱ stationȱ wouldȱ beȱ
consistentȱwithȱtheȱexistingȱfacilities.ȱAsȱsuch,ȱtheȱnewȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱnotȱsubstantiallyȱalterȱvisualȱqualityȱ
ofȱ thisȱ area,ȱ whichȱ servesȱ asȱ anȱ existingȱ maintenanceȱ area;ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ haveȱ aȱ lessȬthanȬ
significantȱ impactȱ onȱ scenicȱ vistas,ȱ scenicȱ resources,ȱ andȱ theȱ scenicȱ qualityȱ andȱ characterȱ ofȱ theȱ area.ȱ
Vegetationȱremovalȱmayȱbeȱrequiredȱimmediatelyȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱentranceȱtoȱtheȱfacilityȱareaȱandȱ
onȱ theȱ northȱ sideȱ ofȱ Overlookȱ Drive;ȱ however,ȱ theȱ adjacentȱ areasȱ areȱ heavilyȱ vegetatedȱ andȱ removalȱ ofȱ
vegetationȱ wouldȱ notȱ substantiallyȱ alterȱ viewsȱ ofȱ theȱ area.ȱ Asȱ discussedȱ inȱ Sectionȱ A.6.2,ȱ Construction,ȱ
followingȱconstruction,ȱdisturbedȱareasȱwouldȱbeȱrepavedȱorȱotherwiseȱreturnedȱtoȱtheirȱgeneralȱpreȬprojectȱ
condition,ȱincludingȱreȬgradingȱofȱtheȱsiteȱandȱrevegetationȱofȱdisturbedȱareas.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ AEȬ2:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ substantialȱ sourceȱ ofȱ lightȱ andȱ glare.ȱ (Lessȱ
thanȱSignificant)ȱ
Asȱ describedȱ above,ȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ beȱ mostlyȱ withinȱ theȱ existingȱ Oceansideȱ
WPCP,ȱandȱnotȱvisibleȱfromȱpublicȱareas.ȱTheȱfacilityȱwouldȱnotȱincludeȱrooftopȱorȱotherȱlightingȱthatȱcouldȱ
projectȱ beyondȱ theȱ existingȱ interiorȱ areasȱ ofȱ theȱ WPCP.ȱ Lightingȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoir,ȱ ifȱ
required,ȱ wouldȱ beȱ withinȱ aȱ fencedȱ areaȱ thatȱ isȱ notȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ lightȬsensitiveȱ receptorsȱ suchȱ asȱ
residentialȱ areas.ȱ Newȱ operationalȱ lightingȱ wouldȱ beȱ consistentȱ withȱ existingȱ securityȱ lightingȱ overȱ
doorways,ȱ whichȱ areȱ operatedȱ onȱ timers.ȱ Asȱ discussedȱ inȱ Sectionȱ A.6.2,ȱ Construction,ȱ nighttimeȱ pipelineȱ
constructionȱ mayȱ beȱ requiredȱ forȱ limitedȱ durationsȱ atȱ certainȱ locations.ȱ However,ȱ asȱ discussedȱ inȱ thatȱ
section,ȱ nighttimeȱ lightingȱ wouldȱ beȱ usedȱ andȱ directedȱ downwardȱ toȱ ensureȱ safeȱ illuminatedȱ areasȱ forȱ
constructionȱworkersȱandȱtoȱminimizeȱglareȱeffects.ȱForȱtheseȱreasons,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱhaveȱaȱ
lessȬthanȬsignificantȱlightȱandȱglareȱimpact.ȱ
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Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ CȬAE:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ impactȱ onȱ aesthetics.ȱ
(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ forȱ potentialȱ cumulativeȱ aestheticsȱ impactsȱ includesȱ areasȱ adjacentȱ toȱ proposedȱ
projectȱ locations.ȱ Theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ forȱ potentialȱ longȬtermȱ aestheticȱ impactsȱ includesȱ theȱ Centralȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱarea.ȱCumulativeȱimpactsȱonȱaestheticȱresourcesȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinityȱcouldȱoccurȱifȱtheȱ
proposedȱ projectȱ inȱ combinationȱ withȱ otherȱ projectsȱ inȱ theseȱ areasȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ substantialȱ adverseȱ
effectȱ onȱ aȱ scenicȱ vista,ȱ substantiallyȱ damageȱ aȱ scenicȱ resource,ȱ substantiallyȱ degradeȱ theȱ existingȱ visualȱ
characterȱofȱtheȱsiteȱandȱitsȱsurroundings,ȱorȱresultȱinȱaȱsourceȱofȱsubstantialȱlightȱorȱglare.ȱHowever,ȱthereȱ
areȱnoȱknownȱcumulativeȱprojectsȱthatȱwouldȱincludeȱsubstantialȱchangesȱtoȱtheȱaestheticȱresourcesȱofȱareasȱ
immediatelyȱadjacentȱtoȱproposedȱprojectȱfacilities.ȱFurther,ȱasȱdescribedȱabove,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱ
notȱ resultȱ inȱ adverseȱ effectsȱ onȱ theȱ existingȱ aestheticȱ resourcesȱ becauseȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ associatedȱ
withȱ proposedȱ pipelinesȱ wouldȱ onlyȱ beȱ visibleȱ briefly,ȱ allȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ elementsȱ wouldȱ beȱ
constructedȱ undergroundȱ orȱ inȱ areasȱ notȱ visibleȱ fromȱ publicȱ areasȱ andȱ adjacentȱ toȱ existingȱ infrastructureȱ
facilities,ȱ orȱ wouldȱ entailȱ improvementsȱ toȱ existingȱ facilitiesȱ andȱ thereforeȱ wouldȱ notȱ substantiallyȱ alterȱ
aestheticȱresourcesȱofȱtheseȱareas.ȱThus,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱaȱsignificantȱcumulativeȱ
impactȱonȱaestheticȱresources.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

ȱ

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

ȱ

Less Than
Significant
Impact

ȱ

No
Impact

ȱ

Not
Applicable

ȱ

3.ȱ

POPULATIONȱANDȱHOUSING—ȱ
Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

a)ȱ

Induceȱsubstantialȱpopulationȱgrowthȱinȱanȱarea,ȱeitherȱ
directlyȱ(forȱexample,ȱbyȱproposingȱnewȱhomesȱandȱ
businesses)ȱorȱindirectlyȱ(forȱexample,ȱthroughȱ
extensionȱofȱroadsȱorȱotherȱinfrastructure)?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Displaceȱsubstantialȱnumbersȱofȱexistingȱhousingȱunitsȱ
orȱcreateȱdemandȱforȱadditionalȱhousing,ȱnecessitatingȱ
theȱconstructionȱofȱreplacementȱhousing?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Displaceȱsubstantialȱnumbersȱofȱpeople,ȱnecessitatingȱ
theȱconstructionȱofȱreplacementȱhousingȱelsewhere?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ImpactȱPHȬ1:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱinduceȱsubstantialȱpopulationȱgrowth,ȱeitherȱdirectlyȱorȱ
indirectly.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Inȱ general,ȱ aȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ consideredȱ growthȬinducingȱ ifȱ itsȱ implementationȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ
substantialȱ populationȱ increasesȱ and/orȱ newȱ developmentȱ thatȱ mightȱ notȱ occurȱ ifȱ theȱ projectȱ wereȱ notȱ
implemented.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ directlyȱ involveȱ theȱ developmentȱ ofȱ newȱ housingȱ toȱ attractȱ
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additionalȱ population,ȱ norȱ wouldȱ itȱ indirectlyȱ induceȱ growthȱ byȱ establishingȱ substantialȱ permanentȱ
employmentȱopportunitiesȱthatȱcouldȱstimulateȱpopulationȱgrowth.ȱThereȱcouldȱbeȱaȱtemporaryȱdemandȱ
forȱhousingȱduringȱconstructionȱtoȱprovideȱhousingȱforȱworkers;ȱhoweverȱtheȱprojectȱisȱnotȱexpectedȱtoȱ
involveȱ employmentȱ opportunitiesȱ substantiallyȱ beyondȱ whatȱ wouldȱ normallyȱ beȱ availableȱ toȱ
constructionȱworkersȱinȱtheȱarea,ȱandȱworkersȱareȱexpectedȱtoȱbeȱdrawnȱfromȱtheȱlocalȱlaborȱpool.ȱItȱisȱ
expectedȱthatȱtheȱconstructionȱworkforceȱrequirementsȱcouldȱbeȱmetȱusingȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱAreaȱlaborȱ
andȱ thatȱ constructionȱ employeesȱ wouldȱ commuteȱ fromȱ elsewhereȱ inȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ orȱ theȱ Bayȱ Area,ȱ
ratherȱ thanȱ relocateȱ fromȱ moreȱ distantȱ citiesȱ andȱ towns.ȱ Althoughȱ someȱ workersȱ mightȱ temporarilyȱ
relocateȱfromȱotherȱareas,ȱanyȱpopulationȱincreaseȱdueȱtoȱthisȱrelocationȱwouldȱbeȱminorȱ(fewerȱthanȱ45ȱ
workers)ȱ andȱ temporary.ȱ Theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ provideȱ newȱ employmentȱ
opportunities,ȱbutȱtheseȱjobsȱareȱnotȱexpectedȱtoȱinduceȱpopulationȱgrowthȱbecauseȱtheȱexistingȱavailableȱ
SFPUCȱlaborȱpoolȱisȱsufficientȱtoȱmeetȱtheȱprojectȱneeds.ȱTheȱnumberȱofȱsuchȱemployeesȱwouldȱbeȱminuteȱ
comparedȱtoȱtheȱtotalȱpopulationȱandȱtheȱavailableȱhousingȱstockȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱandȱtheȱBayȱArea;ȱthus,ȱ
itȱ wouldȱ notȱ generateȱ aȱ substantial,ȱ unplannedȱ populationȱ increase.ȱ Asȱ aȱ result,ȱ projectȬrelatedȱ directȱ
effectsȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱpopulationȱandȱhousingȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ contributeȱ toȱ theȱ WSIPȱ goalsȱ throughȱ theȱ developmentȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ asȱ anȱ
alternativeȱ waterȱ supplyȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ uses,ȱ therebyȱ benefitingȱ theȱ regionalȱ systemȱ byȱ reducingȱ
demandsȱforȱpotableȱwater,ȱorȱmakingȱmoreȱpotableȱwaterȱavailableȱforȱnewȱcustomers.ȱTheȱproject,ȱasȱaȱ
facilityȱ improvementȱ projectȱ inȱ theȱ WSIP,ȱ wouldȱ beȱ aȱ contributingȱ factorȱ inȱ theȱ growthȬinducementȱ
potentialȱofȱtheȱoverallȱWSIP.ȱGrowthȱinducementȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwithinȱtheȱcontextȱofȱtheȱWSIPȱ
andȱ theȱ regionalȱ waterȱ systemȱ willȱ beȱ discussedȱ inȱ theȱ EIRȱ discussionȱ ofȱ GrowthȬInducingȱ Impacts,ȱ
includingȱaȱdiscussionȱofȱindirectȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱonȱpopulationȱandȱhousingȱgrowth,ȱdueȱtoȱgrowthȱ
inducementȱpotential,ȱandȱsecondaryȱeffectsȱofȱgrowth.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱPHȬ2:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱdisplaceȱexistingȱhousingȱunitsȱorȱsubstantialȱnumbersȱ
ofȱ people,ȱ norȱ wouldȱ itȱ createȱ substantialȱ demandȱ forȱ additionalȱ housingȱ thatȱ wouldȱ necessitateȱ theȱ
constructionȱofȱreplacementȱhousing.ȱ(NoȱImpact)ȱ
Asȱnotedȱabove,ȱtheȱprojectȱdoesȱnotȱincludeȱdevelopmentȱorȱremovalȱofȱanyȱresidentialȱorȱcommercialȱ
uses,ȱ norȱ isȱ anyȱ planned.ȱ Hence,ȱ noȱ residentsȱ wouldȱ beȱ displacedȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ theȱ project;ȱ therefore,ȱ
thereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱimpact.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ CȬPH:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ projectȬspecificȱ impactȱ onȱ populationȱ andȱ
housingȱand,ȱtherefore,ȱwouldȱnotȱdirectlyȱresultȱinȱaȱsignificantȱcumulativeȱimpactȱonȱpopulationȱandȱ
housing,ȱbutȱcouldȱresultȱinȱanȱindirectȱimpactȱrelatedȱtoȱgrowthȱinducement.ȱ(PotentiallyȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ forȱ potentialȱ cumulativeȱ populationȱ andȱ housingȱ impactsȱ includesȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ
waterȱsupplyȱserviceȱarea.ȱHowever,ȱasȱdiscussedȱinȱtheȱProjectȱDescription,ȱtheȱproposedȱproject’sȱdirectȱ
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contributionȱ toȱ populationȱ andȱ housingȱ growthȱ isȱ lessȱ thanȱ significantȱ andȱ notȱ expectedȱ toȱ involveȱ
employmentȱ opportunitiesȱ substantiallyȱ beyondȱ whatȱ wouldȱ normallyȱ beȱ availableȱ toȱ constructionȱ
workersȱ inȱ theȱ area,ȱ andȱ workersȱ areȱ expectedȱ toȱ beȱ drawnȱ fromȱ theȱ localȱ laborȱ pool.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ
projectȱwouldȱnotȱdirectlyȱcontributeȱtoȱanyȱsignificantȱcumulativeȱeffectȱonȱpopulationȱandȱhousingȱ(lessȱ
thanȱsignificant).ȱ
Asȱnotedȱabove,ȱasȱaȱfacilityȱimprovementȱprojectȱinȱtheȱWSIP,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱaȱcontributingȱfactorȱ
inȱ theȱ growthȬinducementȱ potentialȱ ofȱ theȱ overallȱ WSIP.ȱ Growthȱ inducementȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ
withinȱtheȱcontextȱofȱtheȱWSIPȱandȱtheȱregionalȱwaterȱsystemȱwillȱbeȱdiscussedȱinȱtheȱEIRȱdiscussionȱofȱ
GrowthȬInducingȱImpacts,ȱincludingȱaȱdiscussionȱofȱpotentiallyȱsignificantȱindirectȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱ
onȱ populationȱ andȱ housingȱ growth,ȱ dueȱ toȱ growthȱ inducementȱ potential,ȱ andȱ secondaryȱ effectsȱ ofȱ
growth.ȱ

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

4.ȱ

CULTURALȱANDȱPALEONTOLOGICALȱ
RESOURCES—Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

a)ȱ

Causeȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱchangeȱinȱtheȱsignificanceȱ
ofȱaȱhistoricalȱresourceȱasȱdefinedȱinȱ§15064.5,ȱ
includingȱthoseȱresourcesȱlistedȱinȱArticleȱ10ȱorȱArticleȱ
11ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱCode?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Causeȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱchangeȱinȱtheȱsignificanceȱ
ofȱanȱarchaeologicalȱresourceȱpursuantȱtoȱ§15064.5?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Directlyȱorȱindirectlyȱdestroyȱaȱuniqueȱpaleontologicalȱ
resourceȱorȱsiteȱorȱuniqueȱgeologicȱfeature?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

d)ȱ

Disturbȱanyȱhumanȱremains,ȱincludingȱthoseȱinterredȱ
outsideȱofȱformalȱcemeteries?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
Constructionȱactivitiesȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱimplementȱtheȱproject,ȱsuchȱasȱexcavationȱactivities,ȱhaveȱ
theȱ potentialȱ toȱ impactȱ culturalȱ resourceȱ thatȱ mayȱ beȱ locatedȱ withinȱ orȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ projectȱ area.ȱ
Therefore,ȱtheȱprojectȱeffectsȱonȱhistoricalȱresources,ȱarcheologicalȱresources,ȱpaleontologicalȱresources,ȱandȱ
humanȱremainsȱwillȱbeȱanalyzedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ

5.ȱ

TRANSPORTATIONȱANDȱCIRCULATION—ȱ
Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

a)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱanȱapplicableȱplan,ȱordinanceȱorȱpolicyȱ
establishingȱmeasuresȱofȱeffectivenessȱforȱtheȱ
performanceȱofȱtheȱcirculationȱsystem,ȱtakingȱintoȱ
accountȱallȱmodesȱofȱtransportationȱincludingȱmassȱ
transitȱandȱnonȬmotorizedȱtravelȱandȱrelevantȱ
componentsȱofȱtheȱcirculationȱsystem,ȱincludingȱbutȱ
notȱlimitedȱtoȱintersections,ȱstreets,ȱhighwaysȱandȱ
freeways,ȱpedestrianȱandȱbicycleȱpaths,ȱandȱmassȱ
transit?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱanȱapplicableȱcongestionȱmanagementȱ
program,ȱincludingȱbutȱnotȱlimitedȱtoȱlevelȱofȱserviceȱ
standardsȱandȱtravelȱdemandȱmeasures,ȱorȱotherȱ
standardsȱestablishedȱbyȱtheȱcountyȱcongestionȱ
managementȱagencyȱforȱdesignatedȱroadsȱorȱ
highways?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Resultȱinȱaȱchangeȱinȱairȱtrafficȱpatterns,ȱincludingȱ
eitherȱanȱincreaseȱinȱtrafficȱlevelsȱorȱaȱchangeȱinȱ
location,ȱthatȱresultsȱinȱsubstantialȱsafetyȱrisks?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

d)ȱ

Substantiallyȱincreaseȱhazardsȱdueȱtoȱaȱdesignȱfeatureȱ
(e.g.,ȱsharpȱcurvesȱorȱdangerousȱintersections)ȱorȱ
incompatibleȱuses?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

e)ȱ

Resultȱinȱinadequateȱemergencyȱaccess?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

f)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱadoptedȱpolicies,ȱplans,ȱorȱprogramsȱ
regardingȱpublicȱtransit,ȱbicycle,ȱorȱpedestrianȱfacilities,ȱ
orȱotherwiseȱdecreaseȱtheȱperformanceȱorȱsafetyȱofȱsuchȱ
facilities?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
Theȱprojectȱsiteȱisȱnotȱnearȱanȱairfield;ȱSanȱFranciscoȱInternationalȱAirportȱisȱapproximatelyȱeightȱmilesȱtoȱ
theȱsoutheast,ȱandȱMetropolitanȱOaklandȱInternationalȱAirportȱisȱapproximatelyȱ14ȱmilesȱtoȱtheȱeast.ȱTheseȱ
distancesȱ areȱ outsideȱ ofȱ theȱ limitsȱ ofȱ establishedȱ heightȱ restrictionsȱ forȱ developmentȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ
airports,ȱdescribedȱinȱFederalȱAviationȱAdministrationȱ(FAA)ȱregulations.27ȱTherefore,ȱtheȱTopicȱ5.(c)ȱisȱnotȱ
applicable.ȱ
TheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱresultȱinȱtemporaryȱconstructionȬrelatedȱtransportationȬȱandȱcirculationȬrelatedȱ
impacts.ȱ Constructionȱ activityȱ effectsȱ onȱ transportationȱ andȱ circulation,ȱ includingȱ intersectionȱ operations,ȱ
transitȱdemand,ȱandȱimpactsȱonȱpedestrianȱandȱbicycleȱcirculation,ȱwillȱbeȱanalyzedȱinȱtheȱEIRȱ(Topicȱ5.(a)ȱ
andȱ(d)ȱthroughȱ(f)).ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

27ȱ Federalȱ Aviationȱ Administrationȱ (FAA).ȱ Federalȱ Regulationsȱ Partȱ 77ȱ (14ȱ CFRȱ 77).ȱ http://www.ecfr.gov/cgiȬbin/textȬ

idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div5&view=text&node=14:2.0.1.2.9&idno=14.ȱAccessedȱAprilȱ28,ȱ2014.ȱ
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Impactȱ TRȬ1:ȱ Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ conflictȱ withȱ anȱ applicableȱ congestionȱ managementȱ
programȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant).ȱ
Theȱ projectȱsiteȱisȱlocatedȱinȱtheȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱ SanȱFrancisco,ȱwhichȱ hasȱestablishedȱlevelȬofȬserviceȱ
(LOS)ȱstandardsȱandȱaȱcongestionȱmanagementȱplanȱ(CMP)ȱthatȱareȱintendedȱtoȱmonitorȱandȱaddressȱlongȬ
termȱ trafficȱ impactsȱ dueȱ toȱ futureȱ development,ȱ butȱ doȱ notȱ applyȱ toȱ temporaryȱ impactsȱ associatedȱ withȱ
constructionȱ projects.ȱ Operationȱ ofȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ requireȱ approximatelyȱ fourȱ
fullȬtimeȱemployees,ȱwhileȱtheȱoperationȱandȱmaintenanceȱofȱotherȱprojectȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱutilizeȱexistingȱ
SFPUCȱ employees.ȱ Anȱ increaseȱ ofȱ fourȱ fullȬtimeȱ employeesȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ substantialȱ asȱ longȬtermȱ trafficȱ
generatedȱ byȱ theȱ increaseȱ inȱ employeesȱ wouldȱ beȱ minuteȱ comparedȱ toȱ theȱ totalȱ currentȱ volumes.ȱ
Furthermore,ȱtheȱincreasedȱtrafficȱtripsȱwouldȱnotȱimpactȱtheȱLOSȱstandardsȱandȱCMPȱroadwaysȱorȱlocalȱ
roadwaysȱduringȱoperation.ȱTherefore,ȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱprojectȱoperations,ȱTopicȱ5(b)ȱisȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

ȱ

Less Than
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Incorporated

ȱ

Less Than
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ȱ

No
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ȱ

Not
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ȱ

6.ȱ

NOISE—Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

a)ȱ

Resultȱinȱexposureȱofȱpersonsȱtoȱorȱgenerationȱofȱnoiseȱ
levelsȱinȱexcessȱofȱstandardsȱestablishedȱinȱtheȱlocalȱ
generalȱplanȱorȱnoiseȱordinance,ȱorȱapplicableȱstandardsȱ
ofȱotherȱagencies?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Resultȱinȱexposureȱofȱpersonsȱtoȱorȱgenerationȱofȱexcessiveȱ
groundborneȱvibrationȱorȱgroundborneȱnoiseȱlevels?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Resultȱinȱaȱsubstantialȱpermanentȱincreaseȱinȱambientȱ
noiseȱlevelsȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinityȱaboveȱlevelsȱexistingȱ
withoutȱtheȱproject?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

d)ȱ

Resultȱinȱaȱsubstantialȱtemporaryȱorȱperiodicȱincreaseȱinȱ
ambientȱnoiseȱlevelsȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinityȱaboveȱlevelsȱ
existingȱwithoutȱtheȱproject?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

e)ȱ

Forȱaȱprojectȱlocatedȱwithinȱanȱairportȱlandȱuseȱplanȱ
area,ȱor,ȱwhereȱsuchȱaȱplanȱhasȱnotȱbeenȱadopted,ȱinȱanȱ
areaȱwithinȱtwoȱmilesȱofȱaȱpublicȱairportȱorȱpublicȱuseȱ
airport,ȱwouldȱtheȱprojectȱexposeȱpeopleȱresidingȱorȱ
workingȱinȱtheȱareaȱtoȱexcessiveȱnoiseȱlevels?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

f)ȱ

Forȱaȱprojectȱlocatedȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱaȱprivateȱairstrip,ȱ
wouldȱtheȱprojectȱexposeȱpeopleȱresidingȱorȱworkingȱinȱ
theȱprojectȱareaȱtoȱexcessiveȱnoiseȱlevels?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

g)ȱ

Beȱsubstantiallyȱaffectedȱbyȱexistingȱnoiseȱlevels?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
Theȱprojectȱsiteȱisȱnotȱwithinȱanȱairportȱlandȱuseȱplanȱarea,ȱnorȱisȱitȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱaȱprivateȱairstrip.ȱTheȱ
projectȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱaffectedȱbyȱexistingȱnoiseȱlevelsȱbecauseȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱfacilitiesȱareȱnotȱaȱ
noiseȬsensitiveȱuse.ȱTherefore,ȱTopicsȱ6.(e),ȱ6.(f),ȱandȱ6.(g)ȱareȱnotȱapplicable.ȱ
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Sensitiveȱ Receptors.ȱ Peopleȱ inȱ residences,ȱ schools,ȱ libraries,ȱ churches,ȱ hospitals,ȱ nursingȱ homes,ȱ andȱ
auditoriumsȱareȱgenerallyȱmoreȱsensitiveȱtoȱnoiseȱthanȱthoseȱatȱcommercialȱandȱindustrialȱestablishments.ȱ
Consequently,ȱ theȱ noiseȱ standardsȱ forȱ suchȱ sensitiveȱ landȱ usesȱ areȱ moreȱ stringentȱ thanȱ thoseȱ forȱ lessȱ
sensitiveȱ uses.ȱ Sensitiveȱ receptorsȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ projectȱ componentsȱ includeȱ residences,ȱ schools,ȱ
hospitals,ȱandȱreligiousȱfacilities.ȱInȱgeneral,ȱresidencesȱandȱschoolsȱareȱamongȱtheȱlandȱusesȱconsideredȱtoȱ
beȱtheȱmostȱsensitiveȱtoȱnoise.ȱActiveȱparks,ȱrecreationȱcenters,ȱandȱplaygroundsȱareȱnotȱasȱsensitiveȱtoȱnoiseȱ
asȱ residences,ȱ schools,ȱ hospitals,ȱ orȱ convalescentȱ careȱ facilities,ȱ becauseȱ theȱ levelsȱ ofȱ backgroundȱ noiseȱ atȱ
parksȱandȱrecreationȱcentersȱwithȱactiveȱrecreationalȱusesȱandȱschoolȱplaygroundsȱareȱelevated.ȱHowever,ȱ
usersȱofȱnaturalȱrecreationȱareasȱmayȱvalueȱanȱincreasedȱdegreeȱofȱquietȱforȱpassiveȱrecreationalȱuses.28ȱTheȱ
closestȱ sensitiveȱ receptorsȱ areȱ residentialȱ usesȱ locatedȱ asȱ closeȱ asȱ approximatelyȱ 1,900ȱ feetȱ fromȱ theȱ
proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ existingȱ SFPUCȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ (3500ȱ Greatȱ Highway),ȱ
1,000ȱfeetȱfromȱproposedȱfacilitiesȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱandȱ20ȱtoȱ25ȱfeetȱfromȱ
theȱproposedȱdistributionȱpipelineȱalignmentsȱthatȱextendȱthroughȱtheȱSunsetȱandȱRichmondȱDistricts.ȱȱ
Duringȱ construction,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ potentiallyȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ substantialȱ temporaryȱ increaseȱ inȱ ambientȱ
noiseȱ levelsȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ vicinityȱ aboveȱ levelsȱ existingȱ withoutȱ theȱ project,ȱ andȱ couldȱ exposeȱ personsȱ toȱ
substantialȱnoiseȱlevelsȱinȱexcessȱofȱstandardsȱestablishedȱinȱtheȱNoiseȱOrdinanceȱ(Articleȱ29ȱofȱtheȱPoliceȱ
Code).ȱTherefore,ȱtheȱEIRȱwillȱevaluateȱtheȱproposedȱproject’sȱconstructionȱrelatedȱimpacts.ȱ

ImpactȱNOȬ1:ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱsubstantialȱgroundborneȱvibrationȱorȱgroundborneȱnoiseȱ
levels.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Groundborneȱ noiseȱ isȱ thatȱ whichȱ isȱ experiencedȱ insideȱ aȱ buildingȱ orȱ structureȱ fromȱ vibrationsȱ producedȱ
outsideȱofȱtheȱbuildingȱandȱtransmittedȱasȱgroundȱvibrationȱbetweenȱtheȱsourceȱandȱreceiver.ȱGroundborneȱ
noiseȱcanȱbeȱaȱproblemȱinȱsituationsȱwhereȱtheȱprimaryȱairborneȱnoiseȱpathȱisȱblocked,ȱsuchȱasȱinȱtheȱcaseȱofȱ
aȱsubwayȱtunnelȱpassingȱnearȱhomesȱorȱotherȱnoiseȬsensitiveȱstructures.ȱTheȱproject’sȱnoiseȱandȱvibrationȬ
generatingȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ involveȱ shallowȱ excavationȱ ofȱ pipelineȱ trenchesȱ forȱ distributionȱ
pipelines,ȱ andȱ noȱ tunnelingȱ orȱ undergroundȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ associatedȱ withȱ thisȱ projectȱ
component.ȱ Deeperȱ excavationȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ occurȱ duringȱ constructionȱ ofȱ proposedȱ undergroundȱ
storageȱfacilitiesȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱproposedȱstorageȱtank/reservoirȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite,ȱ
butȱ theȱ closestȱ offȬsiteȱ structuresȱ areȱ locatedȱ approximatelyȱ 700ȱ feetȱ awayȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ
1,000ȱfeetȱawayȱfromȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱ(excludingȱexistingȱstructuresȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱ
Centralȱ Reservoirȱ site,ȱ whichȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ presumablyȱ ensureȱ areȱ notȱ damagedȱ byȱ projectȱ constructionȱ
activities).ȱAtȱthisȱdistance,ȱadjacentȱorȱnearbyȱusesȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱaffectedȱbyȱgroundborneȱnoise.ȱTherefore,ȱ
constructionȬgeneratedȱ groundborneȱ noiseȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ thanȱ
significant.ȱ
Thisȱanalysisȱappliesȱaȱsignificanceȱthresholdȱofȱcosmeticȱdamageȱtoȱbuildingsȱofȱ0.5ȱinchȱperȱsecondȱ(in/sec)ȱ
peakȱ particleȱ velocityȱ (PPV).ȱ Typicalȱ vibrationȱ levelsȱ fromȱ variousȱ typesȱ ofȱ constructionȱ equipmentȱ atȱ
20ȱfeetȱareȱlistedȱinȱTableȱ2;ȱsomeȱofȱtheseȱareȱsimilarȱtoȱtheȱequipmentȱproposedȱtoȱbeȱusedȱforȱthisȱproject.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

28ȱ ConstructionȱnoiseȱeffectsȱonȱwildlifeȱisȱdiscussedȱunderȱBiologicalȱResources.ȱ
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TABLEȱ2ȱ
VIBRATIONȱLEVELSȱFORȱCONSTRUCTIONȱEQUIPMENTȱ
PeakȱParticleȱVelocityȱ(in/sec)ȱ
Atȱ20ȱFeetaȱ

Equipmentȱ
Largeȱvibratoryȱcompactorȱ(TruckȬmounted)ȱ

0.293ȱ

Largeȱbulldozer/earthmovingȱequipmentȱ

0.124ȱ

Loadedȱtrucksȱ

0.106ȱ

aȱ Vibrationȱamplitudesȱforȱconstructionȱequipmentȱassumeȱnormalȱpropagationȱconditions.ȱ

SOURCE:ȱ FTA,ȱ2006.29ȱ

ȱ
Asȱ indicatedȱ inȱ Tableȱ 2,ȱ projectȬrelatedȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ generateȱ vibrationȱ levelsȱ wellȱ belowȱ
theȱ 0.5Ȭin/secȱ PPVȱ vibrationȱ thresholdȱ forȱ adjacentȱ buildings.ȱ Thisȱ wouldȱ beȱ trueȱ evenȱ ifȱ twoȱ piecesȱ ofȱ
equipmentȱ (e.g.,ȱ twoȱ excavatorsȱ orȱ twoȱ trucks)ȱ wereȱ bothȱ operatingȱ 20ȱ feetȱ fromȱ aȱ structure.ȱ Therefore,ȱ
vibrationȱeffectsȱonȱadjacentȱorȱnearbyȱoffsiteȱbuildingsȱorȱstructuresȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱNOȬ2:ȱProjectȱoperationsȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱtheȱexposureȱofȱpersonsȱto,ȱorȱgenerationȱof,ȱnoiseȱ
levelsȱinȱexcessȱ ofȱ standardsȱ orȱ aȱ substantialȱ increaseȱinȱambientȱ noiseȱlevelsȱ inȱ theȱprojectȱ vicinity.ȱ
(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Projectȱ componentsȱ wouldȱ includeȱ treatment,ȱ storage,ȱ andȱ distributionȱ facilities.ȱ Theȱ primaryȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ
noiseȱ associatedȱ withȱ projectȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ pumpsȱ atȱ theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ
adjacentȱtoȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱasȱwellȱasȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱpumpȱstationȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱAnȱ
emergencyȱbackȬupȱgeneratorȱwouldȱalsoȱbeȱaȱpotentialȱoccasionalȱsourceȱofȱnoiseȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱ
pumpȱ station.ȱ Thereȱ wouldȱ beȱ noȱ noiseȱ sourcesȱ associatedȱ withȱ proposedȱ distributionȱ pipelines,ȱ andȱ noȱ
noiseȱincreasesȱwouldȱoccurȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheirȱoperationȱorȱmaintenance.ȱ
PumpȱOperation.ȱPumpsȱareȱtheȱprimaryȱsourceȱofȱnoiseȱtypicallyȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱoperationȱofȱwaterȱ
facilities.ȱTheȱdegreeȱofȱimpactȱwouldȱdifferȱforȱeachȱpartȱofȱtheȱproject,ȱandȱwouldȱdependȱonȱpumpȱsizes,ȱ
proximityȱ toȱ sensitiveȱ receptors,ȱ andȱ theȱ extentȱ ofȱ noiseȱ attenuationȱ incorporatedȱ intoȱ theȱ facilityȱ design.ȱ
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱNoiseȱOrdinanceȱ(PoliceȱCodeȱSectionȱ2909[d])ȱstatesȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ
(d)ȱFixedȱResidentialȱInteriorȱNoiseȱLimits.ȱInȱorderȱtoȱpreventȱsleepȱdisturbance,ȱprotectȱpublicȱhealthȱandȱ
preventȱtheȱacousticalȱenvironmentȱfromȱprogressiveȱdeteriorationȱdueȱtoȱtheȱincreasingȱuseȱandȱinfluenceȱofȱ
mechanicalȱequipment,ȱnoȱfixedȱnoiseȱsourceȱmayȱcauseȱtheȱnoiseȱlevelȱmeasuredȱinsideȱanyȱsleepingȱorȱlivingȱ
roomȱinȱanyȱdwellingȱunitȱlocatedȱonȱresidentialȱpropertyȱtoȱexceedȱ45ȱdBA30ȱbetweenȱtheȱhoursȱofȱ10:00ȱp.m.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

29ȱ U.S.ȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Transportation,ȱ Federalȱ Transitȱ Administration,ȱ Transitȱ Noiseȱ andȱ Vibrationȱ Impactȱ Assessment,ȱ Mayȱ

2006.ȱAvailableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf.ȱ

30ȱ Becauseȱtheȱhumanȱearȱisȱnotȱequallyȱsensitiveȱtoȱallȱsoundȱfrequenciesȱwithinȱtheȱentireȱspectrum,ȱhumanȱresponseȱisȱ

factoredȱintoȱsoundȱdescriptionsȱinȱaȱprocessȱcalledȱ“AȬweighting,”ȱexpressedȱasȱ“dBA.”ȱTheȱAȬweightedȱdecibel,ȱdBA,ȱ
refersȱtoȱaȱscaleȱofȱnoiseȱmeasurementȱthatȱapproximatesȱtheȱrangeȱofȱsensitivityȱofȱtheȱhumanȱearȱtoȱsoundsȱofȱdifferentȱ
frequencies.ȱOnȱthisȱscale,ȱtheȱnormalȱrangeȱofȱhumanȱhearingȱextendsȱfromȱaboutȱ0ȱdBAȱtoȱaboutȱ140ȱdBA.ȱ
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toȱ 7:00ȱ a.m.ȱ orȱ 55ȱ dBAȱ betweenȱ theȱ hoursȱ ofȱ 7:00ȱ a.m.ȱ toȱ 10:00ȱ p.m.ȱ withȱ windowsȱ openȱ exceptȱ whereȱ
buildingȱventilationȱisȱachievedȱthroughȱmechanicalȱsystemsȱthatȱallowȱwindowsȱtoȱremainȱclosed.ȱȱ
Onȱ average,ȱ openȱ windowsȱ typicallyȱ reduceȱ exteriorȱ noiseȱ levelsȱ byȱ approximatelyȱ 15ȱ dBA,ȱ whileȱ closedȱ
windowsȱreduceȱnoiseȱlevelsȱbyȱapproximatelyȱ25ȱdBA.31ȱ Therefore,ȱtheȱmaximumȱexteriorȱnoiseȱlimitȱthatȱ
wouldȱensureȱinteriorȱnoiseȱlevelsȱdoȱnotȱexceedȱ45ȱdBAȱduringȱtheȱnighttimeȱhoursȱ(10:00ȱp.m.ȱtoȱ7:00ȱa.m.)ȱ
andȱ55ȱdBAȱduringȱtheȱdaytimeȱhoursȱ(7:00ȱa.m.ȱtoȱ10:00ȱp.m.)ȱwouldȱbeȱ60ȱdBAȱandȱ70ȱdBA,ȱrespectively.ȱ
Sinceȱproposedȱpumps,ȱwhichȱareȱconsideredȱtoȱbeȱfixedȱnoiseȱsources,ȱcouldȱoperateȱduringȱtheȱdaytimeȱorȱ
nighttimeȱhours,ȱthisȱanalysisȱappliesȱbothȱexteriorȱnoiseȱlimitsȱofȱ60ȱdBAȱ(Leq)32ȱandȱ70ȱdBAȱ(Leq).ȱ
Theȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱoperateȱaȱtotalȱofȱ13ȱpumps,ȱincludingȱtwoȱveryȱsmallȱ
pumpsȱ(5ȱhorsepowerȱ(hp)ȱorȱless),ȱfourȱsmallȱpumpsȱ(50ȱtoȱ75ȱhp),ȱandȱsevenȱlargeȱpumpsȱ(200ȱtoȱ250ȱhp)ȱ
atȱ anyȱ givenȱ time.ȱ Allȱ pumpsȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ inȱ aȱ buildingȱ enclosure.ȱ Asȱ shownȱ inȱ Tableȱ 3ȱ below,ȱ
concurrentȱoperationȱofȱ13ȱpumpsȱatȱthisȱfacilityȱareȱestimatedȱtoȱgenerateȱnoiseȱlevelsȱofȱupȱtoȱ82ȱdBAȱ(Leq)ȱ
atȱ 50ȱ feetȱ orȱ 88ȱ dBAȱ (Leq)ȱ atȱ 25ȱ feet.ȱ However,ȱ sinceȱ theȱ proposedȱ facilityȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ isȱ
surroundedȱbyȱanȱearthenȱbermȱandȱtheȱpumpsȱwouldȱbeȱenclosed,ȱestimatedȱnoiseȱlevelsȱwouldȱbeȱ18ȱtoȱ
33ȱdBAȱ(Leq)ȱatȱtheȱpropertyȱboundaryȱ(outsideȱtheȱberm)ȱandȱupȱtoȱ19ȱdBAȱ(Leq)ȱatȱtheȱclosestȱresidentialȱ
receptor,ȱwhichȱisȱapproximatelyȱ1,900ȱfeetȱtoȱtheȱeastȱ(acrossȱLakeȱMercedȱonȱLakeshoreȱBoulevard).ȱTheȱ
estimatedȱnoiseȱlevelsȱofȱupȱtoȱ19ȱdBAȱ(Leq)ȱwouldȱnotȱexceedȱtheȱordinanceȱ60ȬdBAȱnighttimeȱandȱ70ȬdBAȱ
daytimeȱ exteriorȱ noiseȱ limitsȱ describedȱ above,ȱ andȱ theȱ estimatedȱ 18ȱ toȱ 33ȱ dBAȱ (Leq)ȱ atȱ theȱ propertyȱ
boundaryȱ wouldȱ remainȱ belowȱ theȱ minimumȱ measuredȱ ambientȱ nighttimeȱ noiseȱ levelȱ ofȱ 41ȱ dBAȱ (Leq)33ȱ
alongȱ Zooȱ Roadȱ nearȱ theȱ propertyȱ boundary.ȱ Therefore,ȱ noiseȱ generatedȱ byȱ projectȱ operationȱ wouldȱ notȱ
causeȱ interiorȱ noiseȱ levelsȱ atȱ theȱ closestȱ residencesȱ toȱ exceedȱ theȱ 45ȬdBAȱ andȱ 55ȬdBAȱ (Leq)ȱ interiorȱ limitsȱ
(windowsȱopen)ȱnorȱwouldȱambientȱnoiseȱlevelsȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinityȱincreaseȱsubstantially,ȱresultingȱinȱaȱ
lessȱthanȱsignificantȱimpact.ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ includeȱ operationȱ ofȱ threeȱ largeȱ pumpsȱ (150ȱ hp)ȱ withinȱ aȱ buildingȱ enclosureȱ atȱ theȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(fourȱ150ȱhpȱpumpsȱareȱproposedȱwithinȱtheȱenclosureȱwithȱupȱ
toȱthreeȱ pumpsȱoperatingȱ atȱanyȱgivenȱ timeȱandȱoneȱonȱstandby).ȱAsȱshownȱinȱTableȱ3,ȱoperationȱwouldȱ
generateȱnoiseȱlevelsȱofȱ76ȱdBAȱ(Leq)ȱatȱ50ȱfeet.ȱHowever,ȱaccountingȱforȱtheȱenclosureȱofȱtheȱpumpsȱandȱtheȱ
distanceȱofȱapproximatelyȱ100ȱfeetȱtoȱtheȱnearestȱparkȱusersȱonȱOverlookȱDrive,ȱtheȱestimatedȱnoiseȱlevelsȱ
wouldȱbeȱ45ȱdBAȱ(Leq)ȱatȱ theȱclosestȱpotentialȱreceptor.ȱSuchȱnoiseȱlevelsȱwouldȱremainȱbelowȱmeasuredȱ
ambientȱ noiseȱ levelsȱ ofȱ 47ȱ toȱ 74ȱ dBA,ȱ Leq,ȱ duringȱ parkȱ operatingȱ hoursȱ ofȱ 7ȱ a.m.ȱ andȱ 10ȱ p.m.,ȱ andȱ atȱ orȱ
belowȱtheȱlowestȱmeasuredȱambientȱnighttimeȱnoiseȱlevelȱofȱ45.3ȱdBA,ȱLeq.34ȱSuchȱlevelsȱareȱconsideredȱtoȱ
beȱ aȱ lessȬthanȬsignificantȱ impactȱ sinceȱ theȱ noiseȱ levelȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ perceptiblyȱ
increaseȱ ambientȱ levels.ȱ Moreover,ȱ theȱ lowestȱ existingȱ ambientȱ noiseȱ levelsȱ occurȱ duringȱ theȱ nighttimeȱ
whenȱpeopleȱareȱnotȱpermittedȱtoȱuseȱtheȱpark.ȱAtȱtheȱclosestȱresidentialȱreceptorsȱlocatedȱapproximatelyȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

31ȱ U.S.ȱEnvironmentalȱProtectionȱAgency,ȱInformationȱonȱLevelsȱofȱEnvironmentalȱNoiseȱRequisiteȱtoȱProtectȱPublicȱHealthȱandȱ
32ȱ
33ȱ
34ȱ

Welfareȱ withȱ anȱ Adequateȱ Marginȱ ofȱ Safety,ȱ Tableȱ BȬ4,ȱ Marchȱ 1974.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ http://www.fican.org/pdf/ȱ
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf.ȱȱ
Leq:ȱ Variationsȱinȱ noiseȱ exposureȱ overȱ timeȱ areȱ typicallyȱ expressedȱ inȱ termsȱ ofȱ aȱ steadyȬstateȱ energyȱ levelȱ (calledȱ Leq)ȱ
thatȱrepresentsȱtheȱacousticalȱenergyȱofȱaȱgivenȱmeasurement.ȱ
ESA.ȱ2008.ȱ“SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ(CSȬ822),ȱEnvironmentalȱTechnicalȱMemorandumȱ–ȱNoise.”ȱ
Novemberȱ18,ȱ2008.ȱ

Ibid.ȱ
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TABLEȱ3ȱ
ESTIMATEDȱOPERATIONALȱNOISEȱLEVELSȱATȱTHEȱCLOSESTȱSENSITIVEȱRECEPTORSȱANDȱCONSISTENCYȱWITHȱSIGNIFICANCEȱCRITERIAȱ

ProjectȱComponent/ȱReceptorȱLocationȱ

PumpȱSizeȱ
(Horsepowerȱ
perȱPump)ȱ

Maximumȱ
Numberȱofȱ
DutyȱPumpsȱ
Operatingȱatȱ
OneȱTimeȱ

Referenceȱ
HourlyȱLeqȱ
inȱdBAȱ@ȱ
50ȱfeetaȱ

Distanceȱbetweenȱ
Projectȱandȱ
Distanceȱandȱ
Closestȱ
Enclosureȱ
Residentialȱ
Adjustmentsȱ Adjustedȱ
Receptorȱ(feet)ȱ
(dBA)ȱ
Leqȱ(dBA)ȱ

Lowestȱ
Applicableȱ
Ordinanceȱ
ExteriorȱNoiseȱ
Limitȱ(dBA)bȱ

DoesȱProjectȱ
NoiseȱExceedȱ
Limit?ȱ

Noȱ

RecycledȱWaterȱTreatmentȱPlantȱatȱOceansideȱWPCPȱ
MF/UFȱBackwashȱPumpȱ

50ȱ

1ȱ

66ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

3ȱ

60ȱ

MF/UFȱCIPȱCirculationȱand/orȱDrainȱPumpȱ

75ȱ

1ȱ

68ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

5ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

HighȱPressureȱFeedȱPumpsȱ

250ȱ

3ȱ

78ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

15ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

ROȱPermeate/CIPȱPumpsȱ

60ȱ

2ȱ

70ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

7ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

NeutralizationȱTankȱTransferȱPumpsȱ

3ȱ

1ȱ

54ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

0ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

5ȱ

1ȱ

56ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

0ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

RWȱDistributionȱPumpsȱtoȱGGPȱParkȱ

200ȱ

2ȱ

75ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

12ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

SecondaryȱEffluentȱPumpsȱatȱPumpȱGalleryȱ

200ȱ

2ȱ

75ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

12ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

ȱȱ

13ȱ

82ȱ

1,900ȱ

Ȭ63ȱ

19ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

150ȱ

3ȱ

76cȱ

1,000ȱ

Ȭ51ȱ

25ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

DecarbonatorȱPumpsȱ

CombinedȱNoiseȱLevel
CentralȱReservoirȱPumpȱStationȱatȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
RWȱDistributionȱPumpsȱtoȱGGPȱParkȱ
ȱ
NOTES:ȱȱ
hpȱ=ȱhorsepowerȱ

aȱ Estimatedȱnoiseȱlevelsȱareȱbasedȱonȱaȱreferenceȱnoiseȱlevelȱofȱ69ȱdBAȱ(L )ȱforȱaȱ1,800Ȭrpm,ȱ100ȬHpȱpump.ȱThisȱlevelȱwasȱadjustedȱforȱtheȱproposedȱHpȱratingȱofȱproposedȱpumpsȱtoȱestablishȱanȱaverageȱ
eq

pumpȱnoiseȱlevelȱ(Leq)ȱasȱfollows:ȱLeqȱ1ȱ=ȱLeqȱRȱ+ȱKȱ*ȱlog;ȱ(HP1/HPR)ȱareȱtheȱhorsepowerȱratingsȱofȱtheȱcandidateȱandȱreferenceȱpumps,ȱandȱKȱisȱaȱpumpȱconstant.ȱPumpȱnoiseȱlevelȱwasȱobtainedȱfromȱBruceȱandȱ
Moritzȱ(1998).35ȱ Sinceȱpumpsȱwouldȱbeȱenclosed,ȱpumpȱnoiseȱlevelsȱwouldȱactuallyȱbeȱatȱleastȱ25ȱdBAȱlowerȱthanȱtheȱunenclosedȱnoiseȱlevelȱlistedȱabove.ȱToȱevaluateȱworstȬcaseȱconditions,ȱthisȱanalysisȱ
assumesȱtheȱaboveȬlistedȱequipmentȱwouldȱoperateȱsimultaneouslyȱ24ȱhoursȱperȱday,ȱnotȱbeȱenclosed,ȱandȱallȱpumpsȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱprojectȱboundaryȱclosestȱtoȱtheȱreceptor.ȱItȱalsoȱassumesȱthatȱnoȱ
reductionȱisȱappliedȱtoȱanyȱinterveningȱdevelopmentȱthatȱinterruptsȱtheȱlineȱofȱsightȱbetweenȱtheȱnoiseȱsourceȱandȱreceptors.ȱȱ
bȱ TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱNoiseȱOrdinanceȱ(PoliceȱCodeȱSectionȱ2909[d])ȱinteriorȱnoiseȱlimitsȱfromȱfixedȱnoiseȱsourcesȱareȱ45ȱdBAȱbetweenȱ10:00ȱp.m.ȱandȱ7:00ȱa.m.ȱandȱ55ȱdBAȱbetweenȱ7:00ȱa.m.ȱandȱ10:00ȱp.m.ȱwithȱ
windowsȱopen.ȱTheseȱinteriorȱnoiseȱlimitsȱareȱequivalentȱtoȱexteriorȱnoiseȱlimitsȱofȱ60ȱdBAȱbetweenȱ10:00ȱp.m.ȱandȱ7:00ȱa.m.ȱandȱ70ȱdBAȱbetweenȱ7:00ȱa.m.ȱandȱ10:00ȱp.m.ȱatȱtheȱclosestȱresidentialȱreceptorsȱ
(windowsȱopen).ȱ
cȱ Theȱequivalentȱnoiseȱlevelȱfromȱoperationȱofȱtheseȱthree,ȱenclosedȱpumpsȱatȱOverlookȱDriveȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(theȱclosestȱlocationȱtoȱpotentialȱparkȱusers)ȱwouldȱbeȱ45ȱdBAȱ(L ).ȱSuchȱnoiseȱlevelsȱwouldȱ
eq
remainȱbelowȱmeasuredȱambientȱnoiseȱlevelsȱduringȱparkȱoperatingȱhoursȱ(47ȱtoȱ74ȱdBA,ȱLeq,ȱbetweenȱ7ȱa.m.ȱandȱ10ȱp.m.)ȱandȱatȱorȱbelowȱmeasuredȱambientȱnighttimeȱnoiseȱlevelsȱ(lowestȱmeasuredȱlevelȱ
wasȱ45.3ȱdBA,ȱLeq).36ȱSuchȱlevelsȱareȱconsideredȱtoȱbeȱaȱlessȬthanȬsignificantȱimpactȱsinceȱtheȱlowestȱambientȱnoiseȱlevelsȱonlyȱoccurȱduringȱtheȱnightȱwhenȱpeopleȱdon’tȱuseȱtheȱpark.ȱ
ȱ
SOURCE:ȱOrionȱEnvironmentalȱAssociatesȱ

ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

35ȱ Bruce,ȱR.D.ȱandȱC.T.ȱMoritz.ȱ1998.”SoundȱPowerȱLevelȱPredictionsȱforȱIndustrialȱMachinery.”ȱHandbookȱofȱAcoustics.ȱChapterȱ69.ȱNewȱYork:ȱJohnȱWileyȱ&ȱSons,ȱInc.ȱ
36ȱ ESA.ȱ2008.ȱ“SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ(CSȬ822),ȱEnvironmentalȱTechnicalȱMemorandumȱ–ȱNoise.”ȱNovemberȱ18,ȱ2008.ȱ
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1,000ȱfeetȱaway,ȱpumpȱnoiseȱlevelsȱwouldȱbeȱ25ȱdBAȱ(Leq)ȱwithȱenclosureȱofȱtheȱpumps.ȱSuchȱnoiseȱlevelsȱ
wouldȱ notȱ exceedȱ theȱ ordinanceȱ 60ȬdBAȱ nighttimeȱ andȱ 70ȬdBAȱ daytimeȱ exteriorȱ noiseȱ limitsȱ describedȱ
above.ȱ Therefore,ȱ noiseȱ generatedȱ byȱ proposedȱ pumpȱ operationsȱ atȱ thisȱ siteȱ wouldȱ notȱ substantiallyȱ
increaseȱ ambientȱ noiseȱ levelsȱ orȱ causeȱ interiorȱ noiseȱ levelsȱ atȱ theȱ closestȱ residencesȱ toȱ exceedȱ theȱ interiorȱ
limitsȱ(windowsȱopen),ȱaȱlessȱthanȱsignificantȱimpact.ȱ
EmergencyȱPowerȱGenerators.ȱAȱportableȱdieselȱgeneratorȱwouldȱbeȱavailableȱtoȱprovideȱbackupȱpowerȱtoȱ
enableȱ operationȱ ofȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ pumpȱ stationȱ atȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ duringȱ anȱ emergency,ȱ butȱ
wouldȱ notȱ beȱ requiredȱ atȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ givenȱ theȱ availabilityȱ ofȱ emergencyȱ powerȱ
supplyȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱAsȱdiscussedȱinȱSectionȱA.6.3,ȱOperationsȱandȱMaintenance,ȱitȱisȱassumedȱ
thatȱexistingȱSFPUCȱportableȱgeneratorsȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱforȱtheȱprojectȱandȱtestingȱofȱsuchȱequipmentȱwouldȱ
notȱ likelyȱ beȱ conductedȱ atȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoir.ȱ However,ȱ thisȱ analysisȱ considersȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ useȱ ofȱ anȱ
emergencyȱ generatorȱ atȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ site.ȱ Asȱ statedȱ above,ȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Noiseȱ Ordinanceȱ
(Policeȱ Codeȱ Sectionsȱ 2909[d])ȱ equivalentȱ exteriorȱ noiseȱ limitsȱ (withȱ windowsȱ open)ȱ fromȱ fixedȱ noiseȱ
sourcesȱareȱ60ȱdBAȱbetweenȱ10:00ȱp.m.ȱandȱ7:00ȱa.m.ȱandȱ70ȱdBAȱbetweenȱ7:00ȱa.m.ȱandȱ10:00ȱp.m.ȱatȱtheȱ
closestȱresidentialȱreceptors.ȱ
Theȱ emergencyȱ generatorsȱ wouldȱ createȱ temporaryȱ noiseȱ fromȱ useȱ duringȱ aȱ powerȱ failureȱ andȱ duringȱ
periodicȱ testingȱ toȱ ensureȱ theirȱ continuedȱ reliability,ȱ andȱ couldȱ operateȱ continuouslyȱ followingȱ aȱ
catastrophicȱ emergencyȱ untilȱ electricȱ powerȱ serviceȱ isȱ restoredȱ toȱ theȱ area.ȱ Soundȱ levelsȱ fromȱ theseȱ
generatorsȱvaryȱdependingȱonȱtheȱtypeȱofȱgeneratorȱandȱtheȱnoiseȱattenuationȱthatȱhasȱbeenȱincorporatedȱ
intoȱitsȱdesign.ȱWithoutȱanyȱnoiseȱattenuation,ȱtheȱemergencyȱgeneratorsȱcouldȱgenerateȱsoundȱlevelsȱofȱupȱ
toȱ 76ȱdBAȱ atȱ 50ȱfeetȱ fromȱ theȱ generator.37ȱ Asȱ shownȱ inȱ Tableȱ4,ȱ operationȱ ofȱ emergencyȱ generatorsȱ forȱ
maintenanceȱasȱwellȱasȱduringȱpowerȱoutagesȱwouldȱproduceȱnoiseȱlevelsȱofȱapproximatelyȱ50ȱdBAȱ(Leq)ȱatȱ
theȱclosestȱresidentialȱreceptorsȱnearȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite.ȱGeneratorȬrelatedȱnoiseȱwouldȱnotȱexceedȱ
theȱ ordinance’sȱ 60ȬdBAȱ nighttimeȱ andȱ 70ȬdBAȱ daytimeȱ exteriorȱ noiseȱ limitsȱ atȱ theȱ closestȱ residentialȱ
receptors,ȱandȱtherefore,ȱnoiseȱgeneratedȱbyȱproposedȱemergencyȱgeneratorsȱwouldȱnotȱcauseȱinteriorȱnoiseȱ
levelsȱatȱtheȱclosestȱresidencesȱtoȱexceedȱtheȱaboveȱordinanceȱ45ȬdBAȱandȱ55ȬdBAȱinteriorȱlimitsȱ(windowsȱ
open),ȱaȱlessȱthanȱsignificantȱimpact.ȱ
TABLEȱ4ȱ
AMBIENTȱNOISEȱLEVELȱINCREASEȱFROMȱEMERGENCYȱGENERATORȱUSEȱ

Locationȱ

EmergencyȱGeneratorȱNoiseȱ
Emergencyȱ
Levelȱ(Leq)ȱatȱClosestȱ
GeneratorȱNoiseȱ
ResidentialȱReceptorȱ
Levelȱ(Leq)ȱatȱ
50ȱfeetȱ
Locatedȱ1,000ȱfeetȱAwayȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱPumpȱStationȱSiteȱ

76ȱ

50ȱ

LowestȱApplicableȱ
OrdinanceȱExteriorȱ
NoiseȱLimitȱ

DoesȱProjectȱ
NoiseȱExceedȱ
Limit?ȱ

60ȱ

Noȱ

ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

37ȱ U.S.ȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Transportation,ȱ Federalȱ Transitȱ Administration,ȱ Transitȱ Noiseȱ andȱ Vibrationȱ Impactȱ Assessment,ȱ Mayȱ

2006.ȱAvailableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf.ȱ
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

7.ȱ

AIRȱQUALITY—Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

a)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱorȱobstructȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱ
applicableȱairȱqualityȱplan?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Violateȱanyȱairȱqualityȱstandardȱorȱcontributeȱ
substantiallyȱtoȱanȱexistingȱorȱprojectedȱairȱqualityȱ
violation?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Resultȱinȱaȱcumulativelyȱconsiderableȱnetȱincreaseȱofȱ
anyȱcriteriaȱpollutantȱforȱwhichȱtheȱprojectȱregionȱisȱ
nonȬattainmentȱunderȱanȱapplicableȱfederal,ȱstate,ȱorȱ
regionalȱambientȱairȱqualityȱstandardȱ(includingȱ
releasingȱemissionsȱwhichȱexceedȱquantitativeȱ
thresholdsȱforȱozoneȱprecursors)?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

d)ȱ

Exposeȱsensitiveȱreceptorsȱtoȱsubstantialȱpollutantȱ
concentrations?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

e)ȱ

Createȱobjectionableȱodorsȱaffectingȱaȱsubstantialȱ
numberȱofȱpeople?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
Thereȱ wouldȱ beȱ noȱ pointȱ sourceȱ emissionsȱ thatȱ wouldȱ exposeȱ sensitiveȱ receptorsȱ toȱ substantialȱ pollutantȱ
concentrationsȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱoperationȱofȱproposedȱpipeline,ȱreservoir,ȱandȱpumpingȱfacilities;ȱthereȱ
wouldȱnotȱbeȱanyȱventsȱwhereȱairȱemissionsȱwouldȱbeȱreleased.ȱForȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilities,ȱ
theȱ onlyȱ pointȱ sourceȱ emissionsȱ typicallyȱ associatedȱ withȱ theseȱ facilitiesȱ areȱ emergencyȱ generators.ȱ
However,ȱnoȱnewȱemergencyȱgeneratorsȱareȱproposedȱasȱpartȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱTheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱalreadyȱ
hasȱ emergencyȱ powerȱ supplyȱ facilities,ȱ andȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ connectȱ toȱ theseȱ
facilitiesȱ duringȱ anȱ emergency.ȱ Existingȱ SFPUCȱ portableȱ dieselȱ generatorsȱ wouldȱ beȱ transportedȱ fromȱ anȱ
offsiteȱ SFPUCȱ storageȱ locationȱ toȱ provideȱ backupȱ powerȱ toȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ facilityȱ duringȱ anȱ
emergency.ȱ Sinceȱ theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ facilityȱ wouldȱ notȱ requireȱ additionȱ ofȱ anȱ
emergencyȱgeneratorȱandȱthereȱareȱnoȱemissionsȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱfiltersȱorȱUVȱdisinfectionȱsystems,ȱthereȱ
wouldȱ beȱ noȱ newȱ stationaryȱ pointȱ sourcesȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ project.ȱ However,ȱ anyȱ emergencyȱ powerȱ
outagesȱatȱprojectȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱresultȱinȱtemporary,ȱincrementalȱincreasesȱinȱcriteriaȱpollutantȱemissionsȱ
associatedȱ withȱ operationȱ ofȱ theȱ portableȱ dieselȱ generators.ȱ Sinceȱ suchȱ emissionsȱ wouldȱ onlyȱ occurȱ
periodicallyȱ (duringȱ anȱ emergencyȱ onlyȱ andȱ minimalȱ whenȱ consideredȱ onȱ aȱ dailyȱ basis),ȱ theȱ project’sȱ
operationalȱdailyȱemissionsȱwouldȱbeȱlimitedȱtoȱmobileȱsourcesȱassociatedȱwithȱmaintenanceȱoperations.ȱ
Operationȱofȱ theȱrecycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱfacilitiesȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱsiteȱwouldȱrequireȱfourȱ
fullȬtimeȱ employees.ȱ Operationȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ ofȱ otherȱ projectȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ utilizeȱ existingȱ SFPUCȱ
employees.ȱTherefore,ȱmobileȱsourceȱemissionsȱassociatedȱwithȱprojectȱoperationȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱsubstantialȱ
andȱ wouldȱ beȱ limitedȱ toȱ upȱ toȱ eightȱ additionalȱ oneȬwayȱ vehicleȱ tripsȱ generatedȱ byȱ theȱ fourȱ newȱ projectȬ
relatedȱemployeesȱandȱanȱaverageȱofȱtwoȱtoȱfourȱoneȬwayȱtruckȱtripsȱperȱweekȱassociatedȱwithȱoneȱorȱtwoȱ
weeklyȱ chemicalȱ deliveriesȱ (upȱ toȱ twoȱ oneȬwayȱ truckȱ tripsȱ perȱ dayȱ fromȱ upȱ toȱ fourȱ weeklyȱ chemicalȱ
deliveriesȱduringȱpeakȱproduction).ȱȱ
Theȱprimaryȱpumpȱstationȱatȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱoperateȱasȱneededȱtoȱmeetȱ
demandȱandȱfillȱreservoirsȱinȱtheȱdistributionȱsystem.ȱTheȱboosterȱpumpsȱinȱtheȱsystemȱwouldȱoperateȱonȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

45

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

anȱasȬneededȱbasisȱtoȱmaintainȱpressureȱinȱtheȱsystem.ȱTheseȱnewȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱincreaseȱtheȱdemandȱforȱ
electricity,ȱandȱifȱelectricityȱwereȱgeneratedȱfromȱfossilȱfuelȱsources,ȱanȱindirectȱincreaseȱinȱcriteriaȱpollutantȱ
emissionsȱwouldȱbeȱattributableȱtoȱprojectȱoperation.ȱHowever,ȱunderȱnormalȱconditions,ȱallȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱ
utilizeȱrenewableȱenergyȱinȱtheȱformȱofȱhydroelectricȱpowerȱfromȱtheȱHetchȱHetchyȱRegionalȱWaterȱSystem.ȱ
Therefore,ȱprojectȬrelatedȱoperationalȱincreasesȱinȱelectricityȱdemandȱisȱnotȱexpectedȱtoȱindirectlyȱincreaseȱ
criteriaȱpollutantȱemissions.ȱ
Asȱexplainedȱabove,ȱprojectȱoperationȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱgenerationȱofȱsubstantialȱpollutantȱconcentrationsȱ
orȱ otherwiseȱ resultȱ inȱ airȱ qualityȱ impacts.ȱ However,ȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ
violationȱ ofȱ airȱ qualityȱ standardsȱ orȱ exposeȱ sensitiveȱ receptorsȱ toȱ substantialȱ pollutantȱ concentrations.ȱ
Therefore,ȱtheȱEIRȱwillȱevaluateȱtheȱproposedȱproject’sȱconstructionȱairȱqualityȱimpacts.ȱ

ImpactȱAQȬ1:ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱcreateȱobjectionableȱodorsȱthatȱwouldȱaffectȱaȱsubstantialȱnumberȱ
ofȱpeople.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Typicalȱ odorȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ concernȱ includeȱ wastewaterȱ treatmentȱ plants,ȱ sanitaryȱ landfills,ȱ transferȱ stations,ȱ
compostingȱfacilities,ȱpetroleumȱrefineries,ȱasphaltȱbatchȱplants,ȱchemicalȱmanufacturingȱfacilities,ȱfiberglassȱ
manufacturingȱ facilities,ȱ autoȱ bodyȱ shops,ȱ renderingȱ plants,ȱ andȱ coffeeȱ roastingȱ facilities.ȱ Duringȱ
construction,ȱ dieselȱ exhaustȱ fromȱ constructionȱ equipmentȱ wouldȱ generateȱ someȱ odors.ȱ However,ȱ
constructionȬrelatedȱ odorsȱ wouldȱ beȱ temporaryȱ andȱ wouldȱ notȱ persistȱ uponȱ projectȱ completion.ȱ Theȱ
proposedȱ aboveȱ groundȱ projectȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ atȱ theȱ existingȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ Centralȱ
Pumpȱ Station,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ notȱ includeȱ aȱ newȱ sourceȱ ofȱ odorsȱ withinȱ proximityȱ toȱ sensitiveȱ receptors.ȱ
Thereforeȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ createȱ aȱ significantȱ sourceȱ ofȱ newȱ odorsȱ andȱ odorȱ impactsȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ
thanȱsignificant.ȱȱ

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

8.ȱ

GREENHOUSEȱGASȱEMISSIONS—ȱ
Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

a)ȱ

Generateȱgreenhouseȱgasȱemissions,ȱeitherȱdirectlyȱorȱ
indirectly,ȱthatȱmayȱhaveȱaȱsignificantȱimpactȱonȱtheȱ
environment?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱanyȱapplicableȱplan,ȱpolicy,ȱorȱregulationȱ
adoptedȱforȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱreducingȱtheȱemissionsȱofȱ
greenhouseȱgases?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
Greenhouseȱgasȱ(GHG)ȱemissionsȱandȱglobalȱclimateȱchangeȱrepresentȱcumulativeȱimpacts.ȱGHGȱemissionsȱ
cumulativelyȱ contributeȱ toȱ theȱ significantȱ adverseȱ environmentalȱ impactsȱ ofȱ globalȱ climateȱ change.ȱ Noȱ
singleȱprojectȱcouldȱgenerateȱenoughȱGHGȱemissionsȱtoȱnoticeablyȱchangeȱtheȱglobalȱaverageȱtemperature;ȱ
instead,ȱ theȱ combinationȱ ofȱ GHGȱ emissionsȱ fromȱ past,ȱ present,ȱ andȱ futureȱ projectsȱ haveȱ contributedȱ andȱ
willȱcontributeȱtoȱglobalȱclimateȱchangeȱandȱitsȱassociatedȱenvironmentalȱimpacts.ȱȱ
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TheȱBayȱAreaȱAirȱQualityȱManagementȱDistrictȱ(BAAQMD)ȱhasȱpreparedȱguidelinesȱandȱmethodologiesȱforȱ
analyzingȱ GHGs.ȱ Theseȱ guidelinesȱ areȱ consistentȱ withȱ CEQAȱ Guidelinesȱ Sectionsȱ 15064.4ȱ andȱ 15183.5ȱ
whichȱ addressȱ theȱ analysisȱ andȱ determinationȱ ofȱ significantȱ impactsȱ fromȱ aȱ proposedȱ project’sȱ GHGȱ
emissions.ȱ CEQAȱ Guidelinesȱ Sectionȱ 15064.4ȱ allowsȱ leadȱ agenciesȱ toȱ relyȱ onȱ aȱ qualitativeȱ analysisȱ toȱ
describeȱ GHGȱ emissionsȱ resultingȱ fromȱ aȱ project.ȱ CEQAȱ Guidelinesȱ Sectionȱ 15183.5ȱ allowsȱ forȱ publicȱ
agenciesȱtoȱanalyzeȱandȱmitigateȱGHGȱ emissionsȱasȱ partȱofȱaȱlargerȱplanȱforȱ theȱreductionȱofȱgreenhouseȱ
gasesȱandȱdescribesȱtheȱrequiredȱcontentsȱofȱsuchȱaȱplan.ȱAccordingly,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱhasȱpreparedȱStrategiesȱ
toȱ Addressȱ Greenhouseȱ Gasȱ Emissionsȱ (GHGȱ Reductionȱ Strategy)38ȱ whichȱ presentsȱ aȱ comprehensiveȱ
assessmentȱofȱpolicies,ȱprograms,ȱandȱordinancesȱthatȱcollectivelyȱrepresentȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱQualifiedȱGHGȱ
ReductionȱStrategyȱinȱcomplianceȱwithȱCEQAȱguidelines.ȱTheȱactionsȱoutlinedȱinȱtheȱstrategyȱhaveȱresultedȱ
inȱ aȱ 14.5ȱ percentȱ reductionȱ inȱ GHGȱ emissionsȱ inȱ 2010ȱ comparedȱ toȱ 1990ȱ levels,ȱ exceedingȱ theȱ yearȱ 2020ȱ
reductionȱgoalsȱoutlinedȱinȱtheȱBAAQMD’sȱ2010ȱCleanȱAirȱPlan,ȱExecutiveȱOrderȱSȬ3Ȭȱ05,39ȱandȱAssemblyȱ
Billȱ32ȱ(alsoȱknownȱasȱtheȱGlobalȱWarmingȱSolutionsȱAct.)40,41ȱ
GivenȱthatȱtheȱCity’sȱlocalȱgreenhouseȱgasȱreductionȱtargetsȱareȱmoreȱaggressiveȱthanȱtheȱStateȱandȱRegion’sȱ
2020ȱ GHGȱ reductionȱ targetsȱ andȱ consistentȱ withȱ theȱ longȬtermȱ 2050ȱ reductionȱ targets,ȱ theȱ City’sȱ
GreenhouseȱGasȱReductionȱStrategyȱisȱconsistentȱwithȱtheȱgoalsȱofȱEOȱSȬ3Ȭ05,ȱABȱ32,ȱandȱtheȱBayȱAreaȱ2010ȱ
CleanȱAirȱPlan.ȱTherefore,ȱproposedȱprojectsȱthatȱareȱconsistentȱwithȱtheȱCity’sȱGreenhouseȱGasȱReductionȱ
Strategyȱ wouldȱ beȱ consistentȱ withȱ theȱ goalsȱ ofȱ EOȱ SȬ3Ȭ05,ȱ ABȱ 32,ȱ andȱ theȱ Bayȱ Areaȱ 2010ȱ Cleanȱ Airȱ Plan,ȱ
wouldȱ notȱ conflictȱ withȱ theseȱ plans,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ thereforeȱ notȱ exceedȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ applicableȱ GHGȱ
thresholdȱofȱsignificance.ȱȱ
Theȱ followingȱ analysisȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ project’sȱ impactȱ onȱ climateȱ changeȱ focusesȱ onȱ theȱ project’sȱ
contributionȱtoȱcumulativelyȱsignificantȱGHGȱemissions.ȱGivenȱtheȱanalysisȱisȱinȱaȱcumulativeȱcontext,ȱthisȱ
sectionȱdoesȱnotȱincludeȱanȱindividualȱprojectȬspecificȱimpactȱstatement.ȱ

ImpactȱCȬGGȬ1:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱgenerateȱgreenhouseȱgasȱemissions,ȱbutȱnotȱatȱlevelsȱthatȱ
wouldȱresultȱinȱaȱsignificantȱimpactȱonȱtheȱenvironmentȱorȱconflictȱwithȱanyȱpolicy,ȱplan,ȱorȱregulationȱ
adoptedȱforȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱreducingȱgreenhouseȱgasȱemissions.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Individualȱprojectsȱcontributeȱtoȱtheȱcumulativeȱeffectsȱofȱclimateȱchangeȱbyȱdirectlyȱorȱindirectlyȱemittingȱ
GHGsȱ duringȱ constructionȱ andȱ operationalȱ phases.ȱ Directȱ operationalȱ emissionsȱ includeȱ GHGȱ emissionsȱ
fromȱ newȱ vehicleȱ tripsȱ andȱ areaȱ sourcesȱ (naturalȱ gasȱ combustion).ȱ Indirectȱ emissionsȱ includeȱ emissionsȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

38ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department,ȱ Strategiesȱ toȱ Addressȱ Greenhouseȱ Gasȱ Emissionsȱ inȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ 2010.ȱ Theȱ finalȱ

documentȱisȱavailableȱonlineȱat:ȱhttp://www.sfȬplanning.org/index.aspx?page=2627.ȱ

39ȱ Executiveȱ Orderȱ SȬ3Ȭ05,ȱ setsȱ forthȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ targetȱ datesȱ byȱ whichȱ statewideȱ emissionsȱ ofȱ GHGsȱ needȱ toȱ beȱ

progressivelyȱreduced,ȱasȱfollows:ȱbyȱ2010,ȱreduceȱGHGȱemissionsȱtoȱ2000ȱlevelsȱ(approximatelyȱ457ȱmillionȱMTCO2E);ȱ
byȱ2020,ȱreduceȱemissionsȱtoȱ1990ȱlevelsȱ(estimatedȱatȱ427ȱmillionȱMTCO2E);ȱandȱbyȱ2050ȱreduceȱemissionsȱtoȱ80ȱpercentȱ
belowȱ1990ȱlevelsȱ(approximatelyȱ85ȱmillionȱMTCO2E).ȱ
40ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Environmentȱ (DOE),ȱ “Sanȱ Franciscoȱ CommunityȬWideȱ Carbonȱ Emissionsȱ byȱ Category.”ȱ
Excelȱ spreadsheetȱ providedȱ viaȱ emailȱ betweenȱ Pansyȱ Gee,ȱ DOEȱ andȱ Wadeȱ Wietgrefe,ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ
Department.ȱJuneȱ7,ȱ2013.ȱ
41ȱ TheȱCleanȱAirȱPlan,ȱExecutiveȱOrderȱSȬ3Ȭ05,ȱandȱAssemblyȱBillȱ32ȱgoals,ȱamongȱothers,ȱareȱtoȱreduceȱGHGsȱinȱtheȱyearȱ
2020ȱtoȱ1990ȱlevels.ȱ
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fromȱelectricityȱproviders,ȱenergyȱrequiredȱtoȱpump,ȱtreat,ȱandȱconveyȱwater,ȱandȱemissionsȱassociatedȱwithȱ
wasteȱremoval,ȱdisposal,ȱandȱlandfillȱoperations.ȱȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ increaseȱ theȱ activityȱ onsiteȱ byȱ constructingȱ andȱ operatingȱ aȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
treatmentȱplantȱandȱundergroundȱstorage,ȱandȱdistributionȱfacilities.ȱTherefore,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱ
contributeȱtoȱannualȱlongȬtermȱincreasesȱinȱGHGsȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱincreasedȱvehicleȱtripsȱ(mobileȱsources)ȱandȱ
operationsȱ thatȱ resultȱ inȱ anȱ increaseȱ inȱ energyȱ use,ȱ waterȱ use,ȱ andȱ solidȱ wasteȱ disposal.ȱ Constructionȱ
activitiesȱwouldȱalsoȱresultȱinȱtemporaryȱincreasesȱinȱGHGȱemissions.ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ andȱ requiredȱ toȱ complyȱ withȱ severalȱ regulationsȱ adoptedȱ toȱ
reduceȱGHGȱemissionsȱasȱidentifiedȱinȱtheȱGHGȱReductionȱStrategy.ȱTheȱregulationsȱthatȱareȱapplicableȱtoȱ
theȱproposedȱprojectȱincludeȱtheȱCommuterȱBenefitsȱOrdinance,ȱEmergencyȱRideȱHomeȱProgram,ȱBicycleȱ
Parkingȱrequirements,ȱMandatoryȱRecyclingȱandȱCompostingȱOrdinance,ȱSFȱGreenȱBuildingȱRequirementsȱ
forȱEnergyȱEfficiency,ȱandȱStormwaterȱManagement.ȱComplianceȱwithȱtheseȱregulationsȱwillȱreduceȱGHGȱ
emissionsȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ constructionȱ andȱ operationȱ ofȱ theȱ project,ȱ largelyȱ byȱ reducingȱ useȱ ofȱ fossilȱ
fuels.ȱ
Theseȱregulations,ȱasȱoutlinedȱinȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱStrategiesȱtoȱAddressȱGreenhouseȱGasȱEmissions,ȱhaveȱprovenȱ
effectiveȱ asȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ GHGȱ emissionsȱ haveȱ measurablyȱ reducedȱ whenȱ comparedȱ toȱ 1990ȱ emissionsȱ
levels,ȱdemonstratingȱthatȱtheȱCityȱhasȱmetȱandȱexceededȱEOȱSȬ3Ȭ05,ȱABȱ32,ȱandȱtheȱBayȱAreaȱ2010ȱCleanȱ
AirȱPlanȱGHGȱreductionȱgoalsȱforȱtheȱyearȱ2020.ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwasȱdeterminedȱtoȱbeȱconsistentȱwithȱ
SanȱFrancisco’sȱGHGȱReductionȱStrategy.42ȱOtherȱexistingȱregulations,ȱsuchȱasȱthoseȱimplementedȱthroughȱ
ABȱ 32,ȱ willȱ continueȱ toȱ reduceȱ theȱ proposedȱ project’sȱ contributionȱ toȱ climateȱ change.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ
proposedȱproject’sȱGHGȱemissionsȱwouldȱnotȱconflictȱwithȱstate,ȱregional,ȱandȱlocalȱGHGȱreductionȱplansȱ
andȱregulations,ȱandȱthusȱtheȱproposedȱproject’sȱcontributionȱtoȱGHGȱemissionsȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱcumulativelyȱ
considerableȱorȱgenerateȱGHGȱemissions,ȱeitherȱdirectlyȱorȱindirectly,ȱthatȱwouldȱhaveȱaȱsignificantȱimpactȱ
onȱ theȱ environment.ȱ Asȱ such,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ lessȬthanȬsignificantȱ impactȱ withȱ
respectȱtoȱGHGȱemissions.ȱNoȱmitigationȱmeasuresȱareȱnecessary.ȱ
Forȱinformationalȱpurposesȱitȱisȱnotedȱthatȱinȱ2009,ȱpursuantȱtoȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱGreenhouseȱGasȱReductionȱ
Ordinance,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ presentedȱ aȱ departmentalȱ climateȱ actionȱ planȱ focusedȱ onȱ energyȱ efficiencyȱ andȱ
renewableȱenergyȱprogramsȱthatȱwouldȱhelpȱreduceȱGHGȱemissions.ȱTheȱtotalȱenergyȱsavingsȱpotentialȱforȱ
allȱSFPUCȱfacilitiesȱisȱestimatedȱtoȱbeȱ11.8ȱmillionȱkilowattȬhoursȱofȱelectricity.ȱAȱnumberȱofȱSFPUCȱenergyȬ
efficiencyȱandȱrenewableȱenergyȱgenerationȱprojectsȱhaveȱalreadyȱbeenȱimplemented,ȱandȱmanyȱmoreȱareȱinȱ
theȱplanning,ȱdesign,ȱorȱconstructionȱphases.43ȱ
Theȱ SFPUCȱ managesȱ andȱ implementsȱ energyȬefficiencyȱ projectsȱ inȱ municipalȱ buildingsȱ andȱ facilitiesȱ andȱ
providesȱ energyȬefficiencyȱ servicesȱ suchȱ asȱ energyȱ auditsȱ andȱ designȱ andȱ constructionȱ management.ȱ
EnergyȬefficiencyȱtechnologiesȱareȱcommonlyȱappliedȱtoȱlighting;ȱheating,ȱventilation,ȱandȱairȱconditioning;ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

42ȱ SFȱ Planningȱ Department.ȱ Complianceȱ Checklistȱ forȱ Greenhouseȱ Gasȱ Analysis:ȱ Tableȱ 2.ȱ Municipalȱ Projects,ȱ SFPUCȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProject,ȱJuneȱ16,ȱ2014.ȱThisȱdocumentȱisȱavailableȱforȱreviewȱasȱpartȱofȱCaseȱFileȱ
No.ȱ2008.0091EȱatȱtheȱSFȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ1650ȱMissionȱStreet,ȱSuiteȱ400,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCalifornia,ȱ94103.ȱȱ
43ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱStrategiesȱtoȱAddressȱGreenhouseȱGasȱEmissionsȱinȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱ2010.ȱTheȱfinalȱ
documentȱisȱavailableȱonlineȱat:ȱhttp://www.sfȬplanning.org/index.aspx?page=2627.ȱ
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facilityȱ pumpsȱ andȱ motors;ȱ andȱ electricalȱ controls.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ estimatedȱ thatȱ theȱ energyȬefficiencyȱ
improvementȱprojectsȱhadȱresultedȱinȱaȱCO2ȱemissionsȱreductionȱofȱapproximatelyȱ11,000ȱMTȱperȱyearȱsinceȱ
2007.44ȱ
Theȱ SFPUCȱ currentlyȱ operatesȱ overȱ 2ȱ megawattsȱ ofȱ solarȱ electricȱ photovoltaicȱ projectsȱ throughoutȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱ thatȱ collectivelyȱ generateȱ overȱ 2ȱ millionȱ kilowattȬhoursȱ ofȱ cleanȱ renewableȱ electricityȱ
annually.ȱ Aȱ largeȬscaleȱ solarȱ electricȱ photovoltaicȱ projectȱ plannedȱ forȱ Sunsetȱ Reservoirȱ isȱ expectedȱ toȱ
produceȱ anȱ additionalȱ 5ȱ megawattsȱ ofȱ solarȱ energy.ȱ Otherȱ potentialȱ opportunitiesȱ forȱ largeȬscaleȱ solarȱ
projectsȱ areȱ beingȱ consideredȱ forȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ Teslaȱ Portalȱ facilityȱ inȱ Sanȱ Joaquinȱ Countyȱ andȱ forȱ SFPUCȱ
waterȱ supplyȱ facilitiesȱ inȱ theȱ Sunolȱ Valley.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ hasȱ installedȱ windȬmonitoringȱ
equipmentȱatȱsitesȱinȱandȱaroundȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱAreaȱandȱtheȱSierraȱNevadaȱmountainsȱtoȱevaluateȱ
theȱ potentialȱ forȱ windȱ powerȱ development.45ȱ SFPUCȱ projectsȱ thatȱ reduceȱ electricalȱ energyȱ consumptionȱ
and/orȱgenerateȱrenewableȱenergyȱhelpȱreduceȱGHGȱemissionsȱassociatedȱwithȱSFPUCȱfacilityȱoperations.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
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ImpactȱWSȬ1:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱalterȱwindȱinȱaȱmatterȱthatȱsubstantiallyȱaffectsȱpublicȱ
areas.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ includeȱ constructionȱ andȱ operationȱ ofȱ aȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ
reservoirȱunderneathȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱusedȱduringȱtheȱtreatmentȱprocess,ȱpumpȱstations,ȱ
distributionȱ pipelines,ȱ newȱ buriedȱ storageȱ reservoirȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱ Centralȱ Reservoir,ȱ andȱ
associatedȱ infrastructure.ȱ Allȱ proposedȱ pipelinesȱ andȱ reservoirsȱ wouldȱ beȱ installedȱ belowȱ groundȱ andȱ
wouldȱnotȱalterȱwindȱpatternsȱinȱtheȱprojectȱarea.ȱOnceȱconstructed,ȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱbuildingȱ
wouldȱbeȱ40ȱtoȱ45ȱfeetȱhigh.ȱThisȱbuildingȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱinȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱcomplexȱandȱwouldȱnotȱ
exceedȱtheȱcurrentȱbuildingȱheightȱofȱtheȱcomplex,ȱwhichȱisȱrestrictedȱfromȱpublicȱuse.ȱTheȱtopographyȱofȱ
theȱsiteȱisȱsuchȱthatȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱbeȱsituatedȱinȱaȱdepressedȱareaȱsurroundedȱbyȱ
aȱberm.ȱAsȱsuch,ȱtheȱelevationȱofȱtheȱbuildingȱwouldȱnotȱcontributeȱtoȱwindȱpatternȱalterationȱinȱaȱmannerȱ
thatȱwouldȱsubstantiallyȱaffectȱpublicȱareas.ȱUpgradeȱofȱtheȱexistingȱCentralȱReservoirȱpumpȱstationȱandȱtheȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

44ȱ Ibid.ȱ
45ȱ Ibid.ȱ
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additionȱofȱaȱnewȱpumpȱstationȱbuildingȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱanȱexistingȱfacility.ȱTheȱexistingȱpumpȱstationȱ
buildingȱ isȱ theȱ largestȱ structureȱ onȱ theȱ site,ȱ coveringȱ anȱ areaȱ approximatelyȱ 40ȱ feetȱ byȱ 60ȱ feet,ȱ andȱ
approximatelyȱ19ȱfeetȱtallȱ withȱaȱconnectingȱ cementȱ wallȱwhichȱisȱapproximatelyȱ25ȱfeetȱtallȱandȱ120ȱfeetȱ
long.ȱ Theȱ newȱ pumpȱ stationȱ buildingȱ wouldȱ beȱ approximatelyȱ 50ȱ feetȱ byȱ 100ȱ feetȱ andȱ 20ȱ feetȱ inȱ height,ȱ
whichȱisȱsomewhatȱlargerȱbutȱapproximatelyȱtheȱsameȱheightȱasȱtheȱexistingȱadjacentȱpumpȱstationȱbuildingȱ
andȱshorterȱthanȱtheȱconnectingȱcementȱwall,ȱwithȱaȱheightȱofȱapproximatelyȱ25ȱfeet.ȱTheȱheightȱofȱtheȱnewȱ
buildingȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ ofȱ aȱ sizeȱ thatȱ wouldȱ substantiallyȱ alterȱ windȱ patternsȱ inȱ aȱ mannerȱ thatȱ adverselyȱ
affectsȱ publicȱ use.ȱ Further,ȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ pumpȱ stationȱ siteȱ isȱ enclosedȱ byȱ aȱ fenceȱ andȱ withinȱ aȱ
forestedȱareaȱnotȱhighlyȱusedȱbyȱtheȱpublic.ȱForȱthisȱreason,ȱanyȱchangesȱinȱwindȱspeedsȱdueȱtoȱtheȱprojectȱ
wouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱWSȬ2:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱcreateȱnewȱshadowȱinȱaȱmannerȱthatȱcouldȱsubstantiallyȱ
affectȱoutdoorȱrecreationȱfacilitiesȱorȱotherȱpublicȱareas.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ doesȱ notȱ proposeȱ anyȱ featuresȱ thatȱ wouldȱ substantiallyȱ affectȱ shadowȱ patternsȱ ofȱ recreationȱ
facilitiesȱ orȱ publicȱ areas.ȱ Asȱ describedȱ above,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ constructȱ newȱ structures,ȱ
includingȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱbuildingȱandȱCentralȱReservoirȱpumpȱstation,ȱthatȱcouldȱresultȱ
inȱ newȱ shadows;ȱ however,ȱ theseȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ notȱ substantiallyȱ affectȱ outdoorȱ recreationalȱ facilitiesȱ orȱ
otherȱpublicȱareasȱbecauseȱofȱtheirȱsitingȱrelativeȱtoȱsurroundingȱusesȱandȱsiteȱinaccessibility.ȱTheȱrecycledȱ
waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ beȱ 40ȱ toȱ 45ȱ feetȱ highȱ andȱ wouldȱ beȱ withinȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ complex,ȱ
whichȱisȱrestrictedȱfromȱpublicȱaccess.ȱTheȱnewȱpumpȱstationȱstructureȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱwouldȱbeȱ
adjacentȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱpumpȱstation,ȱsurroundedȱbyȱforestedȱareas,ȱandȱwithinȱaȱfencedȱareaȱnotȱaccessedȱ
byȱtheȱpublic.ȱTheȱnewȱpumpȱstationȱstructureȱwouldȱbeȱlargerȱthanȱtheȱexistingȱpumpȱstation,ȱasȱdiscussedȱ
inȱ Impactȱ WSȬ1.ȱ However,ȱ dueȱ toȱ theȱ size,ȱ height,ȱ andȱ placementȱ ofȱ theseȱ buildings,ȱ shadingȱ wouldȱ notȱ
affectȱ activelyȱ usedȱ publicȱ areas.ȱ Allȱ proposedȱ pipelinesȱ andȱ reservoirsȱ wouldȱ beȱ installedȱ belowȱ groundȱ
andȱwouldȱnotȱaffectȱshadowȱpatternsȱofȱrecreationȱfacilitiesȱorȱpublicȱareas.ȱForȱtheseȱreasons,ȱtheȱprojectȱ
wouldȱnotȱcreateȱnewȱshadowȱthatȱwouldȱsubstantiallyȱaffectȱoutdoorȱrecreationalȱfacilitiesȱorȱotherȱpublicȱ
areas.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱtheȱimpactȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱCȬWS:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱsignificantȱcumulativeȱwindȱandȱshadowȱimpacts.ȱ
(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ forȱ potentialȱ cumulativeȱ windȱ andȱ shadowȱ impactsȱ encompassesȱ landȱ usesȱ inȱ theȱ
vicinityȱ ofȱ projectȱ facilities.ȱ Theȱ areaȱ generallyȱ includesȱ theȱ Sunsetȱ andȱ Richmondȱ Districts,ȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ
Park,ȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ Golfȱ Course,ȱ andȱ theȱ Presidio.ȱ LongȬtermȱ orȱ permanentȱ cumulativeȱ windȱ andȱ shadowȱ
impactsȱcouldȱoccurȱifȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱandȱcumulativeȱprojectsȱinȱtheȱwesternȱportionȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
wereȱtoȱinvolveȱpermanentȱabovegroundȱfacilitiesȱthatȱwouldȱalsoȱcontributeȱtoȱalterationȱofȱwindȱpatternsȱ
andȱ speed,ȱ orȱ shadowsȱ affectingȱ recreationalȱ facilitiesȱ orȱ publicȱ areas.ȱ However,ȱ thereȱ areȱ noȱ knownȱ
cumulativeȱprojectsȱthatȱwouldȱincludeȱsubstantialȱchangesȱtoȱwindȱandȱshadowȱpatternsȱinȱrecreationȱareasȱ
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immediatelyȱadjacentȱtoȱproposedȱprojectȱfacilities.ȱFurther,ȱasȱdescribedȱabove,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱ
notȱresultȱinȱlongȬtermȱadverseȱwindȱandȱshadowȱeffectsȱbecauseȱallȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱelementsȱwouldȱ
beȱconstructedȱundergroundȱorȱinȱareasȱnotȱaccessibleȱorȱhighlyȱusedȱasȱpublicȱareas,ȱorȱadjacentȱtoȱexistingȱ
infrastructureȱ facilities,ȱ andȱ thusȱ wouldȱ notȱ substantiallyȱ alterȱ windȱ andȱ shadowȱ patternsȱ inȱ theseȱ areas.ȱ
Thereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱcumulativeȱeffectȱassociatedȱwithȱalteredȱwindȱpatternsȱandȱspeed,ȱorȱshadowsȱasȱaȱresultȱ
ofȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱinȱconjunctionȱwithȱotherȱcumulativeȱprojects.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
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ImpactȱREȬ1:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱincreaseȱtheȱuseȱofȱexistingȱneighborhoodȱparksȱorȱotherȱ
recreationalȱ facilitiesȱ resultingȱ in,ȱ substantialȱ physicalȱ deteriorationȱ orȱ degradationȱ ofȱ theȱ facilities.ȱ
(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ permanentlyȱ affectȱ existingȱ recreationȱ resources.ȱ Theȱ existingȱ Centralȱ
ReservoirȱfacilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱcontainsȱaȱwaterȱstorageȱandȱpumpingȱfacility,ȱwoodȱwasteȱstorageȱ
andȱaȱcompostingȱarea,ȱwithinȱaȱfencedȱareaȱthatȱisȱaccessedȱbyȱaȱroadȱ(OverlookȱDrive)ȱthatȱisȱprimarilyȱ
usedȱbyȱmaintenanceȱvehicles,ȱbicyclistsȱandȱpedestrians.ȱTheȱfencedȱareaȱmayȱbeȱslightlyȱenlargedȱunderȱ
theȱproposedȱprojectȱtoȱexpandȱtheȱentranceȱtoȱtheȱfacility,ȱbutȱwouldȱnotȱaffectȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱrecreationȱ
useȱareas.ȱProjectȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱcouldȱrequireȱshortȬtermȱclosureȱofȱaȱtrailȱlocatedȱnorthȱofȱLincolnȱ
Way/34thȱ Avenue,ȱ betweenȱ Lincolnȱ Wayȱ andȱ Middleȱ Driveȱ West,ȱ forȱ approximatelyȱ oneȱ week,ȱ andȱ
potentialȱ closureȱ ofȱ narrowȱ parkȱ roadways,ȱ suchȱ asȱ Overlookȱ Drive,ȱ duringȱ pipelineȱ construction.ȱ
However,ȱtheseȱareasȱwouldȱbeȱrestoredȱtoȱconditionsȱsimilarȱtoȱpreȬprojectȱconditionsȱfollowingȱpipelineȱ
constructionȱ(seeȱSectionȱA.ȱ6.2,ȱConstruction).ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱincludeȱnewȱresidentialȱorȱ
otherȱusesȱthatȱwouldȱgenerateȱsubstantialȱincreasedȱdemandȱforȱparksȱorȱotherȱrecreationalȱfacilities.ȱAnyȱ
increaseȱinȱdemandȱforȱparksȱorȱotherȱrecreationalȱfacilitiesȱgeneratedȱbyȱtheȱapproximatelyȱfourȱemployeesȱ
ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ beȱ negligibleȱ andȱ wouldȱ beȱ readilyȱ metȱ byȱ existingȱ parksȱ andȱ
recreationalȱfacilitiesȱinȱtheȱprojectȱarea,ȱincludingȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱLakeȱMerced,ȱOceanȱBeach,ȱandȱotherȱ
local/neighborhoodȱ parks.ȱ Asȱ such,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ haveȱ aȱ lessȬthanȬsignificantȱ impactȱ onȱ theȱ
physicalȱconditionȱofȱexistingȱparksȱandȱotherȱrecreationalȱfacilities.ȱȱ
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Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ REȬ2:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ requireȱ theȱ constructionȱ orȱ expansionȱ ofȱ recreationalȱ
facilitiesȱthatȱmightȱhaveȱaȱsignificantȱeffectȱonȱtheȱenvironment.ȱ(Noȱimpact)ȱ
Theȱproposedȱprojectȱdoesȱnotȱincludeȱrecreationalȱfacilitiesȱorȱresidentialȱuse,ȱandȱwouldȱnotȱrequireȱtheȱ
constructionȱ orȱ expansionȱ ofȱ recreationalȱ facilities.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ theȱ
constructionȱ ofȱ recreationalȱ facilitiesȱ thatȱ wouldȱ themselvesȱ haveȱ aȱ physicalȱ environmentalȱ impact.ȱ Asȱ aȱ
result,ȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱimpact.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ CȬRE:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ impactȱ onȱ recreation.ȱ
(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱgeographicȱscopeȱforȱpotentialȱcumulativeȱrecreationȱimpactsȱencompassesȱrecreationȱlandȱusesȱinȱtheȱ
vicinityȱofȱprojectȱfacilities.ȱTheȱareaȱgenerallyȱincludesȱtheȱLakeȱMerced,ȱSunsetȱBoulevardȱmedians,ȱandȱ
neighborhoodȱparksȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojects.ȱCumulativeȱimpactsȱcouldȱoccurȱifȱadditionalȱ
recreationȱfacilitiesȱareȱrequiredȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱcumulativeȱprojectsȱorȱifȱincreasedȱuseȱofȱexistingȱfacilitiesȱ
couldȱ resultȱ inȱ theȱ degradationȱ orȱ deteriorationȱ ofȱ existingȱ facilities.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ andȱ currentlyȱ
plannedȱ orȱ proposedȱ cumulativeȱ projectsȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ directȱ physicalȱ deteriorationȱ ofȱ physicalȱ
resources.ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱincreasesȱinȱhousingȱorȱpopulationȱandȱthusȱwouldȱnotȱ
resultȱ inȱ aȱ substantialȱ increaseȱ inȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ parksȱ orȱ otherȱ recreationalȱ facilitiesȱ inȱ theȱ area;ȱ thereforeȱ theȱ
proposedȱproject’sȱcontributionȱtoȱcumulativeȱrecreationalȱimpactsȱisȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱOtherȱcurrentlyȱ
plannedȱ orȱ proposedȱ cumulativeȱ projectsȱ doȱ notȱ includeȱ substantialȱ increasesȱ inȱ housingȱ (withȱ theȱ
exceptionȱofȱtheȱParkmercedȱprojectȱandȱtheȱ800ȱBrotherhoodȱWayȱprojectȱand),ȱorȱotherȱaspectsȱthatȱwouldȱ
resultȱinȱsubstantialȱincreasesȱinȱtheȱuseȱofȱparksȱorȱotherȱrecreationalȱfacilitiesȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinity.ȱTheȱ
increaseȱ inȱ populationȱ andȱ employmentȱ onȱ theȱ Parkmercedȱ projectȱ siteȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ anȱ increasedȱ
demandȱ forȱ andȱ useȱ ofȱ existingȱ neighborhoodȱ parks;ȱ howeverȱ theȱ Parkmercedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ provideȱ
68ȱacresȱ ofȱ openȱ spaceȱ inȱ aȱ networkȱ ofȱ publicallyȱ accessibleȱ neighborhoodȱ parks,ȱ athleticȱ fields,ȱ publicȱ
plazas,ȱgreenways,ȱandȱanȱorganicȱfarm.46ȱAdditionally,ȱfutureȱdevelopments,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱ800ȱBrotherhoodȱ
Wayȱ project,ȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ Planningȱ Codeȱ openȱ spaceȱ requirementsȱ regardingȱ provisionȱ ofȱ publicȱ
and/orȱprivateȱopenȱspace.ȱForȱtheseȱreasons,ȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱinȱcombinationȱwithȱotherȱpast,ȱpresent,ȱ
andȱ reasonablyȱ foreseeableȱ futureȱ projects,ȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ lessȬthanȬsignificantȱ cumulativeȱ impactȱ onȱ
recreation.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

46ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱFinalȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱReport,ȱParkmercedȱProject,ȱFileȱNo.ȱ2008.0021E,ȱStateȱ

Clearinghouseȱ No.ȱ 200905073.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ http://www.sfȬplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1828#2008_0021E.ȱ
Novemberȱ6,ȱ2013.ȱ
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ImpactȱUTȬ1:ȱImplementationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱconstructionȱorȱexpansionȱofȱ
waterȱ orȱ wastewaterȱ treatmentȱ facilitiesȱ orȱ stormwaterȱ drainageȱ facilities,ȱ exceedȱ wastewaterȱ
requirements,ȱorȱresultȱinȱaȱdeterminationȱbyȱtheȱwastewaterȱtreatmentȱproviderȱthatȱthereȱisȱinsufficientȱ
capacityȱtoȱserveȱtheȱproject.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Criteriaȱ“b”ȱandȱ“c”ȱabove,ȱrelatesȱtoȱtheȱprimaryȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱwhichȱisȱtoȱconstructȱaȱ
recycledȱwaterȱsystemȱthatȱincludesȱadvancedȱwastewaterȱtreatmentȱandȱthatȱwouldȱaddȱrecycledȱwaterȱasȱ
aȱ sourceȱ ofȱ irrigationȱ waterȱ supplyȱ inȱ Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ Theȱ primaryȱ purposeȱ ofȱ thisȱ CEQAȱ analysisȱ isȱ toȱ
evaluateȱ theȱ potentialȱ impactsȱ ofȱ implementingȱ theȱ project;ȱ constructionȱ andȱ operationȱ wouldȱ causeȱ
environmentalȱeffectsȱasȱidentifiedȱthroughoutȱthisȱCEQAȱanalysis.ȱTheȱprojectȱitself,ȱasȱexplainedȱbelow,ȱ
wouldȱhaveȱnoȱmeasurableȱeffectȱonȱtheȱneedȱforȱwaterȱorȱgenerateȱsubstantialȱwastewater.ȱ
Operationȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ andȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ pumpȱ stationȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ likelyȱ
includeȱrestrooms,ȱsinks,ȱandȱemergencyȱeyeȱwash/showerȱstationsȱthatȱrequireȱwaterȱsuppliesȱandȱgenerateȱ
wastewater,ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ beȱ providedȱ byȱ connectionsȱ fromȱ theȱ facilitiesȱ toȱ existingȱ SFPUCȱ waterȱ andȱ
wastewaterȱ pipelines.ȱ Theȱ quantityȱ ofȱ waterȱ supplyȱ usedȱ andȱ wastewaterȱ producedȱ wouldȱ beȱ minimal,ȱ
givenȱthatȱonlyȱfourȱemployeesȱwouldȱoperateȱtheseȱfacilitiesȱandȱneedȱthoseȱtypesȱofȱuses,ȱandȱwastewaterȱ
fromȱ restroomsȱ andȱ sinksȱ wouldȱ likelyȱ beȱ ofȱ aȱ qualityȱ thatȱ wouldȱ notȱ exceedȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ wastewaterȱ
treatmentȱ requirements,ȱ sinceȱ itȱ canȱ beȱ reasonablyȱ assumedȱ thatȱ theyȱ wereȱ designedȱ specificallyȱ forȱ thisȱ
typeȱ ofȱ waste.ȱ Theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ andȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ pumpȱ stationȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ
withinȱdevelopedȱareasȱandȱimperviousȱsurfaceȱareasȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱsubstantiallyȱincreasedȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱ
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project.47ȱ Therefore,ȱ additionalȱ stormwaterȱ runoff/drainageȱ wouldȱ notȱ occur.ȱ Thus,ȱ theȱ potentialȱ impactsȱ
relatedȱtoȱwater,ȱwastewater,ȱandȱstormwaterȱtreatmentȱand/orȱcapacityȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ UTȬ2:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ haveȱ sufficientȱ waterȱ supplyȱ available,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ notȱ
requireȱnewȱorȱexpandedȱwaterȱsupplyȱresourcesȱorȱentitlements.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Asȱ describedȱ inȱ theȱ Projectȱ Description,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ aȱ componentȱ ofȱ theȱ WSIPȱ andȱ wouldȱ
provideȱupȱtoȱ2.0ȱmgdȱ(annualȱaverage)ȱorȱ5.0ȱmgdȱ(peakȬdayȱdemand)ȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱoffsetȱpotableȱ
demandȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ uses,ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ augmentȱ potableȱ waterȱ supply.ȱ Projectȱ constructionȱ wouldȱ
requireȱ aȱ limitedȱ amountȱ ofȱ waterȱ forȱ dustȱ suppressionȱ andȱ soilȱ washing.ȱ Theȱ temporaryȱ useȱ ofȱ waterȱ
duringȱ constructionȱ wouldȱ beȱ minimal,ȱ relativeȱ toȱ theȱ availableȱ waterȱ supplyȱ providedȱ byȱ theȱ SFPUC.ȱ
Projectȱ operationȱ waterȱ supplyȱ needsȱ wouldȱ beȱ minimalȱ andȱ restrictedȱ toȱ eyeȱ wash/showerȱ stationsȱ andȱ
sinksȱ requiredȱ forȱ workerȱ safetyȱ duringȱ operation;ȱ thisȱ waterȱ wouldȱ beȱ providedȱ throughȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ
regionalȱwaterȱsystem.ȱToilets/urinalȱfacilitiesȱatȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱbeȱservedȱusingȱ
recycledȱwaterȱproducedȱbyȱtheȱproject.ȱOperationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱnotȱexpectedȱtoȱrequireȱmoreȱ
waterȱ supplyȱ thanȱ wouldȱ beȱ availableȱ throughȱ existingȱ entitlementsȱ andȱ resources,ȱ norȱ wouldȱ itȱ requireȱ
newȱorȱexpandedȱwaterȱsupplyȱresourcesȱorȱentitlements;ȱthereforeȱthisȱpotentialȱimpactȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱ
significant.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱUTȬ3:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱservedȱbyȱaȱlandfillȱwithȱsufficientȱpermittedȱcapacityȱtoȱ
accommodateȱtheȱproject’sȱsolidȱwasteȱdisposalȱneeds.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
TheȱAltamontȱLandfillȱhasȱaȱpermittedȱpeakȱmaximumȱdailyȱdisposalȱofȱ11,150ȱtonsȱperȱdayȱandȱacceptedȱ
1.16ȱ millionȱ tonsȱ inȱ 2012.48ȱ Theȱ landfillȱ hasȱ anȱ estimatedȱ remainingȱ capacityȱ ofȱ approximatelyȱ 46ȱmillionȱ
cubicȱ yardsȱ orȱ 74ȱ percentȱ ofȱ itsȱ permittedȱ capacity.ȱ Theȱ estimatedȱ closureȱ dateȱ ofȱ theȱ landfillȱ isȱ Januaryȱ
2025.49ȱ Inȱ 2012,ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ generatedȱ approximatelyȱ 454,500ȱtonsȱ ofȱ solidȱ landfilledȱ wasteȱ andȱ sentȱ
approximatelyȱ375,000ȱtonsȱtoȱtheȱAltamontȱLandfill,ȱaboutȱ40ȱpercentȱofȱtheȱtotalȱvolumeȱofȱwasteȱreceivedȱ
atȱthatȱfacility.50ȱ
Inȱ1988,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱcontractedȱforȱtheȱdisposalȱofȱ15ȱmillionȱtonsȱofȱsolidȱwasteȱatȱtheȱAltamontȱLandfill.ȱ
TheȱCityȱcontractȱwithȱtheȱAltamontȱLandfillȱexpiresȱinȱ2015.ȱThroughȱAugustȱ1,ȱ2009,ȱtheȱCityȱhadȱusedȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

47ȱ ReferȱtoȱImpactȱHYȬ2ȱbelowȱforȱaȱdiscussionȱregardingȱstormȱdrainageȱsystemȱcapacityȱandȱrunoff.ȱ
48ȱ CalRecycle,ȱ “2012ȱ Landfillȱ Summaryȱ Tonnageȱ Report”.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ at:ȱ http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/ȱ

Landfills/tonnages;ȱaccessedȱNovemberȱ8,ȱ2013.ȱ

49ȱ CalRecycle,ȱ “Activeȱ Landfillsȱ Profileȱ forȱ Altamontȱ Landfillȱ andȱ Resourceȱ Recoveryȱ (01ȬAAȬ0009)”.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ at:ȱ

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/01ȬAAȬ0009/Detail/,ȱaccessedȱonȱMayȱ28,ȱ2013.ȱ

50ȱ Dataȱincludesȱonlyȱlandfilledȱwaste.ȱMostȱofȱtheȱCity’sȱremainingȱsolidȱwasteȱwasȱsentȱtoȱtheȱOxȱMountainȱLandfillȱinȱ

Sanȱ Mateoȱ County.ȱ CalRecycle,ȱ SingleȬyearȱ Countywideȱ Originȱ Detail,ȱ 2012,ȱ Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ at:ȱ
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Reports/Viewer.aspx?P=OriginJurisdictionIDs%3d438%26ReportYear%3d2012
%26ReportName%3dReportEDRSJurisDisposalByFacility.ȱReviewedȱNovemberȱ27,ȱ2013.ȱȱ
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approximatelyȱ 12.5ȱ millionȱ tonsȱ ofȱ thisȱ contractȱ capacity.ȱ Theȱ Cityȱ projectsȱ thatȱ theȱ remainingȱ contractȱ
capacityȱwillȱbeȱreachedȱnoȱsoonerȱthanȱAugustȱ2014.ȱInȱ2009,ȱtheȱCityȱannouncedȱthatȱitȱcouldȱawardȱitsȱ
landfillȱ disposalȱ contractȱ toȱ aȱ Recologyȱ subsidiaryȱ forȱ shipmentȱ ofȱ solidȱ wasteȱ byȱ truckȱ andȱ railȱ toȱ theȱ
RecologyȱOstromȱRoadȱLandfillȱinȱYubaȱCounty.ȱThisȱfacilityȱhasȱanȱexpectedȱclosureȱdateȱofȱ2066ȱwithȱaȱ
totalȱ designȱ capacityȱ ofȱ overȱ 41ȱ millionȱ cubicȱ yards.51ȱ Theȱ ultimateȱ determinationȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ futureȱ
landfillȱcontractingȱwillȱbeȱmadeȱbyȱtheȱBoardȱofȱSupervisorsȱonȱtheȱbasisȱofȱsolidȱwasteȱplanningȱeffortsȱ
beingȱundertakenȱbyȱtheȱCity’sȱDepartmentȱofȱtheȱEnvironment.ȱ
AlthoughȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱincrementallyȱincreaseȱtotalȱwasteȱgenerationȱfromȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱtheȱ
proposedȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱsubjectȱtoȱtheȱCCSF’sȱMandatoryȱRecyclingȱandȱCompostingȱOrdinance,ȱwhichȱ
requiresȱ allȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ residentsȱ andȱ commercialȱ landlordsȱ toȱ separateȱ theirȱ refuseȱ intoȱ recyclables,ȱ
compostables,ȱandȱtrash,ȱtherebyȱminimizingȱsolidȱwasteȱdisposalȱandȱmaximizingȱrecycling,ȱwhichȱwouldȱ
resultȱ inȱ aȱ decreasingȱ shareȱ ofȱ totalȱ wasteȱ thatȱ requiresȱ depositionȱ intoȱ theȱ landfill.ȱ Asȱ describedȱ inȱ theȱ
Projectȱ Description,ȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ anȱ estimatedȱ 26,000ȱ cubicȱ yardsȱ ofȱ excessȱ soilsȱ
fromȱ theȱ excavationȱ activitiesȱ forȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facility,ȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ facilities,ȱ andȱ
pipelines.52ȱ Excavatedȱ soilȱ wouldȱ beȱ wouldȱ beȱ takenȱ toȱ anȱ appropriateȱ facilityȱ forȱ recycling,ȱ reuse,ȱ orȱ
disposal.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ CCSF’sȱ Constructionȱ andȱ Demolitionȱ Debrisȱ
RecoveryȱOrdinance,ȱwhichȱrequiresȱallȱconstructionȱandȱdemolitionȱdebrisȱtoȱbeȱtransportedȱtoȱaȱregisteredȱ
facilityȱthatȱcanȱdivertȱaȱminimumȱofȱ65ȱpercentȱofȱtheȱmaterialȱfromȱlandfills.ȱTheȱremainingȱ35ȱpercent,ȱaȱ
maximumȱ ofȱ approximatelyȱ 9,100ȱ cubicȱ yards,ȱ couldȱ beȱ disposedȱ ofȱ atȱ theȱ Altamontȱ Landfillȱ orȱ anotherȱ
locationȱ toȱ beȱ determined.ȱ Givenȱ theȱ existingȱ andȱ anticipatedȱ increaseȱ inȱ solidȱ wasteȱ recyclingȱ andȱ theȱ
existingȱandȱpotentialȱfutureȱlandfillȱcapacities,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱeitherȱlandfillȱexceedingȱitsȱ
permittedȱcapacityȱorȱnonȬcomplianceȱwithȱfederal,ȱState,ȱandȱlocalȱstatutesȱandȱregulationsȱrelatedȱtoȱsolidȱ
waste.ȱȱ
Asȱaȱresult,ȱtheȱimpactȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ UTȬ4:ȱ Theȱ constructionȱ andȱ operationȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ complyȱ withȱ allȱ
applicableȱstatutesȱandȱregulationsȱrelatedȱtoȱsolidȱwaste.ȱ(NoȱImpact)ȱ
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱConstructionȱandȱDemolitionȱOrdinanceȱ(OrdinanceȱNo.ȱ27Ȭ06)ȱrequiresȱthatȱaȱminimumȱ
ofȱ65ȱpercentȱofȱallȱconstructionȱandȱdemolitionȱdebrisȱbeȱrecycledȱandȱdivertedȱfromȱlandfills.ȱFurthermore,ȱ
theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ complyȱ withȱ theȱ City’sȱ Ordinanceȱ 100Ȭ09,ȱ theȱ Mandatoryȱ
Recyclingȱ andȱ Compostingȱ Ordinance,ȱ whichȱ requiresȱ allȱ SanȱFranciscoȱ residentsȱ toȱ separateȱ theirȱ refuseȱ
intoȱrecyclables,ȱcompostables,ȱandȱtrash.ȱLandfillsȱareȱrequiredȱtoȱmeetȱfederal,ȱstate,ȱandȱlocalȱsolidȱwasteȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

51ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱisȱcurrentlyȱparticipatingȱasȱaȱresponsibleȱagencyȱinȱtheȱenvironmentalȱreviewȱprocessȱthatȱYubaȱCountyȱ

hasȱbegunȱforȱtheȱRecologyȱOstromȱRoadȱGreenȱRailȱandȱPermitȱAmendmentȱProjectȱandȱtoȱconductȱCEQAȱreviewȱofȱ
SanȱFrancisco’sȱproposalȱtoȱenterȱintoȱoneȱorȱmoreȱnewȱagreementsȱwithȱRecology.ȱOnȱMarchȱ28,ȱ2013,ȱYubaȱCountyȱandȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱenteredȱintoȱaȱCooperativeȱAgreementȱtoȱdesignateȱYubaȱCountyȱasȱtheȱleadȱagencyȱforȱthisȱprojectȱandȱtoȱ
outlineȱtheirȱcooperativeȱeffortsȱconcerningȱenvironmentalȱreview.ȱ
52ȱ Excavationȱcalculationȱincludesȱaȱ25ȱpercentȱexpansionȱfactor.ȱȱ
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regulations.ȱ Implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ impedeȱ theȱ CCSFȱ fromȱ meetingȱ theseȱ
requirements.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱimpact.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱUTȬ5:ȱProjectȱconstructionȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱeffectȱrelatedȱtoȱdisruption,ȱ
relocation,ȱaccidentalȱdamageȱtoȱexistingȱutilities.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Constructionȱ activitiesȱ forȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ damageȱ toȱ orȱ interferenceȱ withȱ existingȱ
water,ȱsewer,ȱstormȱdrain,ȱnaturalȱgas,ȱelectricity,ȱand/orȱtelecommunicationȱlines.ȱAȱmajorityȱofȱtheȱprojectȱ
pipelinesȱ areȱ locatedȱ alongȱ transportationȱ rightsȬofȬway,ȱ whichȱ frequentlyȱ serveȱ asȱ utilityȱ corridors.ȱ
Althoughȱtheȱexactȱlocationȱofȱundergroundȱutilitiesȱisȱnotȱknownȱatȱthisȱtime,ȱutilityȱlinesȱofȱvaryingȱsizesȱ
areȱ locatedȱ alongȱ andȱ acrossȱ theȱ pipelineȱ routes.ȱ Excavationȱ andȱ trenchingȱ activitiesȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ
accidentalȱdamageȱtoȱutilities.ȱȱ
Althoughȱ itȱ canȱ beȱ reasonablyȱ assumedȱ thatȱ projectȱ constructionȱ planningȱ wouldȱ includeȱ avoidanceȱ ofȱ
overheadȱ utilityȱ lines,ȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ theȱ telescopicȱ craneȱ toȱ stageȱ andȱ layȱ pipelineȱ segmentsȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ
accidentalȱdamageȱtoȱexistingȱoverheadȱutilityȱlines.ȱInȱaddition,ȱoverheadȱutilityȱpolesȱandȱundergroundȱ
utilityȱlinesȱalongȱtheȱroadwaysȱcouldȱbeȱdamagedȱaccidentallyȱfromȱtheȱmovementȱofȱlargeȱconstructionȱ
equipmentȱandȱvehiclesȱthroughoutȱtheȱprojectȱarea.ȱAccidentalȱruptureȱofȱorȱdamageȱtoȱtheseȱutilityȱlinesȱ
duringȱ projectȱ constructionȱ couldȱ temporarilyȱ disruptȱ utilityȱ servicesȱ and,ȱ inȱ theȱ caseȱ ofȱ highȬpriorityȱ
utilities,ȱcouldȱresultȱinȱsignificantȱsafetyȱhazardsȱforȱconstructionȱworkersȱandȱtheȱpublic.ȱTheȱprojectȱdoesȱ
notȱproposeȱtoȱrelocateȱutilities,ȱbutȱitȱisȱpossibleȱthatȱrelocationȱwouldȱbeȱnecessaryȱonceȱtheȱlocationsȱandȱ
characteristicsȱofȱanyȱpotentiallyȱconflictingȱutilitiesȱareȱconfirmed.ȱConsequently,ȱinstallationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱ
pipelinesȱcouldȱrequireȱtheȱtemporaryȱrelocationȱofȱutilityȱlinesȱthatȱareȱownedȱandȱoperatedȱbyȱotherȱutilityȱ
companies.ȱForȱtheȱaboveȱreasons,ȱpotentialȱimpactsȱonȱexistingȱutilitiesȱandȱutilityȱservicesȱduringȱprojectȱ
constructionȱcouldȱbeȱpotentiallyȱsignificant.ȱHowever,ȱcomplianceȱwithȱtheȱfollowingȱexistingȱregulationsȱ
andȱ codesȱ establishedȱ toȱ avoidȱ orȱ minimizeȱ theȱ potentialȱ forȱ disruptingȱ utilitiesȱ andȱ utilityȱ servicesȱ byȱ
identificationȱandȱprotectionȱorȱtemporaryȱdisconnectionȱofȱutilityȱlines,ȱnotificationȱandȱcoordinationȱwithȱ
emergencyȱresponseȱproviders,ȱandȱreconnectionȱofȱutilities,ȱwouldȱreduceȱpotentialȱimpactsȱtoȱaȱlessȬthanȬ
significantȱlevel.ȱȱ
Priorȱ toȱ constructionȱ activities,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ orȱ itsȱ contractor(s)ȱ wouldȱ determineȱ theȱ locationsȱ ofȱ overheadȱ
andȱ undergroundȱ utilityȱ lines,ȱ suchȱ asȱ naturalȱ gas,ȱ electricity,ȱ sewer,ȱ telephone,ȱ cable,ȱ fuel,ȱ water,ȱ andȱ
MUNIȱ lines,ȱ thatȱ mayȱ beȱ encounteredȱ duringȱ constructionȱ work.ȱ Pursuantȱ toȱ variousȱ provisionsȱ ofȱ
Californiaȱlaw,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱorȱitsȱcontractor(s)ȱisȱrequiredȱtoȱnotifyȱUSAȱNorthȱsoȱthatȱutilityȱcompaniesȱmayȱ
beȱadvisedȱofȱtheȱworkȱandȱmayȱfieldȬmarkȱorȱotherwiseȱprotectȱandȱwarnȱtheȱcontractorȱofȱtheirȱexistingȱ
utilityȱ lines.ȱ Informationȱ regardingȱ theȱ locationȱ ofȱ existingȱ utilitiesȱ shallȱ beȱ reviewedȱ beforeȱ constructionȱ
activitiesȱbegin.ȱUtilitiesȱmayȱbeȱlocatedȱbyȱcustomaryȱtechniquesȱsuchȱasȱgeophysicalȱmethodsȱandȱhandȱ
excavation.ȱ
TheȱprojectȱwouldȱadhereȱtoȱArticleȱ2.4ȱ(ExcavationȱinȱtheȱPublicȱRightȱofȱWay)ȱofȱtheȱPublicȱWorksȱCode,ȱ
whichȱrequiresȱSFPUCȱtoȱcoordinateȱprojectsȱbyȱenteringȱprojectȱinformationȱintoȱtheȱSFDPWȱ5ȱyearȱplanȱasȱ
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wellȱ asȱ issuingȱ aȱ Noticeȱ ofȱ Intentȱ (NOI)ȱ letter.53ȱ SFPUCȱ andȱ itsȱ contractorsȱ areȱ boundȱ toȱ theȱ CULCOPȱ
(Committeeȱ onȱ Utilityȱ Liaisonȱ onȱ Constructionȱ andȱ otherȱ Projects),ȱ andȱ theȱ utilityȱ coordinationȱ process.ȱ
SFPUCȱ isȱ alsoȱ required,ȱ toȱ theȱ extentȱ possible,ȱ toȱ coordinateȱ withȱ otherȱ agenciesȱ toȱ identifyȱ conflictsȱ andȱ
opportunitiesȱ forȱ coordinationȱ ofȱ excavations.ȱ Inȱ 2013,ȱ theȱ SFDPW,ȱ Bureauȱ ofȱ Streetȱ Useȱ &ȱ Mappingȱ
launchedȱtheȱnewȱEnvistaȱUtilityȱCoordinationȱtool.ȱUsingȱthisȱtool,ȱallȱgovernmentalȱandȱprivateȱutilitiesȱ
enterȱtheirȱprojectsȱintoȱtheȱfiveȱyearȱplan.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱnewȱEnvistaȱUtilityȱCoordinationȱtoolȱisȱusedȱtoȱ
issueȱandȱtrackȱ(NOI)ȱ&ȱRequestȱforȱInformationȱticketsȱasȱwellȱasȱtoȱissueȱandȱtrackȱTransmittalȱofȱFinalȱ
Preliminaryȱ Planȱ (TFPP)ȱ tickets.ȱ Allȱ agenciesȱ haveȱ beenȱ informedȱ toȱ respondȱ toȱ theȱ ticketsȱ throughȱ theȱ
EnvistaȱUtilityȱCoordinationȱtool.ȱȱ
Contractȱ specificationsȱ generallyȱ includeȱ proceduresȱ forȱ theȱ excavation,ȱ support,ȱ andȱ fillȱ ofȱ areasȱ aroundȱ
subsurfaceȱ utilities,ȱ cables,ȱ andȱ pipes.ȱ Ifȱ theȱ projectȱ encountersȱ overheadȱ electricȱ and/orȱ telephoneȱ linesȱ
duringȱpipelineȱconstruction,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱorȱitsȱcontractor(s)ȱwouldȱcoordinateȱwithȱSFMTAȱandȱappropriateȱ
telecommunicationȱserviceȱprovidersȱtoȱdeȬenergizeȱoverheadȱelectricȱlinesȱasȱrequiredȱbyȱtheȱfederalȱandȱ
StateȱOSHAȱregulations.ȱȱ
Asȱ requiredȱ byȱ Cal/OSHAȱ (Sectionȱ 1926.651),ȱ whileȱ anyȱ excavationȱ isȱ open,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ orȱ itsȱ contractorsȱ
wouldȱ protect,ȱ support,ȱ orȱ removeȱ undergroundȱ utilitiesȱ asȱ necessaryȱ toȱ safeguardȱ employees.ȱ Ifȱ
constructionȱactivitiesȱresultȱinȱdamageȱtoȱhighȬpriorityȱutilityȱlines,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱorȱitsȱcontractor(s)ȱwouldȱ
immediatelyȱnotifyȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱFireȱDepartmentȱtoȱprotectȱworkerȱandȱpublicȱsafety.ȱ
Asȱ partȱ ofȱ contractȱ specifications,ȱ theȱ contractor(s)ȱ wouldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ provideȱ updatesȱ onȱ excavationsȱ
plannedȱforȱtheȱupcomingȱweekȱandȱtoȱspecifyȱwhenȱconstructionȱwillȱoccurȱnearȱaȱhighȬpriority54ȱutility.ȱ
Atȱtheȱbeginningȱofȱeachȱweekȱwhenȱthisȱworkȱwillȱtakeȱplace,ȱperȱCal/OSHA,ȱtheȱcontractorȱisȱrequiredȱtoȱ
holdȱsafetyȱtailgateȱmeetingsȱandȱtoȱdocumentȱcontentsȱofȱmeeting.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱorȱitsȱcontractor(s)ȱwouldȱ
promptlyȱnotifyȱutilityȱprovidersȱtoȱreconnectȱanyȱdisconnectedȱutilityȱlinesȱasȱsoonȱasȱitȱisȱsafeȱtoȱdoȱso.ȱ
AsȱrequiredȱbyȱCal/OSHA,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱorȱitsȱcontractor(s)ȱwouldȱdevelopȱanȱemergencyȱresponseȱplanȱpriorȱ
toȱcommencingȱconstructionȱactivities.ȱTheȱemergencyȱresponseȱplanȱwouldȱidentifyȱmeasuresȱtoȱbeȱtakenȱ
inȱresponseȱtoȱaȱleakȱorȱexplosionȱresultingȱfromȱaȱutilityȱrupture.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱorȱitsȱcontractor(s)ȱ
wouldȱnotifyȱtheȱappropriateȱemergencyȱresponseȱdepartmentȱwheneverȱdamageȱtoȱanyȱutilityȱresultsȱinȱaȱ
threatȱtoȱpublicȱsafety.ȱ
Basedȱ onȱ projectȱ complianceȱ withȱ relevantȱ provisionsȱ ofȱ theȱ City’sȱ Publicȱ Worksȱ Code,ȱ Cal/OSHAȱ
requirements,ȱandȱSFDPW’sȱEnvistaȱUtilityȱCoordinationȱtool,ȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱaȱlessȬthanȬsignificantȱimpactȱtoȱ
existingȱutilities.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

53ȱ Theȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱ5ȱyearȱplanȱandȱNOIȱletterȱisȱtoȱprovideȱinformationȱtoȱallȱGovernmentalȱAgenciesȱandȱprivateȱutilityȱ

companiesȱaboutȱtheȱupcomingȱproject.ȱTheȱ5ȱyearȱplanȱandȱNOIȱletterȱalsoȱprovidesȱtheȱprojectȱengineerȱorȱresponsibleȱ
partyȱanȱopportunityȱtoȱcoordinateȱwithȱotherȱprojectsȱthatȱmayȱfallȱwithinȱtheȱproject’sȱscheduleȱandȱlimitsȱandȱidentifyȱ
potentialȱconflictsȱthatȱrequiresȱfurtherȱcoordinationȱ(potholing,ȱadjustmentȱofȱutilities,ȱredesignȱofȱproject’sȱalignment,ȱ
etc).ȱ
54ȱ Electric,ȱwater,ȱand/orȱsewerȱlines.ȱȱ
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Impactȱ CȬUT:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ impactȱ onȱ utilitiesȱ andȱ
serviceȱsystems.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱgeographicȱscopeȱforȱpotentialȱcumulativeȱutilitiesȱandȱserviceȱsystemȱimpactsȱencompassesȱprojectȱ
sitesȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ projectȱ facilities.ȱ Theȱ areaȱ generallyȱ includesȱ theȱ Sunsetȱ andȱ Richmondȱ Districts,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱLincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱtheȱPresidio.ȱTheȱproposedȱcumulativeȱdevelopmentȱinȱ
theȱ projectȱ vicinityȱ includesȱ projectsȱ suchȱ asȱ theȱ ParkMercedȱ development,ȱ whichȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ
increasedȱ water,ȱ wastewater,ȱ andȱ stormwaterȱ generationȱ andȱ capacity.ȱ Suchȱ developmentsȱ wouldȱ beȱ
requiredȱ toȱ payȱ theȱ applicableȱ Wastewaterȱ Capacityȱ Chargeȱ toȱ fundȱ theȱ costȱ ofȱ expansionȱ ofȱ theȱ
wastewaterȱconveyanceȱandȱtreatmentȱsystem,ȱifȱnecessary.ȱAllȱfundsȱraisedȱthroughȱtheȱcapacityȱchargeȱ
areȱ directlyȱ usedȱ toȱ offsetȱ theȱ costȱ ofȱ futureȱ wastewaterȱ capitalȱ improvementȱ projectsȱ andȱ repairs.ȱ Asȱ
describedȱabove,ȱtheȱquantityȱofȱwastewaterȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱproducedȱwouldȱbeȱminimalȱandȱwouldȱnotȱ
likelyȱbeȱofȱaȱqualityȱthatȱcouldȱexceedȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱwastewaterȱtreatmentȱrequirementsȱ(sinceȱitȱcanȱbeȱ
reasonablyȱassumedȱthatȱtheyȱwereȱdesignedȱspecificallyȱforȱthisȱtypeȱofȱwaste),ȱandȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱ
additionalȱstormwaterȱrunoff/drainage.ȱȱ
Increasedȱ wasteȱ generationȱ fromȱ theȱ projectȱ andȱ cumulativeȱ developmentȱ wouldȱ beȱ partiallyȱ offsetȱ byȱ
existingȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ ordinancesȱ andȱ policiesȱ regardingȱ wasteȱ reduction.ȱ Theȱ increasingȱ rateȱ ofȱ
diversionȱ byȱ cumulativeȱ projectsȱ throughȱ recycling,ȱ composting,ȱ andȱ otherȱ methodsȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ
decreasingȱ shareȱ ofȱ totalȱ wasteȱ thatȱ requiresȱ depositionȱ inȱ localȱ landfills.ȱ Theyȱ wouldȱ notȱ contributeȱ toȱ
cumulativeȱoperationalȱdemandsȱforȱwater,ȱwastewaterȱtreatment,ȱorȱsolidȱwasteȱdisposal.ȱȱ
Concurrentȱ implementationȱ ofȱ thisȱ projectȱ inȱ conjunctionȱ withȱ otherȱ cumulativeȱ projectsȱ couldȱ causeȱ
serviceȱ disruptionsȱ forȱ theȱ sameȱ setȱ ofȱ customersȱ withinȱ aȱ shortȱ timeframe.ȱ However,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ
project’sȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ damagingȱ existingȱutilitiesȱandȱ disruptingȱ utilityȱservices,ȱandȱ relocationȱ ofȱ
utilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ thanȱ significantȱ withȱ complianceȱ withȱ relevantȱ regulations.ȱ Theseȱ requirementsȱ
wouldȱ applyȱ toȱ cumulativeȱ projectsȱ asȱ well.ȱ Collectively,ȱ implementationȱ ofȱ theseȱ regulatoryȱ
requirementsȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ existingȱ utilitiesȱ areȱ accuratelyȱ locatedȱ andȱ protectedȱ duringȱ
constructionȱandȱthatȱemergencyȱresponseȱproceduresȱareȱinȱplaceȱtoȱaddressȱtheȱsituationȱifȱanȱexistingȱ
utilityȱisȱdamagedȱduringȱconstruction.ȱTherefore,ȱpotentialȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱdisruptionȱofȱ
utilityȱ operationsȱ orȱ accidentalȱ damageȱ toȱ existingȱ utilitiesȱ andȱ relocationȱ ofȱ regionalȱ orȱ localȱ utilitiesȱ
wouldȱnotȱbeȱcumulativelyȱconsiderable.ȱȱ
Thus,ȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱonȱutilitiesȱsystemsȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
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Potentially
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Topics:

12.ȱ PUBLICȱSERVICES—ȱWouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ
a)ȱ

ȱ

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

ȱ
ȱ

Resultȱinȱsubstantialȱadverseȱphysicalȱimpactsȱassociatedȱ
withȱtheȱprovisionȱof,ȱorȱtheȱneedȱfor,ȱnewȱorȱphysicallyȱ
alteredȱgovernmentalȱfacilities,ȱtheȱconstructionȱofȱwhichȱ
couldȱcauseȱsignificantȱenvironmentalȱimpacts,ȱinȱorderȱ
toȱmaintainȱacceptableȱserviceȱratios,ȱresponseȱtimes,ȱorȱ
otherȱperformanceȱobjectivesȱforȱanyȱpublicȱservicesȱsuchȱ
asȱfireȱprotection,ȱpoliceȱprotection,ȱschools,ȱparks,ȱorȱ
otherȱservices?ȱ

Less Than
Significant
Impact

ȱ
ȱ

No
Impact

ȱ
ȱ

Not Applicable

ȱ
ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
Theȱproposedȱproject’sȱimpactsȱonȱRecreationȱareȱanalyzedȱinȱSectionȱ10,ȱabove.ȱ

Impactȱ PSȬ1:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ increaseȱ demandȱ forȱ publicȱ servicesȱ toȱ anȱ extentȱ thatȱ
wouldȱ requireȱ newȱ orȱ physicallyȱ alteredȱ facilitiesȱ toȱ beȱ constructedȱ orȱ physicallyȱ alteredȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ
maintainȱacceptableȱserviceȱratios,ȱresponseȱtimes,ȱorȱotherȱperformanceȱobjectives.ȱ(NoȱImpact)ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ siteȱ currentlyȱ receivesȱ emergencyȱ servicesȱ fromȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Fireȱ Departmentȱ andȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPoliceȱDepartment.ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱservicedȱbyȱseveralȱfireȱstations,ȱ
including:ȱStationȱ19ȱatȱ390ȱBuckinghamȱWay,ȱwhichȱisȱapproximatelyȱ1.3ȱmilesȱeastȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
treatmentȱplant;ȱStationȱ22ȱatȱ1290ȱ16thȱAvenueȱatȱIrvingȱStreet,ȱwhichȱisȱapproximatelyȱ0.5ȱmileȱnorthwestȱ
ofȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite;ȱandȱStationȱ34ȱatȱ499ȱ41stȱAvenue,ȱwhichȱisȱapproximatelyȱ0.3ȱmileȱsouthȱofȱ
irrigationȱpumpȱstationȱatȱLincolnȱPark.55ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱservicedȱbyȱtheȱTaravalȱandȱRichmondȱ
districtȱstations;ȱtheȱTaravalȱstationȱisȱlocatedȱatȱ2345ȱ24thȱAvenue,ȱwhichȱisȱapproximatelyȱ1.5ȱmilesȱwestȱofȱ
theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ andȱ theȱ Richmondȱ stationȱ isȱ locatedȱ atȱ 461ȱ 6thȱ Avenue,ȱ whichȱ isȱ
approximatelyȱ1.2ȱmilesȱnortheastȱofȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite.56ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱUnifiedȱSchoolȱDistrictȱ
providesȱschoolȱservicesȱtoȱresidentsȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinity.ȱ
Asȱ discussedȱ inȱ theȱ Projectȱ Description,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ utilizeȱ andȱ upgradeȱ existingȱ
abovegroundȱ facilitiesȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ constructȱ newȱ facilitiesȱ forȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ andȱ conveyanceȱ
purposes.ȱ Noȱ newȱ structuresȱ wouldȱ beȱ habitable.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ newȱ structuresȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ andȱ
wouldȱcomplyȱwithȱtheȱregulationsȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱFireȱCode,ȱwhichȱestablishesȱrequirementsȱpertainingȱ
toȱ fireȱ protectionȱ systems,ȱ includingȱ theȱ provisionȱ ofȱ stateȬmandatedȱ smokeȱ alarms,ȱ fireȱ extinguishers,ȱ
appropriateȱbuildingȱaccess,ȱandȱemergencyȱresponseȱnotificationȱsystems.ȱȱ
Givenȱ thatȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ locatedȱ inȱ proximityȱ toȱ (andȱ alreadyȱ servedȱ by)ȱ publicȱ services,ȱ theȱ
proposedȱnewȱstructuresȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱcomplyȱwithȱfireȱcodes,ȱandȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱfacilitiesȱ
wouldȱonlyȱincrementallyȱincreaseȱserviceȱpopulationȱinȱtheȱarea;ȱasȱaȱresult,ȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱimpact.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

55ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱFireȱDepartmentȱ(SFFD),ȱAvailableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://www.sfȬfire.org/.ȱAccessedȱOctoberȱ14,ȱ2013.ȱ
56ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱPoliceȱDepartmentȱ(SFPD).ȱAvailableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://sfȬpolice.org/.ȱAccessedȱOctoberȱ14,ȱ2013.ȱ
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Impactȱ CȬPS:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ impactȱ onȱ publicȱ
services.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱgeographicȱscopeȱforȱpotentialȱcumulativeȱpublicȱserviceȱimpactsȱencompassesȱlandȱusesȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱ
ofȱ projectȱ facilities.ȱ Theȱ areaȱ generallyȱ includesȱ theȱ Sunsetȱ andȱ Richmondȱ Districts,ȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ
LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱtheȱPresidio.ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱincrementallyȱincreaseȱdemandȱforȱ
publicȱ servicesȱ (e.g.,ȱ byȱ addingȱ serviceȱ employees).ȱ Cumulativeȱ developmentȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ wouldȱ
incrementallyȱ increaseȱ demandȱ forȱ publicȱ services,ȱ butȱ notȱ beyondȱ levelsȱ anticipatedȱ andȱ plannedȱ forȱ byȱ
publicȱ serviceȱ providers.ȱ Thus,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ project,ȱ inȱ combinationȱ withȱ otherȱ past,ȱ present,ȱ andȱ
reasonablyȱ foreseeableȱ futureȱ projects,ȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ cumulativelyȱ considerableȱ impactȱ onȱ publicȱ
servicesȱ(lessȱthanȱsignificant).ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
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13.ȱ BIOLOGICALȱRESOURCES—ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ

a)ȱ

Haveȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱeffect,ȱeitherȱdirectlyȱorȱ
throughȱhabitatȱmodifications,ȱonȱanyȱspeciesȱ
identifiedȱasȱaȱcandidate,ȱsensitive,ȱorȱspecialȬ
statusȱspeciesȱinȱlocalȱorȱregionalȱplans,ȱpolicies,ȱorȱ
regulations,ȱorȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱ
FishȱandȱGameȱorȱU.S.ȱFishȱandȱWildlifeȱService?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Haveȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱeffectȱonȱanyȱriparianȱ
habitatȱorȱotherȱsensitiveȱnaturalȱcommunityȱ
identifiedȱinȱlocalȱorȱregionalȱplans,ȱpolicies,ȱ
regulationsȱorȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱ
FishȱandȱGameȱorȱU.S.ȱFishȱandȱWildlifeȱService?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Haveȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱeffectȱonȱfederallyȱ
protectedȱwetlandsȱasȱdefinedȱbyȱSectionȱ404ȱofȱ
theȱCleanȱWaterȱActȱ(including,ȱbutȱnotȱlimitedȱto,ȱ
marsh,ȱvernalȱpool,ȱcoastal,ȱetc.)ȱthroughȱdirectȱ
removal,ȱfilling,ȱhydrologicalȱinterruption,ȱorȱ
otherȱmeans?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

d)ȱ

Interfereȱsubstantiallyȱwithȱtheȱmovementȱofȱanyȱ
nativeȱresidentȱorȱmigratoryȱfishȱorȱwildlifeȱ
speciesȱorȱwithȱestablishedȱnativeȱresidentȱorȱ
migratoryȱwildlifeȱcorridors,ȱorȱimpedeȱtheȱuseȱofȱ
nativeȱwildlifeȱnurseryȱsites?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

e)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱanyȱlocalȱpoliciesȱorȱordinancesȱ
protectingȱbiologicalȱresources,ȱsuchȱasȱaȱtreeȱ
preservationȱpolicyȱorȱordinance?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

f)ȱ

ConflictȱwithȱtheȱprovisionsȱofȱanȱadoptedȱHabitatȱ
ConservationȱPlan,ȱNaturalȱCommunityȱ
ConservationȱPlan,ȱorȱotherȱapprovedȱlocal,ȱ
regional,ȱorȱstateȱhabitatȱconservationȱplan?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
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Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ conflictȱ withȱ theȱ provisionsȱ ofȱ anȱ adoptedȱ habitatȱ conservationȱ plan,ȱ naturalȱ
communityȱconservationȱplan,ȱorȱotherȱapprovedȱlocal,ȱregional,ȱorȱstateȱhabitatȱconservationȱplanȱbecauseȱ
thereȱ areȱ noȱ adoptedȱ habitatȱ conservationȱ plans,ȱ naturalȱ communityȱ plans,ȱ orȱ otherȱ approvedȱ plansȱ thatȱ
coverȱtheȱprojectȱarea;ȱtherefore,ȱtheȱTopicȱ13.(f)ȱisȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱtheȱproject.ȱ

Approach to Analysis
Theȱapproachȱtoȱanalysisȱforȱthisȱprojectȱisȱasȱfollows:ȱ(1)ȱreviewȱavailableȱbiologicalȱresourceȱsurveysȱofȱtheȱ
projectȱ areaȱ andȱ relevantȱ surroundingȱ vicinity;ȱ (2)ȱreviewȱ specialȬstatusȱ speciesȱ listsȱ derivedȱ fromȱ theȱ
CaliforniaȱNaturalȱDiversityȱDatabaseȱ(CNDDB),ȱtheȱUSȱFishȱandȱWildlifeȱServiceȱ(USFWS),ȱtheȱCaliforniaȱ
Departmentȱ ofȱ Fishȱ andȱ Wildlifeȱ (CDFW),ȱ andȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Nativeȱ Plantȱ Societyȱ (CNPS);ȱ and,ȱ (3)ȱ toȱ
performȱaȱfieldȱreconnaissanceȱofȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱtoȱrecordȱcurrentȱsiteȱconditions.ȱ

Special-Status Species Lists
SpecialȬstatusȱspeciesȱlistsȱwereȱderivedȱfromȱtheȱCNDDB,ȱUSFWS,ȱandȱCNPSȱforȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱNorth,ȱ
Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Southȱ andȱ sevenȱ surroundingȱ 7.5Ȭminuteȱ USȱ Geologicalȱ Surveyȱ quadrangles.ȱ Theȱ primaryȱ
sourcesȱofȱdataȱreferencedȱforȱthisȱstudyȱwereȱasȱfollows:ȱ
x

CDFW,ȱ CNDDB,ȱ dataȱ requestȱ forȱ U.S.ȱ Geologicalȱ Surveyȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Northȱ 7.5Ȭminuteȱ
topographicȱquadrangleȱandȱeightȱsurroundingȱquads,ȱinformationȱaccessedȱJanuary,ȱ2014.ȱ

x

CNPS,ȱOnlineȱInventoryȱofȱRareȱandȱEndangeredȱPlantsȱ

x

USFWSȱspeciesȱlistȱforȱSanȱFranciscoȱNorthȱ7.5ȬminuteȱUSȱGeologicalȱSurveyȱquadrangleȱ

Theȱ findingsȱ ofȱ theseȱ databaseȱ searchesȱ andȱ speciesȱ listsȱ wereȱ usedȱ toȱ compileȱ theȱ listȱ ofȱ specialȬstatusȱ
speciesȱthatȱmayȱoccurȱinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱ(Appendixȱ1).ȱ

Reconnaissance Survey
BiologicalȱresourcesȱwithinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱwereȱverifiedȱbyȱanȱESAȱbiologistȱduringȱaȱfieldȱreconnaissanceȱ
conductedȱonȱFebruaryȱ7,ȱ2014.ȱPriorȱtoȱtheȱreconnaissanceȱsurvey,ȱdatabasesȱwereȱreviewedȱforȱtheȱprojectȱ
siteȱ andȱ surroundingȱ area.ȱ Theȱ fieldȱ reconnaissanceȱ consistedȱ ofȱ aȱ pedestrianȱ surveyȱ withinȱ theȱ projectȱ
facilityȱsite’sȱboundaryȱandȱobservationsȱofȱtheȱadjacentȱenvironments.ȱTheȱfieldȱsurveysȱwereȱfocusedȱonȱ
identifyingȱhabitatȱforȱspecialȬstatusȱplantȱandȱwildlifeȱspecies.ȱGeneralȱhabitatȱconditionsȱwereȱnotedȱandȱ
incidentalȱ speciesȱ observationsȱ wereȱ recorded.ȱ Theȱ findingsȱ ofȱ theȱ reconnaissanceȱ survey,ȱ theȱ literatureȱ
review,ȱandȱtheȱdatabaseȱqueriesȱwereȱusedȱtoȱcompileȱtheȱlistȱofȱspecialȬstatusȱspeciesȱthatȱmayȱoccurȱinȱtheȱ
projectȱareaȱ(Appendixȱ1)ȱandȱtoȱcharacterizeȱtheȱlocalȱprojectȱsetting,ȱdescribedȱbelow.ȱ

Local Project Setting
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ locatedȱ inȱ westernȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ andȱ spansȱ fromȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ toȱ theȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱandȱthenȱtoȱtheȱedgeȱofȱtheȱPresidioȱandȱtheȱLincolnȱGolfȱCourse.ȱTheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱ
isȱborderedȱonȱtheȱnorthȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuard,ȱandȱisȱwithinȱ0.25ȱmileȱofȱLakeȱMercedȱtoȱ
theȱeast,ȱFortȱ Funstonȱ toȱ theȱsouth,ȱandȱ theȱSanȱFranciscoȱZooȱ toȱtheȱnorth.ȱLakeȱMercedȱconsistsȱofȱfourȱ
interconnectedȱfreshwaterȱlakes:ȱNorthȱLake,ȱSouthȱLake,ȱEastȱLake,ȱandȱImpoundȱLake.ȱTheyȱofferȱhabitatȱ
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forȱmanyȱspecies,ȱincludingȱmigratoryȱbirdsȱandȱaquaticȱspecies.ȱFortȱFunstonȱconsistsȱofȱcoastalȱdunesȱandȱ
beach,ȱwhichȱoffersȱhabitatȱforȱspecialȬstatusȱspeciesȱincludingȱbankȱswallowȱ(Ripariaȱriparia)ȱandȱwesternȱ
snowyȱ ploverȱ (Charadriusȱ alexandrinusȱ nivosus).ȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ isȱ aȱ heavilyȱ woodedȱ andȱ otherwiseȱ
vegetatedȱopenȱspaceȱurbanȱpark,ȱalthoughȱmajorȱintersections,ȱ pondsȱandȱ meadowsȱareȱmaintainedȱandȱ
landscaped.ȱItȱprovidesȱhabitatȱforȱaȱvarietyȱofȱcommonȱavianȱspeciesȱasȱwellȱasȱraptors.ȱȱ

Observed Wildlife Habitat in Project Area
Anȱ ESAȱ biologistȱ conductedȱ aȱ reconnaissanceȱ surveyȱ ofȱ theȱ abovegroundȱ projectȱ sitesȱ (Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
WestsideȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱandȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱStation),ȱasȱwellȱasȱnearbyȱNorthȱandȱSouthȱ
LakeȱMercedȱandȱpipelineȱrouteȱareasȱonȱFebruaryȱ7,ȱ2014.ȱTheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱsiteȱprovidesȱ
limitedȱwildlifeȱhabitatȱinȱtheȱvegetatedȱareaȱbetweenȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAirȱNationalȱ
Guardȱsite,ȱlocatedȱjustȱnorthȱofȱtheȱWPCP,ȱandȱsurroundingȱtheȱWPCPȱonȱtheȱeastȱandȱsouthȱsides.ȱTheseȱ
areasȱ consistȱ mainlyȱ ofȱ plantedȱ pinesȱ (Pinusȱ sp.),ȱ denseȱ standsȱ ofȱ acaciaȱ (Acaciaȱ melanoxylon),ȱ ceanothusȱ
(Ceanothusȱsp.),ȱhairyȱrockroseȱ(Cistusȱincanus),ȱandȱalsoȱnonȬnativeȱspeciesȱincludingȱiceplantȱ(Carpobrotusȱ
edulis),ȱ Englishȱ ivyȱ (Hederaȱ helix),ȱ andȱ sproutsȱ ofȱ Himalayanȱ blackberryȱ (Rubusȱ armeniacus).ȱ Thisȱ habitatȱ
wouldȱ beȱ mostȱ suitableȱ forȱ aȱ varietyȱ ofȱ songbirdȱ speciesȱ andȱ potentiallyȱ someȱ batȱ species.ȱ Theȱ followingȱ
commonȱ avianȱ speciesȱ wereȱ observedȱ onȱ siteȱ andȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCP:ȱ killdeerȱ
(Charadriusȱvociferus),ȱgullsȱ(Larusȱsp.ȱ),ȱgoldfinchȱ(Spinusȱsp.),ȱAnna’sȱhummingbirdȱ(Calypteȱanna),ȱcommonȱ
ravenȱ (Corvusȱ corax),ȱ darkȬeyedȱ juncoȱ (Juncoȱ hyemalis),ȱ spottedȱ towheeȱ (Pipiloȱ maculatus),ȱ andȱ Townsend’sȱ
warblerȱ(Setophagaȱtownsendi).ȱȱ
Althoughȱ surroundedȱ onȱ allȱ sidesȱ byȱ majorȱ roadwaysȱ andȱ developedȱ areasȱ (includingȱ parksȱ andȱ golfȱ
courses),ȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ providesȱ habitatȱ forȱ aȱ widerȱ varietyȱ ofȱ wildlifeȱ speciesȱ thanȱ surroundingȱ areas.ȱ
HabitatȱatȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱtoȱtheȱnorthȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱprovidesȱaȱmixȱofȱshrubs,ȱblackberryȱ
(Rubusȱarmeniacus), standsȱofȱeucalyptusȱ(Eucalyptusȱspp.)ȱwhichȱborderȱtheȱstagingȱarea,ȱandȱaȱfewȱpinesȱ
(Pinusȱ spp.).ȱ Vegetationȱ onȱ theȱ siteȱ isȱ generallyȱ disturbed,ȱ withȱ Englishȱ ivyȱ (Hederaȱ helix)ȱ andȱ fennelȱ
(Foeniculumȱ vulgare)ȱ surroundingȱ theȱ stagingȱ area.ȱ Theȱ proximityȱ ofȱ theȱ eucalyptusȱ andȱ pineȱ treesȱ toȱ
nearbyȱ fields,ȱ openȱ areasȱ ofȱ Elkȱ Glenȱ Lakeȱ andȱ Lloydȱ Lake,ȱ andȱ surroundingȱ openȱ woodlands,ȱ providesȱ
suitableȱnestingȱandȱforagingȱhabitatȱforȱraptorsȱsuchȱasȱCooper’sȱhawk,ȱredȬshoulderedȱhawk,ȱredȬtailedȱ
hawk,ȱmerlinȱ(Falcoȱcolumbarius),ȱandȱAmericanȱkestrelȱ(Falcoȱsparverius).ȱAllȱofȱtheseȱraptorȱspeciesȱutilizeȱ
fieldȱ edges,ȱ openȱ areasȱ suchȱ asȱ parksȱ andȱ fields,ȱ andȱ suburbanȱ settings.ȱ Theȱ followingȱ commonȱ wildlifeȱ
speciesȱwereȱobservedȱonȱsiteȱandȱatȱtheȱsurroundingȱpondsȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinity:ȱAmericanȱcrowȱ(Corvusȱ
brachyrhynchos),ȱ gulls,ȱ chestnutȬbackedȱ chickadeeȱ (Poecileȱ rufescens),ȱ darkȬeyedȱ juncoȱ (Juncoȱ hyemali),ȱ andȱ
greatȱegretȱ(Ardeaȱalba).ȱȱ
AlthoughȱtheȱexistingȱbuildingsȱofȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱareȱnotȱabandoned,ȱitȱisȱpossibleȱthatȱbatȱspeciesȱ
lessȱsensitiveȱtoȱhumanȱdisturbanceȱcouldȱuseȱbuildingȱawnings,ȱeaves,ȱandȱopeningsȱintoȱbuildingȱspaceȱ
forȱroosting,ȱifȱactivityȱinȱandȱaroundȱtheȱbuildingsȱandȱstructuresȱisȱminimal.ȱBatsȱmightȱalsoȱroostȱinȱsomeȱ
ofȱtheȱdenseȱstandsȱofȱwillowȱandȱpinesȱlocatedȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱWPCP.ȱHabitatȱaroundȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱ
StationȱandȱLakeȱMercedȱmightȱbeȱidealȱforȱbatȱspeciesȱthatȱpreferȱopenȱareas,ȱwater,ȱandȱhabitatȱedgesȱforȱ
foraging.ȱTheseȱprojectȱareasȱalsoȱprovideȱplentifulȱtreeȱandȱshrubȱfoliageȱforȱroosting.ȱCommonȱbatȱspeciesȱ
thatȱ mightȱ occurȱ atȱ orȱ nearbyȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPC,ȱ Lakeȱ Merced,ȱ andȱ theȱ Centralȱ Pumpȱ Stationȱ includeȱ
Yumaȱmyotisȱ(myotisȱyumanensis)ȱandȱbigȱbrownȱbatȱ(Eptesicusȱfuscus).ȱSpecialȬstatusȱbatȱspeciesȱthatȱmayȱ
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occurȱ atȱ Oceansideȱ WPCP,ȱ Lakeȱ Merced,ȱ andȱ theȱ Centralȱ Pumpȱ Stationȱ includeȱ theȱ hoaryȱ batȱ (Lasiurusȱ
cinerus)ȱandȱWesternȱredȱbatȱ(Lasiurusȱblossevillii).ȱȱ

Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States
Twoȱ definitionsȱ ofȱ “wetland”ȱ areȱ consideredȱ forȱ purposesȱ ofȱ thisȱ project,ȱ oneȱ administeredȱ byȱ theȱ U.S.ȱ
ArmyȱCorpsȱ(Corps)ȱunderȱtheȱfederalȱCleanȱWaterȱActȱandȱtheȱotherȱadministeredȱbyȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
BayȱRegionalȱWaterȱQualityȱControlȱBoardȱ(RWQCB)ȱunderȱtheȱPorterȬCologneȱWaterȱQualityȱControlȱActȱ
andȱtheȱCCCȱunderȱtheȱCaliforniaȱCoastalȱAct.ȱBothȱdefinitionsȱareȱpresentedȱbelow.ȱ
Federalȱ Wetlandȱ Definition.ȱ Wetlandsȱ areȱ aȱ subsetȱ ofȱ watersȱ ofȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ receiveȱ protectionȱ
underȱSectionȱ404ȱofȱtheȱCleanȱWaterȱAct.ȱTheȱtermȱ“watersȱofȱtheȱUnitedȱStates,”57ȱasȱdefinedȱinȱtheȱCodeȱ
ofȱFederalȱRegulationsȱ(33ȱCFRȱ328.3[a];ȱ40ȱCFRȱ230.3[s]),ȱincludes:ȱ
1.ȱ Allȱ watersȱ whichȱ areȱ currentlyȱ used,ȱ wereȱ usedȱ inȱ theȱ past,ȱ orȱ mayȱ beȱ susceptibleȱ toȱ useȱ inȱ
interstateȱorȱforeignȱcommerce,ȱincludingȱallȱwatersȱwhichȱareȱsubjectȱtoȱtheȱebbȱandȱflowȱofȱtheȱ
tide.ȱ
2.ȱ Allȱ interstateȱ watersȱ includingȱ interstateȱ wetlands.ȱ (Wetlandsȱ areȱ definedȱ byȱ theȱ federalȱ
governmentȱ [CFR,ȱ Sectionȱ 328.3(b)]ȱ asȱ thoseȱ areasȱ thatȱ areȱ inundatedȱ orȱ saturatedȱ byȱ surfaceȱ orȱ
groundȱ waterȱ atȱ aȱ frequencyȱ andȱ durationȱ sufficientȱ toȱ support,ȱ andȱ thatȱ underȱ normalȱ
circumstancesȱ doȱ support,ȱ aȱ prevalenceȱ ofȱ vegetationȱ typicallyȱ adaptedȱ forȱ lifeȱ inȱ saturatedȱ soilȱ
conditions.)ȱ
3.ȱ Allȱ otherȱ watersȱ suchȱ asȱ intrastateȱ lakes,ȱ rivers,ȱ streamsȱ (includingȱ intermittentȱ streams),ȱ mudȱ
flats,ȱsandȱflats,ȱwetlands,ȱsloughs,ȱprairieȱpotholes,ȱwetȱmeadows,ȱplayaȱlakes,ȱorȱnaturalȱponds,ȱ
theȱ use,ȱ degradation,ȱ orȱ destructionȱ ofȱ whichȱ couldȱ affectȱ interstateȱ orȱ foreignȱ commerceȱ
includingȱ anyȱ suchȱ watersȱ whichȱ areȱ orȱ couldȱ beȱ usedȱ byȱ interstateȱ orȱ foreignȱ travelersȱ forȱ
recreationalȱorȱotherȱpurposes;ȱorȱfromȱwhichȱfishȱorȱshellfishȱareȱorȱcouldȱbeȱtakenȱandȱsoldȱinȱ
interstateȱ orȱ foreignȱ commerce;ȱ orȱ whichȱ areȱ usedȱ orȱ couldȱ beȱ usedȱ forȱ industrialȱ purposesȱ byȱ
industriesȱinȱinterstateȱcommerce.ȱ
4.ȱ Allȱ impoundmentsȱ ofȱ watersȱ otherwiseȱ definedȱ asȱ watersȱ ofȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ underȱ theȱ
definition.ȱ
5.ȱ Tributariesȱofȱwatersȱidentifiedȱinȱparagraphsȱ(1)ȱthroughȱ(4).ȱ
6.ȱ Territorialȱseas.ȱ
7.ȱ Wetlandsȱ adjacentȱ toȱ watersȱ (otherȱ thanȱ watersȱ thatȱ areȱ themselvesȱ wetlands)ȱ identifiedȱ inȱ
paragraphsȱ(1)ȱthroughȱ(6).ȱ
8.ȱ Watersȱ ofȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ doȱ notȱ includeȱ priorȱ convertedȱ cropland.ȱ Notwithstandingȱ theȱ
determinationȱofȱanȱarea’sȱstatusȱasȱpriorȱconvertedȱcroplandȱbyȱanyȱotherȱfederalȱagency,ȱforȱtheȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

57ȱ BasedȱonȱtheȱSupremeȱCourtȱrulingȱinȱSolidȱWasteȱAgencyȱforȱNorthernȱCookȱCountyȱv.ȱU.S.ȱArmyȱCorpsȱofȱEngineersȱrelatedȱ

toȱ federalȱ jurisdictionȱ overȱ isolatedȱ watersȱ (Januaryȱ 9,ȱ 2001),ȱ nonȬnavigable,ȱ isolated,ȱ intrastateȱ watersȱ areȱ noȱ longerȱ
definedȱ asȱ watersȱ ofȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ basedȱ solelyȱ onȱ theirȱ useȱ byȱ migratoryȱ birds.ȱ Jurisdictionȱ overȱ nonȬnavigable,ȱ
isolated,ȱ intrastateȱ watersȱ mayȱ beȱ exercisedȱ ifȱ theirȱ use,ȱ degradation,ȱ orȱ destructionȱ couldȱ affectȱ otherȱ watersȱ ofȱ theȱ
Unitesȱ Statesȱ orȱ interstateȱ orȱ foreignȱ commerce.ȱ Accordingȱ toȱ thisȱ ruling,ȱ jurisdictionȱ overȱ suchȱ otherȱ watersȱ mustȱ beȱ
analyzedȱ onȱ aȱ caseȬbyȬcaseȱ basis,ȱ asȱ shouldȱ impoundmentsȱ ofȱ waters,ȱ tributariesȱ ofȱ waters,ȱ andȱ wetlandsȱ adjacentȱ toȱ
waters.ȱTheȱSupremeȱCourt’sȱrecentȱdecisionsȱ(e.g.,ȱRapanosȱandȱCarabel)ȱhaveȱyetȱtoȱbeȱinterpretedȱinȱU.S.ȱArmyȱCorpsȱ
ofȱEngineersȱregulationsȱorȱdefinitions.ȱ
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purposesȱ ofȱ theȱ Cleanȱ Waterȱ Act,ȱ theȱ finalȱ authorityȱ regardingȱ Cleanȱ Waterȱ Actȱ jurisdictionȱ
remainsȱwithȱtheȱU.S.ȱEnvironmentalȱProtectionȱAgencyȱ(USEPA).ȱȱ
CaliforniaȱWetlandȱDefinition.ȱCaliforniaȱagenciesȱhaveȱadoptedȱtheȱCowardinȱetȱal.ȱ(1979)ȱclassificationȱ
systemȱtoȱdefineȱwetlands.ȱAccordingȱtoȱthisȱclassificationȱsystem,ȱwetlandsȱmustȱhaveȱoneȱorȱmoreȱofȱtheȱ
followingȱ threeȱ attributes:ȱ (1)ȱatȱ leastȱ periodically,ȱ theȱ landȱ predominantlyȱ supportsȱ hydrophytes;58ȱ
(2)ȱtheȱsubstrateȱisȱpredominantlyȱundrainedȱhydricȱsoil;ȱorȱ(3)ȱtheȱsubstrateȱisȱnonsoilȱandȱisȱsaturatedȱ
withȱwaterȱorȱcoveredȱbyȱshallowȱwaterȱatȱsomeȱtimeȱduringȱtheȱgrowingȱseasonȱofȱeachȱyearȱ(Cowardinȱ
etȱal.,ȱ1979).ȱ
Underȱ normalȱ circumstances,ȱ theȱ federalȱ definitionȱ ofȱ wetlandsȱ requiresȱ allȱ threeȱ wetlandȱ identificationȱ
parametersȱ toȱ beȱ met,ȱ whereasȱ theȱ Cowardinȱ definitionȱ requiresȱ theȱ presenceȱ ofȱ atȱ leastȱ oneȱ ofȱ theseȱ
parameters.ȱ Jurisdictionalȱ wetlandsȱ andȱ otherȱ Watersȱ ofȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ Watersȱ ofȱ theȱ Stateȱ occurȱ
adjacentȱtoȱtheȱprojectȱsite.ȱȱ
RegulationȱofȱActivitiesȱinȱWetlands.ȱTheȱregulationsȱandȱpoliciesȱofȱvariousȱfederalȱagencies,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱ
Corps,ȱ USEPA,ȱ USFWS,ȱ andȱ Nationalȱ Marineȱ Fisheriesȱ Serviceȱ (NMFS),ȱ mandateȱ thatȱ fillingȱ wetlandsȱ beȱ
avoidedȱunlessȱitȱcanȱbeȱdemonstratedȱthatȱnoȱpracticableȱalternativesȱexist.ȱTheȱCorpsȱhasȱprimaryȱfederalȱ
responsibilityȱforȱadministeringȱregulationsȱthatȱconcernȱwatersȱandȱwetlands.ȱInȱthisȱregard,ȱtheȱCorpsȱactsȱ
underȱ twoȱ statutoryȱ authorities:ȱ theȱ Riversȱ andȱ Harborsȱ Actȱ (Sectionsȱ9ȱ andȱ 10),ȱ whichȱ governsȱ specifiedȱ
activitiesȱinȱ“navigableȱwaters,”ȱandȱtheȱCleanȱWaterȱActȱ(Sectionȱ404),ȱwhichȱgovernsȱtheȱfillȱofȱwatersȱofȱ
theȱUnitedȱStates,ȱincludingȱwetlands.ȱTheȱCorpsȱrequiresȱthatȱaȱpermitȱbeȱobtainedȱifȱaȱprojectȱproposesȱtoȱ
placeȱfillȱinȱnavigableȱwatersȱand/orȱtoȱalterȱwatersȱofȱtheȱUnitedȱStatesȱbelowȱtheȱordinaryȱhighȬwaterȱmarkȱ
inȱnonȬtidalȱwaters.ȱTheȱUSEPA,ȱUSFWS,ȱNMFS,ȱandȱseveralȱotherȱagenciesȱmayȱcommentȱonȱCorpsȱpermitȱ
applications.ȱTheȱUSEPAȱprovidesȱtheȱprimaryȱcriteriaȱforȱevaluatingȱtheȱbiologicalȱimpactsȱofȱCorpsȱpermitȱ
actionsȱinȱwetlands.ȱȱ
TheȱState’sȱauthorityȱtoȱregulateȱactivitiesȱinȱwetlandsȱandȱwatersȱatȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱresidesȱprimarilyȱwithȱ
theȱRWQCB,ȱwhichȱregulatesȱfillȱinȱandȱdischargesȱtoȱWatersȱofȱtheȱUnitedȱStatesȱandȱWatersȱofȱtheȱStateȱofȱ
California,ȱ includingȱ activitiesȱ inȱ wetlands,ȱ underȱ Sectionȱ 401ȱ ofȱ theȱ Cleanȱ Waterȱ Act,ȱ andȱ theȱ PorterȬ
CologneȱWaterȱQualityȱControlȱAct.ȱTheȱCDFWȱprovidesȱcommentȱonȱCorpsȱpermitȱactionsȱunderȱtheȱFishȱ
andȱWildlifeȱCoordinationȱAct.ȱMoreover,ȱunderȱSectionsȱ1600–1616ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱFishȱandȱGameȱCode,ȱ
theȱCDFWȱregulatesȱactivitiesȱthatȱwouldȱsubstantiallyȱdivert,ȱobstructȱtheȱnaturalȱflowȱof,ȱorȱchangeȱrivers,ȱ
streams,ȱandȱlakes.ȱTheȱjurisdictionalȱlimitsȱofȱtheȱCDFWȱareȱdefinedȱinȱSectionȱ1602ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱFishȱ
andȱGameȱCodeȱasȱtheȱbed,ȱchannel,ȱorȱbankȱofȱanyȱriver,ȱstream,ȱorȱlake.ȱTheȱCDFWȱregulatesȱactivitiesȱ
thatȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ theȱ depositȱ orȱ disposalȱ ofȱ debris,ȱ waste,ȱ orȱ otherȱ materialsȱ intoȱ anyȱ river,ȱ stream,ȱ orȱ
lake,ȱandȱrequiresȱpreparationȱofȱaȱstreambedȱalterationȱagreementȱforȱactivitiesȱthatȱareȱproposedȱwithinȱorȱ
nearȱaȱriver,ȱstream,ȱorȱlake.ȱ
Withinȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Coastalȱ Zone,ȱ theȱ CCCȱ alsoȱ hasȱ authorityȱ toȱ regulateȱ developmentȱ underȱ theȱ
Californiaȱ Coastalȱ Act.ȱ Theȱ coastalȱ zoneȱ generallyȱ extendsȱ threeȱ milesȱ seawardȱ andȱ aboutȱ 1,000ȱ yardsȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

58ȱ Theȱ USFWSȱ hasȱ developedȱ theȱ followingȱ definitionȱ forȱ hydrophyticȱ vegetation:ȱ “plantȱ lifeȱ growingȱ inȱ waterȱ orȱ onȱ aȱ

substrateȱthatȱisȱatȱleastȱperiodicallyȱdeficientȱinȱoxygenȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱexcessiveȱwaterȱcontent”ȱ(Cowardinȱetȱal.,ȱ1979).ȱ
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inlandȱfromȱtheȱmeanȱhighȱtideȱlineȱofȱtheȱsea.ȱInȱsignificantȱcoastalȱestuarine,ȱhabitat,ȱandȱrecreationalȱ
areasȱitȱextendsȱinlandȱtoȱtheȱfirstȱmajorȱridgelineȱparallelingȱtheȱseaȱorȱfiveȱmilesȱfromȱtheȱmeanȱhighȱtideȱ
lineȱ ofȱ theȱ sea,ȱ whicheverȱ isȱ less,ȱ andȱ inȱ developedȱ urbanȱ areasȱ theȱ zoneȱ generallyȱ extendsȱ inlandȱ lessȱ
thanȱ1,000ȱyards.ȱInȱorderȱtoȱcarryȱoutȱtheȱpoliciesȱofȱtheȱCoastalȱAct,ȱeachȱofȱtheȱ73ȱcitiesȱandȱcountiesȱinȱ
theȱ coastalȱ zoneȱ isȱ requiredȱ toȱ prepareȱ aȱ localȱ coastalȱ programȱ (LCP)ȱ forȱ theȱ portionȱ ofȱ itsȱ jurisdictionȱ
withinȱtheȱcoastalȱzoneȱandȱtoȱsubmitȱtheȱprogramȱtoȱtheȱCommissionȱforȱcertification.ȱTheȱCCCȱmanagesȱ
protectionȱofȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱthroughȱaȱpermittingȱprocessȱforȱallȱprojectsȱinȱtheȱcoastalȱzone.ȱOnceȱ
theȱCCCȱcertifiesȱaȱLCP,ȱtheȱlocalȱgovernmentȱgainsȱauthorityȱtoȱissueȱmostȱcoastalȱdevelopmentȱpermitsȱ
(CDP).ȱTheȱCCCȱretainsȱpermitȱauthorityȱoverȱtidelands,ȱsubmergedȱlandsȱandȱpublicȱtrustȱlands.ȱOnlyȱ
theȱCCCȱcanȱgrantȱaȱcoastalȱdevelopmentȱpermitȱforȱdevelopmentȱinȱareasȱofȱitsȱretainedȱjurisdiction.ȱSanȱ
Francisco’sȱ LCPȱ isȱ discussedȱ furtherȱ belowȱ asȱ theȱ WesternȱShorelineȱ Planȱ inȱ theȱ Localȱ Plansȱ andȱ Policiesȱ
subsection.ȱ

Local Plans and Policies
Western Shoreline Area Plan
Theȱ Westernȱ Shorelineȱ Areaȱ Planȱ ofȱ theȱ SanȱFranciscoȱ Generalȱ Planȱ isȱ theȱ CCSF’sȱ certifiedȱ Localȱ Coastalȱ
Programȱ(LCP)ȱandȱsetsȱforthȱpoliciesȱandȱobjectivesȱgoverningȱdevelopmentȱinȱtheȱcoastalȱzoneȱwithinȱtheȱ
Cityȱ andȱ Countyȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Francisco.59ȱ Mostȱ coastalȱ developmentȱ permitsȱ forȱ projectsȱ inȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ
coastalȱ zoneȱ areȱ issuedȱ byȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Commission,ȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ provisionsȱ ofȱ
Sectionȱ330ȱetȱseq.ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱCode.ȱAȱportionȱofȱtheȱproject,ȱincludingȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
treatmentȱplantȱsiteȱandȱaȱportionȱofȱtheȱpipelineȱwithinȱSkylineȱBoulevard,ȱisȱwithinȱtheȱcoastalȱzoneȱ(seeȱ
Figureȱ 2).ȱ Vegetationȱ onȱ theȱ bermȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ WPCPȱ isȱ notȱ consideredȱ anȱ Environmentallyȱ Sensitiveȱ
HabitatȱAreaȱ(ESHA)ȱasȱitȱdoesȱnotȱmeetȱanyȱofȱtheȱfollowingȱcriteriaȱaccordingȱtoȱtheȱCCCȱdefinitionȱofȱanȱ
ESHAȱ asȱ “anyȱ areaȱ inȱ whichȱ plantȱ orȱ animalȱ lifeȱ orȱ theirȱ habitatsȱ areȱ eitherȱ rareȱ orȱ especiallyȱ valuableȱ
becauseȱofȱtheirȱspecialȱnatureȱorȱroleȱinȱanȱecosystemȱandȱwhichȱcouldȱbeȱeasilyȱdisturbedȱorȱdegradedȱbyȱ
humanȱactivities”.ȱ60ȱPortionsȱofȱtheȱpipelineȱalongȱSkylineȱBoulevardȱandȱtheȱHardingȱRoadȱStagingȱAreaȱ
adjacentȱ toȱ Lakeȱ Merced,ȱ areȱ withinȱ 100ȱ feetȱ ofȱ Lakeȱ Merced,ȱ anȱ areaȱ withinȱ whichȱ coastalȱ developmentȱ
permitsȱareȱappealableȱtoȱtheȱCCC.ȱAȱsmallȱareaȱofȱtheȱproject,ȱalongȱSkylineȱBoulevard,ȱisȱwithinȱanȱareaȱofȱ
retainedȱCCCȱjurisdiction.ȱ

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Significant Natural Resources Areas Management Plan
Theȱ SFRPDȱ 1995ȱ Significantȱ Naturalȱ Resourceȱ Areasȱ Managementȱ Planȱ (SNRAMP)ȱ appliesȱ toȱ designatedȱ
significantȱnaturalȱareasȱinȱtheȱCCSF.ȱTheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱSNRAMPȱisȱtoȱprotect,ȱrestore,ȱandȱenhanceȱtheseȱ
significantȱ naturalȱ areasȱ withinȱ theȱ CCSF.ȱ Generalȱ policiesȱ andȱ managementȱ actionsȱ presentedȱ inȱ theȱ
approvedȱ1995ȱplanȱrelevantȱtoȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱincludeȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

59ȱ CityȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱGeneralȱPlan,ȱWesternȱShorelineȱAreaȱPlan,ȱ2014.ȱ
60ȱ Californiaȱ Coastalȱ Commission,ȱ 2014.ȱ Californiaȱ Coastalȱ Act,ȱ Sectionȱ 30107.5.ȱ Definitionȱ ofȱ Environmentallyȱ sensitiveȱ

area.ȱ
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III.ȱ GeneralȱPoliciesȱandȱManagementȱActionsȱ
A.ȱ Vegetationȱ
a.

Maintainȱ andȱ promoteȱ indigenousȱ plantȱ species;ȱ propagateȱ nativeȱ plantsȱ usingȱ seedȱ
collectedȱfromȱtheȱspecificȱsiteȱtoȱavoidȱalterationȱofȱuniqueȱgeneticȱstrainsȱofȱnativeȱplantȱ
speciesȱ

b. Controlȱ orȱ removeȱ invasiveȱ species;ȱ removeȱ exoticȱ plantsȱ thatȱ adverselyȱ affectȱ
indigenousȱplantȱgrowthȱ
c.

Enhanceȱriparianȱareasȱ

d. Reforestȱ orȱ replantȱ areasȱ whereȱ appropriateȱ toȱ maintainȱ diversityȱ ofȱ indigenousȱ plantȱ
communitiesȱ
e.

Preserveȱhabitatȱthatȱsupportsȱwildlifeȱ

B.ȱ WaterȱResourcesȱ
a.

Maintainȱorȱimproveȱwaterȱqualityȱofȱstreamsȱandȱpondsȱ

b. Protectȱriparianȱzonesȱfromȱerosionȱandȱsedimentationȱ
c.

Maintainȱdrainageȱandȱerosionȱpreventionȱdevicesȱalongȱroadsȱandȱserviceȱtrailsȱ

d. Controlȱdrainageȱandȱrunoffȱfromȱroadsȱ
e.

Establishȱandȱmaintainȱtuleȱencroachmentȱzoneȱaroundȱlakesȱ

f.

Useȱproperȱcontrolsȱwhenȱusingȱaquaticȱherbicideȱ

San Francisco Public Works Code
Theȱ CCSF’sȱ Urbanȱ Forestryȱ Ordinanceȱ (Articleȱ 16ȱ ofȱ theȱ Publicȱ Worksȱ Code)ȱ wasȱ enactedȱ toȱ ensureȱ theȱ
protectionȱ ofȱ severalȱ categoriesȱ ofȱ trees:ȱ streetȱ trees,ȱ significantȱ trees,ȱ andȱ landmarkȱ treesȱ inȱ areasȱ underȱ
SFDPWȱjurisdiction.ȱTreesȱadjacentȱtoȱproposedȱpipelineȱroutesȱwouldȱqualifyȱasȱstreetȱtreesȱandȱsignificantȱ
trees;ȱ however,ȱ thereȱ areȱ noȱ landmarkȱ treesȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ vicinity.ȱ Sectionȱ 808ȱ ofȱ theȱ articleȱ pertainsȱ toȱ
protectionȱofȱsuchȱtrees:ȱ
(a)ȱ InjuryȱtoȱorȱDestructionȱofȱTreesȱProhibited.ȱItȱshallȱbeȱunlawfulȱforȱanyȱpersonȱtoȱintentionally,ȱ
maliciouslyȱorȱthroughȱgrossȱnegligenceȱinjureȱorȱdestroyȱaȱstreetȱtree,ȱanyȱtreeȱonȱCityȱproperty,ȱ
aȱ significantȱ tree,ȱ orȱ aȱ landmarkȱ tree.ȱ Removalȱ ofȱ aȱ treeȱ underȱ Cityȱ orderȱ orȱ removalȱ inȱ
accordanceȱwithȱaȱpermitȱissuedȱpursuantȱtoȱSectionȱ 806,ȱ810,ȱorȱ810AȱofȱthisȱArticleȱisȱexemptȱ
fromȱthisȱprohibition.ȱ
(b)ȱ InjuryȱtoȱorȱDestructionȱofȱLandscapeȱMaterialsȱProhibited.ȱItȱshallȱbeȱunlawfulȱforȱanyȱpersonȱ
toȱintentionally,ȱmaliciouslyȱorȱthroughȱgrossȱnegligenceȱinjureȱorȱdestroyȱanyȱlandscapeȱmaterialȱ
inȱanyȱstreetȱmedian,ȱcenterȱstrip,ȱorȱotherȱlandscapedȱportionȱofȱaȱpublicȱrightȬofȬwayȱunderȱtheȱ
Cityȇsȱjurisdiction,ȱexceptȱasȱauthorizedȱbyȱtheȱDepartment.ȱȱ
(c)ȱ ConstructionȱWork:ȱProtectionȱofȱTreesȱRequired.ȱItȱshallȱbeȱunlawfulȱforȱanyȱpersonȱtoȱengageȱ
inȱanyȱconstructionȱworkȱonȱprivateȱorȱpublicȱpropertyȱwithoutȱfirstȱtakingȱstepsȱtoȱprotectȱstreetȱ
trees,ȱ significantȱ trees,ȱ andȱ landmarkȱ treesȱ fromȱ damage,ȱ includingȱ damageȱ causedȱ byȱ soilȱ
compactionȱ orȱ contamination,ȱ excavation,ȱ orȱ placementȱ ofȱ concreteȱ orȱ otherȱ pavementȱ orȱ
foundationȱmaterial.ȱIfȱexcavation,ȱconstruction,ȱorȱstreetȱworkȱisȱplannedȱwithinȱtheȱdriplineȱofȱaȱ
significantȱ tree,ȱ aȱ landmarkȱ treeȱ orȱ aȱ treeȱ onȱ anyȱ streetȱ orȱ otherȱ publiclyȱ ownedȱ propertyȱ saidȱ
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tree(s)ȱshallȱbeȱadequatelyȱprotected.ȱIfȱanyȱconstructionȱworkȱresultsȱinȱtheȱinjuryȱorȱdamageȱtoȱ
suchȱtrees,ȱtheȱresponsibleȱparty(ies)ȱmayȱbeȱsubjectȱtoȱtheȱpenaltiesȱsetȱforthȱinȱSectionȱ811ȱofȱthisȱ
Article.ȱ

Golden Gate Park Master Plan
Theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ Masterȱ Planȱ providesȱ aȱ frameworkȱ andȱ guidelinesȱ toȱ ensureȱ responsibleȱ andȱ
enlightenedȱ stewardshipȱ ofȱ theȱ park.61ȱ Theȱ mainȱ goalȱ ofȱ theȱ planȱ isȱ toȱ balanceȱ publicȱ recreationȱ inȱ theȱ
parkȱwithȱtheȱpreservationȱofȱtheȱpark’sȱhistoricalȱsignificance.ȱObjectivesȱandȱpoliciesȱinȱtheȱplanȱaimȱtoȱ
preserveȱtheȱpark’sȱcontributionȱtoȱtheȱdiversityȱofȱcultural,ȱnatural,ȱandȱrecreationalȱresourcesȱavailableȱ
toȱparkȱvisitorsȱfromȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱtheȱBayȱArea,ȱandȱelsewhere.ȱPoliciesȱrelevantȱtoȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱ
areȱdescribedȱinclude:ȱ
ObjectiveȱII,ȱPolicyȱBȱ–ȱPreserveȱandȱRenewȱtheȱPark’sȱForestsȱ
2.ȱ Theȱforestȱmanagementȱprogramȱshouldȱfocusȱon:ȱ
b.ȱ Removalȱ ofȱ hazardous,ȱ diseasedȱ andȱ dyingȱ trees;ȱ replacementȱ withȱ appropriateȱ treeȱ
species.ȱ (Someȱ dead/dyingȱ treesȱ shouldȱ beȱ retainedȱ forȱ wildlifeȱ habitatȱ ecologicalȱ
purposes.)ȱ
g.ȱ Controlȱofȱinvasiveȱplantȱspecies.ȱ
ȱ

TheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan62ȱproposesȱtheȱfollowingȱrecommendationsȱforȱpreservingȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark’sȱforests:ȱ
x

Structurallyȱweakȱtreesȱthatȱposeȱaȱsignificantȱriskȱtoȱtheȱpublicȱandȱtoȱpropertyȱneedȱtoȱ
beȱidentified,ȱmonitored,ȱandȱremovedȱasȱpartȱofȱanȱongoingȱsafetyȱprogram.ȱ

x

Individualȱ largeȱ treesȱ shouldȱ beȱ replacedȱ inȱ kindȱ withȱ similarȱ species.ȱ Specimenȱ sizedȱ
treesȱshouldȱbeȱusedȱwhereȱjudgedȱtoȱbeȱfeasible.ȱ

ObjectiveȱII,ȱPolicyȱCȱ–ȱWildlifeȱandȱHabitatȱ
1.ȱ Manage,ȱ protect,ȱ andȱ enhanceȱ theȱ park’sȱ landscapeȱ forȱ wildlifeȱ habitatȱ andȱ otherȱ naturalȱ
values.ȱ Managingȱ theȱ landscapeȱ forȱ theseȱ valuesȱ shouldȱ includeȱ preservingȱ andȱ enhancingȱ
foodȱsources,ȱnestingȱsites,ȱandȱroostingȱsites,ȱthinningȱandȱprovidingȱopeningsȱinȱtheȱforestȱ
canopy,ȱandȱmaintainingȱunderstoryȱvegetation.ȱȱ
2.ȱȱ ContinueȱdiversificationȱofȱtreeȱspeciesȱwithinȱtheȱparkȱbyȱplantingȱCaliforniaȱnativeȱspeciesȱ
suchȱasȱoak,ȱbuckeye,ȱmadrone,ȱbayȱlaurel,ȱandȱtoyon,ȱwhereȱappropriate.ȱ
3.ȱ Preserveȱselectedȱdeadȱandȱagingȱtreesȱforȱhabitatȱvalue.ȱ
5.ȱ Designateȱ areasȱ withinȱ theȱ parkȱ thatȱ haveȱ specialȱ resourcesȱ orȱ habitatȱ valuesȱ asȱ naturalȱ
resourceȱ areas.ȱ Naturalȱ resourceȱ areasȱ shouldȱ beȱ managedȱ toȱ preserveȱ andȱ enhanceȱ theȱ
naturalȱ resourceȱ values.ȱ Controlȱ parkȱ usesȱ inȱ andȱ nearȱ naturalȱ resourceȱ areasȱ toȱ preserveȱ
naturalȱvalues.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

61ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParkȱDepartmentȱ(SFRPD),ȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱPreparedȱbyȱRoystonȱHanamotoȱ

Alleyȱ&ȱAbey.ȱAdoptedȱOctoberȱ1998.ȱ

62ȱ Ibid.ȱ
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San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department Park Code
Sectionȱ4.06ȱ–ȱRemovalȱofȱTrees,ȱWood,ȱetc.ȱTheȱSFRPDȱhasȱjurisdictionȱoverȱallȱtreesȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
Thus,ȱtheȱSFRPDȱmustȱgrantȱpermissionȱforȱanyȱtrimmingȱorȱremovalȱofȱtreesȱinȱtheseȱareas.ȱ

Special-Status Species
Federal Endangered Species Act
TheȱfederalȱEndangeredȱSpeciesȱActȱ(ESA)ȱprotectsȱtheȱfishȱandȱwildlifeȱspeciesȱandȱtheirȱhabitatsȱthatȱtheȱ
USFWSȱ orȱ NMFSȱ hasȱ identifiedȱ asȱ threatenedȱ orȱ endangered.ȱ Theȱ termȱ endangeredȱ refersȱ toȱ species,ȱ
subspecies,ȱ orȱ distinctȱ populationȱ segmentsȱ thatȱ areȱ inȱ dangerȱ ofȱ extinctionȱ throughȱ allȱ orȱ aȱ significantȱ
portionȱ ofȱ theirȱ range.ȱ Theȱ termȱ threatenedȱ refersȱ toȱ species,ȱ subspecies,ȱ orȱ distinctȱ populationȱ segmentsȱ
thatȱareȱlikelyȱtoȱbecomeȱendangeredȱinȱtheȱnearȱfuture.ȱ

California Endangered Species Act
UnderȱtheȱCaliforniaȱEndangeredȱSpeciesȱActȱ(CESA),ȱtheȱCDFWȱhasȱtheȱresponsibilityȱforȱmaintainingȱaȱ
listȱofȱthreatenedȱandȱendangeredȱspeciesȱ(CaliforniaȱFishȱandȱGameȱCode,ȱSectionȱ2070).ȱTheȱCDFWȱalsoȱ
maintainsȱaȱlistȱofȱcandidateȱspecies,”ȱwhichȱareȱthoseȱformallyȱunderȱreviewȱforȱadditionȱtoȱeitherȱtheȱlistȱofȱ
endangeredȱspeciesȱorȱtheȱlistȱofȱthreatenedȱspecies.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱCDFWȱmaintainsȱaȱlistȱofȱ“speciesȱofȱ
specialȱconcern,”ȱwhichȱservesȱasȱaȱwatchȱlist.ȱȱ
TheȱCESAȱprohibitsȱtheȱtakeȱofȱplantȱandȱanimalȱspeciesȱthatȱtheȱCaliforniaȱFishȱandȱGameȱCommissionȱhasȱ
designatedȱasȱeitherȱ threatenedȱorȱendangeredȱinȱCalifornia.ȱ“Take”ȱinȱtheȱcontextȱofȱtheȱCESAȱmeansȱtoȱ
hunt,ȱpursue,ȱkill,ȱorȱcaptureȱaȱlistedȱspecies,ȱasȱwellȱasȱanyȱotherȱactionsȱthatȱmayȱresultȱinȱadverseȱimpactsȱ
whenȱ aȱ personȱ isȱ attemptingȱ toȱ takeȱ individualsȱ ofȱ aȱ listedȱ species.ȱ Theȱ takeȱ prohibitionsȱ alsoȱ applyȱ toȱ
candidatesȱforȱlistingȱunderȱtheȱCESA.ȱHowever,ȱSectionȱ2081ȱofȱtheȱCESAȱallowsȱtheȱCDFWȱtoȱauthorizeȱ
exceptionsȱtoȱtheȱState’sȱtakeȱprohibitionȱforȱeducational,ȱscientific,ȱorȱmanagementȱpurposes.ȱȱ
InȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱrequirementsȱofȱtheȱCESA,ȱanȱagencyȱreviewingȱaȱprojectȱwithinȱitsȱjurisdictionȱmustȱ
determineȱ ifȱ anyȱ StateȬlistedȱ endangeredȱ orȱ threatenedȱ speciesȱ couldȱ beȱ presentȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ area.ȱ Theȱ
agencyȱ alsoȱ mustȱ determineȱ ifȱ theȱ projectȱ couldȱ haveȱ aȱ potentiallyȱ significantȱ impactȱ onȱ suchȱ species.ȱ Inȱ
addition,ȱtheȱCDFWȱencouragesȱinformalȱconsultationȱonȱanyȱprojectȱthatȱcouldȱaffectȱaȱcandidateȱspecies.ȱ

California Native Plant Protection Act
Stateȱlistingȱofȱplantȱspeciesȱbeganȱinȱ1977ȱwithȱtheȱ passageȱofȱtheȱ CaliforniaȱNativeȱPlantȱProtectionȱActȱ
(CNPPA),ȱwhichȱdirectedȱtheȱCDFWȱtoȱcarryȱoutȱtheȱlegislature’sȱintentȱtoȱ“preserve,ȱprotect,ȱandȱenhanceȱ
endangeredȱplantsȱinȱthisȱstate.”ȱTheȱCNPPAȱgaveȱtheȱCaliforniaȱFishȱandȱGameȱCommissionȱtheȱpowerȱtoȱ
designateȱnativeȱplantsȱasȱendangeredȱorȱrareȱandȱtoȱrequireȱpermitsȱforȱcollecting,ȱtransporting,ȱorȱsellingȱ
suchȱ plants.ȱ Theȱ CESAȱ expandedȱ onȱ theȱ originalȱ CNPPAȱ andȱ enhancedȱ legalȱ protectionȱ forȱ plants.ȱ Theȱ
CESAȱ establishedȱ threatenedȱ andȱ endangeredȱ speciesȱ categoriesȱ andȱ grandfatheredȱ allȱ rareȱ animals—butȱ
notȱrareȱplants—intoȱtheȱactȱasȱthreatenedȱspecies.ȱThus,ȱthreeȱlistingȱcategoriesȱforȱplantsȱareȱemployedȱinȱ
California:ȱrare,ȱthreatened,ȱandȱendangered.ȱ
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Special-Status Natural Communities
TheȱCDFW’sȱNaturalȱHeritageȱDivisionȱidentifiesȱspecialȬstatusȱnaturalȱcommunities,ȱwhichȱareȱthoseȱthatȱ
areȱ naturallyȱ rareȱ andȱ thoseȱ whoseȱ extentȱ hasȱ beenȱ greatlyȱ diminishedȱ throughȱ changesȱ inȱ landȱ use.ȱ Theȱ
CNDDBȱ tracksȱ 135ȱ suchȱ naturalȱ communitiesȱ inȱ theȱ sameȱ wayȱ thatȱ itȱ tracksȱ occurrencesȱ ofȱ specialȬstatusȱ
species:ȱInformationȱisȱmaintainedȱonȱeachȱsiteȱforȱtheȱnaturalȱcommunity’sȱlocation,ȱextent,ȱhabitatȱquality,ȱ
levelȱ ofȱ disturbance,ȱ andȱ currentȱ protectionȱ measures.ȱ Theȱ CDFWȱ isȱ mandatedȱ toȱ seekȱ theȱ longȬtermȱ
perpetuationȱofȱtheȱareasȱinȱwhichȱtheseȱcommunitiesȱoccur.ȱWhileȱthereȱisȱnoȱstatewideȱlawȱthatȱrequiresȱ
protectionȱofȱallȱspecialȬstatusȱnaturalȱcommunities,ȱCEQAȱrequiresȱconsiderationȱofȱtheȱpotentialȱimpactsȱ
ofȱaȱprojectȱonȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱofȱstatewideȱorȱregionalȱsignificance.ȱ

Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act
TheȱfederalȱMigratoryȱBirdȱTreatyȱActȱ(MBTA;ȱUnitedȱStatesȱCode,ȱTitleȱ16,ȱSectionȱ703,ȱSupplementȱI,ȱ1989)ȱ
prohibitsȱ taking,ȱ killing,ȱ possessing,ȱ orȱ tradingȱ inȱ migratoryȱ birds,ȱ exceptȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ regulationsȱ
prescribedȱbyȱtheȱSecretaryȱofȱtheȱInterior.ȱThisȱactȱencompassesȱwholeȱbirds,ȱpartsȱofȱbirds,ȱandȱbirdȱnestsȱ
andȱeggs.ȱTheȱESAȱdefinesȱtakeȱasȱ“…harass,ȱharm,ȱpursue,ȱhunt,ȱshoot,ȱwound,ȱkill,ȱtrap,ȱcapture,ȱorȱcollectȱ
anyȱthreatenedȱorȱendangeredȱspecies.”ȱHarmȱmayȱincludeȱsignificantȱhabitatȱmodificationȱwhereȱitȱactuallyȱ
killsȱ orȱ injuresȱ aȱ listedȱ speciesȱ throughȱ impairmentȱ ofȱ essentialȱ behaviorȱ (e.g.,ȱ nestingȱ orȱ reproduction).ȱ
Therefore,ȱ forȱ projectsȱ thatȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ theȱ directȱ mortalityȱ ofȱ birds,ȱ theȱ MBTAȱ isȱ generallyȱ alsoȱ
interpretedȱ inȱ CEQAȱ analysesȱ asȱ protectingȱ activeȱ nestsȱ ofȱ allȱ speciesȱ ofȱ birdsȱ thatȱ areȱ onȱ theȱ Listȱ ofȱ
Migratoryȱ Birds,ȱ publishedȱ inȱ theȱ Federalȱ Registerȱ inȱ 1995.ȱ Withȱ respectȱ toȱ nestingȱ birds,ȱ whileȱ theȱ MBTAȱ
itselfȱdoesȱnotȱprovideȱspecificȱtakeȱavoidanceȱmeasures,ȱtheȱUSFWSȱandȱCDFWȱoverȱtimeȱhaveȱdevelopedȱ
aȱsetȱofȱmeasuresȱsufficientȱtoȱdemonstrateȱtakeȱavoidance.ȱSinceȱtheseȱmeasuresȱareȱtypicallyȱrequiredȱasȱ
permittingȱ conditionsȱ byȱ theseȱ agencies,ȱ theyȱ areȱ oftenȱ incorporatedȱ asȱ mitigationȱ measuresȱ forȱ projectsȱ
duringȱtheȱenvironmentalȱreviewȱprocess.ȱTheȱ exceptionȱisȱifȱtheȱprojectȱasȱproposedȱwereȱtoȱ incorporateȱ
andȱbeȱconsistentȱwithȱtheseȱprotections.ȱTheseȱrequirementsȱincludeȱavoidingȱtreeȱremovalȱduringȱnestingȱ
season,ȱpreconstructionȱnestingȱbirdȱsurveysȱandȱestablishmentȱofȱappropriateȱbuffersȱfromȱconstructionȱifȱ
activeȱnestsȱareȱfound.ȱȱ

California Fish and Game Code
BirdsȱofȱpreyȱareȱprotectedȱinȱCaliforniaȱunderȱtheȱStateȱFishȱandȱ GameȱCode,ȱ Sectionȱ3503.5ȱ(1992).ȱThisȱ
codeȱ statesȱ thatȱ itȱ isȱ “unlawfulȱ toȱ take,ȱ possess,ȱ orȱ destroyȱ anyȱ birdsȱ inȱ theȱ orderȱ Falconiformesȱ orȱ
Strigiformesȱ (birdsȬofȬprey)ȱ orȱ toȱ take,ȱ possess,ȱ orȱ destroyȱ theȱ nestȱ orȱ eggsȱ ofȱ anyȱ suchȱ birdȱ exceptȱ asȱ
otherwiseȱ providedȱ byȱ thisȱ codeȱ orȱ anyȱ regulationȱ adoptedȱ pursuantȱ thereto.”ȱ Constructionȱ disturbanceȱ
duringȱtheȱbreedingȱseasonȱcouldȱresultȱinȱtheȱincidentalȱlossȱofȱfertileȱeggsȱorȱnestlings,ȱorȱotherwiseȱleadȱtoȱ
nestȱ abandonment.ȱ Disturbanceȱ thatȱ causesȱ nestȱ abandonmentȱ and/orȱ lossȱ ofȱ reproductiveȱ effortȱ isȱ
consideredȱ“taking”ȱbyȱtheȱCDFW.ȱTypicallyȱCDFWȱrecommendsȱaȱ250Ȭfootȱexclusionȱzoneȱ(buffer)ȱaroundȱ
activeȱ passerineȱ nests,ȱ andȱ aȱ 500Ȭfootȱ exclusionȱ zoneȱ aroundȱ activeȱ raptorȱ nests.ȱ Anyȱ lossȱ ofȱ fertileȱ eggs,ȱ
nestingȱ raptors,ȱ orȱ anyȱ activitiesȱ resultingȱ inȱ nestȱ abandonmentȱ wouldȱ constituteȱ aȱ significantȱ impact.ȱ
Projectȱimpactsȱtoȱtheseȱspeciesȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱconsideredȱsignificantȱunlessȱtheyȱareȱknownȱorȱhaveȱaȱhighȱ
potentialȱtoȱnestȱinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱorȱtoȱrelyȱonȱitȱforȱprimaryȱforaging.ȱSectionȱ3503ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱStateȱ
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FishȱandȱGameȱCodeȱprotectsȱtheȱnestsȱorȱeggsȱofȱanyȱbird,ȱandȱalsoȱtheȱrookeries63ȱofȱcolonialȱnestingȱbirdsȱ
suchȱ asȱ heronsȱ andȱ egrets.ȱ Allȱ batȱ speciesȱ areȱ protectedȱ underȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Fishȱ andȱ Gameȱ Codeȱ
Sectionȱ4150,ȱ whichȱ statesȱ thatȱ allȱ nonȬgameȱ mammalsȱ orȱ partsȱ thereofȱ mayȱ notȱ beȱ takenȱ orȱ possessedȱ
exceptȱasȱotherwiseȱprovidedȱinȱtheȱcodeȱorȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱregulationsȱadoptedȱbyȱtheȱcommission.ȱȱ

Special-Status Species in the Project Area
Aȱ listȱ ofȱ specialȬstatusȱ plantȱ andȱ animalȱ speciesȱ thatȱ couldȱ occurȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ wasȱ
compiledȱbasedȱonȱdataȱdescribedȱaboveȱinȱApproachȱtoȱAnalysis.ȱAppendixȱ1ȱlistsȱspecialȬstatusȱplantsȱandȱ
animals,ȱ theirȱ preferredȱ habitats,ȱ andȱ theirȱ potentialȱ toȱ occurȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ area.ȱ Conclusionsȱ regardingȱ
habitatȱ suitabilityȱ andȱ speciesȱ occurrenceȱ areȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ resultsȱ describedȱ inȱ previousȱ studies,ȱ theȱ
reconnaissanceȱ surveyȱ conductedȱ byȱ ESAȱ onȱ Februaryȱ 7,ȱ 2014,ȱ andȱ theȱ analysisȱ ofȱ existingȱ literatureȱ andȱ
databaseȱqueriesȱdescribedȱabove.ȱ
Itȱ wasȱ thenȱ determinedȱ whetherȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ low,ȱ moderate,ȱ orȱ highȱ potentialȱ forȱ speciesȱ occurrenceȱ atȱ theȱ
projectȱfacilityȱsitesȱandȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinityȱbasedȱonȱpreviousȱspecialȬstatusȱspeciesȱrecordȱlocationsȱandȱ
currentȱsiteȱconditions.ȱOnlyȱspeciesȱwithȱaȱlow,ȱmoderate,ȱorȱhighȱpotentialȱforȱoccurrenceȱinȱtheȱprojectȱ
areaȱareȱincludedȱinȱTableȱA1Ȭ1ȱ(seeȱAppendixȱ1)ȱandȱconsideredȱunderȱthisȱanalysis.ȱȱ
Theȱ CNDDBȱ documentsȱ 60ȱ specialȬstatusȱ wildlifeȱ speciesȱ inȱ theȱ nineȱ USȱ Geologicalȱ Surveyȱ (USGS)ȱ
7.5Ȭminuteȱ quadranglesȱ includingȱ andȱ surroundingȱ theȱ projectȱ area64ȱ whichȱ wereȱ consideredȱ forȱ theȱ
potentialȱ toȱ occurȱ onȱ orȱ nearȱ theȱ projectȱ facilityȱ sites.ȱ Manyȱ speciesȱ wereȱ eliminatedȱ fromȱ furtherȱ
considerationȱbecauseȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱisȱoutsideȱofȱtheirȱknownȱrangeȱandȱdoesȱnotȱprovideȱsuitableȱhabitat.ȱ
Theȱremainingȱspeciesȱhaveȱaȱmoderateȱorȱhighȱpotentialȱtoȱoccurȱinȱtheȱprojectȱarea,ȱandȱincludeȱspecialȬ
statusȱbirdsȱandȱbats.ȱ
CNDDBȱ identifiesȱ aȱ varietyȱ ofȱ colonialȱ nestingȱ birds;ȱ whichȱ areȱ blackȬcrownedȱ nightȱ heronȱ (Nycticoraxȱ
nycticorax),ȱ doubleȬcrestedȱ cormorantȱ (Phalacrocoraxȱ auritus),ȱ greatȱ blueȱ heronȱ (Ardeaȱ herodias),ȱ greatȱ egretȱ
(Ardeaȱalba),ȱandȱsnowyȱegretȱ(Egrettaȱthula).ȱAlthoughȱtheȱfacilityȱsitesȱthemselvesȱdoȱnotȱprovideȱsuitableȱ
habitatȱforȱtheseȱspecies,ȱnearbyȱLakeȱMercedȱprovidesȱnestingȱhabitatȱandȱdoubleȬcrestedȱcormorant,ȱgreatȱ
egret,ȱ andȱ greatȱ blueȱ heronȱ areȱ knownȱ toȱ breedȱ here.ȱ BlackȬcrownedȱ nightȱ heronȱ mayȱ breedȱ aroundȱ theȱ
lake.ȱ CNDDBȱ alsoȱ identifiesȱ severalȱ raptorsȱ whichȱ areȱ Cooper’sȱ hawkȱ (Accipiterȱ cooperi),ȱ whiteȬtailedȱ kiteȱ
(Elanusȱleucurus),ȱmerlinȱ(Falcoȱcolumbarius),ȱandȱnorthernȱharrierȱ(Circusȱcyaneus).ȱAlthoughȱnotȱknownȱtoȱ
occurȱatȱtheȱfacilityȱsites,ȱtheseȱraptorsȱhaveȱaȱmoderateȱpotentialȱtoȱoccurȱinȱtheȱprojectȱarea.ȱManyȱofȱtheȱ
largeȱeucalyptus,ȱcypress,ȱandȱpineȱtreesȱaroundȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱcouldȱsupportȱnestsȱ
forȱCooper’sȱhawkȱandȱpotentiallyȱforȱmerlinȱifȱoldȱcrow,ȱraven,ȱandȱhawkȱnestsȱareȱavailableȱforȱthemȱtoȱ
reuseȱ inȱ theseȱ trees.ȱ Additionally,ȱ freshwaterȱ wetlandsȱ ofȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ mayȱ provideȱ nestingȱ habitatȱ forȱ
northernȱharrier.ȱOtherȱidentifiedȱspeciesȱsuchȱasȱwhiteȬtailedȱkiteȱmayȱbeȱfoundȱatȱtheȱfreshwaterȱwetlandsȱ
ofȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱwoodedȱareasȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱOtherȱspecialȬstatusȱraptorȱspeciesȱthatȱareȱlikelyȱtoȱ
occurȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ areȱ redȬtailedȱ hawkȱ (Buteoȱ jamaicensis),ȱ redȬshoulderedȱ hawkȱ (Buteoȱ lineatus),ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

63ȱ Rookeryȱisȱdefinedȱasȱaȱbreedingȱcolonyȱofȱbirds,ȱtypicallyȱseenȱasȱaȱcollectionȱofȱnestsȱhighȱinȱaȱgroupȱofȱtrees.ȱ
64ȱ Californiaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Fishȱ andȱ Wildlifeȱ (CDFW),ȱ Californiaȱ Naturalȱ Diversityȱ Databaseȱ (CNDDB),ȱ 2014.ȱ Dataȱ

requestȱ forȱ U.S.ȱ Geologicalȱ Surveyȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Northȱ 7.5Ȭminuteȱ topographicȱ quadrangleȱ andȱ eightȱ surroundingȱ
quads.ȱAccessedȱJanuary,ȱ2014.ȱ
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Americanȱ kestrelȱ (Falcoȱ sparverius),ȱ andȱ greatȱ hornedȱ owlȱ (Buboȱ virginianus).ȱ Additionally,ȱ CNDDBȱ
identifiedȱ speciesȱ thatȱ areȱ knownȱ toȱ breedȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ includeȱ saltmarshȱ commonȱ yellowthroatȱ
(Geothlypisȱ trichasȱ sinuosa)ȱ andȱ yellowȬheadedȱ blackbirdȱ (Xanthocephalusȱ xanthocephalus)ȱ whichȱ nestȱ inȱ
freshwaterȱ marshesȱ ofȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ (Geothlypisȱ trichasȱ sinuosa),ȱ andȱ bankȱ swallowȱ (Ripariaȱ riparia)ȱ whichȱ
nestȱinȱtheȱsandȱdunesȱatȱFortȱFunston.ȱ
Ofȱtheȱ60ȱspecialȬstatusȱwildlifeȱspeciesȱidentifiedȱbyȱtheȱCNDDB,ȱthereȱareȱaȱfewȱspecialȬstatusȱbatȱspeciesȱ
thatȱcouldȱoccurȱatȱtheȱfacilityȱsitesȱandȱinȱtheȱprojectȱarea,ȱwhichȱareȱhoaryȱbatȱ(Lasiurusȱcinereus),ȱwesternȱ
redȱbatȱ(Lasiurusȱblossevillii),ȱandȱYumaȱmyotisȱ(Myotisȱyumanensis).ȱHoaryȱbatȱhasȱaȱWesternȱBatȱWorkingȱ
Groupȱratingȱofȱmediumȱpriority,ȱmeaningȱthatȱmoreȱinformationȱisȱneededȱaboutȱtheȱspeciesȱinȱorderȱtoȱ
fullyȱ understandȱ andȱ assessȱ itsȱ status.ȱ Westernȱ redȱ batȱ isȱ aȱ stateȱ speciesȱ ofȱ specialȱ concern,ȱ andȱ Yumaȱ
myotisȱisȱlistedȱonȱtheȱstateȱSpecialȱAnimalȱList.ȱHoaryȱbat,ȱwesternȱredȱbat,ȱandȱYumaȱmyotis,ȱallȱhaveȱaȱ
moderateȱpotentialȱtoȱoccurȱinȱtheȱprojectȱarea;ȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱprovideȱopenȱwoodedȱ
habitat,ȱedgeȱhabitat,ȱandȱsourcesȱofȱwaterȱforȱforagingȱasȱwellȱasȱlargeȱtreesȱwithȱdenseȱfoliageȱforȱroosting.ȱ
AllȱthreeȱspeciesȱhaveȱaȱmoderateȱpotentialȱtoȱoccurȱatȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱStation,ȱandȱwesternȱredȱbatȱandȱ
YumaȱmyotisȱalsoȱhaveȱaȱmoderateȱpotentialȱtoȱoccurȱatȱtheȱWPCP.ȱBothȱtheȱpallidȱbatȱandȱTownsend’sȱbigȬ
earedȱbatȱareȱextremelyȱsensitiveȱtoȱdisturbance,ȱandȱthereforeȱareȱnotȱlikelyȱtoȱbeȱpresentȱinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱ
givenȱtheȱfrequentȱvehicleȱtrafficȱatȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱandȱalongȱmajorȱroadwaysȱadjacentȱtoȱLakeȱ
Merced,ȱandȱgivenȱtheȱlongȬtermȱoperationalȱactivityȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱȱ
Thereȱ areȱ noȱ CNDDBȱ identifiedȱ specialȬstatusȱ amphibian,ȱ invertebrate,ȱ fish,ȱ orȱ plantȱ speciesȱ withȱ aȱ
moderateȱ orȱ highȱ potentialȱ toȱ occurȱ atȱ theȱ projectȱ facilityȱ sitesȱ becauseȱ thereȱ isȱ noȱ suitableȱ habitat.ȱ
Furthermore,ȱ aȱ numberȱ ofȱ theȱ specialȬstatusȱ plantȱ speciesȱ haveȱ beenȱ extirpatedȱ fromȱ Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ
Althoughȱ Californiaȱ redȬleggedȱ frogȱ (Ranaȱ draytonii)ȱ habitatȱ doesȱ notȱ existȱ atȱ theȱ facilityȱ sites,ȱ potentialȱ
aquaticȱhabitatȱexistsȱatȱtheȱsmallȱpondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱpondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱlackȱ
emergentȱ aquaticȱ vegetationȱ requiredȱ forȱ eggȱ laying,ȱ andȱ thereforeȱ theseȱ areasȱ areȱ notȱ likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ
breedingȱ redȬleggedȱ frogs.ȱ Inȱ contrast,ȱ Westernȱ pondȱ turtleȱ (Emysȱ marmorata)ȱ isȱ knownȱ toȱ occurȱ atȱ Lakeȱ
Merced,65ȱ andȱ thereȱ isȱ plentifulȱ baskingȱ habitatȱ foundȱ inȱ riprap,ȱ mattedȱ bulrush,ȱ abandonedȱ piers,ȱ andȱ
woodenȱ debris;ȱ howeverȱ uplandȱ breedingȱ habitatȱ isȱ limited.ȱ Potentiallyȱ suitableȱ aquaticȱ habitatȱ isȱ alsoȱ
locatedȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱapproximatelyȱ400ȱfeetȱfromȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱfacility.ȱ

ImpactȱBIȬ1:ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱpotentiallyȱhaveȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱeffect,ȱeitherȱdirectlyȱorȱthroughȱ
habitatȱmodifications,ȱonȱspeciesȱidentifiedȱasȱcandidate,ȱsensitive,ȱorȱspecialȬstatusȱspeciesȱinȱlocalȱorȱ
regionalȱ plans,ȱ policies,ȱ orȱ regulations,ȱ orȱ byȱ theȱ CDFWȱ orȱ USFWS.ȱ (Lessȱ thanȱ Significantȱ withȱ
Mitigation)ȱ
NestingȱBirds.ȱExistingȱtrees,ȱinȱparticularȱthoseȱlocatedȱbetweenȱtheȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCPȱfacilityȱandȱ
theȱ Californiaȱ Armyȱ Nationalȱ Guardȱ property,ȱ whichȱ couldȱ beȱ removedȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ expandȱ theȱ plantȱ
footprint,ȱ andȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ theȱ Centralȱ Pumpȱ Station,ȱ couldȱ supportȱ nativeȱ nestingȱ birds,ȱ whichȱ areȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

65ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Recreationȱ andȱ Parkȱ Departmentȱ (SFRPD),ȱ Significantȱ Naturalȱ Resourceȱ Areasȱ Managementȱ Plan,ȱ Februaryȱ

2006;ȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱSignificantȱNaturalȱResourceȱAreasȱManagementȱPlanȱDraftȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱ
Report,ȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱCaseȱNo.ȱ2005.1912E,ȱStateȱClearinghouseȱNo.ȱ2009042102,ȱAugustȱ2011.ȱ
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protectedȱunderȱCaliforniaȱFishȱandȱGameȱCodeȱSectionsȱ3503ȱandȱtheȱMBTA.ȱRemovalȱand/orȱrelocationȱofȱ
treesȱ withȱ activeȱ nests,ȱ andȱ constructionȱ noiseȱ andȱ activityȱ adjacentȱ toȱ suchȱ treesȱ duringȱ theȱ birdȱ nestingȱ
seasonȱ(Marchȱ1ȱthroughȱAugustȱ31)ȱcouldȱresultȱinȱnestȱabandonment,ȱdestruction,ȱinjuryȱorȱmortalityȱofȱ
nestlings,ȱ andȱ disruptionȱ ofȱ reproductiveȱ behaviorȱ duringȱ theȱ breedingȱ season.ȱ Specifically,ȱ initialȱ
vegetationȱclearingȱactivityȱassociatedȱwithȱpreparationȱofȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱ
projectȱ areasȱ forȱ constructionȱ ofȱ additionalȱ facilities,ȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ theȱ mortalityȱ ofȱ individualȱ birds,ȱ
includingȱspecialȬstatusȱbirdsȱsuchȱasȱredȬshoulderedȱhawk,ȱredȬtailedȱhawk,ȱCooper’sȱhawk,ȱorȱAmericanȱ
kestrel,ȱ and/orȱ destructionȱ ofȱ nestsȱ andȱ nestlings,ȱ ifȱ nestsȱ areȱ presentȱ andȱ occupied.ȱ Thisȱ wouldȱ beȱ aȱ
significantȱ impactȱ becauseȱ itȱ couldȱ directlyȱ harmȱ individualsȱ andȱ couldȱ threatenȱ reproductiveȱ success.ȱ
ImplementationȱofȱMitigationȱMeasuresȱBIȬ1a,ȱNestingȱBirdȱProtectionȱMeasuresȱwouldȱreduceȱpotentialȱ
impactsȱ onȱ specialȬstatusȱ birdsȱ toȱ aȱ lessȬthanȬsignificantȱ levelȱ byȱ requiringȱ surveysȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ siteȱ toȱ
identifyȱnestsȱandȱprotectionȱofȱnestingȱbirds,ȱshouldȱanyȱbeȱpresent.ȱ
MitigationȱMeasureȱMȬBIȬ1a:ȱNestingȱBirdȱProtectionȱMeasures.ȱ
Nestingȱbirdsȱandȱtheirȱnestsȱshallȱbeȱprotectedȱduringȱconstructionȱbyȱuseȱofȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ
x

Conductingȱ vegetationȱ andȱ treeȱ removalȱ andȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ outsideȱ theȱ birdȱ nestingȱ
seasonȱ(Februaryȱ1ȱtoȱAugustȱ30),ȱtoȱtheȱextentȱfeasible.ȱȱ

x

Ifȱ constructionȱ occursȱ duringȱ theȱ birdȱ nestingȱ season,ȱ aȱ qualifiedȱ wildlifeȱ biologistȱ wouldȱ
conductȱ preconstructionȱ surveysȱ withinȱ sevenȱ daysȱ ofȱ theȱ startȱ ofȱ constructionȱ orȱ afterȱ anyȱ
constructionȱbreaksȱofȱ14ȱdaysȱorȱmoreȱtoȱidentifyȱactiveȱnests.ȱAȱnestȱisȱdefinedȱtoȱbeȱactiveȱforȱ
raptorsȱifȱthereȱisȱaȱpairȱofȱraptorsȱdisplayingȱreproductiveȱbehaviorȱ(i.e.,ȱcourting)ȱatȱtheȱnestȱ
anȱd/orȱifȱtheȱnestȱcontainsȱeggsȱorȱchicks.ȱSurveysȱshallȱbeȱperformedȱforȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱandȱ
suitableȱhabitatȱwithinȱ250ȱfeetȱofȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱinȱorderȱtoȱlocateȱanyȱactiveȱpasserineȱnestsȱ
andȱwithinȱ500ȱfeetȱofȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱtoȱtheȱextentȱaccessȱisȱgrantedȱbyȱotherȱpropertyȱownersȱ
toȱlocateȱanyȱactiveȱraptorȱ(birdsȱofȱprey)ȱnestsȱorȱdoubleȬcrestedȱcormorantȱorȱheronȱrookeries.ȱ

x

Ifȱactiveȱnestsȱareȱlocatedȱduringȱtheȱpreconstructionȱbirdȱnestingȱsurvey,ȱtheȱwildlifeȱbiologistȱ
shallȱ evaluateȱ ifȱ theȱ scheduleȱ ofȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ couldȱ affectȱ theȱ activeȱ nestȱ andȱ theȱ
followingȱmeasuresȱshallȱbeȱimplementedȱbasedȱonȱtheirȱdetermination:ȱ

x

-

Ifȱ constructionȱ isȱ notȱ likelyȱ toȱ affectȱ theȱ activeȱ nest,ȱ itȱ mayȱ proceedȱ withoutȱ restriction;ȱ
however,ȱaȱbiologistȱshallȱregularlyȱmonitorȱtheȱnestȱtoȱconfirmȱthereȱisȱnoȱadverseȱeffectȱ
andȱmayȱreviseȱtheirȱdeterminationȱatȱanyȱtimeȱduringȱtheȱnestingȱseason.ȱInȱthisȱcase,ȱtheȱ
followingȱmeasureȱwouldȱapply.ȱ

-

Ifȱ constructionȱ mayȱ affectȱ theȱ activeȱ nest,ȱ theȱ biologistȱ shallȱ establishȱ aȱ noȱ disturbanceȱ
buffer.ȱTheȱbiologistȱshallȱdetermineȱtheȱappropriateȱbufferȱtakingȱintoȱaccountȱtheȱspeciesȱ
involved,ȱ theȱ presenceȱ ofȱ anyȱ obstruction,ȱ suchȱ asȱ aȱ building,ȱ isȱ withinȱ lineȬofȬsightȱ
betweenȱ theȱ nestȱ andȱ construction,ȱ andȱ theȱ levelȱ ofȱ projectȱ andȱ ambientȱ activityȱ (i.e.ȱ
adjacentȱtoȱaȱroadȱorȱactiveȱtrail).ȱNoȱdisturbanceȱbuffersȱforȱpasserinesȱtypicallyȱvaryȱfromȱ
25ȱ feetȱ andȱ greaterȱ andȱ forȱ raptorsȱ fromȱ 300ȱ feetȱ andȱ greater.ȱ Forȱ birdȱ speciesȱ thatȱ areȱ
federallyȱand/orȱstateȬlistedȱsensitiveȱspeciesȱ(i.e.,ȱthreatened,ȱendangered,ȱfullyȱprotected,ȱ
speciesȱ ofȱ specialȱ concern),ȱ anȱ SFPUCȱ representative,ȱ supportedȱ byȱ theȱ wildlifeȱ biologist,ȱ
shallȱconsultȱwithȱtheȱUSFWSȱand/orȱCDFWȱregardingȱnestȱbuffers.ȱ

Removingȱ inactiveȱ passerineȱ nestsȱ mayȱ occurȱ atȱ anyȱ time.ȱ Inactiveȱ raptorȱ nestsȱ shallȱ notȱ beȱ
removedȱunlessȱapprovedȱbyȱtheȱUSFWSȱand/orȱCDFW.ȱ
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x

RemovingȱorȱrelocatingȱactiveȱnestsȱshallȱbeȱcoordinatedȱbyȱtheȱSFPUCȱrepresentativeȱwithȱtheȱ
USFWS/andȱorȱCDFW,ȱasȱappropriate,ȱgivenȱtheȱnestsȱthatȱareȱfoundȱonȱtheȱsite.ȱ

x

Anyȱ birdsȱ thatȱ beginȱ nestingȱ withinȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ andȱ surveyȱ buffersȱ amidȱ constructionȱ
activitiesȱareȱ assumedȱtoȱbeȱhabituatedȱ toȱ constructionȬrelatedȱ orȱsimilarȱnoiseȱandȱdisturbanceȱ
levelsȱandȱnoȱworkȱexclusionȱzonesȱshallȱbeȱestablishedȱaroundȱactiveȱnestsȱinȱtheseȱcases.ȱ

RoostingȱBats.ȱExistingȱtreesȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱandȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱ
facilityȱsites,ȱcouldȱsupportȱnativeȱroostingȱbats,ȱwhichȱareȱprotectedȱunderȱCaliforniaȱFishȱandȱGameȱCodeȱ
Sectionȱ4150.ȱRemovalȱand/orȱrelocationȱofȱtreesȱwithȱactiveȱroosts,ȱandȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱadjacentȱtoȱ
suchȱtreesȱduringȱtheȱbatȱroostingȱseasonȱcouldȱresultȱinȱroostȱdestruction,ȱinjuryȱorȱmortalityȱofȱpups,ȱandȱ
generalȱdisturbanceȱduringȱbreedingȱseason.ȱȱ
AlthoughȱnoȱbatsȱorȱevidenceȱofȱtheirȱpresenceȱwasȱobservedȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱCentralȱPumpȱ
Stationȱorȱinȱtheȱimmediateȱvicinity,ȱincludingȱLakeȱMerced,ȱthisȱdoesȱnotȱruleȱoutȱtheȱpossibilityȱthatȱbatsȱ
occupyȱtheȱ projectȱarea.ȱ Initialȱvegetationȱclearingȱactivityȱassociatedȱwithȱ projectȱdevelopmentȱ couldȱkillȱ
and/orȱ injureȱ roostingȱ andȱ breedingȱ specialȬstatusȱ batsȱ ifȱ roostȱ sitesȱ occurȱ inȱ vegetationȱ thatȱ wouldȱ beȱ
removed.ȱDirectȱimpactsȱincludeȱtheȱmortalityȱofȱindividualȱbatsȱand/orȱdestructionȱofȱmaternalȱroostsȱandȱ
pups.ȱ Theseȱ impactsȱ wouldȱ beȱ significantȱ becauseȱ theyȱ couldȱ killȱ orȱ injureȱ adultȱ andȱ juvenileȱ bats.ȱ
However,ȱimplementationȱofȱMitigationȱMeasuresȱMȬBIȬ1b:ȱPreȬConstructionȱBatȱSurveysȱwouldȱreduceȱ
potentialȱimpactsȱonȱroostingȱbatsȱtoȱaȱlessȬthanȬsignificantȱlevelȱbyȱrequiringȱsurveysȱofȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱtoȱnoȱ
moreȱthanȱtwoȱweeksȱinȱadvanceȱofȱtreeȱremoval.ȱ
MitigationȱMeasureȱMȬBIȬ1b:ȱAvoidanceȱandȱMinimizationȱMeasuresȱforȱSpecialȬStatusȱBats.ȱ
Inȱ coordinationȱ withȱ theȱ SFPUC,ȱ aȱ qualifiedȱ wildlifeȱ biologistȱ shallȱ conductȱ preconstructionȱ
specialȬstatusȱ batȱ surveysȱ beforeȱ treesȱ andȱ structuresȱ thatȱ areȱ suitableȱ forȱ batȱ roostingȱ (i.e.,ȱ
excludingȱ temporaryȱ trailers,ȱ retainingȱ walls,ȱ etc.)ȱ areȱ removed.ȱ Ifȱ activeȱ dayȱ orȱ nightȱ roostsȱ areȱ
found,ȱtheȱwildlifeȱbiologistȱshallȱtakeȱactionsȱtoȱmakeȱsuchȱroostsȱunsuitableȱhabitatȱbeforeȱtreesȱ
andȱstructuresȱareȱremoved.ȱAȱnoȬdisturbanceȱbufferȱofȱ100ȱfeetȱshallȱbeȱcreatedȱaroundȱactiveȱbatȱ
roostsȱbeingȱusedȱforȱmaternityȱorȱhibernationȱpurposes.ȱBatȱroostsȱthatȱbeginȱduringȱconstructionȱ
areȱpresumedȱtoȱbeȱunaffected,ȱandȱnoȱbufferȱwouldȱbeȱnecessary.ȱ
Reptilesȱ andȱ Amphibians.ȱ Westernȱ pondȱ turtleȱ isȱ knownȱ toȱ occurȱ inȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ withȱ suitableȱ habitatȱ
presentȱ inȱ Southȱ Lakeȱ Merced.66ȱ Californiaȱ redȬleggedȱ frogȱ wasȱ historicallyȱ presentȱ atȱ Lakeȱ Merced,ȱ butȱ
nowȱisȱbelievedȱtoȱbeȱextirpatedȱfromȱtheȱarea.67ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱforȱbothȱspeciesȱoccursȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱtheȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
Althoughȱprojectȱconstructionȱwouldȱnotȱoccurȱwithinȱorȱadjacentȱtoȱaquaticȱhabitatȱknownȱtoȱsupportȱtheseȱ
twoȱspecies,ȱpipelineȱworkȱwouldȱoccurȱalongȱRouteȱ35/SkylineȱBoulevard,ȱwhichȱisȱlessȱthanȱ1/4ȱmileȱfromȱ
LakeȱMerced.ȱTheȱproposedȱHardingȱRoadȱstagingȱareaȱalsoȱisȱlocatedȱadjacentȱtoȱLakeȱMerced.ȱIfȱwesternȱ
pondȱ turtlesȱ areȱ presentȱ inȱ uplandȱ habitatȱ ofȱ Northȱ andȱ Southȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ nearbyȱ constructionȬrelatedȱ
activity,ȱtheyȱcouldȱbeȱinjuredȱorȱkilled.ȱConstructionȬrelatedȱactivityȱwouldȱalsoȱoccurȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

66ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC),ȱLakeȱMercedȱWatershedȱReport,ȱJanuaryȱ2011.ȱ
67ȱ JonesȱandȱStokes,ȱProbableȱAbsenceȱofȱCaliforniaȱRedȬLeggedȱFrogȱfromȱLakeȱMerced,ȱOakland,ȱCA,ȱ2007.ȱ
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ParkȱatȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱandȱalongȱaȱpipelineȱrouteȱthatȱpassesȱinȱproximityȱtoȱMetsonȱLakeȱandȱ
LloydȱLake.ȱIfȱredȬleggedȱfrogsȱorȱwesternȱpondȱturtlesȱareȱpresentȱinȱuplandȱhabitatȱnearȱtheseȱpondsȱorȱ
migrateȱtoȱotherȱareasȱofȱuplandȱhabitatȱcloseȱtoȱconstructionȱactivityȱaroundȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱStation,ȱtheyȱ
couldȱ beȱ injuredȱ orȱ killedȱ (althoughȱ theȱ potentialȱ isȱ consideredȱ low,ȱ asȱ noȱ redȬleggedȱ frogsȱ haveȱ beenȱ
identifiedȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱparkȱforȱnineȱyears).ȱTheȱpotentialȱforȱtheȱprojectȱtoȱresultȱinȱinjuryȱorȱmortalityȱtoȱ
redȬleggedȱ frogȱ orȱ westernȱ pondȱ turtleȱ duringȱ projectȱ constructionȱ andȱ implementationȱ isȱ consideredȱ aȱ
significantȱ impact.ȱ However,ȱ thisȱ impactȱ wouldȱ beȱ reducedȱ toȱ aȱ lessȬthanȬsignificantȱ levelȱ withȱ
implementationȱofȱMitigationȱMeasuresȱMȬBIȬ1c:ȱAvoidanceȱandȱMinimizationȱMeasuresȱforȱCaliforniaȱ
RedȬLeggedȱFrogȱandȱWesternȱPondȱTurtle.ȱThisȱwouldȱrequireȱpreȬconstructionȱsurveysȱbeȱconductedȱbyȱ
aȱqualifiedȱbiologistȱnoȱmoreȱthanȱ14ȱdaysȱpriorȱtoȱanyȱconstructionȱrelatedȱactivity.ȱ
MitigationȱMeasureȱMȬBIȬ1c:ȱAvoidanceȱandȱMinimizationȱMeasuresȱforȱCaliforniaȱRedȬLeggedȱ
FrogȱandȱWesternȱPondȱTurtle.ȱ
DuringȱconstructionȱonȱRouteȱ35/SkylineȱBoulevard,ȱatȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱwellȱfacilityȱsite,ȱonȱ
theȱ pipelineȱ routeȱ withinȱ Goldenȱ Parkȱ nearȱ aquaticȱ habitat,ȱ andȱ duringȱ useȱ ofȱ theȱ Hardingȱ Roadȱ
stagingȱarea,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱshallȱensureȱaȱbiologicalȱmonitorȱisȱpresentȱduringȱinstallationȱofȱexclusionȱ
fencingȱandȱinitialȱvegetationȱclearingȱand/orȱgrading,ȱandȱshallȱimplementȱtheȱfollowingȱmeasures:ȱ
x

Withinȱ oneȱ weekȱ beforeȱ workȱ atȱ theseȱ sitesȱ beginsȱ (includingȱ demolitionȱ andȱ vegetationȱ
removal),ȱ aȱ qualifiedȱ biologistȱ shallȱ superviseȱ theȱ installationȱ ofȱ exclusionȱ fencingȱ alongȱ theȱ
boundariesȱofȱtheȱworkȱarea,ȱasȱdeemedȱnecessaryȱbyȱtheȱbiologist,ȱtoȱpreventȱCaliforniaȱredȬ
leggedȱfrogsȱandȱwesternȱpondȱturtlesȱfromȱenteringȱtheȱworkȱarea.ȱTheȱconstructionȱcontractorȱ
shallȱ installȱ suitableȱ fencingȱ withȱ aȱ minimumȱ heightȱ ofȱ 3ȱ feetȱ aboveȱ groundȱ surfaceȱ withȱ anȱ
additionalȱ4Ȭ6ȱinchesȱofȱfenceȱmaterialȱburiedȱsuchȱthatȱspeciesȱcannotȱcrawlȱunderȱtheȱfence.ȱȱ

x

Aȱqualifiedȱbiologistȱshallȱconductȱenvironmentalȱawarenessȱtrainingȱinȱpersonȱorȱviaȱvideoȱforȱ
allȱ constructionȱ workersȱ priorȱ toȱ constructionȱ workersȱ beginningȱ theirȱ workȱ effortsȱ onȱ theȱ
project.ȱTheȱtrainingȱshallȱincludeȱinformationȱonȱspeciesȱidentification,ȱavoidanceȱmeasuresȱtoȱ
beȱ implementedȱ byȱ theȱ project,ȱ andȱ theȱ regulatoryȱ requirementsȱ andȱ penaltiesȱ forȱ
noncompliance.ȱ Ifȱ necessary,ȱ theȱ contentȱ shallȱ varyȱ accordingȱ toȱ specificȱ constructionȱ areasȱ
(e.g.,ȱ workersȱ onȱ cityȱ streetsȱ willȱ receiveȱ trainingȱ onȱ nestingȱ birdsȱ butȱ notȱ onȱ Californiaȱ redȬ
leggedȱfrogȱidentification).ȱȱ
Aȱ qualifiedȱ biologistȱ shallȱ surveyȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ withinȱ 48ȱ hoursȱ beforeȱ theȱ onsetȱ ofȱ initialȱ
groundȬdisturbingȱactivitiesȱandȱshallȱbeȱpresentȱduringȱinitialȱvegetationȱclearingȱandȱgroundȬ
disturbingȱ activities.ȱ Theȱ biologicalȱ monitorȱ shallȱ monitorȱ theȱ exclusionȱ fencingȱ weeklyȱ toȱ
confirmȱproperȱmaintenanceȱandȱinspectȱforȱfrogsȱandȱturtles.ȱIfȱCaliforniaȱredȬleggedȱfrogsȱorȱ
westernȱpondȱturtlesȱareȱfound,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱshallȱhaltȱconstructionȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱthatȱposesȱaȱ
threatȱtoȱtheȱindividualȱasȱdeterminedȱbyȱtheȱqualifiedȱbiologist.ȱIfȱpossible,ȱtheȱindividualȱshallȱ
beȱ allowedȱ toȱ moveȱ outȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ ofȱ itsȱ ownȱ volitionȱ (i.e.,ȱ ifȱ itȱ isȱ nearȱ theȱ exclusionȱ
fenceȱ thatȱ canȱ beȱ temporarilyȱ removedȱ toȱ letȱ itȱ pass).ȱ Forȱ westernȱ pondȱ turtles,ȱ aȱ qualifiedȱ
biologistȱshallȱrelocateȱturtlesȱtoȱtheȱnearestȱsuitableȱhabitat.ȱForȱCaliforniaȱredȬleggedȱfrog,ȱaȱ
SFPUCȱ representativeȱ shallȱ contactȱ theȱ USFWSȱ and/orȱ CDFWȱ forȱ instructionsȱ onȱ howȱ toȱ
proceed.ȱConstructionȱshallȱresumeȱafterȱtheȱindividualȱisȱoutȱofȱharm’sȱway.ȱ

x

Duringȱ projectȱ activities,ȱ excavationsȱ deeperȱ thanȱ 6ȱ inchesȱ shallȱ beȱ coveredȱ overnightȱ orȱ anȱ
escapeȱrampȱofȱearthȱorȱaȱwoodenȱplankȱatȱaȱ3:1ȱriseȱshallȱbeȱinstalled;ȱopeningsȱsuchȱasȱpipesȱ
whereȱCaliforniaȱredȱleggedȱfrogsȱorȱwesternȱpondȱturtlesȱmightȱseekȱrefugeȱshallȱbeȱcoveredȱ
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whenȱnotȱinȱuse;ȱandȱallȱtrashȱthatȱmayȱattractȱpredatorsȱorȱhideȱCaliforniaȱredȬleggedȱfrogsȱorȱ
westernȱpondȱturtlesȱshallȱbeȱproperlyȱcontainedȱonȱaȱdailyȱbasis,ȱremovedȱfromȱtheȱworksite,ȱ
andȱdisposedȱofȱregularly.ȱFollowingȱconstruction,ȱtheȱconstructionȱcontractorȱshallȱremoveȱallȱ
trashȱandȱconstructionȱdebrisȱfromȱworkȱareas.ȱ

Impactȱ BIȬ2:ȱ Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ substantialȱ adverseȱ effectȱ onȱ riparianȱ habitatȱ orȱ otherȱ
sensitiveȱ naturalȱ communityȱ identifiedȱ inȱ localȱ orȱ regionalȱ plans,ȱ policies,ȱ regulationsȱ orȱ byȱ theȱ
CDFWȱorȱUSFWS.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ doesȱ notȱ includeȱ activitiesȱ orȱ projectȱ facilitiesȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ riparianȱ habitatȱ (specifically,ȱ
willowȱriparianȱscrub)ȱorȱotherȱsensitiveȱnaturalȱcommunitiesȱidentifiedȱinȱlocalȱorȱregionalȱplans,ȱpolicies,ȱ
regulations,ȱorȱbyȱtheȱCDFWȱorȱUSFWS.ȱBecauseȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱavoidȱtheseȱsensitiveȱareas,ȱthisȱimpactȱ
wouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱBIȬ3:ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱaȱsubstantialȱadverseȱeffectȱonȱfederallyȱprotectedȱwetlands,ȱ
asȱdefinedȱbyȱSectionȱ404ȱofȱtheȱCleanȱWaterȱAct.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
LakeȱMercedȱisȱconsideredȱjurisdictionalȱwaterȱofȱtheȱU.S.ȱandȱofȱtheȱstateȱandȱisȱsubjectȱtoȱtheȱregulatoryȱ
authorityȱofȱ theȱCorps,ȱCDFW,ȱtheȱRWQCB,ȱandȱtheȱCCC.ȱAlthoughȱLakeȱMercedȱwouldȱnotȱ beȱdirectlyȱ
affectedȱ byȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ project,ȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ threeȱ proposedȱ stagingȱ areasȱ isȱ locatedȱ onȱ
Hardingȱ Road,ȱ whichȱ isȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ Southȱ Lake.ȱ Transportationȱ ofȱ projectȱ materialsȱ toȱ andȱ fromȱ theȱ
variousȱ stagingȱ areasȱ couldȱ generateȱ dustȱ andȱ otherȱ constructionȱ materialsȱ andȱ fluidsȱ thatȱ mayȱ enterȱ theȱ
Southȱ Lake,ȱ Northȱ Lake,ȱ andȱ wetlandsȱ associatedȱ withȱ theseȱ aquaticȱ features.ȱ However,ȱ asȱ discussedȱ inȱ
Topicȱ15,ȱHydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQuality,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱrequireȱtheȱconstructionȱcontractorȱtoȱdevelopȱ
andȱimplementȱanȱErosionȱandȱSedimentȱControlȱPlanȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱArticleȱ4.1ȱofȱtheȱPublicȱWorksȱ
Code.ȱ Duringȱ construction,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ couldȱ alsoȱ conductȱ routineȱ inspectionsȱ ofȱ allȱ Bestȱ Managementȱ
Practicesȱ (BMPs)ȱ toȱ documentȱ complianceȱ andȱ identifyȱ deficienciesȱ toȱ beȱ corrected.ȱ Implementationȱ ofȱ
constructionȱsiteȱstormwaterȱrequirementsȱdevelopedȱtoȱcomplyȱwithȱArticleȱ4.1ȱofȱtheȱPublicȱWorksȱCodeȱ
wouldȱthereforeȱensureȱthatȱwaterȱqualityȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱstormwaterȱrunoffȱduringȱconstructionȱwouldȱ
beȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱBIȬ4:ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱinterfereȱsubstantiallyȱwithȱtheȱmovementȱofȱanyȱnativeȱresidentȱ
orȱ migratoryȱ fishȱ orȱ wildlifeȱ species,ȱ orȱ withȱ establishedȱ nativeȱ residentȱ orȱ migratoryȱ wildlifeȱ
corridors,ȱorȱimpedeȱtheȱuseȱofȱnativeȱwildlifeȱnurseryȱsites.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Severalȱ knownȱ rookeriesȱ ofȱ doubleȱ crestedȱ cormorantȱ andȱ greatȱ blueȱ heronȱ existȱ inȱ theȱ largeȱ eucalyptusȱ
treesȱ locatedȱ alongȱ theȱ shoresȱ ofȱ Northȱ andȱ Southȱ Lakeȱ Merced.ȱ Additionally,ȱ redȬshoulderedȱ andȱ redȬ

Case No. 2008.0091E

75

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

tailedȱ hawksȱ nestȱ inȱ largeȱ treesȱ (eucalyptus,ȱ Montereyȱ cypress,ȱ andȱ pines)ȱ aroundȱ allȱ ofȱ theȱ lakes.68ȱ
Althoughȱprojectȱactivitiesȱwouldȱnotȱaffectȱrookeryȱtreesȱinȱparticular,ȱprojectȬrelatedȱactivitiesȱcouldȱresultȱ
inȱdisturbanceȱtoȱtheȱgeneralȱLakeȱMercedȱareaȱandȱthusȱmayȱadverselyȱimpactȱrookeries.ȱHowever,ȱmostȱ
historicalȱrookeriesȱhaveȱexistedȱinȱthisȱhighlyȱurbanizedȱandȱdisturbedȱarea,ȱandȱthusȱprojectȱconstructionȱ
isȱnotȱexpectedȱtoȱsubstantiallyȱaffectȱrookeriesȱandȱtheȱpotentialȱimpactsȱareȱconsideredȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Theȱ projectȱfacilityȱsitesȱandȱstagingȱareasȱareȱlargelyȱdevelopedȱandȱareȱsurroundedȱonȱallȱsidesȱbyȱ Cityȱ
streetsȱandȱmajorȱroadways,ȱandȱareȱgenerallyȱsituatedȱwithinȱaȱdeveloped,ȱurbanȱenvironmentȱthatȱdoesn’tȱ
provideȱ substantialȱ naturalȱ habitatȱ orȱ movementȱ corridorsȱ forȱ anyȱ nativeȱ orȱ migratoryȱ wildlifeȱ species.ȱ
Furthermore,ȱ theȱ majorityȱ ofȱtheȱproposedȱpipelineȱworkȱwouldȱ takeȱplaceȱwithinȱcityȱstreetsȱandȱwouldȱ
notȱoccurȱinȱorȱimmediatelyȱadjacentȱtoȱaquatic/riparianȱhabitatȱofȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱtheȱsmallȱpondsȱwithinȱ
theȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱandȱthereforeȱimpactsȱtoȱrookeriesȱandȱfishȱspeciesȱmentionedȱaboveȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱ
thanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ BIȬ5:ȱ Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ conflictȱ withȱ applicableȱ localȱ policiesȱ orȱ ordinancesȱ protectingȱ
biologicalȱresources,ȱsuchȱasȱaȱtreeȱpreservationȱpolicyȱorȱordinance.ȱ(NoȱImpact)ȱ
Projectȱconstruction,ȱincludingȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱsite,ȱCentralȱReservoir,ȱandȱpipelineȱalignments,ȱwouldȱ
requireȱtreeȱlimbingȱandȱvegetationȱremovalȱasȱfollows:ȱvegetationȱremovalȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱentranceȱtoȱtheȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱfacility,ȱifȱwideningȱofȱtheȱentranceȱisȱrequired;ȱvegetationȱremovalȱatȱaȱstretchȱofȱpipelineȱ
betweenȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱpumpȱstationȱadditionȱandȱOverlookȱDriveȱorȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedy;ȱremovalȱofȱ
smallȱ ornamentalȱ palmȱ treesȱ inȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ parkingȱ area;ȱ andȱ treeȱ andȱ vegetationȱ removalȱ atȱ aȱ
shortȱstretchȱofȱpipelineȱbetweenȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplant,ȱtheȱCaliforniaȱArmyȱNationalȱGuardȱ
parkingȱ lot,ȱ andȱ Skylineȱ Boulevard.ȱ Noȱ treeȱ removalȱ wouldȱ occurȱ withinȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ orȱ atȱ otherȱ
projectȱ locations,ȱ otherȱ thanȱ thoseȱ describedȱ above.ȱ However,ȱ treeȱ trimmingȱ couldȱ beȱ requiredȱ atȱ anyȱ
projectȱ location.ȱ Articleȱ 16,ȱ Sectionȱ 808ȱ ofȱ theȱ Publicȱ Worksȱ Codeȱ prohibitsȱ damageȱ toȱ protectedȱ treesȱ inȱ
areasȱunderȱSFDPWȱjurisdictionȱandȱtreesȱlocatedȱonȱCityȱownedȱproperty.ȱTherefore,ȱtheȱprojectȱincludesȱ
severalȱmeasuresȱtoȱprotectȱtreesȱadjacentȱtoȱworkȱareasȱasȱdetailedȱinȱSectionȱA.6.2,ȱConstruction,ȱandȱasȱ
listedȱbelow.ȱ

x

EstablishingȱaȱTreeȱProtectionȱZoneȱ(TPZ)ȱaroundȱanyȱtreeȱorȱgroupȱofȱtreesȱtoȱbeȱretained.ȱTheȱ
formulaȱtypicallyȱusedȱisȱdefinedȱasȱ1.5ȱtimesȱtheȱradiusȱofȱtheȱdriplineȱorȱ5ȱfeetȱfromȱtheȱedgeȱofȱ
anyȱ grading,ȱ whicheverȱ isȱ greater.ȱ Theȱ TPZȱ mayȱ beȱ adjustedȱ onȱ aȱ caseȬbyȬcaseȱ basisȱ afterȱ
consultationȱwithȱaȱcertifiedȱarborist.ȱȱ

x

Markingȱ theȱ TPZȱ ofȱ anyȱ treesȱ toȱ beȱ retainedȱ withȱ permanentȱ fencingȱ (e.g.,ȱ postȱ andȱ wireȱ orȱ
equivalent),ȱwhichȱwouldȱremainȱinȱplaceȱforȱtheȱdurationȱofȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱinȱtheȱarea.ȱ
“Keepȱout”ȱsignsȱwouldȱbeȱpostedȱonȱallȱsidesȱofȱfencing.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

68ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Recreationȱ andȱ Parkȱ Departmentȱ (SFRPD),ȱ Significantȱ Naturalȱ Resourceȱ Areasȱ Managementȱ Plan,ȱ Februaryȱ

2006.ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

76

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

x

Prohibitingȱ constructionȬrelatedȱ activities,ȱ includingȱ grading,ȱ trenching,ȱ construction,ȱ
demolition,ȱorȱotherȱworkȱwithinȱtheȱTPZ;ȱor,ȱifȱworkȱwithinȱtheȱTPZȱisȱnecessary,ȱperformingȱtheȱ
workȱinȱaȱmannerȱthatȱwillȱadequatelyȱprotectȱtheȱtree.ȱNoȱheavyȱequipmentȱorȱmachineryȱwouldȱ
beȱoperatedȱwithinȱtheȱTPZ.ȱNoȱconstructionȱmaterials,ȱequipment,ȱmachinery,ȱorȱotherȱsuppliesȱ
wouldȱ beȱ storedȱ withinȱ aȱ TPZ.ȱ Noȱ wiresȱ orȱ signsȱ wouldȱ beȱ attachedȱ toȱ anyȱ tree.ȱ Anyȱ
modificationsȱwouldȱbeȱapprovedȱandȱmonitoredȱbyȱaȱcertifiedȱarborist.ȱȱ

x

Pruningȱ selectedȱ treesȱ toȱ provideȱ necessaryȱ clearanceȱ duringȱ constructionȱ andȱ toȱ removeȱ anyȱ
defectiveȱlimbsȱorȱotherȱpartsȱthatȱmayȱposeȱaȱfailureȱrisk.ȱAllȱpruningȱwouldȱbeȱcompletedȱbyȱaȱ
certifiedȱ arboristȱ orȱ treeȱ workerȱ andȱ adhereȱ toȱ theȱ Treeȱ Pruningȱ Guidelinesȱ ofȱ theȱ Internationalȱ
SocietyȱofȱArboriculture.ȱȱ

Implementationȱ ofȱ theseȱ measuresȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ complianceȱ withȱ Articleȱ 16,ȱ Sectionȱ 808ȱ ofȱ theȱ Publicȱ
WorksȱCodeȱandȱthusȱavoidȱimpactsȱassociatedȱwithȱconflictsȱwithȱapplicableȱlocalȱpoliciesȱorȱordinancesȱ
protectingȱbiologicalȱresources.ȱFurther,ȱbecauseȱconstructionȱofȱfacilitiesȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱwouldȱ
notȱrequireȱremovalȱofȱtrees,ȱSFRPDȱParkȱCodeȱandȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlanȱpoliciesȱregardingȱtreeȱ
removalȱ areȱ notȱ applicableȱ toȱ theȱ proposedȱ project.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ conflictȱ withȱ localȱ
policiesȱorȱordinancesȱprotectingȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱandȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱimpact.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ CȬBIȬ1:ȱ Theȱ project,ȱ inȱ combinationȱ withȱ past,ȱ present,ȱ andȱ reasonablyȱ foreseeableȱ futureȱ
projectsȱ inȱ theȱ vicinity,ȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ onȱ biologicalȱ resources.ȱ (Lessȱ
thanȱSignificantȱwithȱMitigation)ȱ
Theȱ geographicȱ contextȱ forȱ theȱ analysisȱ ofȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ onȱ biologicalȱ resourcesȱ generallyȱ
encompassesȱ theȱ openȱ spaceȱ areasȱ aroundȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ andȱ centralȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park.ȱ Potentialȱ projectȱ
impactsȱonȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱcouldȱincludeȱthoseȱonȱspecialȬstatusȱspecies:ȱwesternȱpondȱturtle,ȱCaliforniaȱ
redȬleggedȱ frog,ȱ specialȬstatusȱ andȱ migratoryȱ birds,ȱ andȱ specialȬstatusȱ bats.ȱ Pastȱ cumulativeȱ projects,ȱ
includingȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱcivicȱfacilities,ȱresidences,ȱcommercialȱandȱindustrialȱareas,ȱandȱinfrastructure,ȱ
haveȱ alreadyȱ causedȱ substantialȱ adverseȱ cumulativeȱ changesȱ toȱ biologicalȱ resourcesȱ inȱ Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ Forȱ
example,ȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱwasȱconvertedȱfromȱitsȱoriginalȱsandȱduneȱhabitatȱbeginningȱoverȱaȱcenturyȱago,ȱ
withȱaȱnearlyȱcompleteȱlossȱofȱtheȱoriginalȱhabitatȱtypesȱandȱmanyȱofȱtheȱspeciesȱthatȱonceȱoccurredȱthere.ȱ
Revegetatedȱ areasȱ haveȱ maturedȱ overȱ timeȱ andȱ provideȱ habitatȱ forȱ bothȱ nativeȱ andȱ nonȬnativeȱ plantȱ andȱ
animalȱspecies.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱdiversityȱofȱspeciesȱinȱtheseȱrevegetatedȱareasȱisȱoftenȱsimplifiedȱandȱtheȱareasȱ
supportȱ aȱ differentȱ suiteȱ ofȱ speciesȱ thanȱ onceȱ existed.ȱ Overall,ȱ thisȱ isȱ trueȱ ofȱ manyȱ areasȱ throughoutȱ theȱ
region.ȱȱ
Manyȱofȱtheȱcumulativeȱprojectsȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinityȱwouldȱresultȱinȱtemporaryȱimpactsȱassociatedȱwithȱ
construction.ȱ Mostȱ currentȱ andȱ reasonablyȱ foreseeableȱ projectsȱ thatȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ
constructionȱimpactsȱonȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱareȱthoseȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱimplementedȱinȱtheȱLakeȱMercedȱarea.ȱ
Theseȱ projectsȱ includeȱ infillȱ developmentȱ orȱ renovationȱ ofȱ facilities,ȱ suchȱ asȱ theȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Drainageȱ
BasinȱImprovementȱPlanȱandȱtheȱParkmercedȱProject.ȱOtherȱprojectsȱwithȱpotentialȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱareȱ
theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ newȱ pipelinesȱ andȱ facilitiesȱ forȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Groundwaterȱ Supplyȱ Project.ȱ Theseȱ
projectsȱwouldȱprimarilyȱhaveȱtemporaryȱconstructionȬrelatedȱimpactsȱonȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱandȱareȱnotȱ
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expectedȱtoȱconvertȱorȱremoveȱmoreȱthanȱminorȱareasȱofȱhabitatȱforȱplantsȱandȱwildlife.ȱOtherȱprojects,ȱsuchȱ
asȱ theȱ proposedȱ updateȱ toȱ theȱ SNRAMP,ȱ wouldȱ includeȱ elementsȱ likelyȱ toȱ resultȱ inȱ beneficialȱ effectsȱ onȱ
biologicalȱ resources.ȱ Conservatively,ȱ thisȱ analysisȱ assumesȱ thatȱ thereȱ couldȱ beȱ aȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ
impactȱ onȱ biologicalȱ resourcesȱ fromȱ theȱ combinationȱ ofȱ theseȱ projects,ȱ givenȱ theȱ historicalȱ impactsȱ onȱ
biologicalȱresourcesȱinȱtheȱvicinity.ȱ
Theȱ contributionȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ toȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ biologicalȱ resourcesȱ impactsȱ couldȱ beȱ
considerable,ȱ dueȱ toȱ theȱ project’sȱ potentialȱ toȱ causeȱ significant,ȱ projectȬspecificȱ impactsȱ onȱ sensitiveȱ
biologicalȱresources.ȱHowever,ȱimplementingȱMitigationȱMeasuresȱMȬBIȬ1aȱthroughȱMȬBIȬ1cȱwouldȱavoidȱ
orȱ substantiallyȱ minimizeȱ theȱ project’sȱ effectȱ onȱ specialȬstatusȱ species.ȱ Asȱ aȱ result,ȱ theseȱ measuresȱ wouldȱ
reduceȱtheȱproject’sȱcontributionȱtoȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱonȱbiologicalȱresourcesȱtoȱaȱlessȬthanȬcumulativelyȱ
considerableȱlevelȱ(lessȱthanȱsignificant).ȱ

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
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Mitigation
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
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14.ȱ GEOLOGYȱANDȱSOILS—ȱ
Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

a)ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

Topics:

Exposeȱpeopleȱorȱstructuresȱtoȱpotentialȱ
substantialȱadverseȱeffects,ȱincludingȱtheȱriskȱofȱ
loss,ȱinjury,ȱorȱdeathȱinvolving:ȱ
i)ȱ

Ruptureȱofȱaȱknownȱearthquakeȱfault,ȱasȱ
delineatedȱonȱtheȱmostȱrecentȱAlquistȬPrioloȱ
EarthquakeȱFaultȱZoningȱMapȱissuedȱbyȱtheȱ
StateȱGeologistȱforȱtheȱareaȱorȱbasedȱonȱotherȱ
substantialȱevidenceȱofȱaȱknownȱfault?ȱ(Referȱ
toȱDivisionȱofȱMinesȱandȱGeologyȱSpecialȱ
Publicationȱ42.)ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ii)ȱ

Strongȱseismicȱgroundȱshaking?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

iii)ȱ SeismicȬrelatedȱgroundȱfailure,ȱincludingȱ
liquefaction?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

iv)ȱ Landslides?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Resultȱinȱsubstantialȱsoilȱerosionȱorȱtheȱlossȱofȱ
topsoil?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Beȱlocatedȱonȱgeologicȱunitȱorȱsoilȱthatȱisȱunstable,ȱ
orȱthatȱwouldȱbecomeȱunstableȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱ
project,ȱandȱpotentiallyȱresultȱinȱonȬȱorȱoffȬsiteȱ
landslide,ȱlateralȱspreading,ȱsubsidence,ȱ
liquefaction,ȱorȱcollapse?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

d)ȱ

Beȱlocatedȱonȱexpansiveȱsoil,ȱasȱdefinedȱinȱ
Tableȱ18Ȭ1ȬBȱofȱtheȱUniformȱBuildingȱCode,ȱ
creatingȱsubstantialȱrisksȱtoȱlifeȱorȱproperty?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

e)ȱ

Haveȱsoilsȱincapableȱofȱadequatelyȱsupportingȱtheȱ
useȱofȱsepticȱtanksȱorȱalternativeȱwastewaterȱ
disposalȱsystemsȱwhereȱsewersȱareȱnotȱavailableȱ
forȱtheȱdisposalȱofȱwastewater?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
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Topics:

f)ȱ

Changeȱsubstantiallyȱtheȱtopographyȱorȱanyȱ
uniqueȱgeologicȱorȱphysicalȱfeaturesȱofȱtheȱsite?ȱ

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

ȱ

ȱ

Less Than
Significant
Impact

ȱ

No Impact

ȱ

Not
Applicable

ȱ

ȱ
Noneȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ traverseȱ areasȱ ofȱ mappedȱ earthquakeȬinducedȱ landslideȱ
susceptibilityȱidentifiedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱConservationȱunderȱtheȱSeismicȱHazardsȱMappingȱ
Actȱofȱ1990.69ȱTherefore,ȱTopicȱ14.(a)(iv)ȱisȱnotȱapplicable.ȱȱ
Theȱartificialȱfillȱandȱduneȱsandȱbeneathȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱareȱsandyȱandȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱexpansive.ȱFurther,ȱ
anyȱ backfillȱ materialsȱ usedȱ forȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ haveȱ aȱ lowȱ expansionȱ potentialȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ
recommendationsȱ ofȱ theȱ geotechnicalȱ reportsȱ forȱ theȱ project.ȱ Therefore,ȱ initialȱ studyȱ Topicȱ 14(d)ȱ isȱ notȱ
applicable.ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ connectȱ toȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ systemȱ whichȱ isȱ theȱ wastewaterȱ conveyanceȱ
systemȱforȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱandȱwouldȱnotȱuseȱsepticȱtanksȱorȱotherȱonȬsiteȱlandȱdisposalȱsystemsȱforȱsanitaryȱ
sewage.ȱTherefore,ȱinitialȱstudyȱTopicȱ14(e)ȱisȱnotȱapplicable.ȱ
Evaluationȱofȱgeologyȱandȱsoilsȱimpactsȱthatȱwouldȱresultȱfromȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱisȱbasedȱonȱ
geotechnicalȱreportsȱpreparedȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplant70ȱandȱproposedȱstorageȱreservoirȱatȱtheȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱsite71ȱasȱwellȱasȱpublishedȱgeologicȱinformation.ȱPotentialȱseismicȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱ
projectȱincludeȱseismicallyȱinducedȱgroundshaking,ȱasȱwellȱasȱliquefactionȱandȱrelatedȱgroundȱfailuresȱthatȱ
couldȱ damageȱ structuresȱ constructedȱ underȱ theȱ proposedȱ project.ȱ ConstructionȬrelatedȱ impactsȱ includeȱ
potentialȱerosion,ȱexcavationȱinstability,ȱandȱsettlementȱfromȱexcavationȱdewatering.ȱȱ

Impactȱ GEȬ1:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ exposeȱ peopleȱ orȱ structuresȱ toȱ potentialȱ substantialȱ
adverseȱeffects,ȱincludingȱtheȱriskȱofȱloss,ȱinjury,ȱorȱdeathȱinvolvingȱruptureȱofȱaȱknownȱearthquakeȱ
fault,ȱseismicȱgroundshaking,ȱorȱseismicallyȱinducedȱgroundȱfailure.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Faultȱ Rupture.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ areaȱ isȱ notȱ locatedȱ withinȱ anȱ AlquistȬPrioloȱ Earthquakeȱ Faultȱ Zone,ȱ andȱ noȱ
activeȱ orȱ potentiallyȱ activeȱ faultsȱ existȱ onȱ orȱ inȱ theȱ immediateȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ theȱ area.ȱ Theȱ Cityȱ Collegeȱ faultȱ
crossesȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentȱnorthȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱThisȱfaultȱwasȱhistoricallyȱmappedȱasȱaȱfaultȱbutȱ
isȱcurrentlyȱconsideredȱaȱshearȱzone.72ȱBecauseȱthisȱisȱnotȱanȱactiveȱfault,ȱminorȱdisplacementȱcouldȱoccurȱinȱ
responseȱ toȱ anȱ earthquakeȱ onȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ regionalȱ faults.ȱ However,ȱ theȱ potentialȱ forȱ substantialȱ faultȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

69ȱ CaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱConservation,ȱDivisionȱofȱMinesȱandȱGeology,ȱStateȱofȱCaliforniaȱSeismicȱHazardȱZones,ȱCityȱ

andȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱOfficialȱMap,ȱNovemberȱ17,ȱ2000.ȱ

70ȱ GeotechnicalȱConsultants,ȱInc.ȱFinalȱGeotechnicalȱInterpretiveȱReport,ȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ(WRWP),ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱ

California.ȱJanuaryȱ2013.ȱ

71ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱDepartmentȱofȱPublicȱWorks,ȱInfrastructureȱDesignȱandȱConstruction.ȱGeotechnicalȱReport,ȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱExpansionȱProject,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCalifornia.ȱAprilȱ22,ȱ2013.ȱ

72ȱ Schlocker,ȱ Julius,ȱ 1974.ȱ Geologyȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Northȱ Quadrangle,ȱ California.ȱ Geologicalȱ Surveyȱ Professionalȱ

Paperȱ782.ȱAvailableȱatȱhttp://pubs.er.usgs.gov/pubs/pp/pp782ȱȱ
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displacementȱtoȱoccurȱalongȱthisȱshearȱzoneȱisȱconsideredȱlow.ȱTherefore,ȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱfaultȱruptureȱ
wouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Groundshaking.ȱTheȱintensityȱofȱtheȱseismicȱshaking,ȱorȱstrongȱgroundȱmotion,ȱinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱduringȱ
anȱearthquakeȱwouldȱbeȱdependentȱonȱtheȱdistanceȱbetweenȱtheȱsiteȱandȱtheȱepicenterȱofȱtheȱearthquake,ȱtheȱ
magnitudeȱ ofȱ theȱ earthquake,ȱ andȱ theȱ geologicȱ conditionsȱ underlyingȱ andȱ surroundingȱ theȱ site.ȱ
Earthquakesȱoccurringȱonȱfaultsȱclosestȱtoȱtheȱsiteȱwouldȱmostȱlikelyȱgenerateȱtheȱlargestȱgroundȱmotions.ȱ
TheȱUSȱGeologicalȱSurveyȱ(USGS)ȱconcludedȱthatȱthereȱisȱaȱ63ȱpercentȱprobabilityȱofȱaȱstrongȱearthquakeȱ
(momentȱmagnitudeȱ[Mw]ȱ6.773ȱorȱhigher)ȱoccurringȱinȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱregionȱinȱtheȱ30Ȭyearȱperiodȱ
betweenȱ2007ȱandȱ2036.74ȱTheȱfaultsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱcapableȱofȱcausingȱtheȱstrongestȱgroundshakingȱinȱtheȱ
projectȱareaȱareȱtheȱSanȱAndreasȱfault,ȱlocatedȱaȱminimumȱofȱaboutȱ1.5ȱmilesȱtoȱtheȱwestȱandȱtheȱHaywardȱ
fault,ȱlocatedȱaȱminimumȱofȱapproximatelyȱ14ȱmilesȱtoȱtheȱeastȱasȱwellȱasȱtheȱSanȱGregorio,ȱCalaveras,ȱMt.ȱ
Diablo,ȱandȱRodgersȱCreekȱfaults.ȱȱ
Basedȱ onȱ regionalȱ shakingȱ hazardȱ mappingȱ byȱ theȱ Associationȱ ofȱ Bayȱ Areaȱ Governmentsȱ (ABAG),ȱ theȱ
projectȱareaȱwouldȱexperienceȱviolentȱgroundȱshakingȱdueȱtoȱanȱearthquakeȱoneȱofȱtheȱregionalȱfaults.75ȱTheȱ
intensityȱ ofȱ earthquakeȬinducedȱ groundȱ motionsȱ canȱ alsoȱ beȱ describedȱ inȱ termsȱ ofȱ “peakȱ groundȱ
acceleration,”ȱwhichȱisȱrepresentedȱasȱaȱfractionȱofȱtheȱaccelerationȱofȱgravityȱ(g).76ȱTheȱsiteȬspecificȱseismicȱ
analysesȱ forȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ sitesȱ estimatedȱ thatȱ theȱ expectedȱ peakȱ groundȱ
accelerationȱatȱtheseȱsitesȱwouldȱbeȱ0.64gȱandȱ0.63g,ȱrespectively,ȱandȱtheseȱvaluesȱareȱconsistentȱwithȱveryȱ
strongȱgroundshaking.ȱ
Althoughȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ veryȱ strongȱ groundȱ shakingȱ inȱ theȱ eventȱ ofȱ aȱ majorȱ
earthquake,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ exposeȱ peopleȱ orȱ structuresȱ toȱ substantialȱ adverseȱ effectsȱ relatedȱ toȱ
groundȱshakingȱbecauseȱallȱofȱtheȱproposedȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱaccordingȱtoȱcurrentȱengineeringȱ
standardsȱ whichȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ theyȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ substantiallyȱ damagedȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ seismicȱ
groundshaking.ȱ Asȱ isȱ requiredȱ byȱ SFPUCȱ designȱ specifications,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ
OceansideȱWPCPȱandȱstorageȱreservoirȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱwouldȱbeȱdesignedȱandȱconstructedȱinȱ
accordanceȱwithȱtheȱmostȱcurrentȱengineeringȱstandardsȱforȱdesignȱofȱstructures,ȱincludingȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
Buildingȱ Code,ȱ Californiaȱ Buildingȱ Code,ȱ andȱ theȱ 2010ȱ Americanȱ Societyȱ ofȱ Civilȱ Engineers/Structuralȱ
EngineeringȱInstituteȱ“MinimumȱDesignȱLoadsȱforȱBuildingsȱandȱOtherȱStructures”ȱ(ASCE/SEIȱ7Ȭ10).ȱThisȱ
standardȱ providesȱ definitionsȱ ofȱ seismicȱ sourcesȱ andȱ specifiesȱ theȱ proceduresȱ usedȱ toȱ calculateȱ seismicȱ
forcesȱ onȱ structuresȱ duringȱ groundshaking.ȱ Inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ thisȱ standard,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ treatmentȱ
buildingȱ wouldȱ beȱ aȱ Riskȱ Categoryȱ IIIȱ structureȱ (i.e.,ȱ anȱ essentialȱ facilityȱ whichȱ wouldȱ poseȱ aȱ substantialȱ
hazardȱ toȱ theȱ communityȱ ifȱ itȱ failed);ȱ theȱ siteȱ wouldȱ beȱ classifiedȱ asȱ Siteȱ Classȱ Dȱ (i.e.ȱ stiffȱ soil);ȱ andȱ theȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

73ȱ Anȱ earthquakeȱ isȱ classifiedȱ byȱ theȱ amountȱ ofȱ energyȱ released,ȱ expressedȱ asȱ theȱ magnitudeȱ ofȱ theȱ earthquake.ȱ

Traditionally,ȱ magnitudesȱ haveȱ beenȱ quantifiedȱ usingȱ theȱ Richterȱ scale.ȱ However,ȱ seismologistsȱ nowȱ useȱ aȱ momentȱ
magnitudeȱ (Mw)ȱ scaleȱ becauseȱ itȱ providesȱ aȱ moreȱ accurateȱ measurementȱ ofȱ theȱ sizeȱ ofȱ majorȱ andȱ greatȱ earthquakes.ȱ
Momentȱmagnitudeȱisȱdirectlyȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱaverageȱslipȱandȱfaultȱruptureȱarea.ȱ
74ȱ U.S.ȱ Geologicȱ Surveyȱ (USGS),ȱ Theȱ Uniformȱ Californiaȱ Earthquakeȱ Ruptureȱ Forecast,ȱ Versionȱ 2ȱ (UCERFȱ 2),ȱ byȱ theȱ
WorkingȱGroupȱonȱCaliforniaȱEarthquakeȱProbabilities,ȱOpenȱFileȱReportȱ2007Ȭ1437,ȱ2008.ȱ
75ȱ Associationȱ ofȱ Bayȱ Areaȱ Governments,ȱ 2014.ȱ Earthquakeȱ andȱ Hazardsȱ Program,ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Countyȱ Earthquakeȱ
Hazard.ȱhttp://quake.abag.ca.gov/earthquakes/sanfrancisco/,ȱaccessedȱAprilȱ28,ȱ2014.ȱ
76ȱ ȱ Accelerationȱ ofȱ gravityȱ (g)ȱ =ȱ 980ȱ centimetersȱ perȱ secondȱ squared.ȱ 1.0ȱ gȱ ofȱ accelerationȱ isȱ aȱ rateȱ ofȱ increaseȱ inȱ speedȱ
equivalentȱtoȱaȱcarȱtravelingȱ328ȱfeetȱfromȱrestȱinȱ4.5ȱseconds.ȱȱ
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structureȱwouldȱbeȱassignedȱSeismicȱDesignȱCategoryȱFȱ(i.e.ȱsiteȱwithȱaȱmappedȱspectralȱaccelerationȱgreaterȱ
thanȱ0.75).ȱȱ
RegardingȱtheȱdistributionȱpipelinesȱandȱtheȱnewȱburiedȱreservoirȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite,ȱtheȱBuildingȱ
SeismicȱSafetyȱCouncilȱ(BSSC)ȱacknowledgesȱthatȱfacilitiesȱsuchȱasȱhydraulicȱstructures,ȱburiedȱutilityȱlines,ȱ
andȱtheirȱappurtenances,ȱareȱnotȱtypicalȱstructuresȱandȱrequireȱtechnicalȱconsiderationsȱbeyondȱtheȱscopeȱofȱ
theȱ Californiaȱ Buildingȱ Code.77ȱ However,ȱ theseȱ structuresȱ areȱ coveredȱ byȱ otherȱ wellǦestablishedȱ industryȱ
designȱ criteriaȱ suchȱ asȱ theȱ Americanȱ Waterȱ Worksȱ Association’sȱ standardsȱ forȱ designȱ andȱ installationȱ ofȱ
steelȱpipeȱasȱwellȱasȱpipeȱweldingȱandȱflanges;ȱstandardsȱofȱtheȱAmericanȱSocietyȱofȱMechanicalȱEngineers;ȱ
andȱstandardsȱofȱtheȱAmericanȱWeldingȱSocietyȱforȱstructuralȱwelding.ȱȱ
Designȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Buildingȱ Code,ȱ Californiaȱ Buildingȱ Code,ȱ andȱ ASCE/SEIȱ 7Ȭ10ȱ asȱ
wellȱ asȱ theȱ asȱ theȱ otherȱ wellȬestablishedȱ industryȱ designȱ criteriaȱ suchȱ asȱ thoseȱ describedȱ aboveȱ wouldȱ beȱ
requiredȱ byȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ inȱ theirȱ contractȱ specificationsȱ forȱ theȱ projectȱ design.ȱ Incorporationȱ ofȱ theȱ
appropriateȱ engineeringȱ andȱ designȱ featuresȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ theȱ proposedȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ ableȱ toȱ
withstandȱtheȱcalculatedȱseismicȱforcesȱandȱalsoȱensureȱthatȱtheyȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱsubstantiallyȱdamagedȱinȱtheȱ
eventȱofȱaȱmajorȱearthquake.ȱTherefore,ȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱgroundȱshakingȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Liquefaction,ȱ Lateralȱ Spreading,ȱ andȱ EarthquakeȬInducedȱ Settlement.ȱ Liquefactionȱ isȱ aȱ phenomenonȱ inȱ
whichȱ saturatedȱ granularȱ sedimentsȱ temporarilyȱ loseȱ theirȱ shearȱ strengthȱ duringȱ periodsȱ ofȱ earthquakeȬ
induced,ȱstrongȱgroundshaking.ȱTheȱsusceptibilityȱofȱaȱsiteȱtoȱliquefactionȱisȱaȱfunctionȱofȱtheȱdepth,ȱdensity,ȱ
andȱ waterȱ contentȱ ofȱ theȱ granularȱ sedimentsȱ andȱ theȱ magnitudeȱ ofȱ earthquakesȱ likelyȱ toȱ affectȱ theȱ site.ȱ
Saturated,ȱunconsolidatedȱsilts,ȱsands,ȱsiltyȱsands,ȱandȱgravelsȱwithinȱ50ȱfeetȱofȱtheȱgroundȱsurfaceȱareȱmostȱ
susceptibleȱ toȱ liquefaction.ȱ Theȱ primaryȱ liquefactionȬrelatedȱ phenomenaȱ includeȱ verticalȱ settlement78ȱ andȱ
lateralȱ spreading.79ȱ Pipelinesȱ constructedȱ withinȱ liquefiableȱ materialsȱ areȱ moreȱ subjectȱ toȱ damageȱ inȱ theȱ
eventȱofȱanȱearthquakeȱthanȱthoseȱthatȱareȱnot,ȱandȱwaterȱandȱwastewaterȱpipelinesȱareȱtheȱmostȱsusceptibleȱ
toȱdamage.80ȱȱ
Duringȱanȱearthquake,ȱundergroundȱutilitiesȱtendȱtoȱfailȱatȱtheȱinterfaceȱbetweenȱaȱsofterȱunitȱandȱaȱstifferȱ
unitȱ dueȱ toȱ theȱ settlementȱ thatȱ occursȱ withinȱ theȱ softerȱ unit,ȱ aȱ phenomenonȱ knownȱ asȱ differentialȱ
settlement.ȱ Differentialȱ settlementȱ isȱ aȱ concernȱ becauseȱ itȱ canȱ causeȱ unevenȱ movementȱ ofȱ pipelinesȱ andȱ
buildingȱfoundations,ȱresultingȱinȱsubstantialȱdamage,ȱincludingȱcracksȱandȱbreakage.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

77ȱ Buildingȱ Seismicȱ Safetyȱ Councilȱ ofȱ theȱ Nationalȱ Instituteȱ ofȱ Buildingȱ Sciencesȱ (BSSC),ȱ NEHRPȱ Recommendedȱ Seismicȱ

ProvisionsȱforȱNewȱBuildingsȱandȱOtherȱStructuresȱ(FEMAȱPȬ750).ȱ2009ȱEdition.ȱ

78ȱ Duringȱanȱearthquake,ȱsettlementȱcanȱoccurȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱrelativelyȱrapidȱrearrangement,ȱcompaction,ȱandȱsettlingȱofȱ

subsurfaceȱ materialsȱ (particularlyȱ loose,ȱ nonȬcompacted,ȱ andȱ variableȱ sandyȱ sediments).ȱ Settlementȱ canȱ occurȱ bothȱ
uniformlyȱ andȱ differentiallyȱ (i.e.,ȱ whereȱ adjoiningȱ areasȱ settleȱ atȱ differentȱ rates).ȱ Areasȱ areȱ susceptibleȱ toȱ differentialȱ
settlementȱifȱunderlainȱbyȱcompressibleȱsediments,ȱsuchȱasȱpoorlyȱengineeredȱartificialȱfillȱorȱbayȱmud.ȱ
79ȱ Ofȱtheȱliquefactionȱhazards,ȱlateralȱspreadingȱgenerallyȱcausesȱtheȱmostȱdamage.ȱThisȱisȱaȱphenomenonȱinȱwhichȱlargeȱ
blocksȱofȱintact,ȱnonȬliquefiedȱsoilȱmoveȱdownslopeȱonȱaȱliquefiedȱsubstrateȱofȱlargeȱaerialȱextent.ȱ
80ȱ Associationȱ ofȱ Bayȱ Areaȱ Governments,ȱ 2001.ȱ Theȱ REALȱ Dirtȱ onȱ Liquefaction,ȱ Aȱ Guideȱ toȱ theȱ Liquefactionȱ Hazardȱ inȱ
FutureȱEarthquakesȱAffectingȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱArea.ȱFebruary.ȱ
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Lateralȱspreadingȱisȱaȱphenomenonȱinȱwhichȱlargeȱblocksȱofȱintact,ȱnonȬliquefiedȱsoilȱmoveȱdownslopeȱonȱaȱ
liquefiedȱ substrateȱ ofȱ largeȱ aerialȱ extent.81ȱ Whenȱ lateralȱ displacementȱ occurs,ȱ theȱ massȱ movesȱ towardȱ anȱ
unconfinedȱarea,ȱsuchȱasȱaȱdescendingȱslopeȱorȱstreamȬcutȱbluff.ȱSlopesȱrangingȱbetweenȱ0.3ȱandȱ3ȱpercentȱ
canȱdisplaceȱtheȱsurfaceȱbyȱseveralȱmetersȱtoȱtensȱofȱmeters.ȱ
NeitherȱtheȱnewȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱnorȱtheȱnewȱburiedȱstorageȱreservoirȱatȱtheȱCentralȱ
Reservoirȱ siteȱ areȱ locatedȱ inȱ anȱ areaȱ ofȱ liquefactionȱ potentialȱ identifiedȱ byȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ
ConservationȱunderȱtheȱSeismicȱHazardsȱMappingȱActȱofȱ1990.82ȱTheȱdistributionȱpipelinesȱwouldȱtraverseȱ
anȱ areaȱ ofȱ liquefactionȱ potentialȱ alongȱ Skylineȱ Boulevardȱ thatȱ parallelsȱ theȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ shorelineȱ
immediatelyȱtoȱtheȱeast.ȱThisȱareaȱcouldȱthereforeȱbeȱsubjectȱtoȱliquefaction,ȱearthquakeȬinducedȱsettlementȱ
andȱlateralȱdisplacement.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱpipelinesȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱsubjectedȱtoȱsubstantialȱliquefactionȱdamageȱ
becauseȱ theyȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Buildingȱ Code,ȱ Californiaȱ Buildingȱ
Code,ȱandȱASCE/SEIȱ7Ȭ10ȱasȱwellȱasȱotherȱwellȬestablishedȱindustryȱdesignȱcriteriaȱsuchȱasȱthoseȱdescribedȱ
forȱgroundshakingȱabove,ȱwhichȱrequireȱsuchȱstructuresȱtoȱbeȱdesignedȱtoȱwithstandȱtheȱexpectedȱseismicȱ
forcesȱ andȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ liquefaction.ȱ Therefore,ȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ liquefaction,ȱ earthquakeȬinducedȱ
settlement,ȱandȱlateralȱspreadingȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ GEȬ2:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ substantialȱ erosionȱ orȱ lossȱ ofȱ topȱ soil.ȱ (Lessȱ
thanȱSignificant)ȱ
Soilȱ movementȱ forȱ excavationȱ andȱ otherȱ improvementsȱ couldȱ createȱ theȱ potentialȱ forȱ windȬȱ andȱ waterȬ
borneȱsoilȱerosion.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱrequireȱtheȱconstructionȱcontractorȱtoȱimplementȱanȱerosionȱ
andȱ sedimentȱ controlȱ planȱ forȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ Articleȱ 4.1ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
PublicȱWorksȱCodeȱ(discussedȱinȱTopicȱ15,ȱHydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQuality)ȱtoȱreduceȱtheȱimpactȱofȱrunoffȱ
fromȱtheȱconstructionȱsites.ȱTheȱCityȱmustȱreviewȱandȱapproveȱtheȱerosionȱandȱsedimentȱcontrolȱplanȱpriorȱ
toȱ implementation,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ conductȱ periodicȱ inspectionsȱ toȱ ensureȱ complianceȱ withȱ theȱ plan.ȱ Withȱ
implementationȱofȱtheȱapprovedȱcontrols,ȱsubjectȱtoȱapprovalȱandȱinspectionȱbyȱtheȱCity,ȱsubstantialȱerosionȱ
wouldȱnotȱoccurȱandȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱsoilȱerosionȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ areaȱ isȱ builtȱ out,ȱ andȱ mostȱ ofȱ theȱ areaȱ isȱ coveredȱ withȱ imperviousȱ surfaces,ȱ includingȱ streets,ȱ
sidewalks,ȱandȱtrails.ȱTheȱpreviousȱconstructionȱofȱtheseȱfeaturesȱwouldȱhaveȱinvolvedȱremovalȱofȱanyȱtopȱ
soilȱ (aȱ fertileȱ soilȱ horizonȱ thatȱ typicallyȱ containsȱ aȱ seedȱ base).ȱ Theȱ approximatelyȱ 150Ȭfootȱ segmentȱ ofȱ
pipelineȱ betweenȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ siteȱ andȱ Johnȱ F.ȱ Kennedyȱ Driveȱ wouldȱ crossȱ anȱ unpavedȱ areaȱ ofȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱthatȱisȱvegetatedȱwithȱturf,ȱandȱwouldȱnotȱlikelyȱhaveȱaȱwellȬdevelopedȱtopȱsoilȱhorizon,ȱ
givenȱthatȱthisȱareaȱprimarilyȱconsistȱofȱduneȱsands.ȱTherefore,ȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱlossȱofȱtopȱsoilȱwouldȱbeȱ
lessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

81ȱ Youd,ȱT.L.ȱandȱD.M.ȱPerkins,ȱ“MappingȱLiquefactionȱInducedȱGroundȱFailureȱPotential,”ȱProceedingsȱofȱtheȱAmericanȱ

SocietyȱofȱCivilȱEngineers,ȱJournalȱofȱtheȱGeotechnicalȱEngineeringȱDivision,ȱ1978.ȱ

82ȱ CaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱConservation,ȱDivisionȱofȱMinesȱandȱGeology,ȱStateȱofȱCaliforniaȱSeismicȱHazardȱZones,ȱCityȱ

andȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱOfficialȱMap,ȱNovemberȱ17,ȱ2000.ȱ
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Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱGEȬ3:ȱTheȱprojectȱsiteȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱlocatedȱonȱaȱgeologicȱunitȱorȱsoilȱthatȱisȱunstable,ȱorȱthatȱ
couldȱbecomeȱunstableȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Constructionȱofȱseveralȱprojectȱcomponentsȱwouldȱincludeȱexcavationȱwhichȱcouldȱresultȱinȱunstableȱslopes,ȱ
includingȱ theȱ newȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ recycledȱ waterȱ well,ȱ andȱ reservoirȱ usedȱ duringȱ theȱ
treatmentȱprocessȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP;ȱtheȱnewȱburiedȱstorageȱreservoirȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite;ȱ
andȱdistributionȱpipelines.ȱTheseȱactivitiesȱandȱmethodsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱemployedȱtoȱavoidȱadverseȱeffectsȱ
relatedȱtoȱunstableȱsoilȱareȱdiscussedȱbelow.ȱ
ConstructionȱofȱtheȱproposedȱnewȱfacilitiesȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱwouldȱrequireȱremovalȱofȱtheȱbaseȱofȱanȱ
existingȱretainingȱwallȱatȱtheȱpropertyȱboundaryȱwithȱtheȱArmoryȱsite,ȱcreatingȱanȱexposedȱexcavationȱfaceȱ
thatȱ couldȱ becomeȱ unstable.ȱ However,ȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ recommendationsȱ ofȱ theȱ geotechnicalȱ
interpretiveȱ reportȱ forȱ thisȱ site,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ constructȱ aȱ newȱ retainingȱ wallȱ toȱ supportȱ thisȱ openȱ
excavationȱface.83ȱ
Constructionȱofȱtheȱnewȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱandȱunderlyingȱreservoirȱusedȱduringȱtheȱtreatmentȱ
processȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱwouldȱentailȱexcavationȱtoȱaȱdepthȱofȱaboutȱ32ȱfeetȱbelowȱgroundȱsurface,ȱ
orȱtoȱanȱelevationȱofȱaboutȱ8ȱfeetȱSFD.ȱForȱthisȱconstruction,ȱoneȱexistingȱretainingȱwallȱnearȱtheȱpropertyȱ
boundaryȱ withȱ theȱ Armoryȱ siteȱ wouldȱ beȱ demolished,ȱ whichȱ couldȱ alsoȱ createȱ unstableȱ soilȱ conditions.ȱ
Excavationȱdepthsȱwouldȱbeȱaboveȱtheȱgroundwaterȱtableȱ(generallyȱencounteredȱatȱaȱdepthȱofȱaboutȱ40ȱfeetȱ
belowȱ groundȱ surfaceȱ atȱ thisȱ location,ȱ orȱ anȱ elevationȱ ofȱ aboutȱ 2ȱ feetȱ SFD).ȱ Regardless,ȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ
presenceȱofȱsomeȱshallowȱsaturatedȱsoil,ȱsomeȱdewateringȱmayȱbeȱnecessaryȱtoȱmaintainȱaȱdryȱexcavationȱ
forȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ featuresȱ andȱ thisȱ dewateringȱ couldȱ potentiallyȱ alsoȱ induceȱ someȱ groundȱ
settlement.ȱInȱaddition,ȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱwetȱwellȱforȱrecycledȱwaterȱstorageȱwouldȱrequireȱexcavationȱtoȱ
aȱ depthȱ ofȱ fiveȱ feet.ȱ However,ȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ recommendationsȱ ofȱ theȱ geotechnicalȱ interpretiveȱ
reportȱforȱthisȱsiteȱandȱCal/OSHAȱregulationsȱpertainingȱtoȱtemporaryȱshoringȱinȱTitleȱ8ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱ
Codeȱ ofȱ Regulations,ȱ theȱ excavationȱ wallsȱ forȱ theseȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ supportedȱ byȱ
conventionalȱ shoringȱ methodsȱ suchȱ asȱ soldierȱ pilesȱ andȱ lagging84,ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ preventȱ theȱ excavationȱ
sidewallsȱfromȱbecomingȱunstable.ȱȱ
Further,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱimplementȱaȱmonitoringȱprogramȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱrecommendationsȱofȱ
theȱgeotechnicalȱinterpretiveȱreportȱforȱthisȱsite.85ȱTheȱmonitoringȱprogramȱwouldȱutilizeȱanȱinclinometerȱtoȱ
monitorȱforȱmovementȱatȱtheȱfaceȱofȱtheȱexcavations.ȱTheȱmonitoringȱprogramȱwouldȱalsoȱincludeȱaȱbaselineȱ
surveyȱ andȱ frequentȱ surveyingȱ ofȱ theȱ excavationȱ asȱ constructionȱ progressesȱ toȱ evaluateȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ
constructionȱ andȱ ensureȱ thatȱ theȱ soilȱ andȱ existingȱ excavationȱ wallsȱ doȱ notȱ becomeȱ unstable.ȱ Surroundingȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

83ȱ GeotechnicalȱConsultants,ȱInc.ȱFinalȱGeotechnicalȱInterpretiveȱReport,ȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ(WRWP),ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱ

California.ȱJanuaryȱ2013.ȱ

84ȱ Aȱsoldierȱpileȱandȱlaggingȱsystemȱincludesȱconcreteȱencasedȱbeamsȱplacedȱinȱdrilledȱholesȱthatȱextendȱbelowȱtheȱbottomȱ

ofȱ theȱ excavation.ȱ Timberȱ laggingȱ isȱ placedȱ betweenȱ theȱ beamsȱ toȱ retainȱ soilȱ inȱ theȱ excavationȱ sidewallȱ asȱ excavationȱ
proceeds.ȱ
85ȱ GeotechnicalȱConsultants,ȱInc.ȱFinalȱGeotechnicalȱInterpretiveȱReport,ȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ(WRWP),ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱ
California.ȱJanuaryȱ2013.ȱ
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facilitiesȱandȱstructuresȱwouldȱalsoȱbeȱinspectedȱforȱcracksȱandȱotherȱindicationsȱofȱstressȱpriorȱtoȱexcavationȱ
activities,ȱandȱwouldȱbeȱmonitoredȱforȱpotentialȱmovementsȱduringȱexcavation.ȱ
InȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱnewȱundergroundȱstorageȱreservoirȱwouldȱentailȱexcavationȱtoȱaȱ
depthȱofȱaboutȱ25ȱfeetȱbelowȱgroundȱsurface,ȱwhichȱcouldȱresultȱinȱunstableȱslopesȱandȱalsoȱreduceȱsupportȱ
forȱtheȱexistingȱreservoir.ȱHowever,ȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱrecommendationsȱofȱtheȱgeotechnicalȱreportȱforȱ
thisȱ siteȱ andȱ Cal/OSHAȱ regulationsȱ pertainingȱ toȱ temporaryȱ shoringȱ inȱ Titleȱ 8ȱ ofȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Codeȱ ofȱ
Regulations,ȱ theȱ excavationȱ wouldȱ beȱ appropriatelyȱ shoredȱ usingȱ conventionalȱ shoringȱ methodsȱ suchȱ asȱ
soldierȱpilesȱandȱlagging.86ȱJetȱgroutingȱmayȱalsoȱbeȱused,ȱdependingȱonȱsiteȱconditions.87ȱTheȱwaterȱlevelȱinȱ
theȱexistingȱreservoirȱcouldȱalsoȱbeȱloweredȱtoȱreduceȱstressesȱonȱtheȱreservoir,ȱandȱtheȱexistingȱreservoirȱ
wouldȱalsoȱbeȱunderpinnedȱifȱnecessaryȱtoȱprovideȱadditionalȱsupport.ȱ
Constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ distributionȱ pipelinesȱ wouldȱ requireȱ excavationȱ toȱ shallowerȱ depths,ȱ onȱ theȱ orderȱ ofȱ
6ȱfeetȱ belowȱ groundȱ surface,ȱ whichȱ couldȱ alsoȱ createȱ unstableȱ conditions.ȱ However,ȱ theseȱ excavationsȱ
wouldȱbeȱappropriatelyȱshoredȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱregulatoryȱrequirementsȱofȱtheȱCal/OSHAȱspecifiedȱ
inȱTitleȱ8ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations.ȱ
Implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ recommendationsȱ ofȱ theȱ geotechnicalȱ reportsȱ forȱ theȱ projectȱ andȱ excavationȱ safetyȱ
requirementsȱspecifiedȱinȱTitleȱ8ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations,ȱdiscussedȱabove,ȱwouldȱensureȱthatȱ
excavationȱactivitiesȱunderȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱdoȱnotȱresultȱinȱunstableȱsoilsȱorȱgeologicȱunits.ȱTherefore,ȱ
thisȱimpactȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱGEȬ4:ȱTheȱprojectȱsiteȱwouldȱnotȱsubstantiallyȱchangeȱexistingȱtopographyȱorȱuniqueȱgeologicȱ
featuresȱofȱtheȱsite.ȱ(NoȱImpact)ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ areaȱ hasȱ noȱ uniqueȱ topographic,ȱ geologic,ȱ orȱ physicalȱ features.ȱ Neitherȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCP,ȱ undergroundȱ storageȱ reservoirȱ atȱ theȱ Centralȱ
Reservoirȱ site,ȱ norȱ theȱ buriedȱ distributionȱ pipelinesȱ wouldȱ substantiallyȱ alterȱ theȱ topographyȱ ofȱ theȱ area.ȱ
Followingȱmajorȱexcavationȱandȱtrenchingȱactivities,ȱtheȱsiteȱwouldȱbeȱreturnedȱtoȱexistingȱgrade.ȱTherefore,ȱ
thereȱisȱnoȱimpactȱrelatedȱtoȱexistingȱtopography.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱCȬGE:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱaȱsignificantȱcumulativeȱimpactȱrelatedȱtoȱgeologicȱ
hazards.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Althoughȱ theȱ entireȱ Bayȱ Areaȱ isȱ locatedȱ withinȱ aȱ seismicallyȱ activeȱ regionȱ withȱ aȱ highȱ riskȱ ofȱ seismicȱ
hazardsȱ andȱ aȱ wideȱ varietyȱ ofȱ geologicȱ conditions,ȱ theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ ofȱ potentialȱ geologyȱ andȱ soilsȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

86ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱDepartmentȱofȱPublicȱWorks,ȱInfrastructureȱDesignȱandȱConstruction.ȱGeotechnicalȱReport,ȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱExpansionȱProject,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCalifornia.ȱAprilȱ22,ȱ2013.ȱ

87ȱ JetȱgroutingȱinvolvesȱmechanicallyȱmixingȱtheȱinȬplaceȱsoilȱwithȱgroutȱtoȱprovideȱsupportȱforȱtheȱexcavationȱsidewalls.ȱ
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impactsȱisȱrestrictedȱtoȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱandȱimmediateȱvicinityȱbecauseȱrelatedȱrisksȱareȱrelativelyȱlocalizedȱ
orȱevenȱsiteȬspecific.ȱ
Whileȱ theȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Drainageȱ Basinȱ Improvementȱ Projectȱ andȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Groundwaterȱ Supplyȱ
ProjectȱwouldȱincludeȱconstructionȱofȱseveralȱfeaturesȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱLakeȱMerced,ȱnoneȱwouldȱbeȱonȱtheȱ
Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ propertyȱ whereȱ theȱ newȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ andȱ relatedȱ featuresȱ wouldȱ beȱ
constructedȱunderȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱProjectȱwouldȱalsoȱincludeȱ
constructionȱ ofȱ featuresȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ includingȱ distributionȱ pipelinesȱ alongȱ theȱ sameȱ sectionȱ ofȱ
MiddleȱDriveȱWestȱandȱaȱnewȱwellȱfacilityȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite.ȱHowever,ȱasȱdiscussedȱinȱImpactȱ
GEȬ3,ȱ implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ recommendationsȱ ofȱ theȱ geotechnicalȱ reportsȱ forȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ andȱ
excavationȱsafetyȱrequirementsȱspecifiedȱinȱTitleȱ8ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulationsȱwouldȱensureȱthatȱ
constructionȱactivitiesȱunderȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱdoȱnotȱresultȱinȱunstableȱsoilsȱorȱgeologicȱunitsȱandȱtheȱ
VistaȱGrandeȱDrainageȱBasinȱImprovementȱProjectȱandȱSanȱFranciscoȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱProjectȱwouldȱ
beȱsubjectȱtoȱtheȱsameȱstandards.ȱTherefore,ȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱunstableȱsoilsȱandȱgeologicȱunitsȱ
wouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Withȱ regardȱ toȱ seismicȱ hazards,ȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ couldȱ beȱ subjectedȱ toȱ veryȱ strongȱ groundshakingȱ andȱ
portionsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱcouldȱexperienceȱliquefactionȱinȱtheȱeventȱofȱanȱearthquakeȱonȱaȱnearbyȱfault.ȱ
Featuresȱ constructedȱ underȱ theȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Drainageȱ Basinȱ Improvementȱ Project,ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
GroundwaterȱSupplyȱProject,ȱandȱotherȱconstructionȱprojectsȱinȱtheȱgeneralȱvicinityȱcouldȱalsoȱbeȱsubjectedȱ
toȱtheseȱhazards.ȱHowever,ȱasȱdiscussedȱinȱImpactȱGEȬ1,ȱallȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcomponentsȱwouldȱbeȱ
designedȱandȱconstructedȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱmostȱcurrentȱbuildingȱcodeȱrequirementsȱandȱengineeringȱ
standardsȱforȱseismicȱsafetyȱwhichȱwouldȱminimizeȱtheȱpotentialȱforȱdamage.ȱFeaturesȱconstructedȱunderȱ
theȱ Vistaȱ Grandeȱ Drainageȱ Basinȱ Improvementȱ Projectȱ andȱ anyȱ otherȱ constructionȱ projectsȱ inȱ theȱ generalȱ
areaȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ sameȱ requirements.ȱ Therefore,ȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ
groundshakingȱandȱliquefactionȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

15.ȱ HYDROLOGYȱANDȱWATERȱQUALITY—ȱ
Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

ȱ

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

ȱ

Less Than
Significant
Impact

ȱ

No
Impact

ȱ

Not
Applicable

ȱ

a)ȱ

Violateȱanyȱwaterȱqualityȱstandardsȱorȱwasteȱdischargeȱ
requirements?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Substantiallyȱdepleteȱgroundwaterȱsuppliesȱorȱinterfereȱ
substantiallyȱwithȱgroundwaterȱrechargeȱsuchȱthatȱthereȱ
wouldȱbeȱaȱnetȱdeficitȱinȱaquiferȱvolumeȱorȱaȱloweringȱofȱ
theȱlocalȱgroundwaterȱtableȱlevelȱ(e.g.,ȱtheȱproductionȱ
rateȱofȱpreȬexistingȱnearbyȱwellsȱwouldȱdropȱtoȱaȱlevelȱ
whichȱwouldȱnotȱsupportȱexistingȱlandȱusesȱorȱplannedȱ
usesȱforȱwhichȱpermitsȱhaveȱbeenȱgranted)?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

c)ȱ

Substantiallyȱalterȱtheȱexistingȱdrainageȱpatternȱofȱtheȱ
siteȱorȱarea,ȱincludingȱthroughȱtheȱalterationȱofȱtheȱ
courseȱofȱaȱstreamȱorȱriver,ȱinȱaȱmannerȱthatȱwouldȱ
resultȱinȱsubstantialȱerosionȱofȱsiltationȱonȬȱorȱoffȬsite?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

d)ȱ

Substantiallyȱalterȱtheȱexistingȱdrainageȱpatternȱofȱtheȱsiteȱ
orȱarea,ȱincludingȱthroughȱtheȱalterationȱofȱtheȱcourseȱofȱaȱ
streamȱorȱriver,ȱorȱsubstantiallyȱincreaseȱtheȱrateȱorȱ
amountȱofȱsurfaceȱrunoffȱinȱaȱmannerȱthatȱwouldȱresultȱinȱ
floodingȱonȬȱorȱoffȬsite?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

e)ȱ

Createȱorȱcontributeȱrunoffȱwaterȱwhichȱwouldȱexceedȱ
theȱcapacityȱofȱexistingȱorȱplannedȱstormwaterȱdrainageȱ
systemsȱorȱprovideȱsubstantialȱadditionalȱsourcesȱofȱ
pollutedȱrunoff?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

f)ȱ

Otherwiseȱsubstantiallyȱdegradeȱwaterȱquality?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

g)ȱ

Placeȱhousingȱwithinȱaȱ100Ȭyearȱfloodȱhazardȱareaȱasȱ
mappedȱonȱaȱfederalȱFloodȱHazardȱBoundaryȱorȱFloodȱ
InsuranceȱRateȱMapȱorȱotherȱauthoritativeȱfloodȱhazardȱ
delineationȱmap?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

h)ȱ

Placeȱwithinȱaȱ100Ȭyearȱfloodȱhazardȱareaȱstructuresȱthatȱ
wouldȱimpedeȱorȱredirectȱfloodȱflows?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

i)ȱ

Exposeȱpeopleȱorȱstructuresȱtoȱaȱsignificantȱriskȱofȱloss,ȱ
injuryȱorȱdeathȱinvolvingȱflooding,ȱincludingȱfloodingȱasȱ
aȱresultȱofȱtheȱfailureȱofȱaȱleveeȱorȱdam?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

j)ȱ

Exposeȱpeopleȱorȱstructuresȱtoȱaȱsignificantȱriskȱofȱloss,ȱ
injuryȱorȱdeathȱinvolvingȱinundationȱbyȱseiche,ȱtsunami,ȱ
orȱmudflow?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
Theȱproposedȱprojectȱdoesȱnotȱincludeȱtheȱconstructionȱofȱhousing.ȱFurther,ȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱisȱnotȱlocatedȱ
withinȱ anȱ areaȱ ofȱ sewerȬrelatedȱ floodingȱ identifiedȱ byȱ theȱ SFPUC;88ȱ withinȱ aȱ Specialȱ Floodȱ Hazardȱ Areaȱ
identifiedȱonȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱInterimȱFloodplainȱMap;89ȱorȱanȱareaȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱinundatedȱwithȱaȱseaȱlevelȱ
riseȱofȱ55ȱinchesȱbyȱ2100ȱbasedȱonȱmappingȱbyȱtheȱPacificȱInstitute.90,91ȱTherefore,ȱTopicsȱ15.(g)ȱandȱ15.(h)ȱ
areȱnotȱapplicable.ȱ

ImpactȱHYȬ1:ȱProjectȱconstructionȱwouldȱnotȱviolateȱwaterȱqualityȱstandardsȱorȱotherwiseȱsubstantiallyȱ
degradeȱwaterȱquality.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Duringȱconstruction,ȱ theȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱresultȱinȱwaterȱqualityȱimpactsȱ asȱaȱresultȱofȱstormwaterȱ
runoffȱfromȱtheȱconstructionȱsiteȱandȱdischargesȱofȱgroundwaterȱtoȱtheȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystem.ȱHowever,ȱ
asȱ discussedȱ below,ȱ bothȱ ofȱ theseȱ impactsȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ thanȱ significantȱ withȱ implementationȱ ofȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱregulatoryȱrequirements.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

88ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department,ȱ Planningȱ Directorȱ Bulletinȱ No.ȱ 4,ȱ Reviewȱ ofȱ Projectȱ Identifiedȱ inȱ Areasȱ Proneȱ toȱ

Flooding,ȱAprilȱ2007.ȱȱ

89ȱ CityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱInterimȱFloodplainȱMap,ȱWest,ȱFinalȱDraftȱJuly,ȱ2008.ȱ
90ȱ PacificȱInstitute,ȱCaliforniaȱFloodȱRisk:ȱSeaȱLevelȱRise,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱSouthȱOEȱWȱQuadrangle,ȱ2009.ȱ
91ȱ PacificȱInstitute,ȱCaliforniaȱFloodȱRisk:ȱSeaȱLevelȱRise,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱNorthȱQuadrangle,ȱ2009.ȱ
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ConstructionȬRelatedȱ Stormwaterȱ Discharges.ȱ Duringȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ project,ȱ waterȱ
qualityȱcouldȱbeȱaffectedȱbyȱerosionȱfromȱgradingȱandȱearthmovingȱoperations,ȱaȱreleaseȱofȱfuelsȱorȱotherȱ
chemicalsȱ usedȱ duringȱ construction,ȱ orȱ aȱ releaseȱ ofȱ materialsȱ generatedȱ duringȱ demolitionȱ andȱ
construction.ȱ Gradingȱ andȱ earthmovingȱ wouldȱ exposeȱ soilȱ duringȱ constructionȱ andȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ
erosion,ȱwithȱexcessȱsedimentsȱcarriedȱinȱstormwaterȱrunoffȱtoȱtheȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystem.ȱStormwaterȱ
runoffȱ fromȱ temporaryȱ onȬsiteȱ useȱ andȱ storageȱ ofȱ vehicles,ȱ fuels,ȱ wastes,ȱ andȱ buildingȱ materialsȱ couldȱ
alsoȱcarryȱpollutantsȱintoȱtheȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystemȱifȱtheseȱmaterialsȱwereȱimproperlyȱhandled.ȱȱ
Theȱ federalȱ Cleanȱ Waterȱ Actȱ prohibitsȱ dischargesȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ fromȱ constructionȱ projectsȱ unlessȱ theȱ
dischargeȱ isȱ inȱ complianceȱ withȱ aȱ Nationalȱ Pollutantȱ Dischargeȱ Eliminationȱ Systemȱ (NPDES)ȱ permit.ȱ
StormwaterȱfromȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱisȱcollectedȱinȱtheȱWestsideȱdrainageȱareaȱofȱtheȱCity’sȱcombinedȱsewerȱ
system.ȱ Constructionȱ stormwaterȱ dischargesȱ toȱ theȱ systemȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ requirementsȱ ofȱ
Articleȱ4.1ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱWorksȱCodeȱ(supplementedȱbyȱSFDPWȱOrderȱNo.ȱ158170),ȱwhichȱ
incorporatesȱandȱimplementsȱtheȱCity’sȱNPDESȱpermitȱforȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱcollectionȱsystemȱasȱ
wellȱasȱtheȱWestsideȱwetȱweatherȱfacilities.ȱThisȱpermitȱalsoȱincorporatesȱtheȱrequirementsȱofȱtheȱfederalȱ
Combinedȱ Sewerȱ Overflowȱ (CSO)ȱ Controlȱ Policy.ȱ Anyȱ stormwaterȱ drainageȱ duringȱ constructionȱ thatȱ
flowsȱtoȱtheȱCity’sȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystemȱwouldȱreceiveȱtreatmentȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱorȱotherȱwetȱ
weatherȱ facilitiesȱ andȱ wouldȱ beȱ dischargedȱ throughȱ anȱ existingȱ outfallȱ orȱ overflowȱ structureȱ inȱ
complianceȱwithȱtheȱCity’sȱexistingȱNPDESȱpermit.ȱ
InȱaccordanceȱwithȱArticleȱ4.1,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱdevelopȱandȱimplementȱanȱerosionȱandȱ
sedimentȱcontrolȱplanȱtoȱreduceȱtheȱimpactȱofȱrunoffȱfromȱaȱconstructionȱsite.ȱTheȱplanȱmustȱincludeȱtheȱ
followingȱ information:ȱ locationȱ andȱ perimeterȱ ofȱ theȱ site;ȱ locationȱ ofȱ nearbyȱ stormȱ drainsȱ and/orȱ catchȱ
basins;ȱexistingȱandȱproposedȱroadwaysȱandȱdrainageȱpatternȱwithinȱtheȱsite;ȱandȱaȱdrawingȱorȱdiagramȱ
ofȱ theȱ sedimentȱ andȱ erosionȱ controlȱ devicesȱ toȱ beȱ usedȱ onȱ site.ȱ Atȱ aȱ minimum,ȱ theȱ planȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ
containȱaȱvisualȱmonitoringȱprogramȱandȱaȱchemicalȱmonitoringȱprogramȱforȱnonvisibleȱpollutantsȱthatȱ
couldȱresultȱfromȱuseȱandȱstorageȱofȱhazardousȱmaterials.ȱTheȱerosionȱandȱsedimentȱcontrolȱplanȱwouldȱ
alsoȱ specifyȱ minimumȱ BMPsȱ relatedȱ toȱ housekeepingȱ (storageȱ ofȱ constructionȱ materials,ȱ wasteȱ
management,ȱ vehicleȱ storageȱ andȱ maintenance,ȱ landscapeȱ materials,ȱ pollutantȱ control);ȱ nonstormwaterȱ
management;ȱerosionȱcontrol;ȱsedimentȱcontrol;ȱandȱrunȬonȱandȱrunoffȱcontrol.ȱ
Inȱtheȱprojectȱconstructionȱcontract,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱrequireȱtheȱconstructionȱcontractorȱtoȱdevelopȱandȱ
implementȱtheȱErosionȱandȱSedimentȱControlȱPlan,ȱwhichȱwouldȱreduceȱsedimentationȱandȱdischargesȱofȱ
pollutantsȱ toȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ system.ȱ Duringȱ construction,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ couldȱ alsoȱ conductȱ routineȱ
inspectionȱofȱallȱBMPsȱtoȱdocumentȱcomplianceȱandȱidentifyȱdeficienciesȱtoȱbeȱcorrected.ȱImplementationȱ
ofȱconstructionȱsiteȱstormwaterȱrequirementsȱdevelopedȱtoȱcomplyȱwithȱArticleȱ4.1ȱofȱtheȱPublicȱWorksȱ
Codeȱwouldȱthereforeȱensureȱthatȱwaterȱqualityȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱstormwaterȱrunoffȱduringȱconstructionȱ
wouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
ConstructionȬRelatedȱGroundwaterȱDewatering.ȱAsȱnotedȱinȱTopicȱ14,ȱ“GeologyȱandȱSoils,”ȱexcavationȱ
forȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ wouldȱ extendȱ toȱ aȱ depthȱ ofȱ aboutȱ 32ȱ feetȱ
belowȱ groundsȱ surface,ȱ orȱ toȱ anȱ elevationȱ ofȱ aboutȱ 8ȱ feetȱ SFD.ȱ Thisȱ excavationȱ wouldȱ beȱ aboveȱ theȱ
groundwaterȱ tableȱ (generallyȱ encounteredȱ atȱ aȱ depthȱ ofȱ aboutȱ 40ȱ feetȱ belowȱ groundȱ surfaceȱ atȱ thisȱ
location,ȱ orȱ anȱ elevationȱ ofȱ aboutȱ 2ȱ feetȱ SFD).ȱ Regardless,ȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ presenceȱ ofȱ someȱ shallowȱ
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saturatedȱsoil,ȱsomeȱlimitedȱdewateringȱmayȱbeȱnecessaryȱtoȱmaintainȱaȱdryȱexcavationȱforȱconstructionȱ
ofȱ theȱ newȱ features.ȱ Ifȱ theȱ groundwaterȱ producedȱ duringȱ dewateringȱ containedȱ contaminantsȱ orȱ
excessiveȱ sediment,ȱ dischargeȱ ofȱ theȱ groundwaterȱ intoȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ systemȱ couldȱ potentiallyȱ
degradeȱwaterȱquality.ȱ
Groundwaterȱ producedȱ duringȱ constructionȬrelatedȱ dewateringȱ wouldȱ beȱ dischargedȱ toȱ theȱ City’sȱ
combinedȱ sewerȱ systemȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ aȱ permitȱ issuedȱ byȱ theȱ Wastewaterȱ Enterpriseȱ Collectionȱ
Systemȱ Divisionȱ ofȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ Articleȱ 4.1ȱ ofȱ theȱ SanȱFranciscoȱ Publicȱ Worksȱ Code,ȱ asȱ
supplementedȱ byȱ Orderȱ No.ȱ158170,ȱ whichȱ regulatesȱ theȱ quantityȱ andȱ qualityȱ ofȱ dischargesȱ toȱ theȱ
combinedȱ sewerȱ system.ȱ Thisȱ permitȱ wouldȱ containȱ appropriateȱ dischargeȱ standardsȱ andȱ mayȱ requireȱ
installationȱofȱmetersȱtoȱmeasureȱtheȱvolumeȱofȱtheȱdischarge.ȱȱ
AsȱdiscussedȱinȱTopicȱ16,ȱ“HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterials,”ȱaȱgroundwaterȱsampleȱcollectedȱduringȱ
theȱ2012ȱenvironmentalȱinvestigationȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱdidȱnotȱcontainȱdetectableȱlevelsȱofȱoilȱandȱ
grease,ȱ sulfides,ȱ orȱ volatileȱ organicȱ compounds.ȱ Theȱ detectedȱ metalsȱ concentrationsȱ wereȱ lessȱ thanȱ theȱ
dischargeȱlimitationsȱspecifiedȱinȱArticleȱ4.1ȱorȱOrderȱNo.ȱ158170.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱpHȱofȱtheȱgroundwaterȱ
wasȱ6.85ȱwhichȱisȱwithinȱtheȱacceptableȱrangeȱofȱ6.0ȱtoȱ9.5.ȱTheseȱresultsȱindicateȱthatȱnoȱtreatmentȱwouldȱ
beȱnecessaryȱforȱchemicalȱconstituentsȱpriorȱtoȱdischarge,ȱalthoughȱthisȱdeterminationȱwouldȱbeȱmadeȱatȱ
theȱtimeȱofȱdischargeȱandȱtreatmentȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱasȱnecessaryȱtoȱmeetȱdischargeȱlimitations.ȱWhileȱtheȱ
dischargeȱ couldȱ containȱ sediments,ȱ theȱ groundwaterȱ wouldȱ beȱ treatedȱ asȱ necessaryȱ toȱ meetȱ permitȱ
requirementsȱpriorȱtoȱdischarge.ȱȱ
Withȱdischargeȱtoȱtheȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystemȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱregulatoryȱrequirements,ȱtheȱqualityȱofȱ
theȱdischargesȱwouldȱbeȱwithinȱtheȱdischargeȱlimitationsȱestablishedȱforȱtheȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystemȱandȱ
waterȱ qualityȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ aȱ violationȱ ofȱ waterȱ qualityȱ standardsȱ orȱ degradationȱ ofȱ waterȱ qualityȱ
dueȱtoȱdischargeȱofȱgroundwaterȱduringȱconstructionȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Becauseȱ theȱ excavationȱ depthȱ wouldȱ beȱ aboveȱ theȱ waterȱ tableȱ andȱ becauseȱ theȱ temporaryȱ soilȬcementȱ
wallȱ thatȱ wouldȱsupportȱ theȱ oneȱ wallȱofȱ theȱRecycledȱ Waterȱ Treatmentȱ Plantȱexcavationȱ wouldȱfurtherȱ
reduceȱ flowsȱ intoȱ theȱ excavation,ȱ limitedȱ dewateringȱ underȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ affectȱ
groundwaterȱ flowsȱ inȱ theȱ underlyingȱ aquifer.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ dewateringȱ wouldȱ notȱ induceȱ seawaterȱ
intrusionȱfromȱtheȱPacificȱOceanȱorȱaffectȱtheȱmigrationȱofȱtheȱgroundwaterȱplumeȱatȱtheȱJanetȱPomeroyȱ
RecreationȱandȱRehabilitationȱCenterȱlocatedȱapproximatelyȱ1,000ȱfeetȱfromȱtheȱproposedȱnewȱRecycledȱ
WaterȱTreatmentȱPlant,ȱasȱdiscussedȱinȱSectionȱE.16,ȱHazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterials.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
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ImpactȱHYȬ2:ȱProjectȱoperationȱcouldȱviolateȱwaterȱqualityȱstandards,ȱbutȱwouldȱnotȱcontributeȱrunoffȱ
waterȱwhichȱwouldȱexceedȱtheȱcapacityȱofȱexistingȱorȱplannedȱstormwaterȱdrainageȱsystems,ȱprovideȱ
substantialȱ additionalȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ pollutedȱ runoff,ȱ orȱ otherwiseȱ substantiallyȱ degradeȱ waterȱ quality.ȱ
(PotentiallyȱSignificantȱwithȱ respectȱtoȱ changesȱ inȱ effluentȱ waterȱ quality;ȱLessȱ thanȱ Significantȱ withȱ
respectȱ toȱ stormwaterȱ discharges,ȱ contributionsȱ toȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ overflows,ȱ andȱ production,ȱ
distribution,ȱandȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwater)ȱ
TheȱprojectȱareaȱisȱlocatedȱinȱanȱareaȱservedȱbyȱtheȱWestsideȱdrainageȱareaȱofȱtheȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystem.ȱ
Withoutȱ implementationȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ controls,ȱ constructionȱ andȱ replacementȱ ofȱ imperviousȱ surfacesȱ atȱ
theȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱoverȱtheȱundergroundȱstorageȱreservoirȱatȱ
theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ siteȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ theȱ rateȱ orȱ volumeȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ flowsȱ toȱ theȱ combinedȱ
sewerȱ systemȱ couldȱ changeȱ onceȱ theȱ projectȱ isȱ constructed.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ chemicalsȱ atȱ theȱ newȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱcouldȱprovideȱadditionalȱsourcesȱofȱpollutedȱrunoff.ȱChangesȱinȱdischargesȱ
toȱ theȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystemȱcouldȱalsoȱaffectȱtheȱfrequencyȱorȱ durationȱofȱcombinedȱsewerȱdischarges.ȱ
Productionȱandȱdistributionȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱcouldȱalsoȱresultȱinȱwaterȱqualityȱimpacts.ȱHowever,ȱeachȱofȱ
theseȱ impactsȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ thanȱ significantȱ withȱ implementationȱ ofȱ regulatoryȱ requirementsȱ asȱ discussedȱ
below.ȱ
AsȱdescribedȱinȱtheȱProjectȱDescription,ȱconcentratedȱbrineȱsolutionȱfromȱtheȱreverseȱosmosisȱsystemȱusedȱ
atȱ theȱ newȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plantȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ wouldȱ beȱ conveyedȱ toȱ theȱ oceanȱ forȱ disposalȱ
throughȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱSouthwestȱOceanȱOutfall.ȱDependingȱonȱtheȱqualityȱofȱthisȱsolution,ȱadditionȱ
toȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱeffluentȱcouldȱpotentiallyȱresultȱinȱanȱexceedanceȱofȱeffluentȱlimitationsȱestablishedȱ
inȱ theȱ NPDESȱ permitȱ forȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCP,ȱ Southwestȱ Oceanȱ Outfall,ȱ andȱ Westsideȱ Wetȱ Weatherȱ
Facilities,ȱaȱpotentiallyȱsignificantȱimpact.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱisȱcurrentlyȱconductingȱstudiesȱregardingȱtheȱ
effluentȱ qualityȱ andȱ NPDESȱ permitȱ limitations.ȱ Accordingly,ȱ thisȱ impactȱ willȱ beȱ furtherȱ analyzedȱ andȱ
includedȱinȱtheȱEIRȱtoȱdetermineȱifȱtheȱimpactȱwouldȱbeȱsignificant.ȱ

Storm Drainage System Capacity and Additional Sources of Polluted Runoff
Constructionȱofȱtheȱnewȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱincludeȱtheȱconstructionȱofȱapproximatelyȱ
5,000ȱ squareȱ feetȱ ofȱ newȱ imperviousȱ surfacesȱ inȱ anȱ areaȱ thatȱ isȱ currentlyȱ landscaped,ȱ andȱ replacementȱ ofȱ
approximatelyȱ9,500ȱsquareȱfeetȱofȱexistingȱimperviousȱsurfacesȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱConstructionȱofȱtheȱ
undergroundȱstorageȱreservoirȱandȱnewȱpumpȱstationȱwouldȱentailȱtheȱreplacementȱofȱexistingȱimperviousȱ
surfacesȱ atȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ siteȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park.ȱ Theseȱ changesȱ inȱ imperviousȱ surfacesȱ couldȱ
resultȱ inȱ aȱ smallȱ incrementalȱ changeȱ inȱ theȱ rateȱ orȱ volumeȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ runoffȱ toȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ
system.ȱ However,ȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ Stormwaterȱ Ordinanceȱ (Articleȱ 4.2ȱ ofȱ theȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱWorksȱCode)ȱandȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱStormwaterȱDesignȱGuidelines,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱ
beȱrequiredȱtoȱimplementȱstormwaterȱbestȱmanagementȱpracticesȱthatȱresultȱinȱaȱ25ȱpercentȱdecreaseȱinȱtheȱ
peakȱ rateȱ andȱ totalȱ volumeȱ ofȱ stormȱ waterȱ runoffȱ fromȱ theȱ twoȬyearȱ 24Ȭhourȱ designȱ stormȱ (comparedȱ toȱ
existingȱconditions)ȱusingȱlowȬimpactȱdesignȱ(LID)ȱtechniques.ȱThisȱrequirementȱappliesȱtoȱsitesȱservedȱbyȱ
theȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystemȱthatȱcurrentlyȱhaveȱmoreȱthanȱ50ȱpercentȱimperviousȱsurfacesȱandȱisȱequivalentȱ
toȱLEEDȱSustainableȱSitesȱCreditȱ6.1ȱ(StormwaterȱDesign:ȱQuantityȱControl).ȱToȱachieveȱthisȱstandard,ȱtheȱ
newȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱwithȱaȱgreenȱroofȱwhichȱwouldȱdetainȱsomeȱofȱ
theȱ stormwater,ȱ therebyȱ reducingȱ theȱ rateȱ andȱ volumeȱ ofȱ runoff.ȱ Theȱ designȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ undergroundȱ
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storageȱreservoirȱandȱpumpȱstationȱwouldȱsimilarlyȱincludeȱBMPsȱsuchȱasȱstormwaterȱinfiltrationȱtoȱensureȱ
thatȱtheȱrunoffȱflowȱrateȱandȱvolumeȱofȱstormwaterȱdischargesȱareȱreducedȱbyȱ25ȱpercent.ȱȱ
ComplianceȱwithȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱStormwaterȱDesignȱGuidelinesȱcouldȱrequireȱthatȱtheȱSFPUCȱprepareȱaȱ
stormwaterȱcontrolȱplanȱforȱtheseȱfacilitiesȱdescribingȱtheȱBMPsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱimplementedȱandȱaȱplanȱforȱ
postȬconstructionȱoperationȱandȱmaintenanceȱofȱtheȱBMPs.ȱIfȱrequired,ȱtheȱplanȱcouldȱincludeȱtheȱfollowingȱ
elements:ȱ
x

Siteȱcharacterizationȱ

x

Designȱandȱdevelopmentȱgoalsȱ

x

Siteȱplanȱ

x

Siteȱdesignȱ

x

Sourceȱcontrolsȱtoȱpreventȱpollutantȱgenerationȱandȱdischargeȱbyȱcontrollingȱpollutionȱatȱitsȱ
sourceȱ

x

TreatmentȱcontrolȱBMPsȱtoȱremoveȱpollutantsȱfromȱtheȱstormwaterȱrunoffȱ

x

Comparisonȱofȱdesignȱtoȱestablishedȱgoalsȱ

x

Operationsȱandȱmaintenanceȱplanȱ

Theȱoperationsȱandȱmaintenanceȱplan,ȱpreparedȱasȱpartȱofȱtheȱstormwaterȱcontrolȱplan,ȱwouldȱidentifyȱtheȱ
individual(s)ȱwithȱoperationalȱresponsibilityȱforȱtheȱfacility,ȱapplicableȱmaintenanceȱrequirementsȱforȱeachȱ
stormwaterȱcontrol,ȱdetailedȱrequirementsȱforȱeachȱBMP,ȱandȱrequiredȱmaintenanceȱofȱfacilities.ȱ
Theȱstormwaterȱcontrolȱplanȱmustȱbeȱreviewedȱandȱstampedȱbyȱaȱlicensedȱlandscapeȱarchitect,ȱarchitect,ȱorȱ
engineer.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ Wastewaterȱ Enterpriseȱ wouldȱ reviewȱ theȱ plan,ȱ certifyȱ complianceȱ withȱ theȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱStormwaterȱDesignȱGuidelines,ȱandȱinspectȱstormwaterȱBMPsȱonceȱtheyȱareȱconstructed.ȱAnyȱ
issuesȱnotedȱbyȱtheȱinspectionȱwouldȱbeȱcorrected.ȱInȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱStormwaterȱDesignȱ
Guidelines,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱalsoȱcompleteȱanȱannualȱselfȬcertificationȱinspectionȱandȱcompileȱcompletedȱ
checklistsȱandȱmaintenanceȱlogsȱforȱtheȱyear.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱinspectȱallȱstormwaterȱBMPsȱ
everyȱthirdȱyear,ȱandȱanyȱissuesȱidentifiedȱbyȱtheȱinspectionȱwouldȱbeȱresolved.ȱ
Regardingȱ stormwaterȱ pollutants,ȱ allȱ chemicalsȱ forȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ processȱ wouldȱ beȱ storedȱ
indoorsȱinȱtheȱexistingȱChemicalȱRoomȱ510ȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱTheȱchemicalȱareasȱwouldȱbeȱseparatedȱ
byȱchemicalȱtypeȱ(acidȱorȱbase)ȱandȱtypeȱofȱhazardȱandȱeachȱchemicalȱwouldȱhaveȱaȱdedicatedȱcontainmentȱ
area.ȱTherefore,ȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱpotentialȱforȱstormwaterȱcontactȱwithȱstoredȱchemicals.ȱȱ
Implementationȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ controlsȱ inȱ complianceȱ withȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Stormwaterȱ Designȱ
Guidelinesȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ theȱ rateȱ andȱ volumeȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ flowsȱ toȱ theȱ sewerȱ systemȱ afterȱ projectȱ
implementationȱwouldȱbeȱ reducedȱbyȱ25ȱpercentȱrelativeȱ toȱexistingȱconditionsȱ andȱtheȱindoorȱstorageȱofȱ
waterȱ treatmentȱ chemicalsȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ provideȱ anȱ additionalȱ sourceȱ ofȱ
stormwaterȱ pollutants.ȱ Therefore,ȱ runoffȱ fromȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ exceedȱ theȱ capacityȱ ofȱ theȱ existingȱ
stormȱsewerȱsystemȱandȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱadditionalȱsourcesȱofȱpollutedȱrunoff,ȱandȱthisȱimpactȱwouldȱbeȱ
lessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
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Combined Sewer Discharges
Duringȱwetȱweatherȱ(typicallyȱmidȬOctoberȱtoȱtheȱendȱofȱApril),ȱthereȱisȱaȱwideȱvariationȱinȱtheȱvolumeȱofȱ
wetȬweatherȱflowsȱtoȱtheȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystemȱresultingȱfromȱtheȱadditionȱofȱstormwaterȱdischarges.ȱTheȱ
variationȱ isȱ directlyȱ relatedȱ toȱ rainfallȱ intensity,ȱ andȱ theȱ treatmentȱ ofȱ wetȬweatherȱ flowsȱ dependsȱ onȱ theȱ
characteristicsȱofȱtheȱindividualȱrainstorm.ȱWetȱweatherȱflowsȱinȱexcessȱofȱ175ȱmgdȱ(aboutȱ13ȱpercentȱofȱtheȱ
totalȱ wetȬweatherȱ flows)ȱ areȱ dischargedȱ atȱ theȱ shorelineȱ throughȱ oneȱ ofȱ sevenȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ dischargeȱ
structuresȱlocatedȱalongȱtheȱcoast.ȱTheseȱdischargeȱfacilitiesȱareȱconstructedȱtoȱcaptureȱflowsȱforȱaȱlongȬtermȱ
averageȱofȱeightȱdischargesȱperȱyear,ȱandȱallȱcombinedȱflowsȱareȱcapturedȱandȱtreatedȱtoȱaȱminimumȱofȱtheȱ
equivalentȱofȱprimaryȱtreatment.ȱ
Anȱ increaseȱ inȱ theȱ combinedȱ projectȬrelatedȱ flowsȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ andȱ wastewaterȱ toȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ
systemȱcouldȱaffectȱcomplianceȱwithȱtheȱNPDESȱpermitȱforȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP,ȱSouthwestȱOceanȱOutfall,ȱ
andȱ Westsideȱ Wetȱ Weatherȱ Facilitiesȱ ifȱ theseȱ additionalȱ flowsȱ resultedȱ inȱ anȱ increaseȱ inȱ theȱ frequencyȱ orȱ
durationȱofȱcombinedȱsewerȱdischargesȱalongȱtheȱPacificȱOceanȱcoast.ȱBeneficialȱusesȱofȱtheȱPacificȱOceanȱ
couldȱ alsoȱ potentiallyȱ beȱ affected.ȱ However,ȱ asȱ discussedȱ above,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ
implementȱ stormwaterȱ controlsȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Stormwaterȱ Designȱ Guidelinesȱ toȱ
ensureȱ thatȱ theȱ stormwaterȱ runoffȱ flowȱ rateȱ andȱ volumeȱ areȱ reducedȱ byȱ 25ȱ percentȱ relativeȱ toȱ existingȱ
conditions.ȱFurther,ȱthereȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱaȱsubstantialȱincreaseȱinȱwastewaterȱflowsȱthatȱcouldȱcontributeȱtoȱ
combinedȱsewerȱdischargesȱbecauseȱtheȱonlyȱincreaseȱinȱsewageȱwouldȱresultȱfromȱ4ȱnewȱemployeesȱatȱtheȱ
treatmentȱplantȱandȱnoneȱofȱtheȱotherȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱgenerateȱwastewaterȱflowsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱdischargedȱ
toȱtheȱcombinedȱsewer.ȱTherefore,ȱbecauseȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱincreaseȱlongȬtermȱflowsȱtoȱtheȱcombinedȱ
sewerȱsystemȱfromȱeitherȱstormwaterȱrunoffȱorȱsanitaryȱsewage,ȱwaterȱqualityȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱanȱincreaseȱ
inȱtheȱfrequencyȱorȱdurationȱofȱcombinedȱsewerȱdischargesȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ

Production, Distribution, and Use of Recycled Water
StateȱRegulatoryȱFrameworkȱforȱtheȱProductionȱandȱUseȱofȱRecycledȱWater.ȱTheȱCaliforniaȱWaterȱCode,ȱ
Sectionȱ 26ȱ definesȱ recycledȱ waterȱ asȱ “waterȱ which,ȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ treatmentȱ ofȱ municipalȱ wastewater,ȱ isȱ
suitableȱ forȱ aȱ directȱ beneficialȱ useȱ orȱ aȱ controlledȱ useȱ thatȱ wouldȱ notȱ otherwiseȱ occurȱ andȱ isȱ thereforeȱ
consideredȱ aȱ valuableȱ resource.”ȱ “Recycledȱ water”ȱ andȱ “reclaimedȱ water”ȱ haveȱ theȱ sameȱ meaning.ȱ
ProductionȱandȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱinȱCaliforniaȱisȱwellȱregulatedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱPublicȱ
Healthȱ(CDPH),ȱSWRCB,ȱandȱRWQCBsȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱfollowingȱCaliforniaȱlawsȱandȱregulations:ȱ
x

CaliforniaȱHealthȱandȱSafetyȱCodeȱ(Divisionȱ104;ȱPartȱ12)ȱ

x

CaliforniaȱWaterȱCodeȱ(Divisionȱ7;ȱChaptersȱ2,ȱ6,ȱ7,ȱandȱ22)ȱ

x

CaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations,ȱTitleȱ22ȱ(Divisionȱ4;ȱChaptersȱ1,ȱ2,ȱandȱ3)ȱ

x

CaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations,ȱTitleȱ17ȱ(Divisionȱ1;ȱChapterȱ5)ȱ

Inȱ Februaryȱ 2009,ȱ theȱ SWRCBȱ approvedȱ Resolutionȱ No.ȱ 2009Ȭ0011ȱ thatȱ formallyȱ adoptedȱ theȱ Californiaȱ
RecycledȱWaterȱPolicy.ȱInȱJanuary,ȱ23,ȱ2013,ȱtheȱSWRCBȱapprovedȱResolutionȱNo.ȱ2013Ȭ0003ȱthatȱformallyȱ
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adoptedȱanȱamendmentȱtoȱtheȱpolicyȱthatȱaddressesȱconstituentsȱofȱemergingȱconcern92ȱforȱprojectsȱthatȱuseȱ
recycledȱwaterȱforȱgroundwaterȱrecharge.ȱTheȱpolicyȱmandatesȱaȱ200,000ȱacreȬfootȱperȱyearȱ(afy)ȱincreaseȱinȱ
theȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱinȱCaliforniaȱbyȱ2020,ȱandȱanȱadditionalȱ300,000ȱafyȱbyȱ2030.ȱToȱmeetȱthisȱgoal,ȱtheȱ
policyȱencouragesȱlocalȱagenciesȱtoȱemphasizeȱwaterȱrecyclingȱbecauseȱthisȱwaterȱsupplyȱisȱdroughtȬproof,ȱ
reliable,ȱandȱcanȱbeȱsustainedȱoverȱtheȱlongȬterm.ȱ
Toȱimplementȱaȱrecycledȱwaterȱproject,ȱtheȱproducerȱorȱdistributorȱmustȱprepareȱanȱengineeringȱreportȱinȱ
complianceȱ withȱ Sectionȱ 60323ȱ ofȱ Titleȱ 22ȱ ofȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Codeȱ ofȱ Regulationsȱ (aȱ Titleȱ 22ȱ Engineeringȱ
Report).ȱ Theȱ reportȱ mustȱ clearlyȱ demonstrateȱ howȱ theȱ projectȱ willȱ complyȱ withȱ waterȱ recyclingȱ criteriaȱ
containedȱ inȱ Sectionsȱ 60301ȱ throughȱ 60355ȱ ofȱ Titleȱ 22,ȱ andȱ mustȱ beȱ preparedȱ byȱ aȱ properlyȱ qualifiedȱ
engineer.ȱWhileȱtheȱcontentȱofȱtheȱreportȱdependsȱonȱtheȱcomplexityȱofȱtheȱproject,ȱtheȱreportȱmustȱcontainȱ
sufficientȱ informationȱ toȱ assureȱ theȱ regulatoryȱ agenciesȱ thatȱ theȱ degreeȱ andȱ reliabilityȱ ofȱ treatmentȱ areȱ
commensurateȱwithȱtheȱrequirementsȱforȱtheȱproposedȱuse,ȱandȱthatȱtheȱdistributionȱandȱuseȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱ
waterȱwillȱnotȱcreateȱaȱhealthȱhazardȱorȱnuisance.ȱTheȱreportȱisȱsubjectȱtoȱtheȱreviewȱandȱapprovalȱofȱtheȱ
RWQCBȱandȱCDPH,ȱandȱanyȱconditionsȱofȱapprovalȱspecifiedȱbyȱtheseȱagenciesȱmustȱbeȱaddressed.ȱ
TheȱSWRCBȱadoptedȱOrderȱNo.ȱ2014Ȭ0090ȬDWQ,ȱGeneralȱDischargeȱRequirementsȱforȱRecycledȱWaterȱUse,ȱ
onȱJuneȱ3,ȱ2014.ȱThisȱorderȱspecifiesȱrequirementsȱforȱallȱusesȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱauthorizedȱbyȱTitleȱ22ȱofȱtheȱ
CaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations,ȱexceptȱforȱgroundwaterȱrecharge.ȱTheȱorderȱacknowledgesȱthatȱtheȱuseȱofȱ
recycledȱwaterȱforȱirrigationȱpurposesȱhasȱtheȱpotentialȱtoȱincreaseȱnutrientsȱinȱsurfaceȱandȱgroundwater.ȱToȱ
addressȱ this,ȱ theȱ orderȱ requiresȱ thatȱ recycledȱ waterȱ usedȱ forȱ irrigationȱ purposesȱ isȱ appliedȱ atȱ agronomicȱ
rates93ȱandȱprohibitsȱtheȱapplicationȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱwhenȱsoilsȱareȱsaturated.ȱOtherȱprohibitionsȱrequireȱ
thatȱrecycledȱwaterȱisȱnotȱallowedȱtoȱescapeȱfromȱtheȱareaȱofȱapplicationȱasȱsurfaceȱwaterȱflow.ȱInȱaddition,ȱ
runoffȱorȱsprayȱmayȱnotȱenterȱaȱdwellingȱorȱfoodȱhandlingȱfacility,ȱandȱmayȱnotȱcontactȱanyȱdrinkingȱwaterȱ
fountain.ȱȱ
Duringȱoperation,ȱtheȱadministratorȱofȱtheȱGeneralȱDischargeȱRequirementsȱforȱRecycledȱWaterȱUseȱ94ȱmustȱ
implementȱ aȱ monitoringȱ andȱ reportingȱ programȱ toȱ documentȱ complianceȱ withȱ theȱ waterȱ qualityȱ
requirementsȱandȱprohibitionsȱofȱtheȱorder.ȱAllȱmonitoringȱandȱinspectionȱresultsȱmustȱbeȱsubmittedȱtoȱtheȱ
RWQCBȱannuallyȱalongȱwithȱaȱlistȱofȱnewȱauthorizedȱrecycledȱwaterȱusersȱandȱaȱcomprehensiveȱdiscussionȱ
ofȱtheȱprogressȱandȱresultsȱofȱtheȱwaterȱrecyclingȱprogram.ȱ
ȱ

ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

92ȱ Constituentsȱofȱemergingȱconcernȱ(CECs)ȱincludeȱchemicalsȱsuchȱasȱendocrineȱdisrupters,ȱpersonalȱcareȱproducts,ȱandȱ

93ȱ
94ȱ

pharmaceuticalsȱthatȱareȱnotȱremovedȱduringȱtheȱwastewaterȱtreatmentȱprocess.ȱTheȱSWRCBȱdoesȱnotȱcurrentlyȱrequireȱ
monitoringȱ forȱ CECsȱ inȱ recycledȱ waterȱ usedȱ forȱ irrigationȱ purposes.ȱ However,ȱ theȱ agencyȱ hasȱ establishedȱ aȱ CECȱ
advisoryȱpanelȱtoȱprovideȱrecommendationsȱregardingȱmonitoringȱandȱtheȱRecycledȱWaterȱPolicyȱandȱsubsequently,ȱtheȱ
generalȱpermitȱmayȱbeȱrevisedȱatȱaȱlaterȱdateȱtoȱaddressȱtheȱrecommendationsȱofȱtheȱpanel,ȱifȱnecessary.ȱ
Theȱtermȱ“agronomicȱrate”ȱrefersȱtoȱaȱspecificȱrateȱofȱirrigationȱthatȱprovidesȱtheȱpreciseȱamountȱofȱwaterȱandȱnutrientȱ
loadingȱforȱtheȱcropȱbeingȱirrigatedȱthatȱensuresȱthatȱnoȱexcessȱwaterȱorȱnutrientȱwouldȱpercolateȱbeyondȱtheȱrootȱzone.ȱȱ
Theȱadministratorȱofȱtheȱpermitȱmayȱbeȱtheȱproducerȱorȱdistributorȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwater,ȱorȱanotherȱlegalȱentity.ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

92

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

TheȱadministratorȱofȱtheȱGeneralȱDischargeȱRequirementsȱforȱRecycledȱWaterȱUseȱmustȱestablishȱrulesȱorȱ
regulationsȱforȱrecycledȱwaterȱuseȱfacilitiesȱandȱissueȱaȱpermitȱtoȱusersȱtoȱensureȱtheȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱinȱ
complianceȱwithȱapplicableȱregulatoryȱrequirements.ȱTheȱadministratorȱmustȱalsoȱsubmitȱdocumentationȱtoȱ
theȱCDPHȱregardingȱtheȱproperȱinstallationȱandȱmaintenanceȱofȱbackflowȱpreventionȱdevicesȱmandatedȱbyȱ
Titleȱ 22,ȱ andȱ theȱ absenceȱ ofȱ crossȱ connectionsȱ atȱ facilitiesȱ thatȱ willȱ useȱ recycledȱ water.ȱ Theȱ producerȱ ofȱ
recycledȱwaterȱmustȱcommunicateȱtheȱnutrientȱlevelȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱusersȱofȱtheȱwater.ȱInȱaddition,ȱ
theȱ administratorȱ mustȱ conductȱ periodicȱ inspectionsȱ ofȱ theȱ user’sȱ facilitiesȱ toȱ determineȱ complianceȱ withȱ
applicableȱrequirements.ȱAnyȱidentifiedȱdeficienciesȱmustȱbeȱremedied,ȱorȱtheȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱatȱtheȱ
facilityȱmayȱbeȱterminated.ȱ
ToȱobtainȱcoverageȱunderȱtheȱGeneralȱDischargeȱRequirementsȱforȱRecycledȱWaterȱUse,ȱtheȱapplicantȱmustȱ
submitȱ aȱ NOIȱ toȱ theȱ RWQCBȱ thatȱ includesȱ theȱ administrator’sȱ programȱ forȱ complianceȱ withȱ applicableȱ
regulatoryȱ requirementsȱ forȱ theȱ production,ȱ distribution,ȱ andȱ useȱ ofȱ recycledȱ water.ȱ Theȱ orderȱ becomesȱ
effectiveȱ whenȱ theȱ RWQCBȱ issuesȱ aȱ Noticeȱ ofȱ Applicabilityȱ (NOA).ȱ Asȱ partȱ ofȱ thisȱ process,ȱ theȱ RWQCBȱ
coordinatesȱ withȱ theȱ CDPHȱ regardingȱ approvalȱ ofȱ theȱ Titleȱ 22ȱ Engineeringȱ Reportȱ andȱ theȱ NOIȱ isȱ notȱ
consideredȱcompleteȱuntilȱtheȱengineeringȱreportȱisȱapproved.ȱOnceȱtheȱNOAȱisȱissuedȱandȱtheȱelementsȱofȱ
theȱwaterȱrecyclingȱprogramȱareȱinȱplace,ȱtheȱadministratorȱmayȱauthorizeȱspecificȱwaterȱrecyclingȱprojectsȱ
onȱaȱcaseȱbyȱcaseȱbasis.ȱ
Theȱorderȱalsoȱcallsȱonȱlocalȱwaterȱandȱwastewaterȱentitiesȱtoȱworkȱwithȱotherȱstakeholdersȱwhoȱcontributeȱ
saltsȱ andȱ nutrientsȱ toȱ aȱ groundwaterȱ basinȱ toȱ fundȱ andȱ developȱ aȱ saltȱ andȱ nutrientȱ plan.ȱ Theȱ planȱ mustȱ
comprehensivelyȱ addressȱ allȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ saltsȱ andȱ nutrientsȱ toȱ insureȱ thatȱ theȱ overallȱ impactȱ ofȱ permittedȱ
waterȱrecyclingȱdoesȱnotȱdegradeȱgroundwaterȱresources.ȱTheȱrequirementȱforȱthisȱplanȱwouldȱbeȱinvokedȱ
byȱ theȱ RWQCBȱ andȱ inȱ theȱ absenceȱ ofȱ suchȱ aȱ plan,ȱ theȱ administratorȱ mustȱ participateȱ inȱ theȱ RWQCB’sȱ
existingȱsaltȱandȱnutrientȱmanagementȱplanningȱeffort.ȱȱ
Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Regulatoryȱ Frameworkȱ forȱ theȱ Productionȱ andȱ Useȱ ofȱ Recycledȱ Water.ȱ Theȱ CCSF’sȱ
ReclaimedȱWaterȱOrdinance,ȱcontainedȱinȱArticleȱ22ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱWorksȱCode,ȱspecifiesȱthatȱ
certainȱdevelopmentȱprojectsȱofȱ40,000ȱsquareȱfeetȱorȱmore,ȱandȱirrigatedȱareasȱofȱ10,000ȱsquareȱfeetȱorȱmoreȱ
thatȱareȱlocatedȱwithinȱdesignatedȱReclaimedȱWaterȱUseȱAreasȱmustȱuseȱrecycledȱwaterȱforȱnonpotableȱusesȱ
unlessȱ anȱ exemptionȱ isȱ granted.ȱ Theȱ owner,ȱ operator,ȱ orȱ managerȱ ofȱ aȱ developmentȱ projectȱ orȱ irrigationȱ
systemȱmustȱregisterȱwithȱtheȱSFPUCȱandȱobtainȱaȱreclaimedȱwaterȱuseȱcertificateȱforȱtheȱreclaimedȱwaterȱ
system,ȱ andȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ mayȱ inspectȱ anyȱ recycledȱ waterȱ operationsȱ toȱ ensureȱ complianceȱ withȱ theȱ
ReclaimedȱWaterȱOrdinance,ȱincludingȱmandatoryȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwater.ȱȱ
Theȱ CCSFȱ alsoȱ requiresȱ theȱ SFRPD,ȱ inȱ Parkȱ Codeȱ Sectionȱ 3.19,ȱ toȱ developȱ aȱ planȱ andȱ scheduleȱ forȱ
maximizingȱwaterȱuseȱefficiencyȱandȱconvertingȱirrigationȱsystemsȱinȱallȱpropertyȱunderȱitsȱjurisdictionȱtoȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ orȱ stormȱ waterȱ use.ȱ Allȱ irrigationȱ systemȱ renovationȱ andȱ rehabilitationȱ projectsȱ mustȱ beȱ
designedȱforȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwater.ȱȱ
Impactsȱ Relatedȱ toȱ Productionȱ andȱ Useȱ ofȱ Recycledȱ Water.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ produceȱ andȱ
distributeȱdisinfectedȱtertiaryȱrecycledȱwaterȱthatȱhasȱbeenȱfilteredȱandȱsubsequentlyȱdisinfectedȱtoȱmeetȱtheȱ
waterȱ qualityȱ criteriaȱ definedȱ inȱ Sectionsȱ 60301.230ȱ andȱ 60301.320ȱ ofȱ Titleȱ 22ȱ ofȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Codeȱ ofȱ
Regulations.ȱ Theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ wouldȱ beȱ distributedȱ toȱ threeȱ useȱ areasȱ forȱ irrigation,ȱ includingȱ Goldenȱ
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GateȱPark,ȱtheȱLincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱtheȱPresidio.ȱTheȱsystemȱwouldȱproduceȱsufficientȱwaterȱtoȱ
addȱotherȱsmallȱparksȱandȱirrigationȱareasȱtoȱtheȱdistributionȱsystemȱinȱtheȱfuture.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱrecycledȱ
waterȱwouldȱ beȱusedȱforȱtoiletȱandȱurinalȱflushingȱatȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAcademyȱofȱSciencesȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Park.ȱ
Asȱ describedȱ above,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ prepareȱ aȱ Titleȱ 22ȱ Engineeringȱ Reportȱ thatȱ
demonstratesȱhowȱtheȱprojectȱwillȱcomplyȱwithȱwaterȱrecyclingȱcriteriaȱcontainedȱinȱSectionsȱ60301ȱthroughȱ
60355ȱ ofȱ Titleȱ 22.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ implementȱ theȱ requirementsȱ ofȱ theȱ Generalȱ Dischargeȱ
Requirementsȱ forȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Use,ȱ includingȱ developmentȱ ofȱ aȱ waterȱ recyclingȱ program;ȱ
implementationȱ ofȱ aȱ monitoringȱ andȱ reportingȱ program;ȱ andȱ enforcementȱ ofȱ specificȱ requirementsȱ forȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ useȱ underȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ Reclaimedȱ Waterȱ Ordinance.ȱ Adherenceȱ toȱ theseȱ regulatoryȱ
requirementsȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ highȬqualityȱ recycledȱ waterȱ isȱ consistentlyȱ produced,ȱ monitored,ȱ andȱ
carefullyȱ applied,ȱ andȱ thatȱ publicȱ healthȱ andȱ surfaceȱ andȱ groundwaterȱ qualityȱ areȱ protected.ȱ Therefore,ȱ
impactsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱproduction,ȱdistribution,ȱandȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ImpactȱHYȬ3:ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱsubstantiallyȱdepleteȱgroundwaterȱsuppliesȱorȱinterfereȱ
substantiallyȱwithȱgroundwaterȱrechargeȱsuchȱthatȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱaȱnetȱdeficitȱinȱaquiferȱvolumeȱorȱaȱ
loweringȱofȱtheȱlocalȱgroundwaterȱtableȱlevel.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ locatedȱ withinȱ theȱ portionȱ ofȱ theȱ Westsideȱ Groundwaterȱ Basinȱ locatedȱ withinȱ
SanȱFrancisco.ȱ Thisȱ portionȱ ofȱ theȱ basinȱ isȱ currentlyȱ usedȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ waterȱ supplyȱ (irrigationȱ andȱ
lake/pondȱ fillȱ atȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ theȱ Zoo,ȱ andȱ Pineȱ Lakeȱ Park)ȱ andȱ isȱ plannedȱ forȱ useȱ asȱ aȱ municipalȱ
waterȱ supply.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ depletionȱ ofȱ groundwaterȱ resourcesȱ inȱ thisȱ basinȱ because,ȱ
otherȱ thanȱ temporaryȱ dewateringȱ duringȱ construction,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ involveȱ theȱ extractionȱ ofȱ
groundwaterȱ forȱ anyȱ purposes.ȱ Projectȱ implementationȱ wouldȱ notȱ interfereȱ withȱ groundwaterȱ rechargeȱ
because,ȱ asȱ discussedȱ inȱ Impactȱ HYȬ2,ȱ theȱ onlyȱ newȱ imperviousȱ surfacesȱ createdȱ wouldȱ beȱ anȱ
approximatelyȱ5,000ȱsquareȬfeetȱarea,ȱcurrentlyȱlandscaped,ȱforȱtheȱnewȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱ
theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCP.ȱ Theȱ remainderȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ isȱ almostȱ completelyȱ coveredȱ withȱ imperviousȱ
surfacesȱ underȱ existingȱ conditionsȱ andȱ wouldȱ continueȱ toȱ beȱ underȱ theȱ proposedȱ project.ȱ Further,ȱ useȱ ofȱ
recycledȱwaterȱwouldȱreplaceȱuseȱofȱgroundwaterȱcurrentlyȱusedȱforȱirrigationȱandȱlake/pondȱfillȱatȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark.ȱGivenȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱincludeȱlongȬtermȱextractionȱofȱgroundwaterȱandȱwouldȱonlyȱ
resultȱ inȱ aȱ veryȱ smallȱ increaseȱ inȱ imperviousȱ surfaces,ȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ depletionȱ ofȱ groundwaterȱ
resourcesȱandȱinterferenceȱwithȱgroundwaterȱrechargeȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
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Impactȱ HYȬ4:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ alterȱ theȱ existingȱ drainageȱ patternȱ ofȱ theȱ areaȱ inȱ aȱ
mannerȱ thatȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ substantialȱ erosion,ȱ siltation,ȱ orȱ floodingȱ onȬȱ orȱ offȬsite.ȱ (Lessȱ thanȱ
Significant)ȱ
Theȱprojectȱareaȱdoesȱnotȱincludeȱanyȱexistingȱstreamsȱorȱwaterȱcourseȱthatȱcouldȱbeȱalteredȱorȱdiverted,ȱandȱ
thereȱ areȱ noȱ surfaceȱ impoundments,ȱ wetlands,ȱ naturalȱ catchȱ basins,ȱ orȱ settlingȱ pondsȱ withinȱ theȱ projectȱ
area.ȱTherefore,ȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱimpactȱrelatedȱtoȱalterationȱofȱdrainageȱpatternsȱbyȱalteringȱtheȱcourseȱofȱ
aȱstreamȱinȱaȱmannerȱthatȱwouldȱcauseȱerosionȱorȱfloodingȱonȱorȱoffȬsite.ȱ
Asȱ discussedȱ inȱ Impactȱ HYȬ2,ȱ theȱ onlyȱ newȱ imperviousȱ surfacesȱ constructedȱ underȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ
wouldȱbeȱanȱapproximatelyȱ5,000ȱsquareȬfootȱareaȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱExistingȱimperviousȱsurfacesȱatȱ
theȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱwouldȱbeȱreplaced.ȱDependingȱonȱtheirȱconfiguration,ȱ
theseȱnewȱsurfacesȱcouldȱalterȱdrainageȱpatterns.ȱHowever,ȱasȱdiscussedȱinȱImpactȱHYȬ2,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱ
beȱ requiredȱ toȱ implementȱ stormwaterȱ controlsȱ toȱ reduceȱ theȱ rateȱ andȱ volumeȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ flowsȱ fromȱ
theseȱ sitesȱ byȱ 25ȱ percentȱ relativeȱ toȱ existingȱ conditionsȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ Stormwaterȱ
Designȱ Guidelines.ȱ Implementationȱ ofȱ stormwaterȱ BMPsȱ inȱ complianceȱ withȱ theȱ designȱ guidelines,ȱ
includingȱ theȱ greenȱ roofȱ atȱ theȱ newȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ plant,ȱ wouldȱ reduceȱ theȱ peakȱ quantityȱ andȱ
peakȱrateȱofȱstormwaterȱrunoffȱtoȱtheȱcity’sȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystem,ȱdecreasingȱtheȱpotentialȱforȱerosionȱandȱ
flooding.ȱ Theȱ onlyȱ otherȱ projectȱ componentsȱ thatȱ wouldȱ involveȱ excavationȱ andȱ couldȱ potentiallyȱ alterȱ
drainageȱpatternsȱareȱtheȱdistributionȱpipelinesȱandȱvariousȱshallowȱexcavationsȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ
Theseȱexcavationsȱwouldȱbeȱbackfilledȱandȱreturnedȱtoȱexistingȱconditionsȱonceȱtheȱpipelinesȱareȱinstalled,ȱ
thereforeȱthisȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱanȱalterationȱofȱdrainageȱpatterns.ȱTherefore,ȱpotentialȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱ
theȱalterationȱofȱdrainageȱpatternsȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ HYȬ5:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ exposeȱ peopleȱ orȱ structuresȱ toȱ aȱ significantȱ adverseȱ
effects,ȱ includingȱ theȱ riskȱ ofȱ loss,ȱ injury,ȱ orȱ deathȱ involvingȱ includingȱ floodingȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ theȱ
failureȱofȱaȱleveeȱorȱdamȱorȱbyȱseiche,ȱtsunami,ȱorȱmudflow.ȱ(NoȱImpact)ȱ
Theȱ distributionȱ pipelinesȱ alongȱ 36thȱ Avenueȱ crossȱ theȱ reservoirȱ inundationȱ hazardȱ zoneȱ forȱ theȱ Sunsetȱ
Reservoirȱ atȱ Pachecoȱ andȱ Ortegaȱ Streets,ȱ andȱ alsoȱ whereȱ theȱ pipelinesȱ crossȱ Lincolnȱ Parkwayȱ atȱ Goldenȱ
Gateȱ Park.95ȱ However,ȱ theȱ pipelinesȱ areȱ undergroundȱ featuresȱ thatȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ adverselyȱ affectedȱ byȱ
floodingȱonceȱconstructed.ȱFurther,ȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱisȱnotȱlocatedȱonȱorȱnearȱaȱslopeȱthatȱcouldȱbeȱsubjectȱtoȱ
mudflow.ȱ Basedȱ onȱ theȱ state’sȱ officialȱ tsunamiȱ inundationȱ maps,ȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ isȱ notȱ locatedȱ withinȱ aȱ
tsunamiȱ inundationȱ zone.96ȱ Therefore,ȱ thereȱ isȱ noȱ impactȱ relatedȱ toȱ failureȱ ofȱaȱ leveeȱ orȱ damȱ orȱ byȱ seiche,ȱ
tsunami,ȱorȱmudflow.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

95ȱ URSȱCorporation,ȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱHazardȱMitigationȱPlan,ȱDecember,ȱ2008.ȱMapȱCȬ14.ȱ
96ȱ CaliforniaȱEmergencyȱManagementȱAgency,ȱCaliforniaȱGeologicalȱSurvey,ȱUniversityȱofȱSouthernȱCalifornia.ȱTsunamiȱ

Inundationȱ Mapȱ forȱ Emergencyȱ Planning,ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Northȱ Quadrangle/Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Southȱ Quadrangleȱ (Pacificȱ
Coast).ȱJuneȱ15,ȱ2009.ȱ
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Impactȱ CȬHY:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ hydrologyȱ andȱ waterȱ
qualityȱimpact.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
ImpactsȱresultingȱfromȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱareȱlimitedȱtoȱpotentialȱwaterȱqualityȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱWestsideȱ
drainageȱ basinȱ ofȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ systemȱ andȱ theȱ Pacificȱ Oceanȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ adverseȱ effectsȱ onȱ
groundwaterȱ resourcesȱ ofȱ theȱ Westsideȱ Groundwaterȱ Basin.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ ofȱ potentialȱ
cumulativeȱimpactsȱonȱwaterȱqualityȱencompassesȱtheȱwesternȱportionsȱofȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱtheȱPacificȱOceanȱ
coastline,ȱandȱtheȱWestsideȱGroundwaterȱBasin.ȱ

Water Quality Standards, Degradation of Water Quality, and Storm Sewer Capacity
ErosionȱandȱUseȱofȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱDuringȱConstructionȱandȱGroundwaterȱDewateringȱDischarges.ȱ
Asȱ describedȱ inȱ Impactȱ HYȬ1,ȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ couldȱ degradeȱ
waterȱ qualityȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ increasedȱ soilȱ erosionȱ andȱ associatedȱ sedimentationȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ anȱ accidentalȱ
releaseȱofȱhazardousȱmaterials.ȱDischargesȱofȱdewateringȱeffluentȱfromȱexcavatedȱareasȱcouldȱalsoȱadverselyȱ
affectȱ waterȱ quality.ȱ However,ȱ theseȱ dischargesȱ wouldȱ flowȱ intoȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ systemȱ
andȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ requirementsȱ ofȱ Articleȱ 4.1ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Publicȱ Worksȱ Codeȱ
(supplementedȱ byȱ SFDPWȱ Orderȱ No.ȱ158170),ȱ whichȱ incorporatesȱ andȱ implementsȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ NPDESȱ
permitȱandȱtheȱfederalȱCSOȱControlȱPolicyȱforȱdischargesȱfromȱtheȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystem.ȱTheȱcumulativeȱ
projectsȱ withinȱ theȱ vicinityȱ andȱ throughoutȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ thatȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ includeȱ dischargesȱ toȱ theȱ
combinedȱ sewerȱ systemȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ sameȱ regulatoryȱ requirements,ȱ andȱ adherenceȱ toȱ theȱ
SFPUC’sȱ NPDESȱ permitȱ stipulationsȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ complianceȱ withȱ waterȱ qualityȱ objectives.ȱ Therefore,ȱ
cumulativeȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱdegradationȱofȱwaterȱqualityȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
CombinedȱSewerȱOverflowsȱDuringȱOperationȱandȱStormȱSewerȱCapacity.ȱAsȱdiscussedȱinȱImpactȱHYȬ2,ȱ
withȱ complianceȱ withȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ Stormwaterȱ Ordinanceȱ andȱ Stormwaterȱ Designȱ Guidelines,ȱ
implementationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱresultȱinȱaȱdecreaseȱinȱcombinedȱstormwaterȱandȱwastewaterȱ
flowsȱ toȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ system.ȱ Otherȱ developmentȱ projectsȱ inȱ theȱ Cityȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ
reduceȱorȱmaintainȱstormwaterȱflowsȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱsameȱregulatoryȱrequirements,ȱandȱtoȱdecreaseȱ
wastewaterȱ flowsȱ inȱ accordanceȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ Greenȱ Buildingȱ Ordinanceȱ andȱ theȱ City’sȱ Stormwaterȱ
Designȱ Guidelines.ȱ Theȱ netȱ effectȱ ofȱ theseȱ projectsȱ onȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ dischargesȱ wouldȱ dependȱ onȱ theȱ
relativeȱvolumeȱofȱwastewaterȱincreasesȱandȱstormwaterȱdecreases.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱaȱ
cumulativelyȱ considerableȱ contributionȱ toȱ anyȱ increaseȱ inȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ discharges.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ
project’sȱ contributionȱ toȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ overflows,ȱ stormȱ sewerȱ capacity,ȱ andȱ additionalȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ
stormwaterȱ pollutantsȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ cumulativelyȱ considerableȱ andȱ thisȱ impactȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ thanȱ
significant.ȱȱ

Depletion of Groundwater Resources
Theȱproposedȱprojectȱandȱmanyȱofȱtheȱcumulativeȱprojectsȱcouldȱrequireȱgroundwaterȱdewateringȱduringȱ
constructionȱ orȱ groundwaterȱ pumpingȱ (suchȱ asȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Groundwaterȱ Supplyȱ Projectȱ andȱ theȱ
Groundwaterȱ Storageȱ andȱ Recoveryȱ Project).ȱ Groundwaterȱ dewateringȱ duringȱ constructionȱ underȱ theȱ
proposedȱ project,ȱ inȱ combinationȱ withȱ otherȱ groundwaterȱ dewateringȱ andȱ groundwaterȱ pumpingȱ inȱ theȱ
vicinity,ȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ cumulativelyȱ significantȱ impactȱ fromȱ theȱ depletionȱ ofȱ groundwaterȱ resources.ȱ
However,ȱ asȱ discussedȱ inȱ Impactȱ HYȬ3,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ theȱ depletionȱ ofȱ groundwaterȱ
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resourcesȱ becauseȱ anyȱ effectsȱ ofȱ dewateringȱ duringȱ constructionȱ wouldȱ beȱ temporaryȱ inȱ nature,ȱ andȱ
groundwaterȱlevelsȱwouldȱreturnȱtoȱnormalȱonceȱdewateringȱhasȱstoppedȱatȱtheȱcompletionȱofȱconstructionȱ
ofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ
Theȱprojectȱwouldȱalsoȱresultȱinȱaȱnetȱincreaseȱofȱ5,000ȱsquareȱfeetȱofȱimperviousȱsurfaces.ȱOtherȱcumulativeȱ
projectsȱcouldȱalsoȱincreaseȱimperviousȱsurfacesȱinȱtheȱWestsideȱGroundwaterȱBasin,ȱpotentiallyȱresultingȱinȱ
aȱ cumulativeȱ impactȱ relatedȱ toȱ interferenceȱ withȱ groundwaterȱ recharge.ȱ However,ȱ theȱ newȱ imperviousȱ
surfacesȱ createdȱ underȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ minisculeȱ changeȱ inȱ theȱ amountȱ ofȱ
imperviousȱsurfaceȱinȱtheȱtotalȱ45ȱsquareȬmileȬareaȱofȱtheȱgroundwaterȱbasin.ȱItȱisȱreasonableȱtoȱconcludeȱ
thatȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ haveȱ noȱ measurableȱ effectȱ onȱ groundwaterȱ recharge.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ
proposedȱ project’sȱ contributionȱ toȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ groundwaterȱ depletionȱ andȱ interferenceȱ
withȱgroundwaterȱrechargeȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱcumulativelyȱconsiderableȱ(lessȱthanȱsignificant).ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.
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16.ȱ HAZARDSȱANDȱHAZARDOUSȱMATERIALS—ȱ
Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
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Forȱaȱprojectȱwithinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱaȱprivateȱairstrip,ȱ
wouldȱtheȱprojectȱresultȱinȱaȱsafetyȱhazardȱforȱpeopleȱ
residingȱorȱworkingȱinȱtheȱprojectȱarea?ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

97

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

h)ȱ

ȱ
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ȱ
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ȱ

No
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ȱ
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ȱ

ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ siteȱ isȱ notȱ locatedȱ withinȱ anȱ airportȱ landȱ useȱ planȱ areaȱ orȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ aȱ privateȱ airstrip.ȱ
Therefore,ȱTopicsȱ16(e)ȱandȱ16(f)ȱareȱnotȱapplicable.ȱȱ

Impactȱ HZȬ1:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ createȱ aȱ significantȱ hazardȱ throughȱ routineȱ transport,ȱ
use,ȱorȱdisposalȱofȱhazardousȱmaterials.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ

Regulatory Framework for Hazardous Materials Handling
Severalȱ articlesȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Healthȱ Codeȱ implementedȱ byȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Publicȱ
Healthȱ (SFDPH)ȱ addressȱ theȱ handlingȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ materials,ȱ extremelyȱ hazardousȱ materials,ȱ andȱ
hazardousȱwastes:ȱ

x

Articleȱ 21ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Healthȱ Codeȱ providesȱ forȱ safeȱ handlingȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ inȱ
theȱCity.ȱItȱrequiresȱanyȱpersonȱorȱbusinessȱthatȱhandles,ȱsells,ȱstores,ȱorȱotherwiseȱusesȱspecifiedȱ
quantitiesȱofȱtoȱkeepȱaȱcurrentȱcertificateȱofȱregistrationȱandȱtoȱimplementȱaȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱ
businessȱ plan.ȱ Aȱ specialȱ permitȱ isȱ requiredȱ forȱ undergroundȱ storageȱ tanksȱ (USTs).ȱ Thisȱ articleȱ
alsoȱincorporatesȱstateȱtankȱregulations.ȱ

x

Articleȱ 21Aȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Healthȱ Codeȱ providesȱ forȱ safeȱ handlingȱ ofȱ federallyȱ regulatedȱ
hazardous,ȱ toxic,ȱ andȱ flammableȱ substancesȱ inȱ theȱ City,ȱ requiringȱ businessesȱ thatȱ useȱ theseȱ
substancesȱ toȱ registerȱ withȱ SFDPHȱ andȱ prepareȱ aȱ Riskȱ Managementȱ Planȱ thatȱ includesȱ anȱ
assessmentȱofȱtheȱeffectsȱofȱanȱaccidentalȱreleaseȱandȱprogramsȱforȱpreventingȱandȱrespondingȱtoȱ
anȱaccidentalȱrelease.ȱ(Whileȱchlorineȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱunderȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱandȱisȱidentifiedȱ
asȱaȱregulatedȱsubstanceȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱArticleȱ21A,ȱtheȱquantityȱstoredȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱ
theȱ thresholdȱ quantityȱ ofȱ 100ȱ pounds,ȱ thereforeȱ thisȱ articleȱ doesȱ notȱ applyȱ toȱ theȱ proposedȱ
project.)ȱ

x

Articleȱ22ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCodeȱprovidesȱforȱsafeȱhandlingȱofȱhazardousȱwastesȱinȱtheȱ
City.ȱ Itȱ authorizesȱ SFDPHȱ toȱ implementȱ theȱ stateȱ hazardousȱ wasteȱ regulations,ȱ includingȱ
authorityȱtoȱconductȱinspectionsȱandȱdocumentȱcompliance.ȱ

Impacts Related to Hazardous Materials Use
Useȱ ofȱ Hazardousȱ Materialsȱ Duringȱ Construction.ȱ Constructionȱ underȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ useȱ
commonȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ suchȱ asȱ fuels,ȱ lubricants,ȱ andȱ solventsȱ neededȱ forȱ theȱ fuelingȱ andȱ
maintenanceȱ ofȱ constructionȱ equipment.ȱ However,ȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ
requirementsȱ ofȱ Articleȱ 4.1ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Publicȱ Worksȱ Codeȱ (seeȱ Impactȱ HYȬ1ȱ inȱ Topicȱ 14,ȱ
Hydrologyȱ andȱ Waterȱ Quality).ȱ Inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ thisȱ article,ȱ andȱ consistentȱ withȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ Waterȱ
PollutionȱPreventionȱProgram,ȱtheȱcontractorȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱdevelopȱandȱimplementȱanȱErosionȱandȱ
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SedimentȱControlȱPlanȱspecifyingȱmeasuresȱtoȱpreventȱstormwaterȱpollutionȱandȱcontrolȱrunoffȱatȱeachȱsite,ȱ
inȱ conformanceȱ withȱ anyȱ applicableȱ stormwaterȱ managementȱ controlsȱ adoptedȱ byȱ theȱ SFPUC.97ȱ Atȱ aȱ
minimum,ȱ theȱ planȱ wouldȱ includeȱ aȱ visualȱ monitoringȱ programȱ andȱ aȱ chemicalȱ monitoringȱ programȱ forȱ
nonvisibleȱ pollutants.ȱ Theȱ planȱ wouldȱ specifyȱ minimumȱ BMPsȱ relatedȱ toȱ housekeepingȱ (storageȱ ofȱ
constructionȱmaterials,ȱwasteȱmanagement,ȱvehicleȱstorageȱandȱmaintenance,ȱlandscapeȱmaterials,ȱpollutantȱ
control);ȱandȱrunȬonȱandȱrunoffȱcontrol.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱrequireȱtheȱconstructionȱcontractorȱtoȱdevelopȱ
andȱ implementȱ theȱ planȱ andȱ alsoȱ couldȱ conductȱ routineȱ inspectionȱ ofȱ allȱ BMPs.ȱ Implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ
specifiedȱBMPȱmeasuresȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱErosionȱandȱSedimentȱControlȱPlanȱwouldȱensureȱthatȱtheȱ
potentialȱimpactȱofȱtheȱuseȱofȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱduringȱconstructionȱisȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Operationalȱ Usesȱ ofȱ Hazardousȱ Materials.ȱ Theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ useȱ aȱ varietyȱ ofȱ chemicalsȱ inȱ theȱ recycledȱ
waterȱtreatmentȱprocessȱincludingȱcoagulants,ȱantiscalants,ȱcitricȱandȱsulfuricȱacids,ȱsodiumȱbisulfite,ȱlime,ȱ
causticȱsoda,ȱandȱsodiumȱhypochlorite.98ȱTheseȱchemicalsȱwouldȱallȱbeȱstoredȱinȱseparateȱcontainmentȱareasȱ
withinȱ theȱ existingȱ chemicalȱ storageȱ building.ȱ Toȱ ensureȱ theȱ safeȱ handlingȱ ofȱ theseȱ materials,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ
wouldȱcontinueȱtoȱcomplyȱwithȱtheȱrequirementsȱofȱtheȱCity’sȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱhandlingȱrequirementsȱ
specifiedȱinȱArticleȱ21ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCode.ȱInȱaccordanceȱwithȱthisȱarticle,ȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱ
CertificateȱofȱRegistrationȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱBusinessȱPlanȱonȱfileȱwithȱtheȱSFDPHȱwouldȱbeȱrevisedȱ
toȱ reflectȱ theȱ increasedȱ quantitiesȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ used.ȱ Theȱ Hazardousȱ Materialsȱ Businessȱ Planȱ
includesȱ chemicalȱ inventories,ȱ aȱ programȱ forȱ reducingȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ andȱ generationȱ ofȱ
hazardousȱ wastes,ȱ siteȱ layouts,ȱ aȱ programȱ andȱ implementationȱ planȱ forȱ trainingȱ allȱ newȱ employeesȱ andȱ
annualȱtrainingȱforȱallȱemployees,ȱandȱemergencyȱresponseȱproceduresȱandȱplansȱwhichȱprovidesȱforȱsafeȱ
handlingȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ materials,ȱ andȱ alsoȱ allowsȱ emergencyȱ respondersȱ toȱ safelyȱ respondȱ toȱ aȱ chemicalȱ
emergencyȱ atȱ theȱ facility,ȱ ifȱ oneȱ wereȱ toȱ occur.ȱ Anyȱ hazardousȱ wastesȱ producedȱ wouldȱ beȱ managedȱ inȱ
accordanceȱwithȱArticleȱ22ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCode.ȱȱ
ComplianceȱwithȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCode,ȱwhichȱincorporatesȱstateȱandȱfederalȱrequirements,ȱwouldȱ
minimizeȱ potentialȱ exposureȱ ofȱ siteȱ personnelȱ andȱ theȱ publicȱ toȱ anyȱ accidentalȱ releasesȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ
materialsȱ orȱ wasteȱ andȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ protectȱ againstȱ potentialȱ environmentalȱ contamination.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ
transportationȱofȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱisȱwellȱregulatedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱHighwayȱPatrolȱandȱtheȱCaliforniaȱ
Departmentȱ ofȱ Transportation.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ potentialȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ routineȱ use,ȱ transport,ȱ andȱ
disposalȱofȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱassociatedȱwithȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

97ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Publicȱ Utilitiesȱ Commissionȱ (SFPUC),ȱ Constructionȱ Siteȱ Runoffȱ Pollutionȱ Preventionȱ Procedures.ȱ

Availableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=235.ȱAccessedȱFebruaryȱ27,ȱ2014.ȱ

98ȱ SanȱFranciscoȱWater,ȱPower,ȱSewer,ȱEngineeringȱManagementȱBureau.ȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProject,ȱ

ProjectȱNo.ȱCUWȱ30201,ȱConceptualȱEngineeringȱReport,ȱDraft,ȱOctoberȱ2013.ȱ
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Impactȱ HZȬ2:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ onȱ aȱ siteȱ identifiedȱ onȱ aȱ listȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ
materialsȱsitesȱcompiledȱpursuantȱtoȱGovernmentȱCodeȱSectionȱ65962.5ȱbutȱexcavationȱactivitiesȱwouldȱ
notȱexposeȱworkersȱandȱtheȱpublicȱtoȱadverseȱeffectsȱfromȱreleaseȱofȱhazardousȱmaterials.ȱ(Lessȱthanȱ
Significant)ȱ
NaturallyȱoccurringȱasbestosȱcanȱbeȱassociatedȱwithȱFranciscanȱultramaficȱrocksȱcontainingȱserpentinite99ȱorȱ
Franciscanȱmélange.100ȱTheȱprojectȱareaȱisȱprimarilyȱunderlainȱbyȱduneȱsandsȱandȱexcavationȱforȱtheȱnewȱ
Recycledȱ Waterȱ Treatmentȱ Plantȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ extendȱ intoȱ theȱ Colmaȱ Formation.101fȱ Theseȱ areȱ sedimentaryȱ
depositsȱ thatȱ wouldȱ notȱ containȱ naturallyȱ occurringȱ asbestos,ȱ andȱ noȱ bedrockȱ ofȱ theȱ Franciscanȱ Complexȱ
wouldȱ beȱ encounteredȱ duringȱ construction.ȱ Therefore,ȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ exposureȱ toȱ naturallyȱ occurringȱ
asbestosȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Basedȱonȱhistoricȱlandȱusesȱandȱ theȱpresenceȱ ofȱhistoricȱandȱ currentȱUSTsȱalongȱtheȱdistributionȱpipelineȱ
routes,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱcouldȱencounterȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱduringȱconstruction,ȱandȱpreviouslyȱunidentifiedȱ
USTsȱ duringȱ excavation.ȱ Soilȱ andȱ groundwaterȱ couldȱ containȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ andȱ requireȱ specialȱ
handling/disposalȱprocedures.ȱSiteȱconditionsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱpotentialȱpresenceȱofȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱandȱ
previouslyȱidentifiedȱUSTsȱareȱdescribedȱbelow,ȱalongȱwithȱregulatoryȱrequirementsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱ
andȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ workersȱ andȱ theȱ publicȱ doȱ notȱ experienceȱ adverseȱ effectsȱ relatedȱ toȱ hazardousȱ
materialsȱexposure.ȱ

Discussion of Existing Conditions
Environmentalȱ investigationsȱ haveȱ beenȱ conductedȱ toȱ evaluateȱ soilȱ andȱ groundwaterȱ qualityȱ atȱ theȱ
Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ andȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ siteȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ whereȱ subsurfaceȱ excavationȱ wouldȱ beȱ
conductedȱunderȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱȱ
Oceansideȱ Waterȱ Pollutionȱ Controlȱ Plant.ȱ Theȱ soilȱ investigationȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCP,ȱ conductedȱ inȱ
2012,ȱincludedȱtheȱanalysisȱofȱ13ȱcompositeȱsamplesȱfromȱfiveȱsoilȱboringsȱcompletedȱwithinȱtheȱfootprintȱofȱ
theȱproposedȱtreatmentȱplantȱtoȱdepthsȱofȱ30ȱfeet.102ȱTotalȱpetroleumȱhydrocarbonsȱasȱgasoline,ȱdiesel,ȱandȱ
motorȱoilȱwereȱdetectedȱinȱ7ȱtoȱ10ȱofȱtheȱsoilȱsamplesȱandȱtheȱconcentrationȱofȱmotorȱoilȱexceededȱhealthȬ
basedȱscreeningȱcriteriaȱforȱcommercial/industrialȱlandȱusesȱinȱtwoȱsoilȱsamples.ȱNoneȱofȱtheȱsoilȱsamplesȱ
containedȱdetectableȱlevelsȱofȱbenzene,ȱtoluene,ȱethylbenzene,ȱxylenes,ȱmethylȱtertiaryȬbutylȱetherȱ(MTBE),ȱ
otherȱvolatileȱorganicȱcompounds,ȱorȱsemivolatileȱorganicȱcompounds.ȱ
TheȱsoilȱsamplesȱwereȱalsoȱanalyzedȱforȱTitleȱ22ȱmetals.ȱArsenicȱwasȱdetectedȱinȱallȱofȱtheȱsoilȱsamplesȱatȱ
concentrationsȱthatȱdoȱnotȱexceedȱnaturallyȱoccurringȱlevelsȱofȱarsenicȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱAreaȱsoilsȱandȱ
wouldȱ thereforeȱ notȱ requireȱ remediation.ȱ Noneȱ ofȱ theȱ otherȱ detectedȱ metalsȱ concentrationsȱ exceededȱ theȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

99ȱ Serpentineȱ isȱ aȱ naturallyȱ occurringȱ groupȱ ofȱ mineralsȱ thatȱ canȱ beȱ formedȱ whenȱ ultramaficȱ rocksȱ areȱ metamorphosedȱ

duringȱupliftȱtoȱtheȱearth’sȱsurface.ȱSerpentiniteȱisȱaȱrockȱconsistingȱofȱoneȱorȱmoreȱserpentineȱminerals.ȱThisȱrockȱtypeȱisȱ
commonlyȱassociatedȱwithȱultramaficȱrockȱalongȱearthquakeȱfaults.ȱSmallȱamountsȱofȱchrysotileȱasbestos,ȱaȱfibrousȱformȱ
ofȱserpentineȱminerals,ȱareȱcommonȱinȱserpentinite.ȱ
100ȱMélangeȱisȱaȱmixtureȱofȱrockȱmaterialsȱofȱdifferingȱsizesȱandȱtypesȱtypicallyȱcontainedȱwithinȱaȱshearedȱmatrix.ȱ
101ȱSanȱFranciscoȱWater,ȱPower,ȱSewer,ȱEngineeringȱManagementȱBureau.ȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProject,ȱ
ProjectȱNo.ȱCUWȱ30201,ȱConceptualȱEngineeringȱReport,ȱDraft,ȱOctoberȱ2013.ȱ
102ȱAEWȱ Engineering,ȱ Environmentalȱ Investigationȱ Report,ȱ Westsideȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Site,ȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ California.ȱ
September,ȱ2012.ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

100

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

commercial/industrialȱhealthȬbasedȱscreeningȱlevelsȱorȱhazardousȱwasteȱclassificationȱcriteria.ȱBasedȱonȱtheȱ
results,ȱtheȱexcavatedȱsoilȱwouldȱbeȱsuitableȱforȱdisposalȱasȱaȱnonȬhazardousȱwasteȱandȱcouldȱalsoȱbeȱusedȱ
onȬsiteȱforȱbackfillȱmaterial.ȱ
Noȱgroundwaterȱwasȱencounteredȱduringȱtheȱinstallationȱofȱsoilȱboringsȱatȱthisȱsite.ȱHowever,ȱgroundwaterȱ
fromȱ aȱ nearbyȱ groundwaterȱ monitoringȱ wellȱ wasȱ sampledȱ toȱ evaluateȱ theȱ suitabilityȱ ofȱ theȱ groundwaterȱ
qualityȱ forȱ dischargeȱ toȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ systemȱ ifȱ groundwaterȱ dewateringȱ isȱ requiredȱ underȱ theȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱTheȱgroundwaterȱsampleȱdidȱnotȱcontainȱdetectableȱlevelsȱofȱvolatileȱorganicȱcompounds,ȱ
oilȱ andȱ grease,ȱ orȱ sulfides.ȱ Noneȱ ofȱ theȱ detectedȱ metalsȱ concentrationsȱ exceededȱ theȱ dischargeȱ criteriaȱ
specifiedȱinȱArticleȱ4.1ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱWorksȱCodeȱandȱOrderȱNo.ȱ158170.ȱȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱSite.ȱTheȱsoilȱinvestigationȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite,ȱconductedȱinȱ2010,ȱincludedȱtheȱ
analysisȱofȱfourȱcompositeȱsoilȱsamplesȱcollectedȱfromȱtwoȱtestȱpitsȱexcavatedȱtoȱaȱdepthȱofȱaboutȱ15ȱfeetȱandȱ
10ȱcompositeȱsoilȱsamplesȱfromȱsixȱsoilȱboringsȱcompletedȱtoȱdepthsȱofȱupȱtoȱ49.5ȱfeet.103ȱTotalȱpetroleumȱ
hydrocarbonsȱ asȱ dieselȱ andȱ motorȱ oilȱ wereȱ detectedȱ inȱ eightȱ ofȱ theȱ soilȱ samples,ȱ andȱ theȱ concentrationȱ
detectedȱinȱfourȱofȱtheȱsoilȱsamplesȱexceededȱhealthȬbasedȱscreeningȱlevelsȱforȱcommercial/industrialȱlandȱ
uses.ȱ Noneȱ ofȱ theȱ soilȱ samplesȱ containedȱ detectableȱ levelsȱ ofȱ totalȱ petroleumȱ hydrocarbonsȱ asȱ gasoline,ȱ
benzene,ȱtoluene,ȱMTBE,ȱotherȱvolatileȱorganicȱcompounds,ȱsemivolatileȱorganicȱcompounds,ȱasbestos,ȱorȱ
polychlorinatedȱbiphenylsȱ(PCBs).ȱ
TheȱsoilȱsamplesȱwereȱalsoȱanalyzedȱforȱTitleȱ22ȱmetals.ȱArsenicȱwasȱdetectedȱinȱallȱofȱtheȱsoilȱsamplesȱatȱ
concentrationsȱthatȱdoȱnotȱexceedȱnaturallyȱoccurringȱlevelsȱofȱarsenicȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱAreaȱsoilsȱandȱ
wouldȱ thereforeȱ notȱ requireȱ remediation.ȱ Noneȱ ofȱ theȱ otherȱ detectedȱ metalsȱ concentrationsȱ exceededȱ
commercial/industrialȱhealthȬbasedȱscreeningȱlevels.ȱȱ
Forȱwasteȱdisposalȱpurposes,ȱtheȱsolubleȱleadȱconcentrationȱinȱsoilȱrepresentedȱbyȱoneȱtoȱtwoȱsamplesȱcouldȱ
requireȱdisposalȱasȱaȱCaliforniaȱhazardousȱwasteȱatȱaȱfacilityȱsuchȱasȱtheȱKettlemenȱHillsȱfacility,ȱalthoughȱ
additionalȱsamplingȱcouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱconfirmȱtheȱwasteȱdesignation.ȱTheȱremainderȱofȱtheȱsoilȱwouldȱbeȱ
suitableȱforȱdisposalȱasȱaȱClassȱIIȱnonȬhazardousȱwasteȱandȱtheȱsoilȱinvestigationȱreportȱalsoȱconcludedȱthatȱ
thisȱsoilȱwouldȱbeȱsuitableȱforȱreuseȱwithinȱtheȱconstructionȱareaȱofȱtheȱprojectȱasȱwell.ȱ
Soilȱ Qualityȱ Alongȱ Pipelineȱ Alignments.ȱ Environmentalȱ investigationsȱ haveȱ notȱ beenȱ conductedȱ toȱ
evaluateȱ soilȱ qualityȱ alongȱ theȱ proposedȱ distributionȱ pipelineȱ routes.ȱ Instead,ȱ anȱ environmentalȱ databaseȱ
reviewȱ wasȱ conductedȱ toȱ identifyȱ permittedȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ uses,104ȱ environmentalȱ cases,105ȱ andȱ
historicȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ usesȱ alongȱ theȱ alignmentsȱ andȱ withinȱ aȱ ¼ȱ mileȱ bufferȱ zone.ȱ Theȱ discussionȱ
belowȱ focusesȱ onȱ thoseȱ sitesȱ withȱ theȱ potentialȱ toȱ affectȱ soilȱ orȱ groundwaterȱ qualityȱ withinȱ theȱ pipelineȱ
alignmentsȱ andȱ thoseȱ thatȱ provideȱ furtherȱ informationȱ toȱ evaluateȱ conditionsȱ thatȱ mayȱ beȱ encounteredȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

103ȱAEWȱ Engineering,ȱ Draftȱ Soilȱ Investigationȱ Report,ȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ Reservoirȱ Project,ȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ California.ȱ

August,ȱ2010.ȱ

104ȱPermittedȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱusesȱareȱfacilitiesȱthatȱuseȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱorȱhandleȱhazardousȱwastesȱbutȱcomplyȱ

withȱcurrentȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱandȱhazardousȱwasteȱregulations.ȱ

105ȱEnvironmentalȱ casesȱ areȱ sitesȱ suspectedȱ ofȱ releasingȱ hazardousȱ substancesȱ orȱ thatȱ haveȱ hadȱ causeȱ forȱ hazardousȱ

materialsȱ investigationsȱ andȱ areȱ identifiedȱ onȱ regulatoryȱ agencyȱ lists.ȱ Theseȱ areȱ sitesȱ whereȱ soilȱ and/orȱ groundwaterȱ
contaminationȱisȱknownȱorȱsuspectedȱtoȱhaveȱoccurred.ȱ
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duringȱexcavationȱforȱpipelineȱinstallation.ȱTheȱregionalȱgroundwaterȱflowȱdirectionȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinityȱisȱ
towardsȱtheȱnorthwest.ȱ
Thoseȱ sitesȱ identifiedȱ alongȱ orȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ proposedȱ pipelineȱ alignmentsȱ areȱ summarizedȱ belowȱ andȱ
listedȱ inȱ Appendixȱ 2.ȱ Thereȱ areȱ nineȱ sitesȱ withinȱ approximatelyȱ ¼Ȭmileȱ ofȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ atȱ theȱ
southernmostȱ endȱ ofȱ theȱ transmissionȱ pipelineȱ alignmentȱ (Sitesȱ 1ȱ throughȱ 9).ȱ Theyȱ includeȱ theȱ followingȱ
threeȱenvironmentalȱcases:ȱ

x

TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱArmoryȱatȱ100ȱArmoryȱDriveȱ(SiteȱNo.ȱ1)ȱisȱidentifiedȱinȱtheȱMilitaryȱCleanupȱ
Siteȱ (MCS)ȱ database.ȱ Thisȱ caseȱ wasȱ closedȱ inȱ 2012,ȱ butȱ theȱ recordsȱ availableȱ throughȱ theȱ Stateȱ
Waterȱ Resourcesȱ Controlȱ Boardȱ Geoȱ Trackerȱ databaseȱ doȱ notȱ includeȱ recordsȱ ofȱ theȱ typeȱ ofȱ
contaminantsȱorȱremedialȱactionsȱtakenȱatȱtheȱsite.ȱȱ

x

TheȱJanetȱPomeroyȱRecreationȱandȱRehabilitationȱCenterȱatȱ207ȱSkylineȱBoulevardȱ(SiteȱNo.ȱ5)ȱisȱ
locatedȱ approximatelyȱ 1,000ȱ feetȱ toȱ theȱ northeastȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ newȱ Waterȱ Treatmentȱ Plant.ȱ
Thisȱ siteȱ isȱ identifiedȱ asȱ aȱ leakingȱ undergroundȱ storageȱ tankȱ case.ȱ Twoȱ USTsȱ wereȱ previouslyȱ
removedȱfromȱthisȱsite,ȱincludingȱaȱ10,000ȱgallonȱtankȱinȱ1999ȱandȱ3,500ȱgallonȱtankȱinȱ2001.ȱSoilȱ
andȱgroundwaterȱqualityȱatȱthisȱsiteȱhaveȱbeenȱaffected,ȱandȱtheȱsiteȱownerȱpreviouslyȱattemptedȱ
vaporȱextractionȱsystemȱtoȱremediateȱtheȱsoilȱandȱgroundwater.106ȱWhileȱtheȱgroundwaterȱplumeȱ
isȱnotȱmigratingȱtowardsȱLakeȱMerced,ȱtheȱRWQCBȱandȱtheȱsiteȱownerȱhaveȱdeterminedȱthatȱtheȱ
vaporȱ extractionȱ systemȱ didȱ notȱ provideȱ adequateȱ remediation.ȱ Thisȱ leakingȱ undergroundȱ
storageȱtankȱsiteȱisȱcurrentlyȱopenȱandȱoptionsȱforȱfurtherȱremediationȱareȱunderȱconsideration.ȱ
However,ȱasȱofȱSeptemberȱ2013,ȱtheȱplumeȱwasȱlocatedȱentirelyȱwithinȱtheȱsiteȱboundaries.ȱ

x

Theȱ Sanȱ FranciscoȱAAAȱ Batteryȱ61ȬNȱ (SiteȱNo.ȱ9)ȱ isȱ identifiedȱasȱ aȱFormerlyȱUsedȱ Defenseȱ Siteȱ
(FUDSȱ database)ȱ andȱ alsoȱ theȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Toxicȱ Substancesȱ Controlȱ Envirostorȱ databaseȱ
whichȱincludesȱsitesȱthatȱhaveȱknownȱcontaminationȱorȱsitesȱforȱwhichȱthereȱmayȱbeȱreasonsȱtoȱ
investigateȱfurther.ȱTheȱUSȱ6thȱArmyȱusedȱthisȱ16Ȭacreȱsiteȱforȱaȱgunȱsiteȱduringȱaȱ25Ȭyearȱleaseȱ
withȱtheȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱTheȱFUDSȱdatabaseȱindicatesȱthereȱareȱnoȱpotentialȱ
hazardsȱ fromȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Defenseȱ activitiesȱ atȱ thisȱ site,ȱ butȱ theȱ Envirostorȱ databaseȱ reportsȱ
thatȱtheȱpotentialȱcontaminantȱofȱconcernȱisȱexplosives.ȱTheȱsiteȱisȱcurrentlyȱaȱvacantȱlotȱenclosedȱ
byȱaȱfence.ȱȱ

TheȱremainingȱsixȱsitesȱinȱthisȱvicinityȱareȱeitherȱpermittedȱorȱhistoricȱUSTȱsites,ȱaȱhistoricȱdryȱcleaners,ȱorȱ
haveȱpermittedȱhazardousȱwastesȱforȱoffȬsiteȱdisposalȱ(HAZNETȱdatabase).ȱ
ThereȱareȱnoȱenvironmentalȱcasesȱlocatedȱalongȱtheȱdistributionȱpipelineȱalignmentȱbetweenȱtheȱOceansideȱ
WPCPȱandȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite.ȱHowever,ȱthereȱareȱtwoȱhistoricȱautoȱserviceȱstations,ȱthreeȱhistoricȱ
cleaners,ȱandȱoneȱsiteȱthatȱhasȱmanifestedȱhazardousȱwastesȱforȱoffȬsiteȱdisposalȱ(SiteȱNos.ȱ10ȱthroughȱ15).ȱ
Whileȱcontaminationȱhasȱnotȱbeenȱidentifiedȱatȱtheseȱsites,ȱthereȱisȱtheȱpotentialȱforȱresidualȱcontaminationȱ
asȱaȱresultȱofȱhistoricȱsiteȱactivities.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

106ȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱDepartmentȱofȱPublicȱHealth,ȱletterȱtoȱPomeroyȱRecreationȱandȱRehabilitationȱCenter,ȱ

subject:ȱ Groundwaterȱ Monitoringȱ andȱ Remediationȱ Systemȱ Reportȱ 2Q13,ȱ Janetȱ Pomeroyȱ Center,ȱ 207ȱ Skylineȱ Blvd,ȱ
SanȱFrancisco,ȱLOPȱCaseȱNumber:ȱ11198.ȱJanuaryȱ29,ȱ2014.ȱ
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Thereȱ areȱ twoȱ environmentalȱ casesȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ 13ȱ permittedȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ usesȱ orȱ historicȱ usesȱ ofȱ
hazardousȱmaterialsȱalongȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentȱbetweenȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱandȱLincolnȱParkȱ(Sitesȱ
16ȱthroughȱ30).ȱTheȱenvironmentalȱcasesȱincludeȱtwoȱleakingȱundergroundȱstorageȱtankȱsitesȱ(SiteȱNos.ȱ25ȱ
andȱ30).ȱTheseȱareȱoneȱresidentialȱpropertyȱandȱoneȱcommercialȱpropertyȱthatȱexperiencedȱaȱreleaseȱofȱdieselȱ
orȱ wasteȱ oil.ȱ Bothȱ releasesȱ affectedȱ soilȱ qualityȱ only,ȱ andȱ theȱ casesȱ haveȱ beenȱ closedȱ byȱ theȱ regulatoryȱ
agencies.ȱ Theȱ remainingȱ sitesȱ identifiedȱ alongȱ thisȱ pipelineȱ alignmentȱ includeȱ sevenȱ sitesȱ withȱ permittedȱ
USTsȱ(almostȱallȱresidentialȱproperties),ȱtwoȱhistoricȱautoȱserviceȱstations,ȱtwoȱhistoricȱcleaners,ȱandȱthreeȱ
sitesȱthatȱhaveȱmanifestedȱhazardousȱwasteȱforȱoffȬsiteȱdisposal.ȱInȱaddition,ȱFortȱMileyȱatȱLincolnȱParkȱisȱ
identifiedȱasȱaȱmilitaryȱUSTȱsite.ȱTheȱenvironmentalȱdatabaseȱreviewȱindicatesȱthatȱinȱ1993,ȱnineȱUSTsȱwereȱ
closedȱinȱplaceȱatȱthisȱsite,ȱandȱtheȱassociatedȱpipingȱandȱaffectedȱsoilȱwereȱremoved.ȱ
ThereȱareȱnoȱenvironmentalȱcasesȱalongȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentȱbetweenȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱandȱtheȱ
Presidio.ȱ However,ȱ thereȱ areȱ 12ȱ permittedȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ usesȱ (Siteȱ Nos.ȱ 31ȱ throughȱ 42)ȱ includingȱ
eightȱsitesȱwithȱpermittedȱUSTs,ȱthreeȱsitesȱthatȱhaveȱmanifestedȱhazardousȱwastesȱforȱoffȬsiteȱdisposal,ȱandȱ
oneȱ siteȱ thatȱ isȱ aȱ smallȱ quantityȱ generatorȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ wastesȱ underȱ theȱ Resourceȱ Conservationȱ andȱ
RecoveryȱActȱ(RCRA).ȱȱ
AlthoughȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱdoesȱnotȱinvolveȱworkȱwithinȱtheȱPresidio,ȱitȱwillȱinvolveȱexcavationȱupȱtoȱ
theȱPresidioȱboundary.ȱTheȱPresidioȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱisȱidentifiedȱasȱaȱmilitaryȱUSTȱandȱcleanupȱsite.ȱTheȱ
environmentalȱdatabaseȱreviewȱindicatesȱthatȱaȱ500ȬgallonȱUST,ȱ750ȱgallonȱUST,ȱfourȱ1,000ȱgallonȱUSTs,ȱandȱ
twoȱ17,000ȱgallonȱUSTsȱwereȱremovedȱfromȱthisȱsiteȱinȱ1993;ȱoneȱ14,000ȱgallonȱUSTȱwasȱremovedȱinȱ1996;ȱ
andȱanȱadditionalȱUSTȱwasȱremovedȱinȱ2012.ȱTheȱPresidioȱisȱalsoȱidentifiedȱinȱtheȱResponseȱandȱEnvirostorȱ
databasesȱ whichȱ includeȱ sitesȱ thatȱ haveȱ knownȱ contaminationȱ orȱ sitesȱ forȱ whichȱ thereȱ mayȱ beȱ reasonsȱ toȱ
investigateȱfurther.ȱTheȱcontaminantsȱofȱconcernȱatȱtheȱPresidioȱareȱlistedȱasȱarsenicȱandȱlead.ȱ
Thereȱ areȱ sevenȱ environmentalȱ casesȱ locatedȱ alongȱ theȱ distributionȱ pipelineȱ alignmentȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ
Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ Panhandleȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ sevenȱ permittedȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ usesȱ orȱ historicȱ usesȱ ofȱ
hazardousȱ materialsȱ (Siteȱ Nos.ȱ 43ȱ throughȱ 56).ȱ Sixȱ ofȱ theȱ environmentalȱ casesȱ areȱ residencesȱ alongȱ Oakȱ
StreetȱorȱStanyanȱStreetȱthatȱareȱidentifiedȱinȱtheȱleakingȱundergroundȱstorageȱtankȱdatabases.ȱAllȱofȱtheseȱ
casesȱinvolvedȱreleasesȱofȱheatingȱoilȱandȱhaveȱreceivedȱclosureȱfromȱtheȱregulatoryȱagencies.ȱTheȱseventhȱ
caseȱisȱaȱserviceȱstationȱonȱStanyanȱStreetȱwhereȱaȱreleaseȱofȱgasolineȱaffectedȱgroundwaterȱquality.ȱThisȱsiteȱ
hasȱalsoȱreceivedȱregulatoryȱclosure.ȱTheȱremainderȱofȱtheȱsitesȱincludesȱfiveȱpermittedȱUSTȱsites,ȱoneȱsiteȱ
whichȱhasȱmanifestedȱhazardousȱwasteȱforȱoffȬsiteȱdisposal,ȱandȱoneȱhistoricȱautomobileȱserviceȱstation.ȱ
Inȱadditionȱtoȱthoseȱsitesȱdescribedȱaboveȱthatȱareȱalongȱorȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱpipelineȱalignments,ȱtheȱ
environmentalȱdatabaseȱreviewȱidentifiedȱenvironmentalȱcasesȱwithinȱaȱ¼Ȭmileȱbufferȱzoneȱofȱtheȱpipelineȱ
alignments.ȱ Thoseȱ sitesȱ thatȱ wereȱ consideredȱ toȱ haveȱ theȱ potentialȱ toȱ affectȱ soilȱ orȱ groundwaterȱ qualityȱ
withinȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentsȱareȱthoseȱidentifiedȱinȱtheȱleakingȱundergroundȱstorageȱtankȱdatabases.ȱEachȱ
siteȱ identifiedȱ withinȱ thisȱ bufferȱ zoneȱ isȱ listedȱ inȱ Tableȱ A2Ȭ3ȱ inȱ Appendixȱ 2;ȱ theyȱ includeȱ 56ȱ leakingȱ
undergroundȱ storageȱ tankȱ sites.ȱ Whileȱ mostȱ ofȱ theseȱ sitesȱ wouldȱ haveȱ lowȱ potentialȱ toȱ affectȱ soilȱ qualityȱ
withinȱtheȱpipelineȱalignments,ȱtheȱdensityȱofȱleakingȱundergroundȱstorageȱtankȱsitesȱtogetherȱwithȱtheȱsitesȱ
withȱpermittedȱUSTsȱlocatedȱalongȱtheȱalignmentsȱindicateȱaȱhighȱpotentialȱtoȱencounterȱUSTsȱwithinȱtheȱ
pipelineȱalignmentsȱandȱpotentiallyȱsoilȱthatȱhasȱbeenȱaffectedȱbyȱaȱreleaseȱfromȱaȱUST,ȱparticularlyȱalongȱ
theȱpipelineȱalignmentsȱtoȱtheȱnorthȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱandȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱPanhandle.ȱ
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Regulatory Requirements for Site Investigation and Cleanup
TheȱSFDPHȱ providesȱoversightȱforȱ theȱ assessmentȱandȱremediationȱofȱcontaminatedȱsitesȱinȱtheȱ Cityȱandȱ
Countyȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ underȱ theȱ Siteȱ Assessmentȱ andȱ Mitigationȱ Program.ȱ Theȱ typesȱ ofȱ sitesȱ managedȱ
underȱthisȱprogramȱincludeȱsitesȱsubjectȱtoȱtheȱMaherȱProgramȱandȱsitesȱaffectedȱbyȱaȱreleaseȱfromȱaȱUSTȱ
beingȱaddressedȱunderȱtheȱLocalȱOversightȱProgram.ȱTheȱSFDPHȱalsoȱadministersȱUSTȱandȱfacilityȱclosureȱ
requirements.ȱȱ
MaherȱProgram.ȱArticleȱ22AȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCodeȱ(alsoȱknownȱasȱtheȱMaherȱOrdinance)ȱrequires,ȱ
priorȱtoȱissuanceȱofȱaȱbuildingȱpermit,ȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱsponsorȱretainȱtheȱservicesȱofȱaȱqualifiedȱprofessionalȱ
toȱ prepareȱ aȱ Phaseȱ Iȱ Environmentalȱ Siteȱ Assessmentȱ (ESA)ȱ thatȱ meetsȱ theȱ requirementsȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
HealthȱCodeȱSectionȱ22.A.6.ȱTheȱPhaseȱIȱESAȱwouldȱdetermineȱtheȱpotentialȱforȱsiteȱcontaminationȱandȱlevelȱ
ofȱexposureȱriskȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱproject.ȱBasedȱonȱthatȱinformation,ȱtheȱprojectȱsponsorȱmayȱbeȱrequiredȱ
toȱ conductȱ soilȱ and/orȱ groundwaterȱ samplingȱ andȱ analysis.ȱ Whereȱ suchȱ analysisȱ revealsȱ theȱ presenceȱ ofȱ
hazardousȱsubstancesȱinȱexcessȱofȱstateȱorȱfederalȱstandards,ȱtheȱprojectȱsponsorȱisȱrequiredȱtoȱsubmitȱaȱsiteȱ
mitigationȱplanȱ(SMP)ȱtoȱSFDPHȱorȱotherȱappropriateȱstateȱorȱfederalȱagency(ies),ȱandȱtoȱremediateȱanyȱsiteȱ
contaminationȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ anȱ approvedȱ SMPȱ priorȱ toȱ theȱ issuanceȱ ofȱ anyȱ buildingȱ permit.ȱ Forȱ
departments,ȱ boards,ȱ commissionsȱ andȱ agenciesȱ ofȱ theȱ Cityȱ andȱ Countyȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ thatȱ authorizeȱ
constructionȱ orȱ improvementsȱ onȱ landȱ underȱ theirȱ jurisdictionȱ whereȱ noȱ buildingȱ orȱ gradingȱ permitȱ isȱ
required,ȱtheȱordinanceȱrequiresȱprotocolsȱbeȱdevelopedȱbetweenȱthatȱentityȱandȱSFDPHȱthatȱwillȱachieveȱ
theȱenvironmentalȱandȱpublicȱhealthȱandȱsafetyȱgoalsȱofȱArticleȱ22A.ȱȱ
Articleȱ22AȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCodeȱappliesȱtoȱanyȱsiteȱidentifiedȱwithinȱtheȱMaherȱareaȱasȱwellȱasȱ
anyȱsiteȱthatȱis:ȱ

x

onȱaȱlotȱeitherȱcurrentlyȱorȱpreviouslyȱeitherȱzonedȱforȱorȱpermittedȱforȱindustrialȱuse;ȱ

x

withinȱ150ȱfeetȱofȱanyȱofȱtheȱelevatedȱportionsȱofȱU.S.ȱHighwayȱ101,ȱInterstateȱ80ȱorȱInterstateȱ280;ȱ

x

onȱ aȱ lotȱ knownȱ orȱ suspectedȱ byȱ SFDPHȱ toȱ containȱ hazardousȱ substancesȱ inȱ theȱ soilȱ and/orȱ
groundwater;ȱorȱ

x

onȱ aȱ lotȱ knownȱ orȱ suspectedȱ byȱ SFDPHȱ toȱ containȱ orȱ toȱ beȱ withinȱ 100ȱfeetȱ ofȱ anȱ undergroundȱ
storageȱtank.ȱ

Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ Articleȱ 22Aȱ becauseȱ itȱ isȱ locatedȱ onȱ aȱ siteȱ thatȱ hasȱ beenȱ permittedȱ forȱ anȱ
industrialȱuseȱandȱbasedȱonȱproximityȱofȱtheȱpipelinesȱtoȱundergroundȱstorageȱtanks.ȱ
LocalȱOversightȱProgram.ȱUnderȱtheȱLocalȱOversightȱProgram,ȱtheȱSFDPHȱprovidesȱoversightȱforȱsitesȱthatȱ
haveȱ experiencedȱ aȱ releaseȱ fromȱ aȱ UST,ȱ pursuantȱ toȱ Titleȱ 23ȱ ofȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Codeȱ ofȱ Regulations,ȱ
Chapterȱ16.ȱUnderȱthisȱprogram,ȱtheȱSWRCBȱprovidesȱregulatoryȱguidanceȱandȱalsoȱreviews,ȱcommentsȱon,ȱ
andȱ approvesȱ siteȱ assessmentȱ reports,ȱ feasibilityȱ studies,ȱ andȱ workȱ plans;ȱ reviewsȱ monitoringȱ dataȱ toȱ
evaluateȱtheȱeffectivenessȱofȱtheȱremediationȱstrategy;ȱandȱuponȱcompletionȱofȱremediation,ȱissuesȱaȱletterȱorȱ
otherȱdocumentȱthatȱcertifiesȱthatȱtheȱcleanupȱgoalsȱhaveȱbeenȱmet.ȱȱ
USTȱandȱFacilityȱClosure.ȱArticleȱ21ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCodeȱaddressesȱclosureȱofȱUSTsȱandȱotherȱ
hazardousȱmaterialsȱhandlingȱfacilities.ȱToȱcloseȱaȱfacilityȱ(includingȱUSTs),ȱaȱclosureȱplanȱmustȱbeȱpreparedȱ
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thatȱidentifiesȱhowȱtheȱneedȱforȱfutureȱmaintenanceȱofȱtheȱfacilityȱwillȱbeȱeliminated;ȱhowȱtheȱthreatȱtoȱtheȱ
environmentalȱ andȱ publicȱ healthȱ andȱ safetyȱ willȱ beȱ eliminated,ȱ andȱ howȱ allȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ inȱ theȱ
facilityȱwillȱbeȱremovedȱandȱappropriatelyȱdisposedȱof.ȱTheȱplanȱmustȱbeȱsubmittedȱtoȱtheȱCityȱforȱapprovalȱ
priorȱtoȱclosure.ȱȱ
Thisȱ articleȱ alsoȱ requiresȱ thatȱ soilȱ fromȱ theȱ USTȱ excavation,ȱ andȱ possiblyȱ theȱ groundwater,ȱ beȱ sampled.ȱ
Uponȱ completionȱ ofȱ closure,ȱ aȱ finalȱ reportȱ documentingȱ USTȱ removalȱ activitiesȱ andȱ anyȱ residualȱ
contaminationȱ leftȱ inȱ placeȱ mustȱ beȱ submittedȱ toȱ theȱ City.ȱ Uponȱ approvalȱ ofȱ thisȱ report,ȱ theȱ Cityȱ wouldȱ
issueȱaȱCertificateȱofȱCompletion.ȱIfȱaȱreleaseȱwereȱindicated,ȱtheȱsiteȱownerȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱassessȱtheȱ
extentȱ ofȱ anyȱ contaminationȱ andȱ conductȱ aȱ siteȱ remediation,ȱ asȱ needed,ȱ inȱ complianceȱ withȱ theȱ SFDPHȱ
Localȱ Oversightȱ Programȱ requirements.ȱ Theȱ SFDPHȱ couldȱ approveȱ abandonmentȱ ofȱ theȱ USTȱ inȱ placeȱ ifȱ
removalȱwereȱinfeasible.ȱ

Impacts Related to Exposure to Hazardous Materials in Soil and Groundwater
ClosureȱofȱpreviouslyȱunidentifiedȱUSTs.ȱAsȱdiscussedȱabove,ȱthereȱisȱaȱhighȱpotentialȱtoȱencounterȱUSTsȱ
withinȱtheȱpipelineȱalignments,ȱparticularlyȱalongȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentsȱtoȱtheȱnorthȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
andȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ Panhandle.ȱ Withoutȱ properȱ precautions,ȱ workersȱ andȱ theȱ publicȱ couldȱ beȱ exposedȱ toȱ
petroleumȱproductsȱpotentiallyȱremainingȱinȱtheȱUSTsȱorȱinȱtheȱsurroundingȱsoil.ȱ
However,ȱifȱaȱpreviouslyȱunidentifiedȱUSTȱwereȱencounteredȱinȱtheȱexcavationȱarea,ȱtheȱSFPUC,ȱorȱifȱinȱtheȱ
publicȱrightȬofȬwayȱorȱonȱotherȱnonȬSFPUCȱproperty,ȱtheȱtankȱowner,ȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱcloseȱtheȱUSTȱinȱ
accordanceȱ withȱ Articleȱ 21ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Healthȱ Code.ȱ Thisȱ articleȱ wouldȱ requireȱ aȱ closureȱ planȱ
identifyingȱappropriateȱrequirementsȱforȱdispositionȱofȱanyȱremainingȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱinȱtheȱtankȱandȱ
theȱtankȱitself.ȱTheȱclosureȱplanȱwouldȱbeȱsubmittedȱtoȱtheȱCityȱforȱapprovalȱpriorȱtoȱremovalȱofȱtheȱUST.ȱ
Soilȱ fromȱ theȱ USTȱ excavation,ȱ andȱ possiblyȱ theȱ groundwater,ȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ beȱ sampledȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ
Articleȱ21.ȱUponȱcompletionȱofȱclosure,ȱaȱreleaseȱorȱcontaminationȱreportȱwouldȱbeȱsubmittedȱtoȱSFDPHȱifȱaȱ
releaseȱwereȱindicatedȱonȱtheȱbasisȱofȱvisualȱobservationsȱorȱsampling,ȱandȱaȱfinalȱreportȱdocumentingȱtankȱ
removalȱ activitiesȱ andȱ anyȱ residualȱ contaminationȱ leftȱ inȱ placeȱ wouldȱ beȱ submittedȱ toȱ SFDPH.ȱ Uponȱ
approvalȱ ofȱ thisȱ report,ȱ SFDPHȱ wouldȱ issueȱ aȱ Certificateȱ ofȱ Completion.ȱ Ifȱ aȱ releaseȱ wereȱ indicated,ȱ theȱ
SFPUC,ȱor,ȱotherȱtankȱownerȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱsubmitȱaȱcorrectiveȱactionȱplan,ȱincludingȱaȱcommunityȱ
healthȱandȱsafetyȱplan,ȱtoȱSFDPHȱandȱtheȱRWQCB,ȱandȱremediationȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱ
federal,ȱ stateȱ andȱ localȱ regulations.ȱ Alternatively,ȱ theȱ tankȱ couldȱ beȱ abandonedȱ inȱ placeȱ ifȱ removalȱ wereȱ
infeasible.ȱImplementationȱofȱtheȱmeasuresȱrequiredȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱArticleȱ21ȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱ
Codeȱwouldȱensureȱthatȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱimpactsȱassociatedȱwithȱencounteringȱpreviouslyȱunidentifiedȱ
USTsȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Constructionȱwithinȱcontaminatedȱmaterials.ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱsubjectȱtoȱArticleȱ22Aȱofȱtheȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCode,ȱalsoȱknownȱasȱtheȱMaherȱOrdinance,ȱwhichȱisȱadministeredȱandȱoverseenȱbyȱtheȱ
SFDPH.ȱAccordingly,ȱtheȱprojectȱsponsorȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱretainȱtheȱservicesȱofȱaȱqualifiedȱprofessionalȱ
toȱ prepareȱ aȱ Phaseȱ Iȱ ESA;ȱ conductȱ soilȱ and/orȱ groundwaterȱ samplingȱ andȱ analysis,ȱ ifȱ warrantedȱ byȱ theȱ
Phaseȱ Iȱ ESAȱ andȱ ifȱ theȱ investigationsȱ alreadyȱ completedȱ asȱ describedȱ aboveȱ doȱ notȱ completelyȱ addressȱ
potentialȱissuesȱidentified;ȱandȱimplementȱaȱSMPȱtoȱremediateȱanyȱsiteȱcontaminationȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱ
agreedȱuponȱprotocols.ȱThus,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱaȱsignificantȱhazardȱtoȱtheȱpublicȱorȱ
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environmentȱfromȱcontaminatedȱsoilȱand/orȱgroundwaterȱandȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱresultȱinȱaȱlessȬ
thanȬsignificantȱimpactȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱconstructionȱwithinȱcontaminatedȱmaterials.ȱ
Disposalȱofȱcontaminatedȱmaterials.ȱAsȱdiscussedȱabove,ȱaȱportionȱofȱtheȱsoilȱfromȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱ
siteȱwouldȱbeȱclassifiedȱasȱaȱhazardousȱwasteȱbecauseȱofȱtheȱsolubleȱleadȱconcentrationȱinȱoneȱcompositeȱsoilȱ
sample.ȱ Further,ȱ ifȱ previouslyȱ unidentifiedȱ USTsȱ areȱ encountered,ȱ theȱ tanksȱ andȱ associatedȱ soilȱ wouldȱ
requireȱoffȬsiteȱdisposal.ȱHowever,ȱasȱtheȱgeneratorȱofȱtheȱhazardousȱwastes,ȱtheȱprojectȱsponsorȱwouldȱbeȱ
requiredȱ toȱ followȱ stateȱ andȱ federalȱ regulationsȱ forȱ manifestingȱ theȱ wastes,ȱ usingȱ licensedȱ wasteȱ haulers,ȱ
andȱ disposingȱ theȱ materialsȱ atȱ aȱ permittedȱ disposalȱ orȱ recyclingȱ facility.ȱ Withȱ complianceȱ withȱ theseȱ
regulatoryȱrequirements,ȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱdisposalȱofȱhazardousȱwastesȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Asȱ notedȱ inȱ Topicȱ 14,ȱ “Geologyȱ andȱ Soils,”ȱ limitedȱ groundwaterȱ dewateringȱ couldȱ beȱ necessaryȱ duringȱ
constructionȱofȱtheȱreservoirȱusedȱduringȱtheȱtreatmentȱprocessȱandȱnewȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱatȱ
theȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱDuringȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱproposedȱfacility,ȱgroundwaterȱproducedȱbyȱdewateringȱ
wouldȱ beȱ dischargedȱ toȱ theȱ combinedȱ sewerȱ systemȱ inȱ complianceȱ withȱ Articleȱ 4.1ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
Publicȱ Worksȱ Codeȱ asȱ supplementedȱ byȱ Orderȱ No.ȱ158170.ȱ Asȱ discussedȱ above,ȱ theȱ groundwaterȱ qualityȱ
meetsȱ theȱ dischargeȱ limitationsȱ ofȱ Articleȱ 4.1ȱ andȱ Orderȱ No.ȱ158170,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ thereforeȱ notȱ requireȱ
treatmentȱ otherȱ thanȱ toȱ removeȱ sediments.ȱ Impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ dischargeȱ ofȱ theȱ groundwaterȱ producedȱ
duringȱ constructionȬrelatedȱ dewateringȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ thanȱ significantȱ withȱ complianceȱ withȱ theȱ specifiedȱ
dischargeȱlimitations.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ HZȬ3:ȱ Reconfigurationȱ ofȱ theȱ chemicalȱ buildingȱ interiorȱ wouldȱ notȱ exposeȱ workersȱ andȱ theȱ
publicȱ toȱ hazardousȱ buildingȱ materialsȱ includingȱ asbestosȬcontainingȱ materials,ȱ leadȬbasedȱ paint,ȱ
PCBs,ȱ bis(2Ȭethylhexyl)ȱ phthalateȱ (DEHP),ȱandȱ mercury,ȱ orȱ resultȱinȱ aȱ releaseȱ ofȱ theseȱmaterialsȱintoȱ
theȱenvironmentȱduringȱconstruction.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
AsȱdescribedȱinȱtheȱProjectȱDescription,ȱtheȱinteriorȱofȱtheȱexistingȱchemicalȱbuildingȱ(Buildingȱ510)ȱatȱtheȱ
Oceansideȱ WPCPȱ wouldȱ beȱ reconfiguredȱ toȱ houseȱ theȱ chemicalȱ storageȱ tanksȱ andȱ feedȱ systemsȱ forȱ theȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ process.ȱ Constructedȱ inȱ 1992,ȱ itȱ isȱ unlikelyȱ thatȱ thisȱ buildingȱ wouldȱ includeȱ asbestosȬ
containingȱ materials.ȱ However,ȱ leadȬbasedȱ paintȱ couldȱ haveȱ beenȱ usedȱ inȱ theȱ buildingȱ becauseȱ leadȱ
continuedȱtoȱbeȱusedȱinȱpaintsȱforȱindustrialȱpurposesȱafterȱitȱwasȱbannedȱforȱresidentialȱusesȱinȱ1978.ȱOtherȱ
hazardousȱ buildingȱ materialsȱ thatȱ couldȱ beȱ presentȱ includeȱ electricalȱ equipmentȱ containingȱ PCBs;ȱ
fluorescentȱlightȱballastsȱcontainingȱPCBsȱorȱDEHP;ȱandȱfluorescentȱlightȱtubesȱcontainingȱmercuryȱvapors.ȱ
TheȱpumpȱstationȱwhichȱwouldȱbeȱexpandedȱatȱtheȱCentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱmayȱalsoȱincludeȱtheseȱmaterials.ȱ
Ifȱtheseȱmaterialsȱwereȱpresent,ȱworkersȱandȱtheȱpublicȱcouldȱbeȱexposedȱtoȱhazardousȱbuildingȱmaterialsȱifȱ
theyȱwereȱnotȱabatedȱpriorȱtoȱreconfigurationȱofȱtheȱinteriorȱspace.ȱHowever,ȱasȱdiscussedȱbelow,ȱthereȱisȱaȱ
wellȬestablishedȱregulatoryȱframeworkȱforȱtheȱabatementȱofȱasbestosȬcontainingȱmaterials,ȱleadȬbasedȱpaint,ȱ
andȱtheȱotherȱtypesȱofȱhazardousȱbuildingȱmaterialsȱthatȱcouldȱbeȱencounteredȱduringȱconstruction.ȱImpactsȱ
relatedȱtoȱexposureȱtoȱtheseȱhazardousȱbuildingȱmaterialsȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificantȱwithȱcomplianceȱ
withȱregulatoryȱrequirementsȱasȱdiscussedȱbelow.ȱȱ
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AsbestosȬContainingȱMaterials.ȱAlthoughȱitȱisȱunlikelyȱthatȱasbestosȬcontainingȱmaterialsȱwouldȱhaveȱbeenȱ
usedȱ inȱ theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ chemicalȱ building,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ conductȱ aȱ hazardousȱ buildingȱ
materialsȱ surveyȱ andȱ wouldȱ abateȱ anyȱ asbestosȬcontainingȱ materialsȱ priorȱ toȱ reconfigurationȱ activitiesȱ inȱ
accordanceȱwithȱtheȱfollowingȱBAAQMDȱrequirements.ȱȱ
Sectionȱ19827.5ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱHealthȱandȱSafetyȱCodeȱrequiresȱthatȱlocalȱagenciesȱnotȱissueȱdemolitionȱorȱ
alterationȱ permitsȱ untilȱ anȱ applicantȱ hasȱ demonstratedȱ complianceȱ withȱ notificationȱ requirementsȱ underȱ
applicableȱ federalȱ regulationsȱ regardingȱ hazardousȱ airȱ pollutants,ȱ includingȱ asbestos.ȱ Theȱ BAAQMDȱ isȱ
vestedȱ byȱ theȱ Californiaȱ legislatureȱ withȱ authorityȱ toȱ regulateȱ airborneȱ pollutants,ȱ includingȱ asbestos,ȱ
throughȱbothȱinspectionȱandȱlawȱenforcement,ȱandȱisȱtoȱbeȱnotifiedȱofȱanyȱdemolitionȱorȱrenovationȱprojectȱ
thatȱinvolvesȱtheȱremovalȱofȱ100ȱsquareȱfeetȱorȱmoreȱofȱasbestosȬcontainingȱmaterialsȱ10ȱdaysȱinȱadvanceȱofȱ
theȱwork.ȱȱ
Notificationȱ includesȱ theȱ namesȱ andȱ addressesȱ ofȱ operationsȱ andȱ personsȱ responsible;ȱ descriptionȱ andȱ
locationȱ ofȱ theȱ structureȱ toȱ beȱ demolished/alteredȱ includingȱ size,ȱ age,ȱ andȱ priorȱ use;ȱ theȱ approximateȱ
amountȱ ofȱ friableȱ asbestosȱ thatȱ wouldȱ beȱ removedȱ orȱ disturbed;ȱ theȱ scheduledȱ startingȱ andȱ completionȱ
datesȱ ofȱ demolitionȱ orȱ abatement;ȱ theȱ natureȱ ofȱ theȱ plannedȱ workȱ andȱ methodsȱ toȱ beȱ employed;ȱ theȱ
proceduresȱ toȱ beȱ employedȱ toȱ meetȱ BAAQMDȱ requirements;ȱ andȱ theȱ nameȱ andȱ locationȱ ofȱ theȱ wasteȱ
disposalȱsiteȱtoȱbeȱused.ȱApprovedȱmethodsȱforȱcontrolȱofȱasbestosȬcontainingȱmaterialsȱduringȱabatementȱ
includeȱ adequateȱ wettingȱ ofȱ allȱasbestosȬcontainingȱ materialsȱ andȱ providingȱ containmentȱ withȱ aȱ negativeȱ
airȱpressureȱventilationȱsystemȱtoȱpreventȱmigrationȱofȱasbestosȬcontainingȱmaterials.ȱBAAQMDȱrandomlyȱ
inspectsȱ asbestosȱ removalȱ operations.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ BAAQMDȱ willȱ inspectȱ anyȱ removalȱ operationȱ whenȱ aȱ
complaintȱhasȱbeenȱreceived.ȱȱ
Theȱ localȱ Cal/OSHAȱ officeȱ mustȱ beȱ notifiedȱ ofȱ asbestosȱ abatementȱ toȱ beȱ carriedȱ out.ȱ Asbestosȱ abatementȱ
contractorsȱ mustȱ followȱ stateȱ regulationsȱ containedȱ inȱ 8CCR1529ȱ andȱ 8CCR341.6ȱ throughȱ 341.17ȱ whereȱ
thereȱisȱasbestosȬrelatedȱworkȱinvolvingȱ100ȱsquareȱfeetȱorȱmoreȱofȱasbestosȬcontainingȱmaterial.ȱAsbestosȱ
removalȱcontractorsȱmustȱbeȱcertifiedȱasȱsuchȱbyȱtheȱContractorsȱLicensingȱBoardȱofȱtheȱStateȱofȱCalifornia.ȱ
TheȱownerȱofȱtheȱpropertyȱwhereȱabatementȱisȱtoȱoccurȱmustȱhaveȱaȱHazardousȱWasteȱGeneratorȱNumberȱ
assignedȱbyȱandȱregisteredȱwithȱtheȱOfficeȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱHealthȱServicesȱinȱSacramento.ȱ
TheȱcontractorȱandȱhaulerȱofȱtheȱmaterialȱareȱrequiredȱtoȱfileȱaȱHazardousȱWasteȱManifestȱwhichȱdetailsȱtheȱ
haulingȱ ofȱ theȱ materialȱ fromȱ theȱ siteȱ andȱ theȱ disposalȱ ofȱ it.ȱ Pursuantȱ toȱ Californiaȱ law,ȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
Departmentȱ ofȱ Buildingȱ Inspectionȱ (DBI)ȱ wouldȱ notȱ issueȱ theȱ requiredȱ permitȱ untilȱ theȱ applicantȱ hasȱ
compliedȱwithȱtheȱnoticeȱandȱabatementȱrequirementsȱdescribedȱabove.ȱȱ
Accordingly,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ theȱ chemicalȱ buildingȱ isȱ surveyedȱ forȱ asbestosȬcontainingȱ
materialsȱ priorȱ toȱ reconfiguringȱ theȱ interiorȱ space,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ provideȱ BAAQMDȱ withȱ notificationȱ ofȱ theȱ
plannedȱ reconfigurationȱ activitiesȱ aȱ minimumȱ ofȱ 10ȱdaysȱ priorȱ toȱ theseȱ activities.ȱ Ifȱ asbestosȬcontainingȱ
materialsȱ areȱ identified,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ retainȱ aȱ certifiedȱ asbestosȱ removalȱ contractorȱ toȱ completelyȱ
removeȱ allȱ asbestosȬcontainingȱ materialsȱ usingȱ BAAQMDȬapprovedȱ methods,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ retainȱ aȱ
licensedȱ wasteȱ haulerȱ toȱ legallyȱ disposeȱ ofȱ theȱ removedȱ materials.ȱ Implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ requiredȱ
proceduresȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱtheȱlegalȱrequirementsȱdescribedȱabove,ȱalreadyȱestablishedȱasȱaȱpartȱofȱtheȱ
permitȱ reviewȱ process,ȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ anyȱ potentialȱ impactsȱ dueȱ theȱ presenceȱ ofȱ asbestosȬcontainingȱ
materialsȱinȱanyȱofȱtheȱareasȱtoȱbeȱreconfiguredȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱȱ
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LeadȬbasedȱ Paint.ȱ 17ȱ CCRȱ Sectionȱ 35033ȱ definesȱ leadȬbasedȱ paintȱ asȱ paintȱ thatȱ containsȱ 1.0ȱ milligramȱ ofȱ
leadȱ perȱ squareȱ centimeterȱ ofȱ paint,ȱ orȱ 5,000ȱ mg/kgȱ ofȱ lead.ȱ Disturbanceȱ ofȱ buildingȱ componentsȱ thatȱ
includeȱ leadȬbasedȱ paintȱ duringȱ reconfigurationȱ ofȱ theȱ chemicalȱ buildingȱ couldȱ resultȱ inȱ exposureȱ ofȱ
workersȱandȱtheȱpublicȱtoȱlead.ȱȱ
However,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ wouldȱ conductȱ aȱ hazardousȱ buildingȱ materialsȱ surveyȱ priorȱ toȱ reconfigurationȱ
activitiesȱtoȱdetermineȱtheȱleadȱcontentȱofȱanyȱpaintȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱdisturbed.ȱIfȱleadȬbasedȱpaintȱisȱidentified,ȱ
theȱ reconfigurationȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ Cal/OSHAȱ Leadȱ inȱ Constructionȱ Standardȱ (8ȱ CCRȱ
Sectionȱ 1532.1).ȱ Thisȱ standardȱ requiresȱ developmentȱ andȱ implementationȱ ofȱ aȱ leadȱ complianceȱ planȱ whenȱ
materialsȱ containingȱ leadȱ wouldȱ beȱ disturbedȱ duringȱ construction.ȱ Theȱ planȱ mustȱ describeȱ activitiesȱ thatȱ
couldȱemitȱlead,ȱmethodsȱthatȱwillȱbeȱusedȱtoȱcomplyȱwithȱtheȱstandard,ȱsafeȱworkȱpractices,ȱandȱaȱplanȱtoȱ
protectȱ workersȱ fromȱ exposureȱ toȱ leadȱ duringȱ constructionȱ activities.ȱ Cal/OSHAȱ wouldȱ requireȱ 24Ȭhourȱ
notificationȱifȱmoreȱthanȱ100ȱsquareȱfeetȱofȱmaterialsȱcontainingȱleadȱwouldȱbeȱdisturbed.ȱImplementationȱofȱ
proceduresȱ requiredȱ byȱ theȱ Leadȱ inȱ Constructionȱ Standardȱ (8ȱ CCRȱ Sectionȱ 1532.1)ȱ wouldȱ ensureȱ thatȱ
potentialȱimpactsȱofȱdisturbanceȱofȱbuildingȱcomponentsȱwithȱleadȬbasedȱpaintȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
OtherȱHazardousȱBuildingȱMaterials.ȱOtherȱhazardousȱbuildingȱmaterialsȱthatȱcouldȱbeȱpresentȱwithinȱtheȱ
portionȱ ofȱ theȱ chemicalȱ buildingȱ thatȱ wouldȱ beȱ reconfiguredȱ includeȱ electricalȱ transformersȱ thatȱ couldȱ
containȱPCBs,ȱfluorescentȱlightȱballastsȱthatȱcouldȱcontainȱPCBsȱorȱDEHP,ȱandȱfluorescentȱlightȱtubesȱthatȱ
couldȱcontainȱmercuryȱvapors.ȱȱ
Underȱ theȱ Toxicȱ Substanceȱ Controlȱ Act,ȱ theȱ U.S.ȱ EPAȱ beganȱ toȱ imposeȱ bansȱ onȱ PCBȱ manufacturingȱ andȱ
salesȱ andȱ onȱ mostȱ PCBȱ usesȱ inȱ 1978,ȱ howeverȱ someȱ electricalȱ transformersȱ stillȱ inȱ useȱ todayȱ useȱ oilsȱ thatȱ
containȱPCBs.ȱTheȱToxicȱSubstanceȱControlȱActȱrequiresȱincinerationȱorȱanȱalternativeȱdestructionȱmethodȱ
forȱ oilsȱ containingȱ PCBȱ concentrationsȱ greaterȱ thanȱ 50ȱpartsȱ perȱ millionȱ andȱ requiresȱ thatȱ freeȱ liquidsȱ beȱ
drainedȱfromȱelectricalȱequipmentȱpriorȱtoȱdisposal,ȱandȱthatȱtheȱliquidsȱareȱappropriatelyȱdisposedȱof.ȱInȱ
California,ȱ PCBȱ wastesȱ areȱ regulatedȱ asȱ hazardousȱ wasteȱ ifȱ theȱ PCBȱ concentrationȱ exceedsȱ 50ȱ partsȱ perȱ
millionȱorȱtheȱsolubleȱconcentrationȱexceedsȱ5ȱpartsȱperȱmillionȱasȱoilyȱliquid.ȱ
Mostȱ fluorescentȱ lightȱ ballastsȱ manufacturedȱ beforeȱ 1978ȱ containȱ PCBsȱ inȱ theirȱ capacitorȱ andȱ pottingȱ
material.ȱBallastsȱmanufacturedȱafterȱJanuaryȱ1,ȱ1978,ȱdoȱnotȱcontainȱPCBsȱandȱshouldȱbeȱlabeledȱasȱsuchȱonȱ
theȱballast.ȱApprovedȱdisposalȱmethodsȱforȱPCBȬcontainingȱballastsȱdependȱonȱtheȱconditionȱofȱtheȱballastȱ
andȱ theȱ PCBȱ contentȱ ofȱ theȱ pottingȱ materialȱ andȱ capacitorȱ oil.ȱ Ifȱ theȱ PCBȱ concentrationȱ ofȱ theȱ pottingȱ
materialȱ isȱ lessȱ thanȱ 50ȱ partsȱ perȱ millionȱ (ppm)ȱ andȱ theȱ ballastȱ containsȱ aȱ small,ȱ intact,ȱ nonȬleakingȱ
capacitor,ȱtheȱballastȱmayȱbeȱdisposedȱofȱatȱaȱmunicipalȱlandfill.ȱInȱgeneral,ȱallȱleakingȱballastsȱandȱballastsȱ
containingȱpottingȱmaterialȱwithȱPCBȱconcentrationsȱgreaterȱthanȱorȱequalȱtoȱ50ȱppmȱmustȱbeȱincineratedȱorȱ
destroyedȱ byȱ alternativeȱ methods,ȱ disposedȱ ofȱ inȱ aȱ hazardousȱ wasteȱ landfill,ȱ orȱ decontaminatedȱ usingȱ
approvedȱmethods.ȱ
Betweenȱ1979ȱandȱtheȱearlyȱ1990s,ȱDEHPȱwasȱusedȱinȱplaceȱofȱPCBȱasȱaȱdielectricȱfluidȱinȱsomeȱfluorescentȱ
lightȱballastsȱandȱotherȱelectricalȱequipment.107ȱDEHPȱisȱclassifiedȱasȱaȱprobableȱhumanȱcarcinogenȱbyȱtheȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

107ȱGreenȱLightsȱRecycling,ȱInc.,ȱ“BallastsȱFacts,”ȱavailableȱatȱwww.greenlightsrecycling.com/ballast%20Facts.htm,ȱJuneȱ16,ȱ

2014.ȱ
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UnitedȱStatesȱDepartmentȱofȱHealthȱandȱHumanȱServicesȱandȱasȱaȱhazardousȱsubstanceȱbyȱtheȱU.S.ȱEPA.ȱ
Becauseȱofȱthis,ȱballastsȱcontainingȱDEHPȱmustȱbeȱlegallyȱdisposedȱof;ȱballastȱincinerationȱorȱaȱcombinationȱ
ofȱballastȱrecyclingȱandȱincinerationȱareȱrecommendedȱforȱcompleteȱdestructionȱofȱDEHP.ȱ
Spentȱ fluorescentȱ lampsȱ andȱ tubesȱ commonlyȱ containȱ mercuryȱ vaporsȱ andȱ areȱ consideredȱ aȱ hazardousȱ
wasteȱ inȱ Californiaȱ (22ȱ CCRȱ 66261.50).ȱ Regulationsȱ adoptedȱ inȱ 2004ȱ classifiedȱ allȱ fluorescentȱ lampsȱ andȱ
tubesȱ inȱ Californiaȱ asȱ aȱ hazardousȱ wasteȱ becauseȱ theyȱ containȱ mercury.ȱ Becauseȱ theyȱ areȱ consideredȱ aȱ
hazardousȱwaste,ȱallȱfluorescentȱlampsȱandȱtubesȱmustȱbeȱrecycledȱorȱtakenȱtoȱaȱuniversalȱwasteȱhandler.ȱ
BecauseȱanyȱelectricalȱtransformersȱthatȱcontainȱPCBs,ȱfluorescentȱlightȱballastsȱthatȱcontainȱPCBsȱorȱDEHP,ȱ
andȱ fluorescentȱ lightȱ tubesȱ wouldȱ beȱ removedȱ andȱ disposedȱ ofȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ theȱ establishedȱ
regulatoryȱframeworkȱdescribedȱabove,ȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱencounteringȱtheseȱmaterialsȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱ
significant.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ HZȬ4:ȱ Implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ adverseȱ effectsȱ relatedȱ toȱ
hazardousȱ emissionsȱ orȱ handlingȱ ofȱ acutelyȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ withinȱ oneȬquarterȱ mileȱ ofȱ anȱ
existingȱschool.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Thereȱ areȱ manyȱ schoolsȱ withinȱ oneȬquarterȱ mileȱ ofȱ theȱ pipelineȱ alignmentsȱ including:ȱ Robertȱ Louisȱ
Stevensonȱ Elementaryȱ Schoolȱ (2051ȱ 34thȱ Avenue);ȱ St.ȱ Gabrielȱ Elementaryȱ Schoolȱ (2550ȱ 41stȱ Avenue);ȱ
St.ȱIgnatiusȱCollegeȱPreparatoryȱSchoolȱ(2001ȱ37thȱAvenue);ȱLawtonȱElementaryȱSchoolȱ(1570ȱ31stȱAvenue);ȱ
StarȱLightȱChristianȱPreschoolȱ(750ȱ26thȱAvenue);ȱShalomȱSchoolȱ(862ȱ28thȱAvenue);ȱLafayetteȱElementaryȱ
Schoolȱ(4545ȱAnzaȱStreet);ȱandȱCabrilloȱElementaryȱSchoolȱ(735ȱ24thȱAvenue).ȱ
Theȱ Stateȱ ofȱ Californiaȱ definesȱ extremelyȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ inȱ Sectionȱ 25532ȱ (2)(g)ȱ ofȱ theȱ Healthȱ andȱ
SafetyȱCode.ȱHowever,ȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱuseȱonlyȱcommonȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱ
suchȱ asȱ paints,ȱ solvents,ȱ cements,ȱ adhesives,ȱ andȱ petroleumȱ productsȱ (suchȱ asȱ asphalt,ȱ oil,ȱ andȱ fuel),ȱ andȱ
noneȱ ofȱ theseȱ materialsȱ isȱ consideredȱ extremelyȱ hazardous.ȱ Further,ȱ operationȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱnotȱinvolveȱtheȱuseȱofȱextremelyȱhazardousȱmaterials.ȱTherefore,ȱthereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱ
impactȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱuseȱofȱextremelyȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱwithinȱoneȬquarterȱmileȱofȱaȱschool.ȱȱ
Hazardousȱairȱemissionsȱareȱtoxicȱairȱcontaminantsȱ(TACs)ȱidentifiedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAirȱResourcesȱBoardȱ
(CARB)ȱ andȱ theȱ BAAQMD.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ operationȱ wouldȱ notȱ resultȱ inȱ generationȱ ofȱ substantialȱ pollutantȱ
concentrationsȱorȱotherwiseȱresultȱinȱairȱqualityȱimpacts.ȱImpactsȱassociatedȱwithȱTACsȱthatȱmayȱbeȱemittedȱ
duringȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ willȱ beȱ furtherȱ addressedȱ inȱ theȱ Airȱ Qualityȱ sectionȱ ofȱ theȱ EIRȱ forȱ theȱ
proposedȱ project.ȱ Asȱ onlyȱ commonȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ wouldȱ beȱ usedȱ toȱ constructȱ theȱ projectȱ andȱ theȱ
projectȱ operationȱ wouldȱ notȱ emitȱ extremelyȱ hazardousȱ materials,ȱ impactsȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ hazardousȱ
emissionsȱwithinȱoneȬquarterȱmileȱofȱaȱschoolȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ
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Impactȱ HZȬ5:ȱ Implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ impairȱ implementationȱ ofȱ orȱ
physicallyȱ interfereȱ withȱ anȱ adoptedȱ emergencyȱ responseȱ planȱ orȱ emergencyȱ evacuationȱ plan.ȱ (Lessȱ
thanȱSignificant)ȱ
108

Construction.ȱ Theȱ CCSFȱ Emergencyȱ Responseȱ Plan ȱ identifiesȱ primaryȱ evacuationȱ routesȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ
area.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ pipelineȱ wouldȱ parallelȱ primaryȱ evacuationȱ routesȱ alongȱ 36thȱ Avenueȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ
Crossoverȱ Driveȱ andȱ 25thȱ Avenue.ȱ Theȱ pipelineȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ crossȱ primaryȱ evacuationȱ routesȱ alongȱ Sloatȱ
Boulevard,ȱTaravalȱStreet,ȱNoriegaȱStreet,ȱLincolnȱWay,ȱGearyȱBoulevard,ȱandȱCaliforniaȱStreetȱasȱwellȱasȱ
severalȱalternateȱevacuationȱroutes.ȱProjectȱconstructionȱcouldȱinterfereȱwithȱimplementationȱ ofȱtheȱ CCSFȱ
Emergencyȱ Responseȱ Planȱ ifȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ wereȱ toȱ interfereȱ withȱ identifiedȱ evacuationȱ routes,ȱ
otherwiseȱ restrictȱ accessȱ forȱ emergencyȱ responseȱ vehicles,ȱ orȱ restrictȱ accessȱ toȱ criticalȱ facilitiesȱ suchȱ asȱ
hospitalsȱorȱfireȱstations.ȱPipelineȱconstructionȱcouldȱaffectȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱtravelȱlanesȱwhenȱconstructionȱ
occursȱ withinȱ (seeȱ Sectionȱ A.6.2,ȱ Construction),ȱ potentiallyȱ requiringȱ temporaryȱ partialȱ and/orȱ fullȱ roadȱ
closures.ȱ Constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ pipelineȱ couldȱ alsoȱ affectȱ accessȱ toȱ adjacentȱ landȱ usesȱ byȱ emergencyȱ serviceȱ
providers.ȱȱ
However,ȱ ifȱ constructionȱ ofȱ aȱ pipelineȱ segmentȱ wereȱ toȱ potentiallyȱ interfereȱ withȱ anyȱ nearbyȱ primaryȱ
evacuationȱ routes,ȱ numerousȱ alternateȱ parallelȱ routesȱ wouldȱ beȱ available,ȱ asȱ pipelineȱ constructionȱ wouldȱ
onlyȱoccurȱwithinȱoneȱcityȱblockȱatȱaȱtime.ȱPreparationȱofȱaȱConstructionȱManagementȱPlanȱisȱrequiredȱasȱ
partȱ ofȱ theȱ SFMTA’sȱ Transportationȱ Advisoryȱ Staffȱ Committeeȱ processȱ andȱ wouldȱ addressȱ localizedȱ
constructionȱ effectsȱ (suchȱ asȱ increasedȱ trafficȱ andȱ theȱ needȱ forȱ coordinationȱ withȱ emergencyȱ responseȱ
providers)ȱ priorȱ toȱ constructionȱ toȱ minimizeȱ constructionȬrelatedȱ disruptions.ȱ Theȱ constructionȱ
managementȱplanȱwouldȱbeȱreviewedȱbyȱtheȱmultiȬagencyȱTransportationȱAdvisoryȱStaffȱCommittee.ȱDueȱ
toȱtheȱshortȱdurationȱandȱlimitedȱmagnitudeȱofȱtrafficȱdisruptions,ȱandȱrequiredȱcoordinationȱandȱreviewȱofȱ
theȱ project’sȱ constructionȱ managementȱ plan,ȱ constructionȱ wouldȱ notȱ likelyȱ interfereȱ withȱ theȱ CCSFȱ
Emergencyȱ Responseȱ Plan.ȱ Therefore,ȱ thisȱ potentialȱ impactȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ thanȱ significantȱ duringȱ
construction.ȱ
Operation.ȱ Projectȱ operationsȱ wouldȱ involveȱ routineȱ operationȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ ofȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
facilitiesȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTheȱtreatmentȱplantȱwouldȱbeȱstaffedȱwithȱupȱtoȱ
4ȱ employees,ȱ andȱ onlyȱ infrequentȱ visitsȱ wouldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ maintainȱ theȱ storageȱ reservoirsȱ locatedȱ inȱ
Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park.ȱ Chemicalsȱ wouldȱ beȱ deliveredȱ occasionally,ȱ asȱ needed,ȱ toȱ theȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ atȱ theȱ
OceansideȱWPCP.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱassociatedȱincreaseȱinȱvehicularȱtrafficȱwouldȱbeȱminimalȱandȱwouldȱnotȱ
increaseȱ suchȱ thatȱ itȱ couldȱ impairȱ orȱ interfereȱ withȱ anȱ adoptedȱ emergencyȱ responseȱ orȱ evacuationȱ plan.ȱ
Therefore,ȱthisȱpotentialȱimpactȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificantȱduringȱoperation.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

108ȱCityȱ andȱ Countyȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ Emergencyȱ Responseȱ Plan,ȱ ESF#1:ȱ Transportationȱ Annex.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ

http://www.sfdem.org/modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=838accessedȱFebruaryȱ27,ȱ2014.ȱ
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ImpactȱHZȬ6:ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱexposeȱpeopleȱorȱstructuresȱtoȱaȱsignificantȱriskȱofȱloss,ȱinjury,ȱorȱ
deathȱinvolvingȱfires.ȱ(NoȱImpact)ȱ
AccordingȱtoȱCALȱFIREȱfireȱhazardȱmapping,ȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱabutsȱmoderateȱfireȱhazardȱseverityȱzonesȱatȱ
LincolnȱParkȱandȱtheȱPresidio,ȱbutȱisȱnotȱwithinȱareasȱdesignatedȱasȱveryȱhighȱorȱhighȱfireȱhazardȱzones.109ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ areaȱ isȱ anȱ urbanȱ areaȱ thatȱ isȱ servicedȱ byȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Fireȱ Department.ȱ Therefore,ȱ thereȱ
wouldȱbeȱnoȱimpact.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ CȬHZȬ1:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ impactȱ relatedȱ toȱ
hazardousȱmaterials.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Hazardousȱ materialsȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ projectȱ couldȱ resultȱ fromȱ useȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ materials,ȱ
conductingȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱwithinȱpotentiallyȱcontaminatedȱsoilȱandȱgroundwater,ȱandȱdemolitionȱofȱ
structuresȱ thatȱ containȱ hazardousȱ buildingȱ materials.ȱ Theseȱ impactsȱ wouldȱ beȱ primarilyȱ restrictedȱ toȱ theȱ
projectȱ areaȱ andȱ immediateȱ vicinity;ȱ therefore,ȱ theȱ geographicȱ scopeȱ forȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ
hazardsȱincludesȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱandȱimmediateȱvicinity.ȱ
UseȱofȱHazardousȱMaterials.ȱAsȱdiscussedȱinȱImpactȱHZȬ1,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱinvolveȱanȱincreaseȱ
inȱtheȱuseȱofȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱandȱgenerationȱofȱhazardousȱwastesȱduringȱoperation.ȱSimilarly,ȱmanyȱofȱ
theȱcumulativeȱprojectsȱcouldȱalsoȱincludeȱanȱincreaseȱinȱtheȱuseȱofȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱandȱgenerationȱofȱ
hazardousȱwastes.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱandȱallȱreasonablyȱforeseeableȱcumulativeȱprojectsȱwouldȱ
complyȱ withȱ Articlesȱ 21,ȱ 21A,ȱ andȱ 22ȱ ofȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Healthȱ Code,ȱ whichȱ wouldȱ minimizeȱ potentialȱ
exposureȱ ofȱ siteȱ personnelȱ andȱ theȱ publicȱ toȱ anyȱ accidentalȱ releasesȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ orȱ wasteȱ andȱ
wouldȱ alsoȱ protectȱ againstȱ potentialȱ environmentalȱ contamination.ȱ Withȱ implementationȱ ofȱ theseȱ
regulatoryȱ requirements,ȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ hazardousȱ materialsȱ andȱ generationȱ ofȱ
hazardousȱwastesȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Exposureȱ toȱ Hazardousȱ Materialsȱ inȱ Soilȱ andȱ Groundwater.ȱ Thereȱ isȱ aȱ highȱ potentialȱ forȱ soilȱ
contaminationȱinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱbasedȱonȱhistoricȱlandȱusesȱasȱwellȱasȱtheȱpresenceȱofȱleakingȱundergroundȱ
storageȱ tanksȱ andȱ permittedȱ USTs.ȱ Asȱ discussedȱ inȱ Impactȱ HZȬ2,ȱ theȱ environmentalȱ investigationȱ ofȱ theȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱsiteȱalsoȱfoundȱthatȱaȱportionȱofȱtheȱsoilȱexcavatedȱcouldȱbeȱcharacterizedȱasȱaȱhazardousȱ
wasteȱandȱwouldȱrequireȱdisposalȱinȱcomplianceȱwithȱCaliforniaȱhazardousȱwasteȱdisposalȱlaws.ȱAlthoughȱ
constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ cumulative,ȱ reasonablyȱ foreseeableȱ futureȱ projectsȱ (suchȱ asȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ
Groundwaterȱ Supplyȱ Project)ȱ couldȱ alsoȱ takeȱ placeȱ inȱ contaminatedȱ areas,ȱ aȱ potentiallyȱ significantȱ
cumulativeȱ impact,ȱ theȱ project’sȱ contributionȱ toȱ thisȱ impactȱ wouldȱ notȱ beȱ cumulativelyȱ considerableȱ (lessȱ
thanȱsignificant)ȱwithȱcomplianceȱwithȱCaliforniaȱhazardousȱwasteȱdisposalȱlaws,ȱandȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱ
Maherȱ Programȱ requirements,ȱ includingȱ preparationȱ ofȱ aȱ Phaseȱ Iȱ ESAȱ andȱ implementationȱ ofȱ aȱ SMP,ȱ asȱ
necessary.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

109ȱCalȱFire,ȱDraftȱFireȱHazardȱSeverityȱZonesȱinȱLRA,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱCounty.ȱOctoberȱ5,ȱ2007.ȱ
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Inȱ addition,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ andȱ manyȱ ofȱ theȱ cumulativeȱ projectsȱ couldȱ alsoȱ encounterȱ previouslyȱ
unidentifiedȱ USTs.ȱ However,ȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ underȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ andȱ forȱ cumulative,ȱ
reasonablyȱ foreseeableȱ futureȱ projectsȱ wouldȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ regulatoryȱ requirementsȱ discussedȱ inȱ
ImpactȱHZȬ2,ȱincludingȱArticlesȱ21,ȱ21A,ȱandȱ22AȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱHealthȱCodeȱandȱtheȱLocalȱOversightȱ
Program.ȱ Therefore,ȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ encounteringȱ previouslyȱ unidentifiedȱ USTsȱ wouldȱ beȱ
lessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
Hazardousȱ Buildingȱ Materials.ȱ Asȱ discussedȱ inȱ Impactȱ HZȬ3,ȱ hazardousȱ buildingȱ materialsȱ couldȱ beȱ
encounteredȱduringȱreconfigurationȱofȱtheȱexistingȱchemicalȱfacilityȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱorȱexpansionȱofȱ
theȱ pumpȱ stationȱ atȱ theȱ Centralȱ Reservoirȱ site.ȱ However,ȱ impactsȱ associatedȱ withȱ exposureȱ toȱ hazardousȱ
buildingȱmaterialsȱareȱveryȱlocalized,ȱnoneȱofȱtheȱcumulative,ȱreasonablyȱforeseeableȱfutureȱprojectsȱwouldȱ
beȱconstructedȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱorȱCentralȱReservoirȱsite,ȱandȱallȱhazardousȱbuildingȱmaterialsȱatȱtheȱ
siteȱ wouldȱ beȱ handledȱ inȱ accordanceȱ withȱ regulatoryȱ requirementsȱ thatȱ wouldȱ assureȱ safeȱ handlingȱ andȱ
disposal,ȱ resultingȱ inȱ lessȱ thanȱ significantȱ projectȱ impacts.ȱ Therefore,ȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ
exposureȱtoȱhazardousȱbuildingȱmaterialsȱwouldȱbeȱlessȱthanȱsignificant.ȱ
InterferenceȱwithȱanȱAdoptedȱEmergencyȱResponseȱPlanȱorȱEmergencyȱEvacuationȱPlan.ȱAsȱdiscussedȱinȱ
Impactȱ HZȬ4,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ includeȱ constructionȱ alongȱ orȱ crossingȱ severalȱ primaryȱ
evacuationȱ routesȱ identifiedȱ inȱ theȱ CCSFȱ Emergencyȱ Responseȱ Plan.ȱ Someȱ ofȱ theȱ cumulative,ȱ reasonablyȱ
foreseeableȱfutureȱprojectsȱcouldȱalsoȱaffectȱtheȱsameȱorȱnearbyȱevacuationȱroutes,ȱaȱpotentiallyȱsignificantȱ
cumulativeȱimpact.ȱHowever,ȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱConstructionȱManagementȱPlanȱasȱpartȱofȱtheȱproject,ȱ
wouldȱ includeȱ coordinationȱ withȱ otherȱ nearbyȱ projectsȱ toȱ minimizeȱ constructionȬrelatedȱ disruptions.ȱ
Therefore,ȱtheȱproject’sȱcontributionȱtoȱthisȱcumulativeȱimpactȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱcumulativelyȱconsiderableȱ(lessȱ
thanȱsignificant).ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

17.ȱ MINERALȱANDȱENERGYȱRESOURCES—Wouldȱ
theȱproject:ȱ

ȱ

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

ȱ

Less Than
Significant
Impact

ȱ

No
Impact

ȱ

Not Applicable

ȱ

a)ȱ

Resultȱinȱtheȱlossȱofȱavailabilityȱofȱaȱknownȱmineralȱ
resourceȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱofȱvalueȱtoȱtheȱregionȱandȱtheȱ
residentsȱofȱtheȱstate?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

ResultȱinȱtheȱlossȱofȱavailabilityȱofȱaȱlocallyȬ
importantȱmineralȱresourceȱrecoveryȱsiteȱdelineatedȱ
onȱaȱlocalȱgeneralȱplan,ȱspecificȱplanȱorȱotherȱlandȱ
useȱplan?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Encourageȱactivitiesȱwhichȱresultȱinȱtheȱuseȱofȱlargeȱ
amountsȱofȱfuel,ȱwater,ȱorȱenergy,ȱorȱuseȱtheseȱinȱaȱ
wastefulȱmanner?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
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Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ mappedȱ byȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Geologicȱ Surveyȱ asȱ MRZȬ1,ȱ MRZȬ3a,ȱ orȱ MRZȬ4,ȱ
indicatingȱthatȱsubstantialȱmineralȱresourcesȱdoȱnotȱoccurȱatȱtheȱsite.110ȱFurther,ȱthereȱareȱnoȱmines,ȱmineralȱ
plants,ȱ oil,ȱ gas,ȱ orȱ geothermalȱ wellsȱ locatedȱ withinȱ theȱ projectȱ area.111,112Therefore,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ
wouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱtheȱlossȱofȱavailabilityȱofȱaȱknownȱmineralȱresourceȱthatȱisȱofȱvalueȱtoȱtheȱregion.ȱItȱisȱnotȱ
anȱimportantȱmineralȱresourceȱrecoveryȱsite.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱGeneralȱPlanȱdoesȱnotȱidentifyȱanyȱareasȱofȱ
importantȱmineralȱresourceȱrecoveryȱsitesȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱForȱtheseȱreasons,ȱTopicsȱ17(a)ȱandȱ17(b)ȱareȱnotȱ
applicableȱtoȱtheȱproject.ȱ

Impactȱ MEȬ1:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ encourageȱ activitiesȱ thatȱ resultȱ inȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ largeȱ
amountsȱofȱfuel,ȱwater,ȱorȱenergy,ȱorȱuseȱtheseȱresourcesȱinȱaȱwastefulȱmanner.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ reduceȱ CCSF’sȱ relianceȱ onȱ potableȱ waterȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ uses,ȱ throughȱ theȱ
treatmentȱ ofȱ secondaryȱ effluentȱ producedȱ byȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ WPCP.ȱ Althoughȱ treatmentȱ andȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ aȱ
pumpȱ stationȱ toȱ conveyȱ recycledȱ waterȱ wouldȱ consumeȱ incrementallyȱ moreȱ energyȱ thanȱ underȱ existingȱ
conditions,ȱtheseȱexpandedȱusesȱwouldȱnotȱresultȱinȱtheȱuseȱofȱlargeȱamountsȱofȱfuel,ȱwater,ȱorȱenergyȱinȱaȱ
wastefulȱmannerȱbecauseȱofȱtheȱprojectȱdesignȱelementsȱdescribedȱinȱSectionȱA.6.3:ȱ
x

x

FuelȱEfficiency:ȱ
-

SFPUCȱ dieselȱ vehiclesȱ usedȱ duringȱ constructionȱ andȱ operationȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ useȱ
biodieselȱfuel.ȱȱ

-

Operationsȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ activitiesȱ wouldȱ beȱ performedȱ byȱ SFPUCȱ staffȱ locatedȱ atȱ
existingȱ andȱproposedȱ SFPUCȱ facilities,ȱ soȱ existingȱSFPUCȱ fleetȱvehiclesȱ mayȱ beȱ utilized.ȱ Ifȱ
anyȱnewȱSFPUCȱfleetȱvehiclesȱareȱrequiredȱforȱprojectȱoperationsȱandȱmaintenanceȱactivities,ȱ
newȱpurchasesȱwouldȱbeȱconsistentȱwithȱvehicleȱefficiencyȱrequirements.ȱȱ

-

Allȱcontractsȱissuedȱforȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱincorporateȱtheseȱbiodieselȱandȱbestȱ
availableȱcontrolȱtechnologyȱrequirementsȱintoȱtheȱcontractȱspecifications.ȱSFPUCȱadheresȱtoȱ
theseȱ requirementsȱ forȱ vehiclesȱ andȱ equipmentȱ thatȱ fallȱ underȱ thisȱ category;ȱ therefore,ȱ allȱ
operationsȱandȱmaintenanceȱactivitiesȱwouldȱalsoȱcomplyȱwithȱthisȱordinance.ȱȱ

-

Bicycleȱ storageȱ wouldȱ beȱ providedȱ forȱ 5%ȱ ofȱ theȱ buildingȱ additionȱ usersȱ usedȱ atȱ buildingȱ
peakȱperiod.ȱ

Water:ȱ
-

Toiletsȱandȱurinalsȱinȱtheȱnewȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱbuildingȱwouldȱutilizeȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
andȱ wouldȱ complyȱ withȱ theȱ Commercialȱ Waterȱ Conservationȱ Ordinanceȱ ofȱ Chapterȱ13Aȱ ofȱ
theȱSanȱFranciscoȱBuildingȱCode.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

110ȱCaliforniaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Conservation,ȱ Divisionȱ ofȱ Minesȱ andȱ Geologyȱ (CDMG).ȱ Mineralȱ Landȱ Classification:ȱ

AggregateȱMaterialsȱinȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȬMontereyȱBayȱArea,ȱSpecialȱReportȱ145146,ȱPartȱII,ȱ1987.ȱ

111ȱCaliforniaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Conservation,ȱ Divisionȱ ofȱ Oil,ȱ Gas,ȱ andȱ Geothermalȱ Resourcesȱ (DOGGR),ȱ Onlineȱ Mappingȱ

System.ȱAvailableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/WellFinder.aspx.ȱAccessedȱJuneȱ15,ȱ2014.ȱ

112ȱU.S.ȱ Geologicalȱ Surveyȱ (USGS),ȱ Activeȱ Minesȱ andȱ Mineralȱ Plantsȱ inȱ theȱ U.S.,ȱ 2003.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ

http://mrdata.usgs.gov/mineralȬresources/activeȬmines.html.ȱAccessedȱOctoberȱ21,ȱ2013.ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

113

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

x

Energy:ȱȱ
-

Toȱmeetȱrequiredȱminimumȱenergyȱefficiencyȱrequirements,ȱtheȱproject’sȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱ
constructedȱ inȱ complianceȱ withȱ California’sȱ Energyȱ Efficiencyȱ Standardsȱ specifiedȱ inȱ theȱ
CaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations,ȱTitleȱ24,ȱPartȱ6.ȱ

-

Allȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ utilizeȱ renewableȱ energyȱ inȱ theȱ formȱ ofȱ hydroelectricȱ powerȱ fromȱ theȱ
HetchȱHetchyȱRegionalȱWaterȱSystemȱforȱprojectȱoperationsȱunderȱnormalȱconditions.ȱȱ

-

Allȱlightingȱwouldȱcomplyȱwithȱtheȱ2013ȱTitleȱ24ȱEnergyȱConservationȱStandard.ȱFurthermore,ȱ
allȱoutdoorȱlightingȱwouldȱbeȱL.E.D.Ȭtype.ȱȱ

Underȱnormalȱconditions,ȱallȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱutilizeȱrenewableȱenergyȱinȱtheȱformȱofȱhydroelectricȱpowerȱ
fromȱ theȱ Hetchȱ Hetchyȱ Regionalȱ Waterȱ System.ȱ Theȱ preciseȱ amountȱ ofȱ petroleumȱ fuelȱ demandȱ thatȱ
wouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱconstructȱtheȱprojectȱisȱuncertain;ȱhowever,ȱitȱisȱanticipatedȱthatȱgasolineȱandȱdieselȱ
wouldȱ beȱ usedȱ forȱ constructionȱ equipmentȱ andȱ workerȱ andȱ haulȱ vehiclesȱ comparableȱ toȱ similarȱ
constructionȱprojectsȱandȱthatȱthisȱconsumptionȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱaȱmeasurableȱeffectȱonȱlocalȱandȱregionalȱ
energyȱsupplies.ȱTheȱprojectȱdemandȱwouldȱbeȱtypicalȱforȱaȱdevelopmentȱofȱthisȱscopeȱandȱnatureȱandȱ
wouldȱcomplyȱwithȱcurrentȱStateȱandȱlocalȱcodesȱconcerningȱenergyȱconsumption,ȱincludingȱTitleȱ24ȱofȱ
theȱCaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulationsȱenforcedȱbyȱtheȱDepartmentȱofȱBuildingȱInspection.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱ
projectȱ wouldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ complyȱ withȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Greenȱ Buildingȱ Ordinanceȱ (Ordinanceȱ
No.ȱ180Ȭ08),ȱ whichȱ includesȱ energyȱ efficiencyȱ requirements.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ energyȱ demandȱ associatedȱ
withȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱresultȱinȱaȱlessȬthanȬsignificantȱimpact.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Impactȱ CȬME:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ significantȱ cumulativeȱ mineralȱ andȱ energyȱ
impacts.ȱ(LessȱthanȱSignificant)ȱȱ
Asȱ statedȱ above,ȱ theȱ projectȱ siteȱ isȱ notȱ designatedȱ asȱ aȱ statewideȬ,ȱ regionallyȬ,ȱ orȱ locallyȬimportantȱ
mineralȱresourceȱrecoveryȱsite,ȱandȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱresultȱinȱnoȱimpactȱonȱmineralȱresources.ȱTherefore,ȱ
thereȱwouldȱbeȱnoȱcumulativeȱimpactȱonȱmineralȱresources.ȱ
Theȱgeographicȱscopeȱforȱpotentialȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱtoȱenergyȱresourcesȱencompassesȱprojectsȱwithinȱ
mineralȱ extractionȱ zonesȱ orȱ locallyȬimportantȱ mineralȱ resourceȱ recoveryȱ sitesȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ projectȱ
facilities.ȱȱ
Similarȱtoȱproposedȱproject,ȱotherȱprojectsȱwithinȱtheȱvicinityȱorȱtheȱregionȱwouldȱrequireȱtheȱuseȱofȱfuel,ȱ
water,ȱ orȱ energy.ȱ Theȱ projectȱ andȱ anyȱ otherȱ regionalȱ projectsȱ wouldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ complyȱ withȱ theȱ
Californiaȱ Greenȱ Buildingȱ Standardsȱ Code,ȱ atȱ aȱ minimum,ȱ andȱ wouldȱ alsoȱ beȱ subjectȱ toȱ localȱ greenȱ
buildingȱordinancesȱ(whichȱmustȱbeȱasȱstringentȱasȱtheȱstateȱrequirementsȱandȱareȱoftenȱmoreȱstringent).ȱ
Becauseȱ theseȱ buildingȱ codesȱ encourageȱ sustainableȱ constructionȱ practicesȱ relatedȱ toȱ planningȱ andȱ
design,ȱenergyȱefficiency,ȱandȱwaterȱefficiencyȱandȱconservation,ȱitȱisȱexpectedȱthatȱenergyȱconsumptionȱ
wouldȱ beȱ reduced.ȱ Furthermore,ȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ produceȱ andȱ distributeȱ tertiaryȱ treatedȱ
recycledȱwaterȱforȱirrigation,ȱfurtherȱoffsettingȱtheȱCCSFȱrelianceȱonȱpotableȱwaterȱforȱnonpotableȱuses.ȱ
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Therefore,ȱ cumulativeȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ wastefulȱ useȱ ofȱ fuel,ȱ waterȱ orȱ energyȱ resourcesȱ wouldȱ beȱ lessȱ
thanȱsignificant.ȱ
Mitigation:ȱNoneȱrequired.ȱ

Topics:
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18.ȱ AGRICULTUREȱANDȱFORESTȱRESOURCES:ȱInȱdeterminingȱwhetherȱimpactsȱtoȱagriculturalȱresourcesȱareȱsignificantȱ
environmentalȱeffects,ȱleadȱagenciesȱmayȱreferȱtoȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAgriculturalȱLandȱEvaluationȱandȱSiteȱAssessmentȱModelȱ
(1997)ȱpreparedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDept.ȱofȱConservationȱasȱanȱoptionalȱmodelȱtoȱuseȱinȱassessingȱimpactsȱonȱagricultureȱandȱ
farmland.ȱInȱdeterminingȱwhetherȱimpactsȱtoȱforestȱresources,ȱincludingȱtimberland,ȱareȱsignificantȱenvironmentalȱeffects,ȱ
leadȱagenciesȱmayȱreferȱtoȱinformationȱcompiledȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱForestryȱandȱFireȱProtectionȱregardingȱtheȱ
state’sȱinventoryȱofȱforestȱland,ȱincludingȱtheȱForestȱandȱRangeȱAssessmentȱProjectȱandȱtheȱForestȱLegacyȱAssessmentȱproject;ȱ
andȱforestȱcarbonȱmeasurementȱmethodologyȱprovidedȱinȱForestȱProtocolsȱadoptedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAirȱResourcesȱBoard.—ȱ
Wouldȱtheȱprojectȱ
a)ȱ

ConvertȱPrimeȱFarmland,ȱUniqueȱFarmland,ȱorȱ
FarmlandȱofȱStatewideȱImportance,ȱasȱshownȱonȱtheȱ
mapsȱpreparedȱpursuantȱtoȱtheȱFarmlandȱMappingȱ
andȱMonitoringȱProgramȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱResourcesȱ
Agency,ȱtoȱnonȬagriculturalȱuse?ȱȱ

b)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱexistingȱzoningȱforȱagriculturalȱuse,ȱorȱ
aȱWilliamsonȱActȱcontract?ȱ

c)ȱ

Conflictȱwithȱexistingȱzoningȱfor,ȱorȱcauseȱrezoningȱ
of,ȱforestȱlandȱ(asȱdefinedȱinȱPublicȱResourcesȱCodeȱ
Sectionȱ12220(g))ȱorȱtimberlandȱ(asȱdefinedȱbyȱPublicȱ
ResourcesȱCodeȱSectionȱ4526)?ȱ

d)ȱ

Resultȱinȱtheȱlossȱofȱforestȱlandȱorȱconversionȱofȱ
forestȱlandȱtoȱnonȬforestȱuse?ȱ

e)ȱ

Involveȱotherȱchangesȱinȱtheȱexistingȱenvironmentȱ
which,ȱdueȱtoȱtheirȱlocationȱorȱnature,ȱcouldȱresultȱinȱ
conversionȱofȱFarmlandȱtoȱnonȬagriculturalȱuseȱorȱ
forestȱlandȱtoȱnonȬforestȱuse?ȱ

ȱ
TheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱlocatedȱwithinȱaȱdevelopedȱurbanȱareaȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱTheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱ
ofȱConservation’sȱImportantȱFarmlandȱMapsȱforȱtheȱBayȱAreaȱRegionȱindicateȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱisȱinȱanȱUrbanȱ
andȱ BuiltȬupȱ environment,ȱ definedȱ asȱ landȱ thatȱ isȱ usedȱ forȱ “…residential,ȱ industrial,ȱ commercial,ȱ
institutionalȱ facilities,ȱ cemeteries,ȱ airports,ȱ golfȱ courses,ȱ sanitaryȱ landfills,ȱ sewageȱ treatment,ȱ andȱ waterȱ
controlȱ structures”.113ȱ Theȱ projectȱ siteȱ containsȱ noȱ Primeȱ Farmland,ȱ Uniqueȱ Farmland,ȱ Farmlandȱ ofȱ
StatewideȱImportance,ȱforest,ȱorȱtimberlands;ȱdoesȱnotȱsupportȱagriculturalȱorȱtimberȱuses;ȱisȱnotȱzonedȱforȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

113ȱCaliforniaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Conservation,ȱ Divisionȱ ofȱ Landȱ Resourceȱ Protectionȱ (DLRP),ȱ Bayȱ Areaȱ Regionȱ Importantȱ

Farmlandȱ 2010,ȱ publishedȱ Julyȱ 2013.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/fmmp/pdf/regional/2010/ȱ
bay_area_fmmp2010.pdfȱAccessedȱJuneȱ15,ȱ2014.ȱ
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agriculturalȱorȱtimberȱuses;114ȱandȱisȱnotȱunderȱaȱWilliamsonȱActȱcontract.115,116ȱTherefore,ȱagriculturalȱandȱ
forestȱresourceȱTopicsȱ18.(a)ȱthroughȱ18.(e)ȱareȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱtheȱproject.ȱ

Topics:

19.ȱ MANDATORYȱFINDINGSȱOFȱSIGNIFICANCE—
Wouldȱtheȱproject:ȱ

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

No
Impact

ȱ

Not
Applicable

ȱ

a)ȱ

Haveȱtheȱpotentialȱtoȱdegradeȱtheȱqualityȱofȱtheȱ
environment,ȱsubstantiallyȱreduceȱtheȱhabitatȱofȱaȱ
fishȱorȱwildlifeȱspecies,ȱcauseȱaȱfishȱorȱwildlifeȱ
populationȱtoȱdropȱbelowȱselfȬsustainingȱlevels,ȱ
threatenȱtoȱeliminateȱaȱplantȱorȱanimalȱcommunity,ȱ
reduceȱtheȱnumberȱorȱrestrictȱtheȱrangeȱofȱaȱrareȱorȱ
endangeredȱplantȱorȱanimal,ȱorȱeliminateȱimportantȱ
examplesȱofȱtheȱmajorȱperiodsȱofȱCaliforniaȱhistoryȱ
orȱprehistory?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

b)ȱ

Haveȱimpactsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱindividuallyȱlimited,ȱ
butȱcumulativelyȱconsiderable?ȱ(“Cumulativelyȱ
considerable”ȱmeansȱthatȱtheȱincrementalȱeffectsȱofȱaȱ
projectȱareȱconsiderableȱwhenȱviewedȱinȱconnectionȱ
withȱtheȱeffectsȱofȱpastȱprojects,ȱtheȱeffectsȱofȱotherȱ
currentȱprojects,ȱandȱtheȱeffectsȱofȱprobableȱfutureȱ
projects.)ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

c)ȱ

Haveȱenvironmentalȱeffectsȱthatȱwouldȱcauseȱ
substantialȱadverseȱeffectsȱonȱhumanȱbeings,ȱeitherȱ
directlyȱorȱindirectly?ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
Theȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱresultȱinȱadverseȱimpactsȱtoȱtheȱenvironmentȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱculturalȱresources,ȱ
transportationȱ andȱ circulation,ȱ noise,ȱ airȱ quality,ȱ andȱ hydrologyȱ andȱ waterȱ quality.ȱ Theseȱ topicsȱ willȱ beȱ
addressedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱInȱaddition,ȱasȱaȱwaterȱsupplyȱimprovementȱprojectȱinȱtheȱWSIP,ȱthisȱproposedȱprojectȱ
wouldȱbeȱaȱcontributingȱfactorȱinȱtheȱgrowthȬinducementȱpotentialȱofȱtheȱoverallȱWSIP.ȱGrowthȱinducementȱ
ofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwithinȱtheȱcontextȱofȱtheȱWSIPȱandȱtheȱregionalȱwaterȱsystemȱwillȱbeȱdiscussedȱinȱ
theȱEIR,ȱincludingȱaȱdiscussionȱofȱindirectȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱonȱpopulationȱandȱhousingȱgrowthȱdueȱtoȱ
growthȱinducementȱpotential,ȱandȱsecondaryȱeffectsȱofȱgrowth.ȱȱ
Mitigationȱ measuresȱ haveȱ beenȱ includedȱ inȱ thisȱ Initialȱ Studyȱ toȱ reduceȱ potentialȱ impactsȱ relatedȱ toȱ
biologicalȱ resourcesȱ toȱ aȱ lessȬthanȬsignificantȱ level.ȱ Regardingȱ theȱ potentialȱ toȱ substantiallyȱ reduceȱ theȱ
habitatȱofȱaȱfishȱorȱwildlifeȱspecies,ȱcauseȱaȱfishȱorȱwildlifeȱpopulationȱtoȱdropȱbelowȱselfȬsustainingȱlevels,ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

114ȱSanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department,ȱ Zoningȱ Map.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ http://www.sfȬplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1569.ȱ

AccessedȱOctoberȱ11,ȱ2013.ȱ

115ȱCaliforniaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Conservation,ȱ Divisionȱ ofȱ Landȱ Resourceȱ Protectionȱ (DLRP),ȱ Bayȱ Areaȱ Regionȱ Importantȱ

Farmlandȱ 2010,ȱ publishedȱ Julyȱ 2013.ȱ Availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/regional/2010/ȱ
bay_area_fmmp2010.pdf.ȱAccessedȱJuneȱ15,ȱ2014.ȱ
116ȱSanȱ Franciscoȱ Countyȱ isȱ notȱ subjectȱ toȱ theȱ Williamsonȱ Act,ȱ meaningȱ thatȱ thereȱ areȱ noȱ landsȱ whereȱ potentialȱ usesȱ areȱ
restrictedȱtoȱeitherȱagricultureȱorȱotherȱagricultureȬcompatibleȱopenȬspaceȱuses.ȱ
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threatenȱ toȱ eliminateȱ aȱ plantȱ orȱ animalȱ community,ȱ reduceȱ theȱ numberȱ orȱ restrictȱ theȱ rangeȱ ofȱ aȱ rareȱ orȱ
endangeredȱplantȱorȱanimal,ȱprojectȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱcouldȱsubstantiallyȱaffectȱnestingȱbirds,ȱsensitiveȱ
batȱ species,ȱ Californiaȱ redȬleggedȱ frog,ȱ andȱ westernȱ pondȱ turtle.ȱ Mitigationȱ Measuresȱ MȬBIȬ1aȱ throughȱ
MȬBIȬ1cȱincludeȱavoidanceȱandȱminimizationȱmeasureȱthatȱwouldȱreduceȱpotentialȱimpactsȱtoȱtheseȱspeciesȱ
toȱaȱlessȬthanȬsignificantȱlevel.ȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ notȱ haveȱ cumulativelyȱ considerableȱ impactsȱ onȱ theȱ resourcesȱ thatȱ areȱ fullyȱ

analyzedȱinȱthisȱInitialȱStudy,ȱasȱdiscussedȱunderȱeachȱapplicableȱenvironmentalȱtopic.ȱȱ
Potentialȱ adverseȱ effectsȱ onȱ humanȱ beingsȱ haveȱ beenȱ consideredȱ asȱ aȱ partȱ ofȱ theȱ analysisȱ ofȱ individualȱ
environmentalȱtopicsȱincludedȱinȱthisȱInitialȱStudy.ȱTheȱindividualȱcomponentsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱ
resultȱinȱenvironmentalȱimpactsȱthatȱwouldȱcauseȱsubstantialȱadverseȱeffectsȱonȱhumans.ȱȱ

F. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES
MitigationȱMeasureȱMȬBIȬ1a:ȱNestingȱBirdȱProtectionȱMeasures.ȱ
Nestingȱbirdsȱandȱtheirȱnestsȱshallȱbeȱprotectedȱduringȱconstructionȱbyȱuseȱofȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ
x

Conductingȱvegetationȱandȱ treeȱ removalȱ andȱ constructionȱactivitiesȱ outsideȱ theȱ birdȱ nestingȱ seasonȱ
(Februaryȱ1ȱtoȱAugustȱ30),ȱtoȱtheȱextentȱfeasible.ȱȱ

x

Ifȱ constructionȱ occursȱ duringȱ theȱ birdȱ nestingȱ season,ȱ aȱ qualifiedȱ wildlifeȱ biologistȱ wouldȱ conductȱ
preconstructionȱ surveysȱ withinȱ sevenȱ daysȱ ofȱ theȱ startȱ ofȱ constructionȱ orȱ afterȱ anyȱ constructionȱ
breaksȱofȱ14ȱdaysȱorȱmoreȱtoȱidentifyȱactiveȱnests.ȱAȱnestȱisȱdefinedȱtoȱbeȱactiveȱforȱraptorsȱifȱthereȱisȱaȱ
pairȱofȱraptorsȱdisplayingȱreproductiveȱbehaviorȱ(i.e.,ȱcourting)ȱatȱtheȱnestȱanȱd/orȱifȱtheȱnestȱcontainsȱ
eggsȱorȱchicks.ȱSurveysȱshallȱbeȱperformedȱforȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱandȱsuitableȱhabitatȱwithinȱ250ȱfeetȱofȱ
theȱprojectȱsiteȱinȱorderȱtoȱlocateȱanyȱactiveȱpasserineȱnestsȱandȱwithinȱ500ȱfeetȱofȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱtoȱ
theȱextentȱaccessȱisȱgrantedȱbyȱotherȱpropertyȱownersȱtoȱlocateȱanyȱactiveȱraptorȱ(birdsȱofȱprey)ȱnestsȱ
orȱdoubleȬcrestedȱcormorantȱorȱheronȱrookeries.ȱ

x

Ifȱactiveȱnestsȱareȱlocatedȱduringȱtheȱpreconstructionȱbirdȱnestingȱsurvey,ȱtheȱwildlifeȱbiologistȱshallȱ
evaluateȱ ifȱ theȱ scheduleȱ ofȱ constructionȱ activitiesȱ couldȱ affectȱ theȱ activeȱ nestȱ andȱ theȱ followingȱ
measuresȱshallȱbeȱimplementedȱbasedȱonȱtheirȱdetermination:ȱ
-

Ifȱconstructionȱisȱnotȱlikelyȱtoȱaffectȱtheȱactiveȱnest,ȱitȱmayȱproceedȱwithoutȱrestriction;ȱhowever,ȱaȱ
biologistȱ shallȱ regularlyȱ monitorȱ theȱ nestȱ toȱ confirmȱ thereȱ isȱ noȱ adverseȱ effectȱ andȱ mayȱ reviseȱ
theirȱ determinationȱ atȱ anyȱ timeȱ duringȱ theȱ nestingȱ season.ȱ Inȱ thisȱ case,ȱ theȱ followingȱ measureȱ
wouldȱapply.ȱ

-

Ifȱconstructionȱmayȱaffectȱtheȱactiveȱnest,ȱtheȱbiologistȱshallȱestablishȱaȱnoȱdisturbanceȱbuffer.ȱTheȱ
biologistȱ shallȱ determineȱ theȱ appropriateȱ bufferȱ takingȱ intoȱ accountȱ theȱ speciesȱ involved,ȱ theȱ
presenceȱ ofȱ anyȱ obstruction,ȱ suchȱ asȱ aȱ building,ȱ isȱ withinȱ lineȬofȬsightȱ betweenȱ theȱ nestȱ andȱ
construction,ȱandȱtheȱlevelȱofȱprojectȱandȱambientȱactivityȱ(i.e.ȱadjacentȱtoȱaȱroadȱorȱactiveȱtrail).ȱNoȱ
disturbanceȱ buffersȱ forȱ passerinesȱ typicallyȱ varyȱ fromȱ 25ȱ feetȱ andȱ greaterȱ andȱ forȱ raptorsȱ fromȱ
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300ȱfeetȱ andȱ greater.ȱ Forȱ birdȱ speciesȱ thatȱ areȱ federallyȱ and/orȱ stateȬlistedȱ sensitiveȱ speciesȱ (i.e.,ȱ
threatened,ȱ endangered,ȱ fullyȱ protected,ȱ speciesȱ ofȱ specialȱ concern),ȱ anȱ SFPUCȱ representative,ȱ
supportedȱ byȱ theȱ wildlifeȱ biologist,ȱ shallȱ consultȱ withȱ theȱ USFWSȱ and/orȱ CDFWȱ regardingȱ nestȱ
buffers.ȱ
x

Removingȱinactiveȱpasserineȱnestsȱmayȱoccurȱatȱanyȱtime.ȱInactiveȱraptorȱnestsȱshallȱnotȱbeȱremovedȱ
unlessȱapprovedȱbyȱtheȱUSFWSȱand/orȱCDFW.ȱ

x

Removingȱ orȱ relocatingȱ activeȱ nestsȱ shallȱ beȱ coordinatedȱ byȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ representativeȱ withȱ theȱ
USFWS/andȱorȱCDFW,ȱasȱappropriate,ȱgivenȱtheȱnestsȱthatȱareȱfoundȱonȱtheȱsite.ȱ

x

Anyȱbirdsȱthatȱbeginȱnestingȱwithinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱandȱsurveyȱbuffersȱamidȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱareȱ
assumedȱtoȱbeȱhabituatedȱtoȱconstructionȬrelatedȱorȱsimilarȱnoiseȱandȱdisturbanceȱlevelsȱandȱnoȱworkȱ
exclusionȱzonesȱshallȱbeȱestablishedȱaroundȱactiveȱnestsȱinȱtheseȱcases.ȱ

MitigationȱMeasureȱMȬBIȬ1b:ȱAvoidanceȱandȱMinimizationȱMeasuresȱforȱSpecialȬStatusȱBats.ȱ
InȱcoordinationȱwithȱtheȱSFPUC,ȱaȱqualifiedȱwildlifeȱbiologistȱshallȱconductȱpreconstructionȱspecialȬstatusȱ
batȱsurveysȱbeforeȱtreesȱandȱstructuresȱthatȱareȱsuitableȱforȱbatȱroostingȱ(i.e.,ȱexcludingȱtemporaryȱtrailers,ȱ
retainingȱwalls,ȱetc.)ȱareȱremoved.ȱIfȱactiveȱdayȱorȱnightȱroostsȱareȱfound,ȱtheȱwildlifeȱbiologistȱshallȱtakeȱ
actionsȱtoȱmakeȱsuchȱroostsȱunsuitableȱhabitatȱbeforeȱtreesȱandȱstructuresȱareȱremoved.ȱAȱnoȬdisturbanceȱ
bufferȱ ofȱ 100ȱ feetȱ shallȱ beȱ createdȱ aroundȱ activeȱ batȱ roostsȱ beingȱ usedȱ forȱ maternityȱ orȱ hibernationȱ
purposes.ȱBatȱroostsȱthatȱbeginȱduringȱconstructionȱareȱpresumedȱtoȱbeȱunaffected,ȱandȱnoȱbufferȱwouldȱ
beȱnecessary.ȱ
MitigationȱMeasureȱMȬBIȬ1c:ȱAvoidanceȱandȱMinimizationȱMeasuresȱforȱCaliforniaȱRedȬLeggedȱFrogȱ
andȱWesternȱPondȱTurtle.ȱ
DuringȱconstructionȱonȱRouteȱ35/SkylineȱBoulevard,ȱatȱtheȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱwellȱfacilityȱsite,ȱonȱtheȱ
pipelineȱrouteȱwithinȱGoldenȱParkȱnearȱaquaticȱhabitat,ȱandȱduringȱuseȱofȱtheȱHardingȱRoadȱstagingȱarea,ȱ
theȱSFPUCȱshallȱensureȱaȱbiologicalȱmonitorȱisȱpresentȱduringȱinstallationȱofȱexclusionȱfencingȱandȱinitialȱ
vegetationȱclearingȱand/orȱgrading,ȱandȱshallȱimplementȱtheȱfollowingȱmeasures:ȱ
x

Withinȱoneȱweekȱbeforeȱworkȱatȱtheseȱsitesȱbeginsȱ(includingȱdemolitionȱandȱvegetationȱremoval),ȱaȱ
qualifiedȱ biologistȱ shallȱ superviseȱ theȱ installationȱ ofȱ exclusionȱ fencingȱ alongȱ theȱ boundariesȱ ofȱ theȱ
workȱarea,ȱasȱdeemedȱnecessaryȱbyȱtheȱbiologist,ȱtoȱpreventȱCaliforniaȱredȬleggedȱfrogsȱandȱwesternȱ
pondȱ turtlesȱ fromȱ enteringȱ theȱ workȱ area.ȱ Theȱ constructionȱ contractorȱ shallȱ installȱ suitableȱ fencingȱ
withȱaȱminimumȱheightȱofȱ3ȱfeetȱaboveȱgroundȱsurfaceȱwithȱanȱadditionalȱ4Ȭ6ȱinchesȱofȱfenceȱmaterialȱ
buriedȱsuchȱthatȱspeciesȱcannotȱcrawlȱunderȱtheȱfence.ȱȱ

x

Aȱ qualifiedȱ biologistȱ shallȱ conductȱ environmentalȱ awarenessȱ trainingȱ inȱ personȱ orȱ viaȱ videoȱ forȱ allȱ
constructionȱworkersȱpriorȱtoȱconstructionȱworkersȱbeginningȱtheirȱworkȱeffortsȱonȱtheȱproject.ȱTheȱ
trainingȱ shallȱ includeȱinformationȱ onȱ speciesȱidentification,ȱ avoidanceȱ measuresȱ toȱ beȱ implementedȱ
byȱ theȱ project,ȱ andȱ theȱ regulatoryȱ requirementsȱ andȱ penaltiesȱ forȱ noncompliance.ȱ Ifȱ necessary,ȱ theȱ
contentȱ shallȱ varyȱ accordingȱ toȱ specificȱ constructionȱ areasȱ (e.g.,ȱ workersȱ onȱ cityȱ streetsȱ willȱ receiveȱ
trainingȱonȱnestingȱbirdsȱbutȱnotȱonȱCaliforniaȱredȬleggedȱfrogȱidentification).ȱȱ

x

Aȱqualifiedȱbiologistȱshallȱsurveyȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱwithinȱ48ȱhoursȱbeforeȱtheȱonsetȱofȱinitialȱgroundȬ
disturbingȱ activitiesȱ andȱ shallȱ beȱ presentȱ duringȱ initialȱ vegetationȱ clearingȱ andȱ groundȬdisturbingȱ
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activities.ȱ Theȱ biologicalȱ monitorȱ shallȱ monitorȱ theȱ exclusionȱ fencingȱ weeklyȱ toȱ confirmȱ properȱ
maintenanceȱandȱinspectȱforȱfrogsȱandȱturtles.ȱIfȱCaliforniaȱredȬleggedȱfrogsȱorȱwesternȱpondȱturtlesȱ
areȱ found,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ shallȱ haltȱ constructionȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ thatȱ posesȱ aȱ threatȱ toȱ theȱ individualȱ asȱ
determinedȱbyȱtheȱqualifiedȱbiologist.ȱIfȱpossible,ȱtheȱindividualȱshallȱbeȱallowedȱtoȱmoveȱoutȱofȱtheȱ
projectȱareaȱofȱitsȱownȱvolitionȱ(i.e.,ȱifȱitȱisȱnearȱtheȱexclusionȱfenceȱthatȱcanȱbeȱtemporarilyȱremovedȱtoȱ
letȱitȱpass).ȱForȱwesternȱpondȱturtles,ȱaȱqualifiedȱbiologistȱshallȱrelocateȱturtlesȱtoȱtheȱnearestȱsuitableȱ
habitat.ȱ Forȱ Californiaȱ redȬleggedȱ frog,ȱ aȱ SFPUCȱ representativeȱ shallȱ contactȱ theȱ USFWSȱ and/orȱ
CDFWȱ forȱ instructionsȱ onȱ howȱ toȱ proceed.ȱ Constructionȱ shallȱ resumeȱ afterȱ theȱ individualȱ isȱ outȱ ofȱ
harm’sȱway.ȱ
x

Duringȱ projectȱ activities,ȱ excavationsȱ deeperȱ thanȱ 6ȱ inchesȱ shallȱ beȱ coveredȱ overnightȱ orȱ anȱ escapeȱ
rampȱ ofȱ earthȱ orȱ aȱ woodenȱ plankȱ atȱ aȱ 3:1ȱ riseȱ shallȱ beȱ installed;ȱ openingsȱ suchȱ asȱ pipesȱ whereȱ
Californiaȱredȱleggedȱfrogsȱorȱwesternȱpondȱturtlesȱmightȱseekȱrefugeȱshallȱbeȱcoveredȱwhenȱnotȱinȱ
use;ȱ andȱ allȱ trashȱ thatȱ mayȱ attractȱ predatorsȱ orȱ hideȱ Californiaȱ redȬleggedȱ frogsȱ orȱ westernȱ pondȱ
turtlesȱ shallȱ beȱ properlyȱ containedȱ onȱ aȱ dailyȱ basis,ȱ removedȱ fromȱ theȱ worksite,ȱ andȱ disposedȱ ofȱ
regularly.ȱFollowingȱconstruction,ȱtheȱconstructionȱcontractorȱshallȱremoveȱallȱtrashȱandȱconstructionȱ
debrisȱfromȱworkȱareas.ȱ
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APPENDIX 1
Special-status Species with Potential to Occur in
SFPUC Recycled Water Project Area
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TABLEȱA1Ȭ1ȱ
SPECIALȬSTATUSȱSPECIESȱWITHȱPOTENTIALȱTOȱOCCURȱINȱSFPUCȱRECYLEDȱWATERȱPROJECTȱAREAȱ

CommonȱNameȱ
ScientificȱNameȱȱ

Listingȱ
USFWS/CD
FW/CNPSȱ

HabitatȱRequirementsȱ

PotentialȱtoȱOccurȱinȱProjectȱAreaȱ

Forests,ȱwoodlands,ȱandȱfields.ȱWillȱ
alsoȱinhabitȱtreesȱinȱsuburbanȱareasȱ
inȱparksȱandȱneighborhoods.ȱ
Typicallyȱnestsȱinȱriparianȱgrowthsȱ
ofȱdeciduousȱtreesȱandȱliveȱoakȱ
woodlands.ȱBecomingȱmoreȱcommonȱ
asȱanȱurbanȱbreeder.ȱ

Moderate.ȱLargeȱtreesȱinȱprojectȱarea,ȱincludingȱ
eucalyptusȱandȱMontereyȱcypress,ȱaroundȱLakeȱ
MercedȱandȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱcouldȱ
supportȱnestsȱforȱthisȱspecies.ȱMayȱbeȱseenȱ
flyingȱoverheadȱorȱperchedȱnearȱOceansideȱ
RWTP,ȱalthoughȱprobablyȱnotȱnestingȱthere.ȱ
ForagingȱisȱknownȱatȱLakeȱMerced,ȱthoughȱ
breedingȱremainsȱundocumented.ȱ

Birdsȱ
Cooper’sȱhawkȱ
(Accipiterȱcooperii)ȱ

CDFWȱ
§3503.5ȱ

Greatȱegretȱ
(Ardeaȱalba)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Colonialȱnester.ȱRookeryȱsitesȱ
locatedȱnearȱmarshes,ȱtidalȱflats,ȱ
marginsȱofȱriversȱandȱlakes.ȱȱ

Moderate.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱ
sites,ȱbutȱthisȱbirdȱhasȱbeenȱdocumentedȱaroundȱ
LakeȱMercedȱarea,ȱalthoughȱnotȱwithinȱtheȱpastȱ
yearȱ(eBird,ȱ2014).ȱ

Greatȱblueȱheronȱ
(Ardeaȱherodias)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Shallowȱestuariesȱandȱfreshȱandȱ
salineȱemergentȱwetlands.

High.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites,ȱbutȱisȱ
knownȱto breed atȱLakeȱMerced.ȱ

Greatȱhornedȱowlȱ
(Buboȱvirginianus)ȱ

CDFWȱ
§3503.5ȱ

Oftenȱusesȱabandonedȱnestsȱofȱ
corvidsȱorȱsquirrels;ȱnestsȱinȱlargeȱ
oaks,ȱconifers,ȱeucalyptus.ȱ

Moderate.ȱLargeȱtreesȱinȱprojectȱarea,ȱincludingȱ
eucalyptusȱandȱMontereyȱcypressȱaroundȱLakeȱ
MercedȱandȱatȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱcouldȱ
supportȱnestsȱforȱthisȱspecies.ȱȱ

ShortȬearedȱowlȱ
(Asioȱflammeus)ȱ

CSCȱ

Freshwaterȱandȱsaltwaterȱ
swamplands,ȱmeadows,ȱtallȱgrassesȱ
neededȱforȱnesting.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱinȱprojectȱarea.

Burrowingȱowlȱ
(Atheneȱcunicularia)ȱ

CSCȱ

AnnualȱgrasslandsȱwithȱlowȬ
growingȱvegetation.ȱRequiresȱsmallȱ
mammalȱburrowsȱforȱnesting.

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱinȱprojectȱarea.

RedȬtailedȱhawkȱ
(Buteoȱjamaicensis)ȱ

CDFWȱ
§3503.5ȱ

Desert,ȱscrublands,ȱgrasslands,ȱ
roadsides,ȱfieldsȱandȱpastures.ȱ
Commonlyȱfoundȱatȱfieldȱedgesȱandȱ
perchedȱonȱfences,ȱpoles,ȱandȱtrees.ȱ
Inhabitsȱalmostȱanyȱopenȱhabitat,ȱ
includingȱgrasslandȱandȱurbanizedȱ
areas.ȱ

Moderate.ȱCommonȱraptor.ȱOpenȱhabitatȱexistsȱ
onȱandȱnearȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱandȱLakeȱ
Merced.ȱLargeȱtreesȱinȱprojectȱarea,ȱincludingȱ
eucalyptusȱandȱMontereyȱcypressȱaroundȱLakeȱ
MercedȱandȱatȱCentralȱPumpȱStationȱcouldȱ
supportȱnestsȱforȱthisȱspecies.ȱMayȱbeȱseenȱ
flyingȱoverheadȱorȱperchedȱnearȱOceansideȱ
RWTP,ȱalthoughȱprobablyȱnotȱnestingȱthere.

RedȬshoulderedȱhawkȱ
(Buteoȱlineatus)ȱ

CDFWȱ
§3503.5ȱ

Riparianȱandȱoakȱwoodlands.ȱAlsoȱ
foundȱinȱeucalyptusȱgrovesȱandȱ
sometimesȱdeveloped/ȱsuburbanȱ
areasȱwithȱmosaicȱofȱbuildingsȱandȱ
woodlands.ȱForagesȱalongȱedgesȱofȱ
marshesȱandȱgrasslands;ȱnestsȱinȱ
matureȱtreesȱinȱaȱvarietyȱofȱhabitats.

Moderate.ȱCommonȱraptor.ȱLargeȱtreesȱinȱ
projectȱarea,ȱincludingȱeucalyptusȱandȱ
MontereyȱcypressȱaroundȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱatȱ
CentralȱPumpȱStationȱcouldȱsupportȱnestsȱforȱ
thisȱspecies.ȱMayȱbeȱseenȱflyingȱoverheadȱorȱ
perchedȱnearȱOceansideȱRWTP,ȱalthoughȱ
probablyȱnotȱnestingȱthere.ȱ

Westernȱsnowyȱploverȱ
(Charadriusȱalexandrinusȱ
nivosus)ȱ

FT/CSCȱ

Sandyȱbeaches,ȱsaltȱpondȱleveesȱandȱ
shoresȱofȱlargeȱalkaliȱlakes.ȱNeedsȱ
sandy,ȱgravellyȱorȱfriableȱsoilsȱforȱ
nesting.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱNearbyȱ
FortȱFunston/OceanȱBeachȱprovidesȱnestingȱ
habitat.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱparkȱallowsȱunleashedȱ
dogsȱandȱthisȱspeciesȱisȱparticularlyȱsensitiveȱtoȱ
disturbance.

Northernȱharrierȱ
(Circusȱcyaneus)ȱ

CDFWȱ
§3503.5ȱ

Nestsȱinȱsaltȱorȱfreshwaterȱwetlands,ȱ
foragesȱoverȱwetlands,ȱannualȱ
grasslands.ȱ

Moderate.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
FreshwaterȱwetlandsȱofȱLakeȱMercedȱmayȱ
provideȱnestingȱhabitat.ȱAlthoughȱthereȱareȱnoȱ
documentedȱCNDDBȱoccurrences,ȱitȱhasȱbeenȱ
documentedȱbyȱlocalȱbirdersȱ(eBird,ȱ2014).
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Birdsȱ(cont.)ȱ
Snowyȱegretȱȱ
(Egrettaȱthula)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Colonialȱnester.ȱNestȱsitesȱtypicallyȱ
locatedȱinȱprotectedȱbedsȱofȱdenseȱ
tules.ȱRookeryȱsitesȱlocatedȱnearbyȱ
foragingȱareasȱ(marshes,ȱmeadows,ȱ
bordersȱofȱlakes).ȱ

Moderate.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
ThisȱbirdȱhasȱbeenȱdocumentedȱaroundȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱarea,ȱalthoughȱnotȱwithinȱtheȱpastȱyearȱ
(eBird,ȱ2014)ȱ

WhiteȬtailedȱkiteȱ
(Elanusȱleucurus)ȱ

CDFWȱ
§3503.5ȱ
FPȱ

Foothillsȱandȱvalleysȱwithȱoaks,ȱ
Moderate.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
rivers,ȱandȱmarshes;ȱopenȱwoodland,ȱ LakeȱMercedȱoffersȱfreshwaterȱmarshȱhabitatȱ
desertȱgrassland.ȱ
andȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱoffersȱopenȱwoodlandȬ
likeȱhabitatȱthatȱthisȱspeciesȱisȱassociatedȱwith.ȱ
SpeciesȱhasȱbeenȱdocumentedȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱ
andȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

Merlinȱ
(Falcoȱcolumbarius)ȱ

CDFWȱ
§3503.5ȱ

Openȱwoodland,ȱseacoast,ȱtidalȱ
estuaries,ȱandȱsavannas.ȱIncreasinglyȱ
areȱseenȱinȱtownsȱandȱcitiesȱhuntingȱ
forȱsmallȱavianȱpreyȱspecies.ȱReusesȱ
oldȱnestsȱofȱcrows,ȱravens,ȱhawks.ȱ

Moderate.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
OpenȱhabitatȱofȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱprovidesȱsuitableȱhabitatȱforȱthisȱspecies.ȱ
Likelyȱtoȱbeȱseenȱforagingȱforȱsmallȱbirds,ȱandȱ
couldȱpotentiallyȱnestȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱSpeciesȱhasȱbeenȱrecentlyȱ
documentedȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱ(eBird,ȱ2014).ȱȱ

Americanȱkestrelȱ
(Falcoȱsparverius)ȱ

CDFWȱ
§3503.5ȱ

Openȱareasȱsuchȱasȱmeadows,ȱ
grasslands,ȱandȱopenȱwoodlands.ȱ
Alsoȱutilizeȱhumanȱmodifiedȱhabitatȱ
suchȱasȱparksȱandȱfields.ȱPrimarilyȱaȱ
cavityȱnester.

Lowȱtoȱmoderate.ȱLargeȱtreesȱinȱprojectȱarea,ȱ
includingȱeucalyptusȱandȱMontereyȱcypressȱ
aroundȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱatȱCentralȱPumpȱ
Stationȱcouldȱsupportȱnestsȱforȱthisȱspecies.ȱ

SaltȬmarshȱcommonȱ
yellowthroatȱ
(Geothlypisȱtrichasȱsinuosa)ȱ

FSC/CSC/ȬȬȱ

ȱCaspianȱternȱ
(Hydroprogneȱȱcaspia)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Californiaȱblackȱrailȱ
(Laterallusȱjamaicensisȱ
coturniculus)ȱ

ȬȬ/CT/ȬȬȱ

High.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱThisȱ
Inhabitsȱtidalȱsaltȱandȱbrackishȱ
speciesȱisȱknownȱtoȱbreedȱinȱtheȱfreshwaterȱ
marshesȱinȱwinter,ȱbutȱbreedsȱinȱ
marshesȱatȱLakeȱMerced.ȱ
freshwaterȱbrackishȱmarshesȱandȱ
riparianȱwoodlandsȱduringȱspringȱtoȱ
earlyȱsummer.
Colonialȱnesterȱonȱsandyȱorȱgravelyȱ
beachesȱonȱcoastȱandȱinland.ȱRoostsȱ
onȱisolatedȱspitsȱofȱland,ȱandȱfoundȱ
alongȱriversȱandȱtheȱcoast.

Moderate.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
Thisȱspeciesȱhasȱbeenȱdocumentedȱaroundȱ
North,ȱEast,ȱandȱSouthȱLakeȱMerced,ȱalthoughȱ
notȱwithinȱtheȱpastȱyearȱ(eBird,ȱ2014).ȱ

Tidallyȱinfluenced,ȱheavilyȱ
vegetated,ȱhighȬelevationȱ
marshlands.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
HistoricalȱoccurrenceȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱfromȱ
1937.ȱCurrentlyȱnoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱinȱ
projectȱarea.ȱ

Alamedaȱsongȱsparrowȱ
(Melospizaȱmelodiaȱ
pusillula)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Saltȱmarshesȱofȱeasternȱandȱsouthȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱBay.ȱ

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱinȱprojectȱarea
andȱspeciesȱrangeȱisȱoutsideȱofȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

SanȱPabloȱsongȱsparrowȱ
(Melospizaȱmelodiaȱ
samuelis)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

SaltȱmarshesȱofȱNorthȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
BayȱandȱSanȱPabloȱBay.ȱ

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱSpeciesȱrangeȱisȱoutsideȱofȱ
projectȱarea.

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Lowlandȱandȱfoothillȱareas.ȱNestsȱinȱ
denseȱemergentȱwetlandsȱandȱdenseȬ
foliatedȱtrees.ȱ

High.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
Locallyȱuncommon,ȱbutȱmayȱbreedȱatȱLakeȱ
Merced.ȱObservedȱduringȱbiologicalȱsurveyȱinȱ
wetlandȱborderingȱNorthȱLakeȱMerced.

BlackȬcrownedȱnightȱ
heronȱ
(Nyctinomopsȱmacrotis)ȱ
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Birdsȱ(cont.)ȱ
DoubleȬcrestedȱcormorantȱ
ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ
Colonialȱnesterȱonȱcoastalȱcliffs,ȱ
(Phalacrocoraxȱauritus)ȱ
(rookeryȱsite)ȱ offshoreȱislands,ȱ&ȱalongȱlakeȱ
WLȱ
marginsȱinȱtheȱinteriorȱofȱtheȱstate.ȱ
Nestsȱalongȱcoastȱonȱisolatedȱislandsȱ
orȱinȱtreesȱalongȱlakeȱmargins.

High.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱLargeȱ
nestingȱcoloniesȱareȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱMerced.ȱ
KnownȱtoȱnestȱonȱtheȱwestȱsideȱofȱSouthȱLakeȱ
nearȱSanȱFranciscoȱPoliceȱDepartmentȱFiringȱ
Range.ȱ

Californiaȱclapperȱrailȱ
(Rallusȱlongirostrisȱ
obsoletus)ȱ

SaltȱmarshȱwetlandsȱalongȱtheȱSanȱ
FranciscoȱBay.ȱ

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱinȱprojectȱ
area.ȱ
High.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
KnownȱtoȱnestȱinȱsandȱdunesȱatȱFortȱFunstonȱ
andȱforageȱoverȱLakeȱMerced.ȱȱ

FE/CE/ȬȬȱ

Bankȱswallowȱ
(Ripariaȱriparia)ȱ

ȬȬ/CTȱ

Colonialȱnester.ȱDigsȱnestingȱholeȱinȱ
verticalȱbanks/cliffsȱnearȱstreams,ȱ
rivers,ȱlakes,ȱandȱocean

Californiaȱleastȱternȱ
(Sternulaȱantillarumȱ
browni)ȱ

FE/CEȱ

Colonialȱnesterȱalongȱsandyȱbeaches,ȱ Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱNearbyȱ
alkaliȱflats,ȱorȱpavedȱareas.ȱȱ
FortȱFunstonȱprovidesȱnestingȱhabitat.ȱHowever,ȱ
theȱparkȱallowsȱunleashedȱdogsȱandȱthisȱspeciesȱ
isȱparticularly sensitiveȱtoȱdisturbance.

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Marsh,ȱswamp,ȱandȱwetland.ȱNestsȱ
inȱfreshwaterȱemergentȱwetlandsȱ
withȱdenseȱvegetation,ȱusuallyȱ
borderingȱlakesȱorȱponds.ȱ

Moderate.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
FreshwaterȱwetlandsȱalongȱmarginsȱofȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱprovideȱnestingȱhabitatȱforȱthisȱspecies.ȱȱ

Californiaȱtigerȱ
salamanderȱ
(Ambystomaȱcaliforniense)ȱ

FT/CT/ȬȬȱ

Vernalȱorȱtemporaryȱpoolsȱinȱannualȱ
grasslands,ȱorȱopenȱstagesȱofȱ
woodlands.ȱTypicallyȱadultsȱuseȱ
mammalȱburrows.

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱor inȱ
projectȱarea.ȱ

FoothillȱyellowȬleggedȱ
frogȱ
(Ranaȱboylii)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱor inȱ
Small,ȱpermanentȱfoothillȱstreamsȱ
>200ȱmȱelevationȱwithȱrockyȱsubstrate,ȱ projectȱarea.ȱ
openȱandȱsunnyȱbanks;ȱrivers;ȱandȱ
otherȱpermanentȱwaterȱsources.

CaliforniaȱredȬleggedȱ
frogȱ
(Ranaȱdraytonii)ȱ

FT/ȱCSCȱ

Streams,ȱfreshwaterȱpools,ȱandȱpondsȱ
withȱoverhangingȱvegetation.ȱAlsoȱ
foundȱinȱwoodsȱadjacentȱtoȱstreams.ȱ
Requiresȱpermanentȱorȱephemeralȱ
waterȱsourcesȱsuchȱasȱreservoirsȱandȱ
slowȱmovingȱstreamsȱandȱneedsȱpoolsȱ
ofȱ>0.5ȱmȱdepthȱforȱbreeding.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱaquaticȱhabitatȱpresent atȱ
projectȱfacilityȱsites.ȱPotentialȱhabitatȱisȱpresentȱ
nearbyȱinȱpondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱSeveralȱ
recentȱCNDDBȱrecordsȱforȱthisȱspeciesȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark,ȱincludingȱaȱ2005ȱrecordȱatȱStrybingȱ
Arboretum,ȱapproximatelyȱ0.5ȱmileȱeastȱofȱtheȱ
CentralȱPumpȱStationȱwellȱfacilityȱ(CDFG,ȱ2011).ȱ
HistoricallyȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱ(SFRPD,ȱ
2006)ȱbutȱcurrentlyȱpresumedȱextirpatedȱfromȱ
thisȱareaȱ(JonesȱandȱStokes,ȱ2007;ȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
PlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011).ȱ

Westernȱpondȱturtleȱȱ
(Emysȱmarmorata)ȱ

CSCȱ

Ponds,ȱmarshes,ȱrivers,ȱstreams,ȱandȱ
irrigationȱditchesȱwithȱaquaticȱ
vegetationȱ<6,000ȇȱinȱelevation.ȱ
Requireȱbaskingȱsitesȱandȱuplandȱ
habitatȱforȱeggȱlayingȱ(sandyȱbanksȱ
andȱopen,ȱgrassyȱfieldsȱ)ȱ

High.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱȱKnownȱ
toȱuseȱLakeȱMercedȱ(SFRPD,ȱ2006;ȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
PlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011),ȱandȱspeciesȱmayȱ
occurȱinȱnearbyȱmanȬmadeȱpondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Park.ȱBaskingȱhabitatȱisȱpresentȱinȱriprap,ȱmattedȱ
bulrush,ȱabandonedȱpiers,ȱandȱwoodȱdebris;ȱ
limitedȱuplandȱbreedingȱhabitatȱhasȱbeenȱnoted.

Alamedaȱwhipsnakeȱ
(Masticophisȱlateralisȱ
euryxanthus)ȱ

FT/CT/ȬȬȱ

YellowȬheadedȱblackbirdȱ
(Xanthocephalusȱ
xanthocephalus)ȱ
Amphibiansȱ

Reptilesȱ
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Chaparralȱandȱscrubȱhabitat,ȱandȱ
Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱinȱatȱfacilityȱ
willȱalsoȱoccupyȱadjacentȱgrasslands,ȱ sitesȱorȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱȱ
oakȱsavannaȱandȱwoodlandȱhabitats.ȱ
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Reptilesȱ(cont.)ȱ
SanȱFrancisoȱgarterȱsnakeȱ
(Thamnophisȱsirtalisȱ
tetrataenia)ȱ

FE/CE/ȬȬȱ
CFPȱ

Denselyȱvegetatedȱpondsȱandȱslowȱ
streamsȱwithȱemergentȱvegetationȱ
nearȱopenȱhillsidesȱwithȱabundantȱ
smallȱmammalȱburrows.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱinȱatȱfacilityȱ
sites.ȱPotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱdocumentedȱatȱthisȱarea.

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱinȱatȱfacilityȱ
sites.ȱPotentialȱroostingȱhabitatȱisȱavailableȱinȱ
buildingsȱandȱlargeȬdiameterȱtreesȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱParkȱandȱLakeȱMerced,ȱbutȱthisȱspeciesȱ
wasȱnotȱdetectedȱduringȱrecentȱsurveysȱinȱSanȱ
Franciscoȱparksȱ(Krauel,ȱ2009).ȱAlsoȱunlikelyȱtoȱ
occurȱinȱprojectȱareaȱgivenȱhighȱlevelsȱofȱhumanȱ
activity.ȱ

Mammalsȱ
Pallidȱbatȱ
(Antrozousȱpallidus)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Roostsȱinȱcaves,ȱoldȱbuildings,ȱandȱ
underȱbark.ȱForagesȱinȱopenȱlowlandȱ
areas,ȱandȱformsȱlargeȱmaternityȱ
coloniesȱinȱtheȱspring.ȱVeryȱsensitiveȱ
toȱhumanȱdisturbance.ȱȱ

Townsend’sȱbigȬearedȱbatȱ
(Corynorhinusȱtownsendii)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Roostsȱinȱcaves,ȱbuildings,ȱbridges,ȱ
Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱinȱatȱfacilityȱ
rockȱcrevices,ȱandȱhollowȱtrees.ȱVeryȱ sites.ȱWhileȱroostingȱhabitatȱisȱavailableȱinȱ
sensitiveȱtoȱhumanȱdisturbance.ȱ
buildingsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱandȱLakeȱ
Merced,ȱtheȱspeciesȱwasȱnotȱdetectedȱduringȱ
recentȱsurveysȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱparksȱ(Krauel,ȱ
2009).ȱAlsoȱunlikelyȱtoȱoccurȱinȱprojectȱareaȱ
givenȱhighȱlevelsȱofȱhumanȱactivity.

FT/ȬȬ/ȬȬȱ
CFPȱ

NearshoreȱmarineȱhabitatȱfromȱAnoȱ
NuevoȱtoȱPointȱSalȱ(SantaȱBarbaraȱ
County).

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱȱ

SilverȬhairedȱbatȱ
(Lasionycterisȱnoctivagens)ȱ

WBWGȱ
Mediumȱ

Coastalȱandȱmontane forest.ȱRoostsȱ
inȱhollowȱtrees,ȱandȱfeedsȱoverȱ
streamsȱandȱponds.

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Westernȱredȱbatȱ
(Lasiurusȱblossevillii)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Roostsȱprimarilyȱinȱtreeȱorȱshrubȱ
foliage,ȱ2Ȭ40ȱfeetȱaboveȱground,ȱfromȱ
seaȱlevelȱupȱthroughȱmixedȱconiferȱ
forests.ȱPrefersȱhabitatȱedgesȱandȱ
mosaicsȱwithȱtreesȱthatȱareȱprotectedȱ
fromȱaboveȱandȱopenȱbelowȱwithȱ
openȱareasȱforȱforaging.ȱȱ

Moderate.ȱRoostingȱhabitatȱavailableȱinȱ
trees/shrubȱfoliageȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱatȱ
CentralȱPumpȱStation.ȱInȱrecentȱsurveys,ȱthisȱ
speciesȱwasȱoneȱofȱtheȱmostȱcommonlyȱ
encounteredȱbatȱspeciesȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
(Krauel,ȱ2009)ȱandȱwasȱfoundȱinȱparksȱ
containingȱwaterȱbodies.ȱMayȱalsoȱbeȱpresentȱatȱ
OceansideȱRWTPȱinȱdenseȱwillowȱstandsȱwithȱ
openȱareasȱbelowȱforȱforaging.ȱȱ

Hoaryȱbatȱȱ
(Lasiurusȱcinereus)ȱ

WBWGȱ
Mediumȱ

Prefersȱopenȱhabitatsȱorȱhabitatȱ
mosaics,ȱwithȱaccessȱtoȱtreesȱforȱ
coverȱandȱopenȱareasȱorȱhabitatȱ
edgesȱforȱforaging.ȱRoostsȱinȱdenseȱ
foliageȱofȱmediumȱtoȱlargeȱtrees.ȱ
Feedsȱprimarilyȱonȱmoths;ȱrequiresȱ
water.ȱ

Moderate.ȱPotentialȱroostingȱhabitatȱisȱavailableȱ
inȱlargeȬdiameterȱtreesȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱatȱ
CentralȱPumpȱStationȱandȱatȱLakeȱMerced;ȱLakeȱ
MercedȱandȱsmallȱpondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
alsoȱprovideȱsourceȱofȱwaterȱforȱfeeding,ȱbutȱ
thisȱspeciesȱwasȱnotȱdetectedȱduringȱrecentȱ
surveysȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱparksȱ(Krauel,ȱ2009).

SanȱPabloȱvoleȱ
(Microtusȱcalifornicusȱ
sanpabloensis)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

SaltȱmarshesȱofȱSanȱPabloȱCreek,ȱandȱ Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱinȱprojectȱarea,ȱandȱ
southȱshoreȱofȱSanȱPabloȱBay.ȱ
projectȱareaȱisȱoutsideȱofȱspeciesȱrange.ȱȱ

Fringedȱmyotisȱ
(Myotisȱthysanodes)ȱ

WBWGȱ
Highȱ

Pinyonȱjuniper,ȱvalleyȱandȱfoothillȱ
grassland.ȱUsesȱcaves,ȱmines,ȱandȱ
buildingsȱforȱmaternityȱcoloniesȱandȱ
roosts.

Southernȱseaȱotterȱ
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Yumaȱmyotisȱ
(Myotisȱyumanensis)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱduskyȬ
footedȱwoodratȱȱ
(Neotomaȱfuscipesȱ
annectens)ȱ

Foundȱinȱopenȱforestsȱandȱ
woodlandsȱwithȱsourcesȱofȱwaterȱ
overȱwhichȱtoȱfeed.ȱAlsoȱutilizesȱ
buildingsȱandȱbridges.ȱȱ

Moderate. Roostingȱhabitatȱisȱavailableȱinȱ
tree/shrubȱfoliageȱatȱCentralȱPumpȱStation,ȱatȱ
LakeȱMerced,ȱandȱatȱOceansideȱRWTP.ȱLakeȱ
MercedȱandȱsmallȱpondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
provideȱsourceȱofȱwaterȱforȱfeeding.ȱInȱrecentȱ
surveys,ȱthisȱspeciesȱwasȱoneȱofȱtheȱmostȱ
commonlyȱencounteredȱbatȱspeciesȱinȱSanȱ
Franciscoȱ(Krauel,ȱ2009),ȱespeciallyȱinȱparksȱ
withȱwaterȱbodiesȱsuchȱasȱlakes.ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Forestȱhabitatȱwithȱdenseȱ
understory.ȱȱ

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱȱ

BigȱfreeȬtailedȱbatȱ
(Nyctinomopsȱmacrotis)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Aridȱregionsȱofȱsouthernȱ
California.Requiresȱcliffsȱandȱrockyȱ
areasȱforȱroosting

Low.ȱSpeciesȱrangeȱisȱoutsideȱofȱprojectȱarea,ȱ
andȱthereȱisȱnoȱsuitableȱhabitat.ȱȱ

SaltȬmarshȱharvestȱmouseȱ
(Reithrodontymysȱ
raviventris)ȱ

FE/CE/ȬȬȱ

SalineȱemergentȱwetlandsȱofȱSanȱ
FranciscoȱBay,ȱusuallyȱinȱassociationȱ
withȱpickleweed.

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Friableȱsoils.ȱOnlyȱknownȱtoȱoccurȱ
onȱAngelȱIsland.ȱȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱorȱinȱ
projectȱarea.ȱSpeciesȱrangeȱoccursȱoutsideȱofȱ
projectȱarea.

AlamedaȱIslandȱmoleȱ
(Scapanusȱlatimanusȱ
parvus)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Annualȱandȱperennialȱgrasslands.ȱ
OnlyȱknownȱtoȱoccurȱonȱAlamedaȱ
Island.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱinȱprojectȱareaȱandȱ
speciesȱrangeȱoccursȱoutsideȱofȱprojectȱarea.ȱȱ

SaltȬmarshȱwanderingȱ
shrewȱ
(Sorexȱvagransȱhalicoetes)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

SaltȱmarshesȱofȱSouthȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
Bay.ȱȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱinȱprojectȱareaȱandȱ
speciesȱrangeȱoccursȱoutsideȱofȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Americanȱbadgerȱ
Taxideaȱtaxusȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Openȱgrasslandsȱwithȱloose,ȱfriableȱ
soils.

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱinȱprojectȱ
area.

PointȱReyesȱjumpingȱ
mouseȱ
(Zapusȱtrinotatusȱorarius)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Bunchȱgrassȱmarshesȱinȱuplandsȱofȱ
PointȱReyes.ȱAlsoȱassociatedȱwithȱ
coastalȱscrub,ȱgrasslands,ȱandȱ
meadows.

Low.ȱSpeciesȱrangeȱoccursȱoutsideȱofȱprojectȱ
area.ȱ

Opler’sȱlonghornȱmothȱ
(Adelaȱoplerella)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Associatedȱwithȱserpentineȱ
grasslands,ȱlarvaeȱfeedȱonȱaȱnativeȱ
forb.

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱprojectȱ
facilityȱsitesȱorȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱȱ

incredibleȱharvestmanȱ
(Banksulaȱincredula)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Franciscanȱsandstoneȱtalusȱslope.

Low.ȱSpecificȱhabitatȱrequiresȱnotȱpresentȱatȱ
facilityȱsitesȱorȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Tomalesȱisopodȱ
(Caecidoteaȱtomalensis)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

StillȬtoȬslowȱmovingȱwaterȱinȱ
vegetatedȱponds.ȱPreferablyȱspringȬ
fedȱ

Low.ȱHabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱCouldȱ
potentiallyȱoccurȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱorȱsmallȱ
pondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

Coastal,ȱmountainous areasȱwithȱ
grass.ȱFoundȱmainlyȱaroundȱSanȱ
BrunoȱMountain.

Low.ȱSpeciesȱisȱnotȱknownȱtoȱoccurȱbeyondȱSanȱ
BrunoȱMountain.ȱ

AngelȱIslandȱmoleȱ
(Scapanusȱlatimanusȱ
insularis)ȱ

Invertebratesȱ

SanȱBrunoȱelfinȱbutterflyȱ
(Callophrysȱmossilȱ
bayensis)ȱ
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Invertebratesȱ(cont.)ȱ
Sandyȱbeachȱtigerȱbeetleȱ
(Cicindelaȱhirticollisȱ
gravida)ȱ

FSC/*ȱ

Sandyȱareasȱaroundȱwater;ȱlarvaȱliveȱ
inȱburrowsȱinȱsandȱalongȱseaȱ
beaches,ȱcreeks,ȱseepages,ȱandȱlakeȱ
shores,ȱandȱpreferȱmoistȱsandȱnotȱ
affectedȱbyȱwaveȱaction.

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites,ȱ
butȱpotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Merced,ȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱdocumentedȱtoȱoccurȱ
there.ȱȱ

Monarchȱbutterflyȱ
(Danausȱplexippus)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

WinterȱroostsȱlocatedȱinȱwindȬ
protectedȱtreeȱgrovesȱ(eucalyptus,ȱ
Montereyȱpine,ȱcypress),ȱwithȱnectarȱ
andȱwaterȱsourcesȱnearby.ȱ

Low.ȱSeveralȱrecordsȱofȱthisȱspeciesȱexistȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱbutȱnoneȱaroundȱLakeȱ
MercedȱorȱOceansideȱRWTP.ȱPotentialȱ
winteringȱsitesȱofȱeucalyptusȱstandsȱoccurȱatȱ
CentralȱPumpȱStationȱandȱalongȱperipheryȱofȱ
LakeȱMerced,ȱbutȱtheyȱmayȱnotȱbeȱwindȬ
protected.ȱ

Stage’sȱdufourineȱbeeȱ
(Dufoureaȱstagei)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

SpeciesȱisȱaȱgroundȬnestingȱbee.

Low.ȱPotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱisȱpresentȱatȱ
LakeȱMerced,ȱRWTP,ȱandȱCentralȱPumpȱ
Station;ȱknownȱspeciesȱrangeȱisȱsouthȱofȱtheȱ
projectȱareaȱ(onlyȱknownȱtoȱoccurȱatȱSanȱBrunoȱ
MountainȱandȱinȱSantaȱCruzȱCounty).

Nativeȱgrasslandsȱwithȱserpentineȱ
soil.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Bayȱcheckerspotȱbutterflyȱ
(Euphydryasȱedithaȱ
bayensis)ȱ

FT/ȬȬ/ȬȬȱ

Bridge’sȱcoastȱrangeȱ
shoulderbandȱ
(Helminthoglyptaȱ
nicklinianaȱbridgesi)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

OpenȱhillsidesȱofȱAlamedaȱandȱ
ContraȱCostaȱCounty.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱat facilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱSpecies’ȱrangeȱdoesȱnotȱ
includeȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Leech’sȱskylineȱdivingȱ
beetleȱ
(Hydroporusȱleechi)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Foundȱinȱfreshwaterȱponds,ȱshallowȱ
waterȱofȱstreamsȱmarshesȱandȱlakes.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacility sites.ȱ
Couldȱpotentiallyȱbeȱfoundȱinȱshallowȱareasȱofȱ
LakeȱMercedȱandȱsmallȱpondsȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱand,ȱalthoughȱthereȱareȱnoȱCNDDBȱ
occurrences.ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱforktailȱ
damselflyȱ(Ischnuraȱ
gemina)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Small,ȱmarshyȱpondsȱandȱditchesȱ
Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱ
withȱemergentȱorȱfloatingȱvegetation. sites,ȱbutȱthisȱspeciesȱcouldȱpotentiallyȱbeȱfoundȱ
inȱsmallȱpondsȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

Bumblebeeȱscarabȱbeetleȱ
(Lichnantheȱursina)ȱ

TiburonȱmicroȬblindȱ
harvestmanȱ
(Microcinaȱtiburona)ȱ
Missionȱblueȱbutterflyȱ
(Plebejusȱicarioidesȱ
missionensis)ȱ
Robustȱwalkerȱ
(Pomatiopsisȱbinneyi)ȱ
Callippeȱsilverspotȱ
butterflyȱ
(Speyeriaȱcallippeȱcallippe)ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

FSC/ȬȬ/ȬȬȱ

Inhabitsȱcoastalȱsandȱdunes.ȱUsuallyȱ
fliesȱcloseȱtoȱsandȱsurfaceȱnearȱtheȱ
crestȱofȱtheȱdunes.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
CNDDBȱrecordsȱofȱthisȱspeciesȱalongȱOceanȱ
Beachȱareȱhistoric.ȱHoweverȱspeciesȱcouldȱoccurȱ
alongȱOceanȱBeachȱwestȱofȱOceansideȱRWTP.ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Hillyȱgrasslandsȱinȱserpentineȱareas.

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

FE/ȬȬ/ȬȬȱ

GrasslandȱwithȱLupinusȱalbifrons,ȱL.ȱ
Formosa,ȱandȱL.ȱvaricolor.ȱ

Low.ȱRemainingȱpopulationsȱofȱthisȱspeciesȱ
occurȱinȱMarinȱHeadlands,ȱSkylineȱridges,ȱandȱ
SanȱBrunoȱMountain.ȱAllȱofȱtheseȱlocationsȱareaȱ
farȱfromȱtheȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Freshwater.ȱ

Low.ȱNo suitableȱhabitatȱatȱfacilityȱsites,ȱbutȱ
couldȱbeȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱsmallȱ
pondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

Foundȱinȱnativeȱgrasslandsȱwithȱ
Violaȱpeduculataȱasȱlarvalȱfoodȱplant.ȱ

Low.ȱSpeciesȱisȱonlyȱknownȱfromȱSanȱBrunoȱ
Mountain,ȱandȱprojectȱareaȱisȱoutsideȱofȱthisȱ
location.

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

FE/ȬȬ/ȬȬȱ
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Invertebratesȱ(cont.)ȱ
Myrtle’sȱsilverspotȱ
butterflyȱ(Speyeriaȱzereneȱ
myrtleae)ȱ

FE/ȬȬ/ȬȬȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱBayȱAreaȱ
leafȬcutterȱbeeȱ(Trachusaȱ
gummifera)ȱ

Foggy,ȱcoastalȱdunesȱofȱPointȱReyesȱ
Peninsulaȱ

Low.ȱSpeciesȱrangeȱandȱspecificȱhabitatȱ
requirementsȱoccurȱoutsideȱofȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Inhabitsȱsoft,ȱrottedȱwood.ȱ

Moderate.ȱCouldȱpotentiallyȱbeȱpresentȱatȱ
RWTPȱandȱCentralȱPumpȱStation,ȱasȱwellȱasȱatȱ
LakeȱMercedȱandȱwoodyȱareasȱaroundȱsmallȱ
pondsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

Californiaȱbrackishwaterȱ
snailȱ
(Tyoniaȱimitador)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Coastalȱlagoons,ȱestuaries,ȱsaltȱ
marshesȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Marinȱhesperianȱ
(Vespericolaȱmarinensis)ȱ

ȬȬ/*/ȬȬȱ

Coastalȱbrushfieldȱandȱchaparralȱ
vegetationȱinȱMarinȱCounty.

Low.ȱSpeciesȱrangeȱandȱspecificȱhabitatȱ
requirementsȱoccurȱoutsideȱofȱprojectȱarea.

Fishȱ
Sacramentoȱperchȱ
(Archoplitesȱinterruptus)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Warmȱwater.ȱAquaticȱvegetationȱ
requiredȱbyȱyoung.ȱHistoricallyȱ
foundȱinȱriversȱandȱlakesȱofȱCentralȱ
Valley.ȱ

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱ
sites.ȱCouldȱpotentiallyȱoccurȱinȱLakeȱMercedȱ
andȱsmallȱpondsȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

Tidewaterȱgobyȱ
(Eucyclogobiusȱnewberryi)ȱ

FE/CSCȱ
Criticalȱ
Habitatȱ

Shallowȱwatersȱofȱbaysȱandȱ
estuaries,ȱcriticalȱhabitatȱinȱMarinȱ
County.

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱȱ

Hardheadȱ
(Mylopharadonȱ
conocephalus)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

StreamsȱinȱtheȱSacramentoȬSanȱ
Joaquinȱdrainage,ȱalsoȱfoundȱinȱtheȱ
RussianȱRiver.ȱDeepȱpoolsȱwithȱ
sandȬgravelȬboulderȱbottoms.ȱ

Low.ȱSpeciesȱrangeȱandȱhabitatȱrequirementsȱ
occurȱoutsideȱofȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Centralȱcoastȱsteelheadȱ
(Oncorhynchusȱmykissȱ
irideus)ȱ

FT/ȬȬȱ
Criticalȱ
Habitatȱ

DrainagesȱofȱcentralȱCaliforniaȱ
coastalȱrivers.ȱ

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Longfinȱsmeltȱ(Spirinchusȱ
thaleichthys)ȱ

FC/CT/ȬȬȱ

Anadromous,ȱpelagic fishȱofȱbays,ȱ
estuaries,ȱandȱnearshoreȱcoastalȱ
environments.ȱSpawnȱinȱfreshwaterȱ
rivers.

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱ

Eulachonȱ(Thaleichthysȱ
pacificus)ȱ

ȬȬ/CSC/ȬȬȱ

Low.ȱSuitableȱhabitatȱnotȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
Anadromousȱfishȱthatȱspawnsȱin
coastalȱriversȱwithȱgravel,ȱsand,ȱandȱ orȱinȱprojectȱarea.ȱ
woodyȱdebrisȱonȱbottoms.ȱOccursȱinȱ
KlamathȱRiver,ȱMadȱRiver,ȱRedwoodȱ
Creek,ȱasȱwellȱasȱSmithȱRiverȱandȱ
HumboldtȱBayȱtributaries.ȱ

Plantsȱ
Bristlyȱsedgeȱ
Carexȱcomosaȱ

–/–/2.1ȱ

Lakeȱmargins,ȱmarshes,ȱswamps,ȱ
coastalȱprairie,ȱandȱvalleyȱandȱ
foothillȱgrasslands.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Sanȱ
FranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011;ȱMayȱandȱ
Associates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011)

Wight’sȱpaintbrushȱ
Castillejaȱwightiiȱ

ȬȬ/ȬȬ/LSȱ

Northernȱcoastalȱscrub.

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
OccursȱonȱtheȱeastȱsideȱofȱEastȱLakeȱMercedȱ
(Nomad Ecology,ȱ2011)ȱ

Vancouverȱwildȱryeȱ
Eleymusȱxȱvancouverensisȱ

ȬȬ/ȬȬ/LSȱ

Coastalȱstrand.

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
OccursȱonȱtheȱnorthwestȱsideȱofȱtheȱMesaȱinȱ
Californiaȱblackberryȱscrubȱ(SFPRD,ȱ2006).
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Plantsȱ(cont.)ȱ
Blueȱcoastȱgiliaȱ
(Giliaȱcapitataȱssp.ȱ
chamissonis)ȱ

–/–/1B.1ȱ

Coastalȱscrubȱandȱcoastalȱdunes.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilitiesȱ
sitesȱbutȱspeciesȱisȱknownȱtoȱoccurȱinȱduneȱ
scrubȱhabitatȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱ(Mayȱandȱ
Associates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011).

Robustȱspineflowerȱ
Chorizantheȱrobustaȱvar.ȱ
robustaȱ

FE/–/1B.1ȱ

Sandyȱorȱgravellyȱcoastalȱdunes,ȱ
coastalȱscrub,ȱcismontaneȱwoodlandȱ
andȱmaritimeȱchaparral.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Sanȱ
FranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011;ȱMayȱandȱ
Associates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011);ȱspeciesȱ
presumedȱextirpatedȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.

Franciscanȱmanzanitaȱ
Arctostaphylosȱfranciscanaȱ

–/–/1B.1ȱ

Open,ȱrocky,ȱserpentineȱoutcropsȱinȱ
chaparral.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites
Thisȱspeciesȱwasȱbelievedȱtoȱbeȱextinctȱinȱtheȱwildȱ
(althoughȱstillȱextantȱthroughȱcultivation),ȱbutȱ
wasȱrediscoveredȱinȱPresidioȱNationalȱParkȱinȱ
lateȱ2009.

SanȱFranciscoȱspineflowerȱ
Chorizantheȱcuspidataȱvar.ȱ
cuspidataȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Coastalȱbluffȱscrub,ȱdunes,ȱprairie,ȱ
andȱcoastalȱscrub;ȱsandyȱsoilsȱonȱ
terracesȱandȱslopes.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsitesȱ
butȱspeciesȱisȱknownȱtoȱoccurȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱ
(MayȱandȱAssociates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ
2011).

Franciscanȱthistleȱ
Cirsiumȱandrewsiiȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Coastalȱbluffȱscrub,ȱcoastalȱprairie,ȱ
coastalȱmesicȱscrub,ȱandȱbroadleafȱ
uplandȱforest;ȱsometimesȱonȱ
serpentine.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Sanȱ
FranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011;ȱMayȱandȱ
Associates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011)

Compactȱcobwebbyȱ
thistleȱ
Cirsiumȱoccidentaleȱvar.ȱ
compactumȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Onȱdunesȱorȱclayȱinȱchaparral,ȱ
Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
coastalȱdunes,ȱcoastalȱprairie,ȱcoastalȱ SuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱbutȱ
scrub,ȱandȱgrasslands.ȱ
speciesȱnotȱdocumentedȱtoȱoccurȱthereȱ(Mayȱ
andȱAssociates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011).

SanȱFranciscoȱcollinsiaȱ
Collinsiaȱmulticolorȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

OnȱhumusȬcoveredȱsoilȱderivedȱfromȱ Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
mudstoneȱinȱclosedȬconeȱconiferousȱ Potentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱinȱcoastalȱ
forestȱandȱcoastalȱscrub.ȱȱ
scrubȱatȱLakeȱMercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱdocumentedȱ
toȱoccurȱthereȱ(MayȱandȱAssociates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱ
Ecology,ȱ2011).

SanȱFranciscoȱwallflowerȱ
Erysimumȱfranciscanumȱ

ȬȬ/ȬȬ/4ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱgumplantȱ
Grindeliaȱhirsutulaȱvar.ȱ
maritimaȱ

ShortȬleavedȱevaxȱ
Hesperevaxȱsparsifloraȱ
var.ȱbrevifoliaȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

Coastalȱscrubȱandȱgrasslands

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
FormerlyȱknownȱfromȱLakeȱMercedȱbutȱnotȱ
recentlyȱobserved;ȱmayȱbeȱpresentȱinȱtheȱ
seedbank.

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Onȱsandyȱorȱserpentineȱslopesȱofȱseaȱ
bluffsȱinȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱorȱvalleyȱandȱ
foothillȱgrasslands.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱdocumentedȱtoȱoccurȱ
thereȱ(SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011;ȱ
MayȱandȱAssociates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011);ȱ
speciesȱreintroducedȱinȱPineȱLakeȱParkȱ(SFRPD,ȱ
2006),ȱbutȱnotȱknownȱtoȱoccurȱinȱprojectȱarea.

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Sandyȱbluffsȱandȱflatsȱinȱcoastalȱ
scrubȱandȱcoastalȱdunes.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Mayȱandȱ
Associates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011;ȱSanȱ
FranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011);ȱnearestȱ
speciesȱrecordȱisȱMcLarenȱPark.ȱ
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Plantsȱ(cont.)ȱ
Marshȱmicroserisȱ
Microserusȱpaludosaȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

ClosedȬconeȱconiferousȱforest,ȱ
Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
cismontaneȱwoodland,ȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱ PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
andȱvalleyȱandȱfoothillȱgrassland.ȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Mayȱ
andȱAssociates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011;ȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011).

Choris’sȱpopcornȬflowerȱ
Plagiobothrysȱchorisianusȱ
var.ȱchorisianusȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Mesicȱsitesȱinȱchaparral,ȱcoastalȱ
scrub,ȱandȱcoastalȱprairie.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱPresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Mayȱ
andȱAssociates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011;ȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011);ȱ
historicalȱrecordȱofȱspeciesȱoccurrenceȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

Oregonȱpolemoniumȱ
Polemoniumȱcarneumȱ

–/–/1B.1ȱ

Coastalȱprairie,ȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱlowerȱ
montaneȱconiferousȱforest.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱPresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Mayȱ
andȱAssociates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011;ȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011).

Canyonȱliveȱoakȱ
Quercusȱchrysolepsisȱ

ȬȬ/ȬȬ/LSȱ

Chaparralȱandȱvalleyȱgrasslands.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.
OccursȱonȱtheȱsouthȱsideȱofȱEastȱLakeȱMerced;ȱ
notȱknownȱtoȱSouthȱLakeȱMercedȱ(Nomadȱ
Ecology,ȱ2011).

Coastalȱblackȱgooseberryȱ
Ribesȱdivaricatumȱ

ȬȬ/ȬȬ/LSȱ

Moistȱcoastalȱunderstories;ȱ
streamsideȱthicketsȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
OccursȱalongȱsoutheasternȱslopesȱofȱImpoundȱ
Lakeȱ(LakeȱMerced).ȱ

Thimbleberryȱ
Rubusȱparviflorusȱ

ȬȬ/ȬȬ/LSȱ

Closedȱconeȱpineȱforestȱandȱriparianȱ
wetlands.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
OccursȱonȱtheȱsouthȱshoreȱofȱEastȱLakeȱMercedȱ
(Nomad Ecology,ȱ2011).ȱ

Duneȱtansyȱ
Tanacetumȱcamphoratumȱ

ȬȬ/ȬȬ/LSȱ

Coastalȱdunesȱandȱclearingsȱinȱduneȱ
scrub.ȱ

Low.ȱMarginallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱinȱdisturbedȱ
scrubȱnearȱRWTP.ȱOccursȱonȱsouthwesternȱ
shoreȱofȱSouthȱLakeȱMerced.ȱ

Coastalȱtriquetrellaȱ
Triquetrellaȱcalifornicaȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Onȱsoilȱinȱcoastalȱbluffȱandȱcoastalȱ
scrub.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.ȱ
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱPresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Mayȱ
andȱAssociates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011;ȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011).

Moistȱclayȱorȱultramafic soilȱinȱ
chaparral,ȱcoastalȱprairie,ȱmeadows,ȱ
seeps,ȱandȱvalleyȱandȱfoothillȱ
grassland.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Adobeȱsanicleȱ
Saniculaȱmaritimaȱ

/Rare/1B.1ȱ

AlkaliȱmilkȬvetchȱ
Astragualusȱtenerȱvar.ȱ
tenerȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Alkaliȱflats,ȱfloodedȱgrassland,ȱ
playasȱandȱvernalȱpools.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent;ȱspeciesȱ
presumedȱextirpatedȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

Arcuateȱbushȱmallowȱȱ
Malacothamnusȱarcuatusȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Gravellyȱalluviumȱinȱchaparralȱandȱ
cismontaneȱwoodland.

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

FE/CE/1B.1ȱ

Sparselyȱvegetated,ȱsemiȬstabilizedȱ
coastalȱdunesȱandȱscrub.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent;ȱpresumedȱ
extirpatedȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Coastalȱbluffȱscrub,ȱcismontaneȱ
woodland,ȱandȱvalleyȱandȱfoothillȱ
grassland.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Beachȱlayiaȱ
Layiaȱcarnosaȱ
BentȬfloweredȱfiddleneckȱ
Amsinckiaȱlunarisȱ
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Plantsȱ(cont.)ȱ
DarkȬeyedȱgiliaȱ
Giliaȱmillefoliataȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Coastalȱdunes.

Diabloȱhelianthellaȱ
Helianthellaȱcastaneaȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Onȱrockyȱsoilsȱinȱbroadleafȱuplandȱ
Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱPresumedȱ
forest,ȱcismontaneȱwoodland,ȱcoastalȱ extirpatedȱfromȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ
scrub,ȱriparianȱwoodland,ȱandȱvalleyȱ
andȱfoothillȱgrassland.

Fragrantȱfritillariaȱȱ
Fritillariaȱliliaceaȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Onȱclay,ȱoftenȱserpentineȱderivedȱ
soilsȱinȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱgrassland,ȱandȱ
coastalȱprairie.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

HairlessȱpopcornȬflowerȱ
Plagiobothrysȱglaberȱ

–/–/1Aȱ

Coastalȱsaltȱmarshesȱandȱalkalineȱ
meadows.ȱ

Low.ȱNotȱdocumentedȱfromȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱandȱ
presumedȱextirpatedȱthroughoutȱrange.ȱ

Kellogg’sȱhorkeliaȱ
Horkeliaȱcuneataȱ
ssp.sericeaȱ

–/–/1B.1ȱ

Openingsȱinȱoldȱdunesȱcoastalȱandȱ
sandhillȱinȱclosedȬconeȱconiferousȱ
forest,ȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱandȱchaparral.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Marinȱwesternȱflaxȱ
Hesperolinonȱcongestumȱ

FT/CT/1B.1ȱ

Chaparralȱandȱgrassland,ȱusuallyȱonȱ
serpentineȱbarrensȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Marshȱsandwortȱ
Arenariaȱpaludicolaȱ

FE/CE/1B.1ȱ

Freshwaterȱorȱbrackishȱmarshesȱandȱ
swamps.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱfacilityȱsites.
PotentiallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresentȱatȱLakeȱ
Merced,ȱbutȱspeciesȱnotȱobservedȱthereȱ(Mayȱandȱ
Associates,ȱ2009;ȱNomadȱEcology,ȱ2011;ȱSanȱ
FranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2011);ȱspeciesȱ
presumedȱextirpatedȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

Montaraȱmanzanitaȱ
Arctostaphylosȱ
montaraensisȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Slopesȱandȱridgesȱinȱchaparralȱandȱ
coastalȱscrub.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Coastalȱscrubȱandȱchaparral.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitat;ȱspeciesȱpotentiallyȱ
extirpatedȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

Pacificȱmanzanitaȱ
Arctostaphylosȱpacificaȱ

–/CE/1B.1ȱ

Papposeȱtarplantȱ
Centromadiaȱparryiȱssp.ȱ
parryiȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Chaparral,ȱcoastalȱprairie,ȱmeadows,ȱ Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ
seeps,ȱcoastalȱsaltȱmarshesȱandȱ
swamps,ȱandȱvernallyȱmesic,ȱoftenȱ
alkaline,ȱvalleyȱandȱfoothillȱ
grasslands.

PointȱReyesȱbird’sȬbeakȱ
Cordylanthusȱmaritimusȱ
ssp.ȱpalustrisȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Coastalȱsaltȱmarshesȱandȱswamps.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Presidioȱclarkiaȱ
Clarkiaȱfranciscanaȱ

FE/CE/1B.1ȱ

Serpentineȱoutcropsȱinȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱ Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ
andȱvalleyȱandȱfoothillȱgrassland.

Presidioȱmanzanitaȱ
Arctostaphylosȱmontanaȱ
ssp.ȱRaveniiȱ

FE/CE/1B.1ȱ

Open,ȱrocky,ȱserpentineȱslopesȱinȱ
chaparral,ȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱandȱcoastalȱ
prairie.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Roseȱleptosiphonȱ
Leptosiphonȱrosaceusȱ

–/–/1B.1ȱ

Coastalȱbluffȱscrub.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

RoundȬheadedȱChineseȬ
housesȱ
Collinsiaȱcorymbosaȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Coastalȱdunesȱandȱcoastalȱprairie.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent;ȱspeciesȱhasȱ
notȱbeenȱseenȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱforȱmoreȱthanȱ
100ȱyears.

SanȱBrunoȱMountainȱ
manzanitaȱ
Arctostaphylosȱimbricataȱ

–/CE/1B.1ȱ

Chaparralȱandȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱusuallyȱ
onȱsandstoneȱoutcrops.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱNotȱ
documentedȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ
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Plantsȱ(cont.)ȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱcampionȱȱ
Sileneȱverecundaȱssp.ȱ
verecundaȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Mudstone,ȱshale,ȱorȱserpentineȱ
substratesȱinȱcoastalȱscrub,ȱcoastalȱ
prairie,ȱchaparralȱandȱvalleyȱandȱ
foothillȱgrassland.

SanȱFranciscoȱlessingiaȱ
Lessingiaȱgermanorumȱ

FE/CE/1B.1ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱowl’sȬ
cloverȱ
Triphysariaȱfloribundaȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱpopcornȬ
flowerȱ
Plagiobothrysȱdiffususȱ

–/CE/1B.1ȱ

SantaȱCruzȱmicroserisȱ
Stebbinsoserisȱdecipiensȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Open,ȱsandy,ȱcoastalȱdunesȱandȱscrub. Low. Marginallyȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.
Coastalȱprairie,ȱandȱvalleyȱandȱ
foothillȱgrasslands;ȱoccasionallyȱonȱ
serpentine.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Coastalȱprairie,ȱandȱvalleyȱandȱ
foothillȱgrasslands.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱPresumedȱ
extirpatedȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Onȱsandstone,ȱshaleȱorȱserpentineȱ
derivedȱseawardȱfacingȱslopesȱinȱ
broadleafȱuplandȱforest,ȱclosedȬconeȱ
coniferousȱforest,ȱchaparral,ȱcoastalȱ
prairie,ȱandȱcoastalȱscrub.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ
ȱ

WaterȱstarȬgrassȱ
Heterantheraȱdubiaȱ

ȬȬ/ȬȬ/2B.2ȱ

Marshesȱandȱswamps.ȱ

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱȱ

Whiteȱseasideȱtarplantȱ
Hemizoniaȱcongestaȱssp.ȱ
congestaȱ

–/–/1B.2ȱ

Grassyȱvalleysȱandȱhills,ȱoftenȱonȱ
fallowȱfieldsȱinȱcoastalȱscrub.ȱ

Low.ȱNoȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

Open,ȱdry,ȱrockyȱslopesȱandȱgrassyȱ
areas,ȱusuallyȱonȱserpentine.

Low. Noȱsuitableȱhabitatȱpresent.ȱ

WhiteȬrayedȱpentachaetaȱȱ
Pentachaetaȱbellidifloraȱ

FE/CE/1B.1ȱ

STATUSȱCODES:ȱ
FEDERAL:ȱ(U.S.ȱFishȱandȱWildlifeȱService)ȱ
FTȱ=ȱListedȱasȱThreatenedȱ(likelyȱtoȱbecomeȱEndangeredȱwithinȱ
theȱforeseeableȱfuture)ȱbyȱtheȱFederalȱGovernment.ȱȱ
FSCȱ=ȱFederalȱSpeciesȱofȱConcernȱ
FCȱ=ȱCandidateȱforȱfederalȱlistingȱ
ȱ
STATE:ȱ(CaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱFishȱandȱWildlifeȱ[CDFW])ȱ
CTȱ=ȱListedȱasȱThreatenedȱbyȱtheȱStateȱofȱCaliforniaȱȱ
CE=ȱListedȱasȱEndangeredȱbyȱtheȱStateȱofȱCaliforniaȱ
CSCȱ=ȱCaliforniaȱSpeciesȱofȱSpecialȱConcernȱ
CFP=ȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱFishȱandȱWildlifeȱdesignatedȱ
“fullyȱprotected”ȱ
ȱ
WLȱ=ȱWatchȱlistȱ
§3503.5ȱ=ȱCaliforniaȱFishȱandȱGameȱCodeȱSectionȱ§3503.5ȱ
Thisȱcodeȱprotectsȱnestingȱraptorsȱandȱbirdsȱofȱpreyȱ
*=SpeciesȱlistedȱonȱSpecialȱAnimalsȱlist,ȱCDFG,ȱ2011ȱ

OTHER:ȱ
ȱ
WBWGȱ=ȱWesternȱBatȱWorkingȱGroup:ȱ
Lowȱ=ȱStableȱpopulationȱ
Mediumȱ=ȱNeedȱmoreȱinformationȱaboutȱtheȱspecies,ȱpossibleȱthreats,ȱandȱ
protectiveȱactionsȱtoȱimplement.ȱȱ
High=ȱImperiledȱorȱatȱhighȱriskȱofȱimperilment.ȱ
ȱ
CaliforniaȱNativeȱPlantȱSocietyȱ(CNPS)ȱCaliforniaȱRareȱPlantȱRanksȱ(CRPR):ȱȱ
1Aȱ=ȱPresumedȱextirpatedȱinȱCalifornia;ȱRareȱorȱextinctȱinȱotherȱpartsȱofȱitsȱ
range.ȱ
1Bȱ=ȱRare,ȱthreatened,ȱorȱendangeredȱthroughoutȱrange;ȱMostȱspeciesȱinȱthisȱ
rankȱareȱendemicȱtoȱCalifornia.ȱ
2Aȱ=ȱExtirpatedȱinȱCalifornia,ȱbutȱcommonȱinȱotherȱpartsȱofȱitsȱrange.ȱ
2Bȱ=ȱRare,ȱthreatened,ȱorȱendangeredȱinȱCaliforniaȱbutȱcommonȱinȱotherȱpartsȱ
ofȱitsȱrange.ȱ
3ȱ=ȱNeedȱmoreȱinformationȱaboutȱspeciesȱtoȱassignȱitȱaȱranking.ȱ
4ȱ=ȱLimitedȱdistributionȱandȱthereforeȱwarrantsȱmonitoringȱofȱstatus.ȱ
.1ȱ=ȱSeriouslyȱendangeredȱinȱCaliforniaȱ
.2ȱ=ȱFairlyȱendangeredȱinȱCaliforniaȱ
LS=ȱLocallyȱSignificantȱSpecies

ȱ

ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

ȱ

A1-12

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

REFERENCES
BatȱConservationȱInternational,ȱ2014.ȱSpeciesȱprofilesȱforȱYumaȱmyotisȱ(Myotisȱyumanensis),ȱbigȱbrownȱbatȱ
(Eptesicusȱfuscus)ȱandȱwesternȱredȱbatȱ(Lasiurusȱblossevillii).ȱAccessedȱFebruary,ȱ2014.ȱȱAvailableȱat:ȱ
http://batcon.org/index.php/allȬaboutȬbats/speciesȬ
profiles.html?task=detail&species=2435&country=43&state=9&family=all&limitstart=0ȱ
http://batcon.org/index.php/allȬaboutȬbats/speciesȬ
profiles.html?task=detail&species=1890&country=43&state=9&family=all&limitstart=0ȱ
http://batcon.org/index.php/allȬaboutȬbats/speciesȬ
profiles.html?task=detail&species=1718&country=43&state=9&family=all&limitstart=0ȱ
BayȱAreaȱOpenȱSpaceȱCouncil.ȱ2011.ȱTheȱConservationȱLandsȱNetwork:ȱSanȱFranciscoȱBayȱAreaȱUplandȱHabitatȱ
GoalsȱProjectȱReport.ȱBerkeley,ȱCA.ȱ
CaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱFishȱandȱGameȱ(CDFG).ȱLongfinȱsmeltȱ(Spirinchusȱthaleichthys)ȱfactȱsheet.ȱ
Versionȱ1ȬJuneȱ2009.ȱ
CaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱFishȱandȱGameȱ(CDFG),ȱCaliforniaȱNaturalȱDiversityȱDatabaseȱ(CNDDB).ȱDataȱ
requestȱforȱU.S.ȱGeologicalȱSurveyȱSanȱFranciscoȱNorthȱandȱSanȱFranciscoȱSouthȱ7.5Ȭminuteȱtopographicȱ
quadrangles.ȱInformationȱdatedȱFebruaryȱ27,ȱ2011.ȱ
CaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱFishȱandȱWildlifeȱ(CDFW),ȱCaliforniaȱNaturalȱDiversityȱDatabaseȱ(CNDDB).ȱDataȱ
requestȱforȱU.S.ȱGeologicalȱSurveyȱSanȱFranciscoȱNorthȱ7.5Ȭminuteȱtopographicȱquadrangleȱandȱeightȱ
surroundingȱquads.ȱAccessedȱJanuary,ȱ2014.ȱ
CaliforniaȱNativeȱPlantȱSocietyȱ(CNPS),ȱ2014.ȱCNPSȱElectronicȱInventoryȱdataȱrequestȱforȱU.S.ȱGeologicalȱ
SurveyȱSanȱFranciscoȱNorthȱ7.5Ȭminuteȱtopographicȱquadrangle.ȱAccessedȱJanuary,ȱ2014.ȱ
CornellȱLabȱofȱOrnithology,ȱ2014.ȱAllȱAboutȱBirds.ȱAvailableȱat:ȱhttp://www.allaboutbirds.org/.ȱAccessedȱ
variousȱdates,ȱJanuary,ȱ2014.ȱ
CornellȱLabȱofȱOrnithology:ȱeBird,ȱhttp://ebird.org/content/ebird/.ȱAccessedȱvariousȱdates,ȱFebruary,ȱ
2014.ȱ
EssigȱMuseumȱofȱEntomology,ȱ2014.ȱSpeciesȱprofileȱforȱCallippeȱsilverspotȱbutterflyȱ(Speyeriaȱcallippeȱ
callippe).ȱAccessedȱFebruaryȱ2014.ȱAvailableȱat:ȱhttp://essig.berkeley.edu/endins/callippe.htmȱ
GoldenȱGateȱNationalȱParksȱConservancy,ȱ2014.ȱSpeciesȱprofileȱforȱMissionȱblueȱbutterflyȱ(Plebejusȱ
icarioidesȱmissionensis).ȱAccessedȱFebruaryȱ2014.ȱAvailableȱat:ȱ
http://www.parksconservancy.org/conservation/plantsȬanimals/endangeredȬspecies/missionȬblueȬ
butterfly.htmlȱ
JonesȱandȱStokes,ȱProbableȱAbsenceȱofȱCaliforniaȱRedȬLeggedȱFrogȱfromȱLakeȱMerced,ȱOakland,ȱCA,ȱ2007.ȱ
Krauel,ȱJ.K.,ȱForagingȱEcologyȱofȱBatsȱinȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱM.S.ȱThesis,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱStateȱUniversity.ȱ
AvailableȱforȱreviewȱatȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ1650ȱMissionȱStreet,ȱSuiteȱ400,ȱinȱ
CaseȱFileȱNo.ȱ2001.0016E,ȱ2009.ȱ
MayȱandȱAssociates,ȱDraftȱBotanicalȱSurveyȱReport,ȱLakeȱMercedȱWaterȱLevelȱRestorationȱProject.ȱPreparedȱforȱ
Winzlerȱ&ȱKelly,ȱAugustȱ31,ȱ2009.ȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

A1-13

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

NOAAȱFisheries,ȱOfficeȱofȱProtectedȱResources,ȱ2014.ȱSteelheadȱtroutȱ(Oncorhynchusȱmykiss).ȱAccessedȱ
Januaryȱ23,ȱ2014.ȱAvailableȱatȱhttp://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/fish/steelheadtrout.htm#more.ȱȱ
NOAAȱFisheries,ȱOfficeȱofȱProtectedȱResources,ȱ2014.ȱPacificȱEulachon/Smeltȱ(Thaleichthysȱpacificus).ȱ
AccessedȱFebruaryȱ3,ȱ2014.ȱAvailableȱatȱ
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/fish/pacificeulachon.htm.ȱȱ
NomadȱEcology,ȱLakeȱMercedȱVegetationȱMappingȱUpdate,ȱLakeȱMercedȱNaturalȱArea,ȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱ
Francisco,ȱCalifornia,ȱrevisedȱdraft.ȱPreparedȱforȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommission,ȱMayȱ
2011.ȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParkȱDepartmentȱ(SFRPD),ȱSignificantȱNaturalȱResourceȱAreasȱManagementȱ
Plan,ȱFebruaryȱ2006.ȱ
Shuford,ȱW.D.,ȱandȱGardali,ȱT.,ȱeds.,ȱ2008.ȱCaliforniaȱBirdȱSpeciesȱofȱSpecialȱConcern:ȱAȱrankedȱ
assessmentȱofȱspecies,ȱsubspecies,ȱandȱdistinctȱpopulationsȱofȱbirdsȱofȱimmediateȱconservationȱ
concernȱinȱCalifornia.ȱStudiesȱofȱWesternȱBirdsȱ1.ȱCamarillo,ȱWesternȱFieldȱOrnithologists,ȱandȱ
Sacramento,ȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱFishȱandȱGame,ȱ2008.ȱ
UnitedȱStatesȱGeologicalȱSociety,ȱ2014.ȱNonindigenousȱAquaticȱSpeciesȱinformationȱforȱSacramentoȱperchȱ
(Archoplitesȱinterruptus).ȱAcccessedȱFebruaryȱ5th,ȱ2014.ȱAvailableȱat:ȱhttp://nas2.er.usgs.gov/viewer/ȱ
omap.aspx?SpeciesID=374ȱ
WesternȱBatȱWorkingȱGroup,ȱ2014.ȱRegionalȱBatȱSpeciesȱPriorityȱMatrixȱandȱSpeciesȱAccountsȱforȱfringedȱ
myotisȱ(Myotisȱthysanodes),ȱSilverȬhairedȱbatȱ(Lasionycterisȱnoctavagans),ȱandȱhoaryȱbatȱ(Lasiurusȱ
cinerus).ȱAccessedȱFebruary,ȱ2014.ȱȱAvailableȱat:ȱȱ
http://www.wbwg.org/speciesinfo/species_matrix/spp_matrix.pdfȱȱ
http://www.wbwg.org/speciesinfo/species_accounts/vespertilonidae/myth.pdfȱ
http://www.wbwg.org/speciesinfo/species_accounts/vespertilonidae/lano.pdfȱ
http://www.wbwg.org/speciesinfo/species_accounts/vespertilonidae/laci.pdfȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

A1-14

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

APPENDIX 2
Hazardous Materials Database Search Results
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TABLEȱA2Ȭ1ȱ
SITESȱIDENTIFIEDȱBYȱENVIRONMENTALȱDATABASEȱREVIEWȱTHATȱAREȱONȱORȱADJACENTȱTOȱPIPELINEȱALIGNMENTSȱ

FINDSȱ

RCRAȱSQGȱ

FTTSȱ

HistoricȱAutoȱ
Stationȱ

Historicȱ
Cleanersȱ

HistoricȱUSTȱ

Haznetȱ

USTȱ

Cortese/ȱHistȱ
Corteseȱ

LUSTȱ

Addressȱ

MCSȱ

Envirostor/ȱ
FUDSȱ

ISȱȱ
SiteȱNo.ȱ SiteȱNameȱ

ASTȱ

PermittedȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱUsesȱandȱȱ
HistoricȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱUsesȱ

EnvironmentalȱCasesȱ

OceansideȱWPCPȱVicinityȱ
1ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱArmoryȱ

100ȱArmoryȱDriveȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

2ȱ

SFPUCȱWestsideȱPumpȱStationȱ

3000ȱGreatȱHighwayȱ

3ȱ

StandardȱOilȱCompanyȱ

3340ȱGreatȱHighwayȱ

xȱ

xȱ

4ȱ

OlsenȱOhbayashiȱ

3520ȱGreatȱHighwayȱ

5ȱ

JanetȱPomeroyȱRecreationȱandȱRehabilitationȱCenterȱ

207ȱSkylineȱBoulevardȱ

6ȱ

HardingȱParkȱ

SkylineȱBoulevardȱandȱHardingȱParkȱRoadȱ

7ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱZoologicalȱSocietyȱ

1ȱZooȱRoadȱ

xȱ

8ȱ

OrgȱMaintenanceȱShopȱ#36ȱ–ȱCaliforniaȱNationalȱGuardȱ

99ȱZooȱRoadȱ

xȱ

9ȱ

SFȱAAAȱBatteryȱ61ȬNȱ

ȱ

xȱ
xȱ
xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ
xȱ
xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

OceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱCentralȱReservoirȱSiteȱ
10ȱ

MontereyȱAutoȱServiceȱ

1574ȱ34thȱAvenueȱ

11ȱ

RichardsȱAutoȱRepairȱ

1940ȱ36thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

12ȱ

BettyȱWooȱ

2030ȱ36thȱAvenueȱ

13ȱ

SafewayȱCarpetȱCleaningȱ

2900ȱJudahȱStreetȱ

xȱ

14ȱ

007ȱCarpetȱCleaningȱ

2544ȱTaravalȱStreetȱ

xȱ

15ȱ

BubblesȱLaundromatȱ

2545ȱVicenteȱStreetȱ

xȱ

xȱ
xȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱSiteȱtoȱLincolnȱParkȱ
16ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

800ȱ26thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

17ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

801ȱ28thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

xȱ

18ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

517ȱ36thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

xȱ

19ȱ

RioȱGrandeȱServiceȱ

700ȱ36thȱAvenueȱ

20ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

400ȱ40thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

xȱ

21ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱUnifiedȱSchoolȱDistrictȱ

4545ȱAnzaȱStreetȱ

xȱ

xȱ

22ȱ

CaliforniaȱMufflerȱandȱBrakeȱ

3508ȱBalboaȱStreetȱ

23ȱ

BalboaȱLaunderetteȱ

3524ȱBalboaȱStreetȱ

xȱ

24ȱ

FabricȱCareȱCenterȱ

3535ȱBalboaȱStreetȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

ȱ
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TABLEȱA2Ȭ1 (Continued)
SITESȱIDENTIFIEDȱBYȱENVIRONMENTALȱDATABASEȱREVIEWȱTHATȱAREȱONȱORȱADJACENTȱTOȱPIPELINEȱALIGNMENTSȱ

FINDSȱ

RCRAȱSQGȱ

FTTSȱ

HistoricȱAutoȱ
Stationȱ

Historicȱ
Cleanersȱ

HistoricȱUSTȱ

Haznetȱ

USTȱ

Cortese/ȱHistȱ
Corteseȱ

LUSTȱ

Addressȱ

MCSȱ

Envirostor/ȱ
FUDSȱ

ISȱȱ
SiteȱNo.ȱ SiteȱNameȱ

ASTȱ

PermittedȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱUsesȱandȱȱ
HistoricȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱUsesȱ

EnvironmentalȱCasesȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱSiteȱtoȱLincolnȱParkȱ(cont.)ȱ
25ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

2345ȱCabrilloȱStreetȱ

xȱ

26ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2512ȱCabrilloȱStreetȱ

27ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2715ȱCabrilloȱStreetȱ

28ȱ

SteveȱShimatoȱ

3537ȱClementȱStreetȱ

xȱ

29ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

16ȱShoreȱViewȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

30ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

34ȱShoreȱViewȱAvenueȱ

xȱ
xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱSiteȱtoȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱ
31ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

32ȱ

491ȱ20thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

483ȱ22ndȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

33ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

600ȱ24thȱAvenueȱ

34ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱUnifiedȱSchoolȱDistrictȱ

735ȱ24thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

35ȱ

PG&EȱSubstationȱKȱ

24thȱAvenueȱandȱBalboaȱStreetȱ

xȱ

36ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

795ȱ25thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

xȱ

37ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

815ȱ25thȱAvenueȱ

xȱ

xȱ

38ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2524ȱAnzaȱStreetȱ

xȱ

xȱ

39ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2828ȱAnzaȱStreetȱ

xȱ

xȱ

40ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2832ȱAnzaȱStreetȱ

41ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

3226ȱAnzaȱStreetȱ

42ȱ

Residenceȱ

1301ȱLakeȱStreetȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ
xȱ

AdjacentȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱPanȱHandleȱ
43ȱ

ApartmentȱPropertyȱ

1245ȱOakȱStreetȱ

xȱ

44ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1445ȱOakȱStreetȱ

xȱ

45ȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

1535ȱOakȱStreetȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

46ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1555ȱOakȱStreetȱ

47ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1565ȱOakȱStreetȱ

48ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1837ȱOakȱStreetȱ
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TABLEȱA2Ȭ1 (Continued)
SITESȱIDENTIFIEDȱBYȱENVIRONMENTALȱDATABASEȱREVIEWȱTHATȱAREȱONȱORȱADJACENTȱTOȱPIPELINEȱALIGNMENTSȱ

RCRAȱSQGȱ

FINDSȱ

FTTSȱ

HistoricȱAutoȱ
Stationȱ

Historicȱ
Cleanersȱ

HistoricȱUSTȱ

Haznetȱ

USTȱ

Cortese/ȱHistȱ
Corteseȱ

LUSTȱ

Addressȱ

MCSȱ

Envirostor/ȱ
FUDSȱ

ISȱȱ
SiteȱNo.ȱ SiteȱNameȱ

ASTȱ

PermittedȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱUsesȱandȱȱ
HistoricȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱUsesȱ

EnvironmentalȱCasesȱ

xȱ

xȱ

AdjacentȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱPanȱHandleȱ(cont.)ȱ
49ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1865ȱOakȱStreetȱ

50ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1959ȱOakȱStreetȱ

51ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2027ȱOakȱStreetȱ

xȱ

52ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2049ȱOakȱStreetȱ

xȱ

53ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2065ȱOakȱStreetȱ

54ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

600ȱStanyanȱStreetȱ

55ȱ

PapandriadesȱAntonȱ

610ȱStanyanȱStreetȱ

56ȱ

Tedȱ&ȱAlȇsȱServiceȱStationȱ

624ȱStanyanȱStreetȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ
xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ

xȱ
xȱ

ȱ
ListȱofȱAbbreviations:ȱ
AST:ȱsitesȱwithȱregisteredȱabovegroundȱstorageȱtanks.ȱ
Cortese/HistȱCortese:ȱHazardousȱWasteȱ&ȱSubstancesȱSitesȱListȱthatȱincludesȱsitesȱdesignatedȱbyȱtheȱDepartmentȱofȱToxicȱSubstancesȱControl,ȱStateȱWaterȱResourcesȱControlȱBoard,ȱandȱIntegratedȱWasteȱBoardȱ
Envirostor:ȱsitesȱidentifiedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱToxicȱSubstancesȱControlȱthatȱhaveȱknownȱcontaminationȱorȱsitesȱforȱwhichȱthereȱmayȱbeȱreasonsȱtoȱinvestigateȱfurtherȱ
Finds:ȱFacilityȱIndexȱSystem/FacilityȱRegistryȱSystemȱȬȱusuallyȱincludesȱpointersȱtoȱotherȱsourcesȱthatȱcontainȱmoreȱdetailȱ
FTTS:ȱFIFRAȱ(FederalȱInsecticide,ȱFungicide,ȱ&ȱRodenticideȱAct)/TSCAȱ(ToxicȱSubstancesȱControlȱAct)ȱTrackingȱSystemȱȬȱtracksȱadministrativeȱcasesȱandȱpesticideȱenforcementȱactionsȱandȱcomplianceȱactivitiesȱrelatedȱtoȱFIFRA,ȱ
TSCAȱandȱEPCRAȱ(EmergencyȱPlanningȱandȱCommunityȱRightȬtoȬKnowȱAct).ȱ
FUDS:ȱformerlyȱusedȱdefenseȱsites.ȱ
Haznet:ȱfacilityȱandȱmanifestȱdata,ȱincludesȱsitesȱthatȱhaveȱmanifestedȱhazardousȱwastesȱforȱoffȬsiteȱdisposal.ȱ
HistoricȱAutoȱStation:ȱHistoricȱGasȱStationsȱ(proprietaryȱEDRȱdatabase).ȱ
HistoricȱCleaners:ȱHistoricȱDryȱCleanersȱ(proprietaryȱEDRȱdatabase).ȱ
HistoricȱUST:ȱSitesȱthatȱhaveȱhistoricallyȱhadȱoneȱorȱmoreȱundergroundȱstorageȱtank,ȱtrackedȱinȱseveralȱdatabasesȱsearchedȱbyȱEnviornmentalȱDataȱResourcesȱ
MCS:ȱmilitaryȱcleanupȱsiteȱ
RCRAȱSQG:ȱResourceȱConservationȱandȱRecoveryȱAct,ȱSmallȱQuantityȱGenerators.ȱȱ
UST:ȱsitesȱwithȱpermittedȱundergroundȱstorageȱtanksȱ
ȱ
SOURCE:ȱEDR,ȱ2014;ȱOrionȱEnvironmentalȱAssociatesȱ
ȱ
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TABLEȱA2Ȭ2ȱ
STAUTSȱOFȱLEAKINGȱUNDERGROUNDȱSTORAGEȱTANKȱSITESȱONȱORȱADJACENTȱTOȱPIPELINEȱALIGNMENTSȱ
ISȱSiteȱ
No.ȱ

SiteȱNameȱ

Addressȱ

FuelȱTypeȱ

TypeȱofȱCaseȱ

Statusȱ

YearȱClosedȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Openȱ

stillȱopenȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2011ȱ

Dieselȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2000ȱ

OceansideȱWPCPȱVicinityȱ
6ȱ

RecreationȱCenterȱforȱtheȱHandicappedȱ

207ȱSkylineȱBoulevardȱ

OceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱCentralȱReservoirȱSiteȱ
CentralȱReservoirȱSiteȱtoȱLincolnȱParkȱ
26ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

2345ȱCabrilloȱStreetȱ

31ȱ

Residenceȱ

34ȱShoreȱViewȱAvenueȱ

CentralȱReservoirȱSiteȱtoȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱ
AdjacentȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱPanȱHandleȱ
44ȱ

ApartmentȱPropertyȱ

1245ȱOakȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2007ȱ

45ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1445ȱOakȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1998ȱ

49ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1837ȱOakȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2006ȱ

52ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2027ȱOakȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1998ȱ

53ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2049ȱOakȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2006ȱ

55ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

600ȱStanyanȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2004ȱ

57ȱ

Tedȱ&ȱAlȇsȱServiceȱStationȱ

624ȱStanyanȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

2012ȱ

SOURCE:ȱEDR,ȱ2014;ȱOrionȱEnvironmentalȱAssociatesȱ

ȱ
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TABLEȱA2Ȭ3ȱ
STAUTSȱOFȱLEAKINGȱUNDERGROUNDȱSTORAGEȱTANKȱSITESȱWITHINȱ1/4ȬMILEȱOFȱPIPELINEȱALIGNMENTSȱ
ISȱSiteȱ
No.ȱ

SiteȱNameȱ

Addressȱ

58ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

59ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

60ȱ

C.J.ȱFigoneȱD.ȱStorageȱ

420ȱ17thȱStreetȱ

61ȱ

ShorensteinȱPropertyȱ

75ȱ1stȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1996ȱ

62ȱ

UnocalȱServiceȱStationȱ

390ȱ1stȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1992ȱ

63ȱ

BaysideȱVillageȱ

551ȱ1stȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1995ȱ

64ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

387ȱ21stȱAvenueȱ

WasteȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2006ȱ

65ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

771ȱ21stȱAvenueȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2012ȱ

66ȱ

ShrayberȱPropertyȱ

690ȱ25thȱAvenueȱ

Gasolineȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1994ȱ

67ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱFireȱDepartmentȱ

551ȱ26thȱAvenueȱ

WasteȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1994ȱ

68ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

895ȱ31stȱAvenueȱ

WasteȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2005ȱ

69ȱ

ClementȱAutoȱ

388ȱ32ndȱAvenueȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

2004ȱ

70ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

147ȱAshburyȱStreetȱ

Dieselȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2000ȱ

71ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

461ȱBakerȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2006ȱ

72ȱ

400ȱW.ȱ22ndȱStreetȱCorporationȱ

561ȱBakerȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2002ȱ

73ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

2441ȱBalboaȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2008ȱ

74ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

2738ȱBalboaȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2010ȱ

75ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

75ȱBuenaȱVistaȱAvenueȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

Notȱavailableȱ

Closedȱ

2010ȱ

76ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1324ȱClementȱStreetȱ

Informationȱnotȱavailableȱ

Closedȱ

Notȱavailableȱ

77ȱ

USȱGovernmentȱVAȱMedicalȱCenterȱ

4150ȱClementȱStreetȱ

Dieselȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1994ȱ

78ȱ

FormerȱMobilȱStationȱ

443ȱDivisaderoȱStreetȱ

WasteȱOilȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1996ȱ

79ȱ

ArcoȱServiceȱStationȱ

1175ȱFellȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1996ȱ

80ȱ

Tedȱ&ȱAlȇsȱTowingȱ

1215ȱFellȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2001ȱ

81ȱ

ChevronȱServiceȱStationȱ

1698ȱFellȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1995ȱ

82ȱ

DeȱYoungȱ&ȱShorkeyȱPropertyȱ

2070ȱFellȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1995ȱ

83ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2100ȱFellȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1999ȱ

84ȱ

ShellȱServiceȱStationȱ

2198ȱFellȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

2002ȱ

85ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2237ȱFultonȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1999ȱ

86ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2243ȱFultonȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1999ȱ

87ȱ

MultiȬUnitȱPropertyȱ

10ȱFunstonȱAvenueȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2013ȱ

88ȱ

Unocalȱ#54ȱ

4850ȱGearyȱBoulevardȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

2006ȱ

89ȱ

ChevronȱServiceȱStationȱ

6000ȱGearyȱBoulevardȱ

Case No. 2008.0091E

FuelȱTypeȱ

TypeȱofȱCaseȱ

Statusȱ

YearȱClosedȱ

209ȱ14thȱAvenueȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

Notȱavailableȱ

Closedȱ

2008ȱ

487ȱ14thȱAvenueȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1999ȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1995ȱ

Gasolineȱ

Openȱasȱofȱ1984ȱȬȱnoȱadditionalȱinformationȱ
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TABLEȱA2Ȭ3ȱ(Continued)ȱ
STAUTSȱOFȱLEAKINGȱUNDERGROUNDȱSTORAGEȱTANKȱSITESȱWITHINȱ1/4ȬMILEȱOFȱPIPELINEȱALIGNMENTSȱ
MNDȱ
SiteȱNo.ȱ

SiteȱNameȱ

Addressȱ

FuelȱTypeȱ

TypeȱofȱCaseȱ

Statusȱ

YearȱClosedȱ

90ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

91ȱ

Unocalȱ

6099ȱGearyȱBoulevardȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

2006ȱ

6900ȱGearyȱBoulevardȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

92ȱ

Chevronȱ

1995ȱ

6901ȱGearyȱBoulevardȱ

WasteȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1993ȱ

93ȱ
94ȱ

GoldenȱGateȱServiceȱ

7355ȱGearyȱBoulevardȱ

WasteȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1999ȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱConservatoryȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

Gasolineȱ

Notȱavailableȱ

Closedȱ

1997ȱ

95ȱ

ChristeveȱPropertiesȱ

1336ȱGroveȱStreetȱ

Dieselȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1995ȱ

96ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

1401ȱGroveȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2000ȱ

97ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2150ȱGroveȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1998ȱ

98ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

2190ȱGroveȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1992ȱ

99ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

956ȱHaightȱStreetȱ

Dieselȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2003ȱ

100ȱ

3rdȱChurchȱofȱChristȱ

1250ȱHaightȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1996ȱ

101ȱ

CityȱCollegeȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱ

1860ȱHayesȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2010ȱ

102ȱ

FormerȱTosco/UnocalȱServiceȱStationȱ

2545ȱJudahȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1999ȱ

103ȱ

FormerȱServiceȱStationȱ

11ȱLakeshoreȱPlazaȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1993ȱ

104ȱ

ShellȱServiceȱStationȱ

1070ȱOakȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

2003ȱ

105ȱ

CommercialȱPropertyȱ

1209ȱOakȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2004ȱ

106ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

400ȱShraderȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1998ȱ

107ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱPoliceȱDepartmentȱ

StanyanȱandȱWallerȱStreetsȱ

Gasolineȱ

Groundwaterȱ

Closedȱ

1997ȱ

108ȱ

ResidentialȱPropertyȱ

416ȱStanyanȱStreetȱ

HeatingȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2000ȱ

109ȱ

St.ȱMarysȱHospitalȱȱ

450ȱStanyanȱStreetȱ

Dieselȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2001ȱ

110ȱ

J&RȱAutoȱ

2249ȱTaravalȱStreetȱ

Gasolineȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

1994ȱ

111ȱ

J&RȱAutoȱ

2255ȱTaravalȱStreetȱ

WasteȱOilȱ

SoilȱOnlyȱ

Closedȱ

2012ȱ

SOURCE:ȱEDR,ȱ2014;ȱOrionȱEnvironmentalȱAssociatesȱ

ȱ
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3XEOLF6FRSLQJ0HHWLQJ

6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
(QYLURQPHQWDO3ODQQLQJ'LYLVLRQ

6&23,1*0((7,1*
6DQ)UDQFLVFR:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU3URMHFW
(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW5HSRUW
-XO\

6DQ)UDQFLVFR:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU
3URMHFW± (,56FRSLQJ0HHWLQJ
 6LJQLQDWWKHWDEOHQHDUWKHHQWUDQFH
 3LFNXSFRSLHVRIPHHWLQJPDWHULDOV
 ,I\RXZRXOGOLNHWRVSHDNWRQLJKWILOORXWD
VSHDNHUFDUG
 7RPDNHZULWWHQFRPPHQWVSLFNXSFRPPHQW
FDUGV



'URSRIIDWWKHHQGRIWKHPHHWLQJ
0DLORUID[ODWHU

 3OHDVHKROGDOOFRPPHQWVXQWLOWKHHQGRIWKH
RYHUYLHZSUHVHQWDWLRQ

0HHWLQJ$JHQGD

3URMHFW7HDP,QWURGXFWLRQV

 ,QWURGXFWLRQV

6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW

 (QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ3URFHVV2YHUYLHZ
3ODQQLQJ
 3URSRVHG3URMHFW2YHUYLHZ 6)38&
 3XEOLF&RPPHQWV
 &ORVLQJ5HPDUNV




6WHYHQ6PLWK(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ&RRUGLQDWRU
$OLVD0RRUH(QYLURQPHQWDO&RQVXOWDQW/HDG(6$

6DQ)UDQFLVFR3XEOLF8WLOLWLHV&RPPLVVLRQ 6)38&




%DUEDUD3DODFLRV3(3URMHFW0DQDJHU
6FRWW0DF3KHUVRQ(QYLURQPHQWDO3URMHFW0DQDJHU
$P\6LQFODLU&RPPXQLFDWLRQV



&DOLIRUQLD(QYLURQPHQWDO4XDOLW\$FW

(19,5210(17$/
5(9,(:352&(66

3URMHFWVUHTXLUHHQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZXQGHU
WKH&DOLIRUQLD(QYLURQPHQWDO4XDOLW\$FW
&(4$ EHIRUHWKH\FDQEHFRQVLGHUHGIRU
DSSURYDO
)RU6)38&SURMHFWV&(4$LVLPSOHPHQWHGE\
WKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW

&(4$2EMHFWLYHV

 3UHVHQWHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRISURSRVHG
SURMHFWV
 ,GHQWLI\ZD\VWRDYRLGRUUHGXFHHQYLURQPHQWDO
LPSDFWV
 6XSSRUWWKHDJHQF\GHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVV
 (QFRXUDJHSXEOLFSDUWLFLSDWLRQ
 3URPRWHLQWHUDJHQF\FRRUGLQDWLRQ

(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW5HSRUW (,5

 3URYLGHDGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWDQG
VXUURXQGLQJHQYLURQPHQW
 ,GHQWLI\SRWHQWLDOHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWVRIWKH
SURMHFW
 ,GHQWLI\ZD\VWRDYRLGRUUHGXFHVLJQLILFDQW
HQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWVWKURXJKPLWLJDWLRQRU
DOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW



(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW5HSRUW

 ,QLWLDO6WXG\SUHSDUHGIRUWKHSURMHFWIRFXVHGWKH
(,5RQWKHIROORZLQJHQYLURQPHQWDOWRSLFV







3RSXODWLRQDQG+RXVLQJ *URZWK,QGXFHPHQW
&XOWXUDO5HVRXUFHV
7UDQVSRUWDWLRQDQG&LUFXODWLRQ
1RLVH
$LU4XDOLW\
+\GURORJ\DQG:DWHU4XDOLW\

3URSRVHG(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ
6FKHGXOH

 1RWLFHRI3UHSDUDWLRQ± -XO\
 3XEOLF6FRSLQJ0HHWLQJ± -XO\
 6FRSLQJ3HULRG(QGV± $XJXVW

7HQWDWLYH(,5VFKHGXOH
 3XEOLF5HYLHZRI'UDIW(,5± (DUO\
 &HUWLILFDWLRQRI)LQDO(,5± 6XPPHU

 2WKHUHQYLURQPHQWDOWRSLFVDUHDGGUHVVHGLQ
,QLWLDO6WXG\EXWGRQRWUHTXLUHIXUWKHUDQDO\VLV

0HHWLQJ3XUSRVH

 +HDU\RXUFRPPHQWVRQWKHSURSRVHGVFRSH
DQGIRFXVRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZIRUWKH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU3URMHFW
 3RWHQWLDOO\SURYLGLQJLQIRUPDWLRQRQ





6)38&35(6(17$7,212)7+(352-(&7

(QYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWV QRLVHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQHWF
5DQJHRIDOWHUQDWLYHV
0HWKRGVRIDVVHVVPHQW
3RWHQWLDOPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV



:KDWLV5HF\FOHG:DWHU"
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5HF\FOHGZDWHULVZLGHO\XVHGLQ&DOLIRUQLD
PRUHWKDQPJGZHUHXVHGLQWKH%D\
$UHDLQ

:K\5HF\FOHG:DWHU"

 5HGXFHWKHXVHRIGULQNLQJZDWHUIRULUULJDWLRQ
DQGRWKHUQRQGULQNLQJXVHV
 'LYHUVLI\WKH6)38&¶VORFDOZDWHUVXSSOLHVWR
PHHWORQJWHUPZDWHUGHPDQGV
 &LW\SROLF\LVWRXVHUHF\FOHGZDWHU



6)5HF\FOHG:DWHU2UGLQDQFH
6)3DUN&RGH$PHQGPHQWV

 'URXJKWSURRIVRXUFHRIQRQSRWDEOHZDWHU

)LQDOSURGXFWLV³VHFRQGDU\
HIIOXHQW´

 6HFRQGDU\HIIOXHQWZLOOEH
IXUWKHUWUHDWHGDWWKH
UHF\FOHGZDWHUIDFLOLW\ZLWK
PHPEUDQHVUHYHUVH
RVPRVLVDQGGLVLQIHFWLRQ
ZLWKXOWUDYLROHWOLJKW
 7UHDWPHQWSURFHVVDQG
ZDWHUTXDOLW\ZLOOEH
FORVHO\PRQLWRUHG

3URSRVHG:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU
3URMHFW
 3URGXFHDQDYHUDJHRI
PJGRIUHF\FOHGZDWHU
 1HZWUHDWPHQWIDFLOLW\
ZLWKLQ2FHDQVLGH3ODQW
 $SSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVRI
QHZSLSHOLQH
 1HZXQGHUJURXQG
UHVHUYRLUDQGSXPSVWDWLRQ
LQ*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN

 $QLQYHVWPHQWLQWKH&LW\¶VVXVWDLQDEOH IXWXUH




:HVWVLGH5:7UHDWPHQW)DFLOLW\

1HZ**35HVHUYRLUDQG3XPS6WDWLRQ
 8SJUDGHRIH[LVWLQJ
EXULHGUHVHUYRLUDQG
DERYHJURXQGSXPS
VWDWLRQ
 1HZJDOORQ
EXULHGUHVHUYRLU
 1HZ6)DERYH
JURXQGSXPSVWDWLRQ



$SSUR[LPDWHO\IWWDOO
0HFKDQLFDO
³SHQWKRXVH´± XSWR
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3URSRVHG&XVWRPHUV 8VHVRI5HF\FOHG
:DWHU
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,UULJDWLRQRI*ROGHQ*DWH3DUNDQG
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URRIDWWKH&DOLIRUQLD$FDGHP\RI
6FLHQFHV
,UULJDWLRQRI/LQFROQ3DUN*ROI
&RXUVH
,UULJDWLRQRI3UHVLGLR*ROI&RXUVH
DQG1DWLRQDO&HPHWHU\

'HYHORSLQJUHF\FOHGZDWHUIRUQRQSRWDEOH
XVHVZLOOKHOSHQVXUHWKDWRXUZDWHUVXSSO\
SRUWIROLRLVPDQDJHGWRSURYLGHDUHOLDEOH
KLJKTXDOLW\VXSSO\IRUGULQNLQJZDWHU

 3RWHQWLDO)XWXUH&XVWRPHUV


7KH=RR



&RPPHQW6HVVLRQ*URXQG5XOHV

 6XEPLWVSHDNHUFDUGVWRVSHDN
 :DLWXQWLO\RXUQDPHLVFDOOHG

38%/,&&200(176

 6WDWH\RXUQDPH VSHDNFOHDUO\LQWRWKH
PLFURSKRQH
 /LPLWFRPPHQWVWRPLQXWHV
 8VHFRPPHQWIRUPVIRUPRUHH[WHQVLYHLQSXW

:KHUHWRVHQGFRPPHQWV

)RU0RUH,QIRUPDWLRQ

6FRSLQJFRPPHQWVDFFHSWHGWKURXJK)ULGD\
$XJXVW E\SP 

$ERXWWKH(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ3URFHVV

6HQG&RPPHQW/HWWHU
 %\86PDLOWR
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
$WWQ 6DUDK-RQHV(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU3URMHFW&RPPHQW
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$

 %\ID[WR  
 %\HPDLOWR6WHYH6PLWK#VIJRYRUJ

6WHYHQ6PLWK6)3ODQQLQJ'HSW
(QYLURQPHQWDO3ODQQLQJ'LYLVLRQ
 6WHYH6PLWK#VIJRYRUJ
7KH1RWLFHRI3UHSDUDWLRQ 123 DQG,QLWLDO6WXG\DUH
DYDLODEOHRQOLQHDWWKH3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWZHEVLWH
KWWSZZZVISODQQLQJRUJLQGH[DVS["SDJH 

$ERXWWKH3URSRVHG3URMHFW
6FRWW0DFSKHUVRQ 6)38&
%XUHDXRI(QYLURQPHQWDO0DQDJHPHQW
 VPDFSKHUVRQ#VIZDWHURUJ
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1

Tuesday, July 29, 2014

2
3

P R O C E E D I N G S
STEVEN SMITH:

Apologize for the delay, thanks

4

everybody for coming.

5

meeting.

6

Water Project.

7

6:49 o'clock p.m.

Welcome to tonight's scoping

It's the San Francisco Westside Recycled

My name is Steven Smith.

I'm with the San

8

Francisco Planning Department.

9

environmental coordinator for the project who will

10
11

I'm also the

moderate tonight's meeting.
So if you haven't, we'd ask that you sign in

12

at the front table here.

13

have meeting materials that can provide you information

14

on the project.

15

Luke can help you out.

We

If you'd like to speak tonight, please fill

16

out a speaker card.

17

written comments.

18

tonight, but as well there's information that we can

19

provide you to e-mail, fax, mail in your comments also.

20

And just asking, too, if you do have comments, to wait

21

until the end of the presentation.

22

But of course, you can also make
And we have comment forms here

So meeting agenda, briefly, we'll do review,

23

overview of the environmental review process.

And then

24

PUC staff will present the project to help you better

25

understand what exactly is being proposed.

3

1

And then if anybody is interested, we're open

2

to your public comments.

3

that we do have a court reporter present to make a

4

transcription of tonight's project.

5

become part of the record for the environmental review

6

process.

7

And I just want to note, too,

Again, I'm Steven Smith.

8

Francisco Planning Department.

9

Alisa Moore, too.

10

I'm with the San

I'd like to introduce

She's our lead consultant with ESA,

and also Luke --

11

I'm sorry.

What's your last name?

12

LUKE ARMBRUSTER:

13

STEVEN SMITH:

14

And that will

Armbruster.

They're an extension of our staff,

key people in our environmental review process.

15

And then on the project sponsor side, Barbara

16

Palacios is here.

17

She'll be presenting the project description.

18

MacPherson is my counterpart, the environmental project

19

manager.

20

communications group.

21

She's the project manager at PUC.
Scott

We also have Amy Sinclair from the

So I just want to talk briefly, hopefully

22

somewhat clearly, about the environmental review

23

process, which is why we're here tonight.

24

it all comes down to the California Environmental

25

Quality Act, or CEQA, as it's commonly referred to.

Basically,

4

1

And CEQA requires that any proposed project be

2

documented for the environmental impacts and that those

3

be disclosed and considered prior to a project being

4

approved.

5

So the reason for this meeting is to solicit

6

both written and your verbal input on projects so that

7

we can focus our environmental review appropriately for

8

this proposed project.

9

I want to also mention that the San Francisco

10

Planning Department is the lead agency for this

11

project.

12

part of San Francisco.

13

Department has overall responsibility for the

14

requirements of CEQA and making sure that those are

15

properly implemented.

16

This is a City-sponsored project.

The PUC is

So have -- the Planning

So more or less, this is what CEQA is trying

17

to accomplish.

18

the environmental impacts of the project, hopefully

19

identify ways to avoid or reduce those impacts, and as

20

well as to support the agency decision-making process,

21

encourage public participation, for example, tonight,

22

and as well promote the interagency coordination.

23

There's various agencies that will have a say-so in

24

this project approval.

25

The goals are to disclose and present

So this project will be subject to an

5

1

Environmental Impact Report, more commonly referred to

2

as an EIR.

3

And the EIR will provide a detailed

4

description of the project, assess the environmental

5

effects of the proposed project, and identify ways to

6

avoid or reduce the environmental effects.

7

the EIR is an informational document that will be used

8

by the decision makers when considering whether to

9

approve the project.

10

And, again,

I'd like to note that this EIR process, once

11

it's complete, once the document is final, does not

12

represent a project approval.

13

process.

14

considered -- and the impacts within it -- in support

15

of the project approval process.

16

that the decision makers consider these environmental

17

impacts.

18

That's a separate

But, again, the EIR is a document that is

It is a requirement

That's kind of a -- the essence of CEQA.
So tonight is all about getting your input and

19

helping shape this forthcoming EIR that we're in the

20

process of writing.

21

So we have completed an initial study for the

22

project, and that's a preliminary analysis of the

23

project's impacts.

24

here tonight, if anybody's interested in looking at

25

that.

There's a couple of copies of that

It's also posted to the San Francisco Planning

6

1

Department's website.

2

And I mention that because that document has

3

made a preliminary analysis that identified these

4

resource areas as those that -- for which a potentially

5

significant impact could result from the project.

6

you can see noise, air quality, transportation,

7

cultural resources, et cetera.

8

So

So the initial study did look at other

9

topics -- land use, aesthetics, wind and shadow.

10

based on that analysis, it was determined that a

11

significant impact would not result.

12

words, this will be a focused EIR, and the initial

13

study will be attached to that to support why those

14

issues aren't being further addressed.

15

So that's it.

But

So, in other

If anybody has comments on

16

these other issues that are not shown here, you're

17

welcomed to make comments in that regard.

18

So here's the schedule.

19

of course, with a public scoping meeting.

20

of preparation, which I believe you may have all

21

received, this went out, published on the 16th.

22

please note that the comment period ends on August

23

15th.

24

EIR for public review in early 2015 and then finalize

25

the EIR approximately next year, in summer 2015.

We're here tonight,
The notice

And

So following that, we plan to publish a Draft

7

1

So, again, the meeting purpose is to hear

2

your comments on the scope of the EIR analysis that

3

we're drafting.

4

perspective help us determine the scope and focus of

5

the issues to be addressed in the EIR and also are

6

helpful to us in identifying potentially significant

7

impacts.

8
9

So your comments, your local

We'll also consider any comments for our
approach to analysis and potentially identify project

10

alternatives that meet the objectives of the project

11

but potentially avoid impacts associated with our

12

proposed -- rather the PUC's proposed project.

13

me.

14
15

Excuse

So after the PUC's presentation, which will be
next, we'll open up for public comments.

16

And, Barbara, are you ready?

17

So Barbara's going to describe the project to

18
19

you right now.
BARBARA PALACIOS:

My name is Barbara Palacios.

20

I'm the project manager for the Westside Recycled Water

21

Project.

22

is a public utility that provides drinking water to

23

2.4 million customers in the San Francisco Bay Area.

24

We serve counties in Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo,

25

and San Francisco County.

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

8

1

We supply water to 29 wholesale customers

2

throughout the Bay Area with about two thirds of our

3

supply going to these agencies and the remaining one

4

third coming directly to the customers in San

5

Francisco.

6

The PUC operates the Hetch Hetchy Regional

7

Water System, which is a complex network of tunnels,

8

pipelines and treatment plants that convey water to the

9

Bay Area.

About 85 percent of our supply comes from

10

the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir.

11

the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir is in Yosemite, Yosemite

12

Valley.

13

watersheds in the East Bay -- Calaveras Reservoir and

14

our Crystal Springs Reservoir in the Peninsula as well.

15

So everyone knows where

The other 15 percent comes from local

PUC maintains 280 miles of large-diameter

16

pipelines, 60 miles of tunnels, two water treatment

17

plants and multiple reservoirs and pump stations to

18

deliver water to its wholesale and retail customers.

19

In 2008, we approved our Water System

20

Improvement Program, or WSIP, which is a

21

multibillion-dollar capital improvement program to

22

repair and upgrade this complex network so that it's

23

reliable during and after seismic events.

24
25

The Water System Improvement Program also
included projects to diversify our water supply,

9

1

including the development of local and regional

2

groundwater to supplement the drinking water supply and

3

the development of recycled water to serve non-potable,

4

non-drinking uses such as irrigation.

5

Recycled water is highly treated wastewater

6

that's undergone numerous treatment steps to make it

7

safe for use of non-drinking uses like irrigation,

8

toilet flushing, filling of lakes, wash down and

9

commercial and industrial uses.

It's routinely

10

monitored to make sure that it's safe and meets various

11

water quality standards.

12

It's delivered through separate pipelines.

13

Often they're purple.

14

the separation of potable and purple pipe is an

15

additional parameter that's tested by the regulators to

16

make sure that there are no cross-connections.

17

We call them purple pipe.

And

Recycled water is extensively used around

18

California, and most of the our Bay Area neighboring

19

utilities are currently producing and delivering

20

recycled water.

21

For the Westside Project, we'll be taking

22

wastewater that is treated at the Oceanside Plant.

23

Wastewater undergoes a number of treatment steps,

24

primary and secondary treatment to produce what's

25

called secondary effluent.

This is what's currently

10

1

being discharged to the ocean.

2

The project will take that secondary effluent

3

and treat it further with membrane filtration, reverse

4

osmosis and ultraviolet light disinfection.

5

produces recycled water.

6

quality itself will be closely monitored to make sure

7

that we meet regulations and our water quality

8

objectives for the project.

9

And that

The treatment process and the

Developing recycled water allows us to reduce

10

the use of drinking water for non-drinking uses.

And

11

it's part of our approach for meeting our long-term

12

water demands.

13

began in 1991, when the City passed the Recycled Water

14

Ordinance.

15

water was reinforced with amendments to the Park Code

16

that required the use of non-potable water in our City

17

parks when available.

The City's commitment to recycled water

And in 2009, that commitment to recycled

18

This map provides an overview of the project.

19

The project will be producing an average of

20

1.6 million gallons per day of recycled water.

We're

21

going to build a new treatment plant down at the

22

Oceanside Plant, which is just south of the zoo.

23

treatment plant itself is going to have a capacity of

24

4 million gallons per day -- that 4 million gallons per

25

day represents the peak or the summertime demand, when

The

11

1

irrigation need is the highest -- 8.4 miles of pipeline

2

to pump the recycled water from the treatment plant up

3

to the proposed reservoir and storage facility in

4

Golden Gate Park and then transmit that water to Golden

5

Gate Park and the Presidio.

6

This shows where the Oceanside Plant is.

If

7

you're not familiar, it's located just south of the zoo

8

between Skyline and the Great Highway.

9

be constructed completely within the footprint of

The plant would

10

Oceanside.

11

that we have all the space that we need to fit all of

12

the components.

13

And we're building it over two stories so

Again, the project also includes the

14

construction of a new reservoir and pump station in

15

Golden Gate Park.

16

existing reservoir and pump station that are currently

17

pumping and storing groundwater that's being used for

18

the irrigation of Golden Gate Park.

19

reservoir will be located adjacent to the existing, and

20

the new above-ground pump station will also be located

21

adjacent to the existing facility at this location.

22

It's going to be located next to an

So our new

So our proposed customers -- Golden Gate Park

23

is our main customer.

We're going to be using recycled

24

water to irrigate the park as well as the Panhandle.

25

Recycled water will also be used to fill the lakes in

12

1

Golden Gate Park, the ornamental lakes, which are

2

connected to the irrigation system.

3

We're also hoping to serve recycled water to

4

the California Academy of Sciences for toilet flushing

5

as well as the irrigation of their green roof.

6

course we've got Lincoln Park Golf Course and the

7

Presidio Golf Course and the National Cemetery.

8

hoping to serve the zoo as part of the future expansion

9

of the project.

10

And of

We're

PUC is committed to recycled water.

11

Developing recycled water for non-drinking, non-potable

12

uses helping ensure that our water supply portfolio is

13

managed to provide reliable and high quality supply for

14

drinking.

15

STEVEN SMITH:

16

Thank you, Barbara.

So we're at the public comment period.

Is

17

anybody planning to provide any oral, verbal comments

18

tonight?

19

a speaker card?

And have you submitted -- have you filled out
I'm sorry.

20

KATHERINE HOWARD:

21

STEVEN SMITH:

22

I will.

Maybe you could do that after?

Okay?

23

KATHERINE HOWARD:

24

STEVEN SMITH:

25

I didn't.

Sure.

If anybody else would like to

speak, I'd ask that you fill out the card.

13

1
2

Would you mind just taking a minute to do
that?

3

KATHERINE HOWARD:

4

STEVE SMITH:

Oh, thank you so much.

6

ALISA MOORE:

Anybody else need a speaker card?

7

KATHERINE HOWARD:

5

8
9

Not at all.
Appreciate

it.

I have a question before I

speak.
Steve SMITH:

Normally, the questions occur after.

10

If you want to put the question into your comments when

11

you speak, and we'll address it formally through the

12

EIR process...

13

KATHERINE HOWARD:

14

STEVEN SMITH:

15
16
17

Okay.

I promise I will answer any

questions afterwards.
KATHERINE HOWARD:

Okay.

Because the question

might affect my comment.

18

STEVEN SMITH:

Go for it.

19

KATHERINE HOWARD:

I just wondered, you said that

20

certain categories under the EIR are not included.

21

I'm wondering if you could just repeat those.

22

catch --

23

STEVEN SMITH:

Oh, yes.

And

I didn't

Well, the specific topics

24

that were screened out -- we could go by my memory, but

25

I'm probably better off checking my notes.

14

1

ALISA MOORE:

Would you mind stating your name?

2

KATHERINE HOWARD:

I'm sorry.

Katherine Howard,

3

K-A-T-H-E-R-I-N-E, Howard, Golden Gate Park

4

Preservation Alliance.

5

STEVEN SMITH:

So the specific topics are land

6

use, aesthetics, greenhouse gasses, wind and shadow,

7

recreation, utilities and services, public services,

8

biological resources with mitigation provided, hazards,

9

mineral/energy resources, and agricultural resources.

10

And there are copies of the -- as I mentioned,

11

that initial study is posted at the Planning

12

Department's website.

13

Yes?

14

We could be unsure of the number of speakers.

15
16
17

Katherine Howard?

It says three minutes, but you're welcome to go beyond.
Are you okay standing up front?
KATHERINE HOWARD:

Yes.

Sure.

So basically, my

18

name is Katherine Howard, and I'm with a group called

19

the Golden Gate Park Preservation Alliance.

20

And I want to state, first of all, that we

21

want to thank the PUC for being very responsive to the

22

neighborhood and to our concerns about Golden Gate Park

23

and moving the treatment plant out of its original

24

location in the park to the current location next to

25

the sewage plant down near the zoo.

15

1

I understand a lot of time and effort went

2

into that and, I'm sure, some expense and staff sweat.

3

And it's just -- it's just really wonderful that the

4

SFPUC appreciated Golden Gate Park and what we were

5

trying to do to protect it.

6

So I came here tonight to express that thanks

7

for myself and all the neighbors and all the meetings

8

we had talking about this.

9

I guess I would ask, in terms of the EIR, I

10

would like you to consider aesthetics and recreation.

11

And I'm not sure why it was left out -- if it's because

12

everything is below ground.

13

important things, since it is going into the park.

But I think that those are

14

And also any impacts on the park and

15

especially trees in the park, since you're going to be

16

digging and tunnelling and hitting a lot of roots of

17

trees that have been there a while.

18

trying to preserve our mature forest.

19

can go out quite far.

20

tree roots.

21

tree, you can find roots.

22

We're always
And tree roots

I won't give you my lecture on

But two or three times the height of the
That's the lecture.

So I think in terms of it, we just are

23

concerned about protecting as much of Golden Gate Park

24

as possible.

And we appreciate all the effort that's

25

gone so far.

And we hope that the EIR will go into

16

1

great detail on what happens inside Golden Gate Park

2

and the impacts on the park, the historic character of

3

the park, the aesthetics of the park, the wildlife in

4

the park, and of course the vegetation.

5
6

And that's it.
STEVEN SMITH:

7
8
9
10
11

STEVEN SMITH:

JOAN GIRARDOT:

PUC will be around if

May I make one comment, before you

close the public comment?

13

JOAN GIRARDOT:

14

STEVE SMITH:

Do you want it on the record?
Yes.
Okay.

Do you have a speaker card

filled out?

16

JOAN GIRARDOT:

17

STEVE SMITH:

I will fill one out.
We'd ask you do it beforehand.

I'm

sorry.

19
20

Well, great.

there's a question and answer that would be helpful.

STEVE SMITH:

18

Anyone else?

(No response)

12

15

Thank you.

Appreciate it.
JOAN GIRARDOT:

Yeah, Joan Girardot.

And I'm

21

chair of a committee with Coalition for San Francisco

22

Neighborhoods, and we'll be submitting written

23

comments.

24
25

But I had one quick comment, which is that, in
all of the environmental documents so far relating to

17

1

water, we have many of the measurements in acre feet.

2

And I would ask that, in this EIR, that any reference

3

to acre feet also compute in cubic feet and in gallons

4

so that the citizen has some ability to translate that

5

because they don't carry around in their head how many

6

gallons are in an acre foot, how many cubic feet are in

7

an acre foot, and one unit of water being 100 cubic

8

feet.

9

Thank you.
STEVEN SMITH:

Great.

Just, again, written

10

comments are accepted through August 15th, and there's

11

comment forms here tonight if you'd like to fill one

12

out.

13

the e-mail address, the written address, fax, if

14

anybody prefers fax.

But also the materials at the table here provide

15

But please keep that date in mind, August 15th

16

at 5:00 p.m.

17

tonight.

18

that.

19

the environmental review process.

20

also a great contact in terms of the project

21

description and particulars of the project.

22

one of us will do our best to answer any questions you

23

may have.

24

coming out tonight.

25

And here is my contact information after

I think the meeting materials also include

Feel free to call me, particularly if it's about

So thanks, everybody.

Scott MacPherson is

But either

Appreciate your

(Proceedings concluded at 7:11 o'clock p.m.)
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RI6HSWHPEHUWKRXJK'HFHPEHU$FWLYLW\LQWKHFRORQ\JHQHUDOO\VWDUWVLQHDUO\-DQXDU\DQG
FRQWLQXHVWKURXJK$XJXVW

6LQFHPXFKRIWKLVSURMHFWURXWHZLOOEHDORQJWUHHOLQHGVWUHHWVDQGWKURXJKZRRGHGSDUNODQGVLW
ZLOOEHQHFHVVDU\WRHPSOR\DWUDLQHGELRORJLVWWRORFDWHUDSWRUQHVWVDQGDVVXUHFRQVWUXFWLRQGRHV
QRWLQWHUIHUHZLWKQHVWLQJVXFFHVV1LJKWOLJKWLQJVKRXOGQRWEHXVHGZLWKLQIWRIDQ\UDSWRU
QHVWRUDGMDFHQWWRWKH1RUWK/DNH0HUFHGKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWFRORQ\

S$OWKRXJKWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQWLPHIRU³DQ\RQHORFDWLRQ´LVDSSUR[LPDWHO\ZHHNVWKLVLVWKH
VLQJOHORFDWLRQWKDWQHHGVPXFKPRUHVSHFLILFGHWDLO7KHGRFXPHQWQHHGVWRVWDWHWKDW



FRQVWUXFWLRQLQWKLVDUHDZLOOWDNHSODFHZKHQWKH1RUWK/DNHKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWFRORQ\LV
LQDFWLYH
7KHGRFXPHQWLVLQDGHTXDWHLQWHUPVRIELRORJLFDOLPSDFWV)RUH[DPSOHWKHZRUNDGMDFHQWWR
WKH1RUWK/DNH0HUFHGKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWFRORQ\LVOLNHO\WREHXQGHUWDNHQHDUO\LQWKHSURMHFW
F\FOH7KHGRFXPHQWQHHGVWRVWDWHWKHFRQGLWLRQVXQGHUZKLFKWKDWVHJPHQWRIZRUNPD\WDNH
SODFH,WVKRXOGQRWEHJLQLIELUGVDUHRQWKHQHVWVLQWKHFRORQ\6LQFHWKDWFRORQ\LVPRQLWRUHG
HDFKQHVWLQJVHDVRQLW¶VDFWLYLW\OHYHOFDQEHDVFHUWDLQHGDWDQ\WLPHEHWZHHQ'HFHPEHUDQG
$XJXVW7KHFRORQ\LVSUHVHQWO\LQGHFOLQHEXWLWFRQWLQXHVWREHXVHGE\VLJQLILFDQWQXPEHUVRI
ELUGV6LQFHWKHPRVWOLNHO\FDXVHRIWKHGHFOLQHLVKXPDQGLVWXUEDQFHDGGLQJWKHGLVWXUEDQFH
FDXVHGE\WKLVSURMHFWFRXOGZHOOFDXVHWKHFRORQ\WREHDEDQGRQHG

S,QWKHFDVHRIWULPPLQJWUHHVDGMDFHQWWRWKH1RUWK/DNH0HUFHGKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQW
FRORQ\WKHZLQGRZIRUWKHQHVWLQJVHDVRQPXVWEHPRYHGIRUZDUGWRHDUO\-DQXDU\:HXUJHWKH
GHSDUWPHQWWRURXWHWKHSLSHOLQHIDUHQRXJKIURPWKHZHVWVKRUHRI/DNH0HUFHGVRQRWUHHVQHHG
WREHUHPRYHGIURPWKHHDVWVLGHRI6N\OLQH%OYG,QIDFWWKDWZRXOGGRPXFKWRUHGXFHDQ\
SRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVRQWKHFRORQ\DQGVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGLQWKHPLWLJDWLRQVHFWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKH
FRORQ\

1RLVHS
2XUSULPDU\FRQFHUQZLWKQRLVHLVLQUHIHUHQFHWRWKHKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWFRORQ\ORFDWHGDORQJ
WKHZHVWHQGRI/DNH0HUFHG$FFRUGLQJWRWKHUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWEUDQFKHVDQGWUHHVWKDW
RYHUKDQJWKHSLSHOLQHURXWHPXVWEHUHPRYHGWKHQRLVHOHYHORIWKDWZRUNFRXOGFDXVHVHYHUH
LPSDFWVWRDQDFWLYHFRORQLDOZDWHUELUGFRORQ\7KHVLPSOHPHDQVRIDYRLGLQJWKDWLVWRGRDOO
WUHHZRUNRQ6N\OLQH%OYGZHVWRI/DNH0HUFHGEHWZHHQ6HSWHPEHUDQGPLG-DQXDU\,IWUHH
WULPPLQJWDNHVSODFHGXULQJWKHQHVWLQJVHDVRQLWVKRXOGEHOLPLWHGDQGGRQHDVTXLFNO\DV
SRVVLEOH&KLSSLQJEUDQFKHVRUWUHHVVKRXOGWDNHSODFHRIIVLWHWRUHGXFHLPSDFWVWRELUGV
6HYHUDO\HDUVDJRWKH5HFUHDWLRQDQG3DUN'HSDUWPHQWKDGWRUHPRYHDWUHHWKDWWKUHDWHQHGWRIDOO
DFURVV6N\OLQH%OYGGXULQJWKHPLGGOHRIWKHQHVWLQJVHDVRQ5HPRYDORIWKHWUHHGLGFDXVH
PDVVLYHGLVUXSWLRQWRWKHFRORQ\,QIDFWWKHFRORQ\ZDVDEDQGRQHGGXULQJWKHZRUN2QVLWH
ZRUNVWDUWHGDERXWDPDQGHQGHGE\DERXWQRRQ&KLSSLQJWKHWUHHVHJPHQWVWRRNSODFHRII
VLWHDQGZDVQ¶WDSUREOHP%\ODWHWKDWDIWHUQRRQWKHFRUPRUDQWVDQGUHPDLQLQJKHURQVKDG
UHWXUQHGWRWKHLUQHVWV+RZHYHUFRQGLWLRQVKDYHFKDQJHGVRGUDPDWLFDOO\DWWKHFRORQ\WKDWLWLV
SUREDEOHWKDWLIDQXPEHURIWUHVVDUHWULPPHGRUDFWXDOO\UHPRYHGWKHGLVWXUEDQFHZRXOGYHU\
OLNHO\FDXVHDEDQGRQPHQWRIWKHFRORQ\7KDWLVDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWWKDWFDQRQO\EHPLWLJDWHG
E\DGMXVWLQJWKHWLPLQJRIWKHSURMHFW7KLVGRFXPHQWVKRXOGUHTXLUHWKDWWUHHWULPPLQJDQG
UHPRYDODORQJ6N\OLQH%OYGDGMDFHQWWRWKHKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWFRORQ\VKRXOGWDNHSODFHRXWVLGH
WKHSHULRGRIQHVWLQJDFWLYLW\

:HGLGQRWVHHZKHWKHUQRLVHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWUXFNVZRUNLQJWKLVSURMHFWZDVDGGUHVVHG*LYHQ
WKHDPRXQWRIWUDIILFRQ6N\OLQH%OYGDQGWKHDPRXQWRIQRLVHGUDJRQERDWUDFHUVPDNHGLUHFWO\
XQGHUWKHQHVWLQJWUHHVZHGRQRWEHOLHYHQRLVHIURPWUXFNVZLOOEHVLJQLILFDQW

,PSDFW%,S
7KHKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWFRORQ\DW1RUWK/DNH0HUFHGLVJHQHUDOO\DFWLYHE\PLG-DQXDU\*UHDW
%OXH+HURQVDUHJHQHUDOO\VLWWLQJRQQHVWVE\)HEUXDU\'RXEOHFUHVWHG&RUPRUDQWVDUHXVXDOO\
LQWKHFRORQ\E\VRPHWLPHLQHDUO\)HEUXDU\7KH\UHPDLQWKHUHWKURXJK$XJXVWDQGVRPHWLPHV
LQWR2FWREHU0RVWDFWLYLW\HQGVLQ6HSWHPEHU$*UHDW%OXH+HURQQHVWZDVIRXQGRQ$XJXVW
DWWKH0HVDFRORQ\DERXWDPLOHHDVWRIWKHWKHSURMHFWVLWH7KHQHVWKDVVWDJHFKLFNV
7KDWPHDQVWKHFKLFNVDUHDERXWKDOIJURZQ7KHLUSOXPDJHLVSUHGRPLQDWHO\GRZQEXWMXYHQDO
SOXPDJHLVUHSODFLQJLWUDSLGO\7KH\GRQRW\HWKDYHDQ\IOLJKWIHDWKHUV7KRVHZLOOGHYHORSLQ
VWDJH,IWKHFKLFNVVXUYLYHWKRVHELUGVZLOOSUREDEO\UHPDLQLQWKHQHVWXQWLOVRPHWLPHLQ
*ROGHQ*DWH$XGXERQ6RFLHW\
3DJHRI

6HSWHPEHU7KLVODWHLQWKHVHDVRQWKHDGXOWVDUHYHU\DQ[LRXVWROHDYHWKHLUQHVWVHYHQLIWKH
FKLFNVDUHKHDOWK\'LVWXUEDQFHFRXOGEHDFULWLFDOIDFWRULQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUWKHDGXOWV
FRQWLQXHWRDWWHQGWRWKHQHVWRUWRDEDQGRQLW7KH0HVDFRORQ\LVIDUHQRXJKIURPWKHSURMHFW
VLWHVRZHDUHQRWFRQFHUQHGDERXWLW%XWWKH1RUWK/DNHFRORQ\LVOLNHO\WREHDFWLYHGXULQJWKH
WLPHSDUDPHWHUVNQRZQIRURWKHUFRORQLHVLQWKHDUHD

*LYHQWKHOHQJWKRIWKHKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWQHVWLQJVHDVRQWKHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVSUHVHQWHG
VHHPFRPSOHWHO\LQDGHTXDWH7KLVUHDOO\VKRXOGQRWEHDPDMRUREVWDFOHIRUWKLVSURMHFW7KH
RQO\PLWLJDWLRQWKDWVKRXOGEHQHFHVVDU\LVWRGRWKHZRUNDORQJ6N\OLQH%OYGVRPHWLPHDIWHUWKH
ELUGVILQLVKEUHHGLQJLQ6HSWHPEHUDQGEHIRUHWKH\UHWXUQWRWKHFRORQ\LQ-DQXDU\:LWKD
ZHHNWLPHIUDPHIRUZRUNLQWKLVDUHDWKDWVKRXOGVLPSO\EHLQFOXGHGLQWKHFRQWUDFW$VWRWUHH
WULPPLQJZHPHQWLRQHGSUHYLRXVO\WKDWWKHOHDVWKDUPIXOVLWHIRUWKHSLSHOLQHLVRQWKHZHVWVLGH
RI6N\OLQH7ULPPLQJRQWKHHDVWVLGHRIWKHKLJKZD\ZRXOGQHFHVVLWDWHUHPRYLQJEUDQFKHVDQG
SHUKDSVFXWWLQJWUHHVLQWKHFRORQ\JURYH7ULPPLQJWKHEUDQFKHVRIHXFDO\SWXVWUHHVWKDWDUHSDUW
RIWKHFRORQ\VKRXOGEHGRQHZLWKWKHDGYLFHRIDQDUERULVWZKRLVTXDOLILHGWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHU
DQ\WUHHVKRZLQJGDPDJHIURPQHVWLQJKHURQVDQGFRUPRUDQWVFDQZLWKVWDQGWKHVWUHVVRI
WULPPLQJ,IWKHWULPPLQJZRXOGRYHUVWUHVVWKHWUHHWKDWWUHHVKRXOGQRWEHWULPPHG1RWUHHVLQ
WKDWFRORQ\VKRXOGEHUHPRYHG

,QDVPXFKDVWKLVUHYLHZHUZLOOEHPRQLWRULQJWKHKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWFRORQLHVDW/DNH0HUFHG
GXULQJFRPLQJ\HDUVWKH3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWWKH38&RUWKHFRQWUDFWRUFDQIHHOIUHHWRFRQWDFW
PHIRUXSWRGDWHLQIRUPDWLRQ

7KDQN\RXIRUWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPPHQWRQWKLVSURMHFW7RUHLWHUDWHZHDUHYHU\VXSSRUWLYHRI
HIIRUWVWRSURYLGHUHF\FOHGZDWHUIRUXVHLQRXUSDUNVDQGRSHQVSDFHV:HKRSHWKLVLVWKHILUVWRI
VHYHUDOSURMHFWVWKDWZLOOPDNHUHF\FOHGZDWHUDYLDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHWRWKHXVHRISRWDEOHZDWHULQ
RXUSDUNVSOD\LQJILHOGVPDMRUERXOHYDUGVDQGRWKHURSHQVSDFHV:HKRSHWKDWRXUVXJJHVWLRQV
ZLOOKHOSDYRLGDQ\QHJDWLYHLPSDFWVWRKHURQVDQGFRUPRUDQWVDW/DNH0HUFHG

9HU\WUXO\\RXUV


'DQ0XUSK\
*ROGHQ*DWH$XGXERQ6RFLHW\
&RQVHUYDWLRQ&RPPLWWHH
PXUSKVI#FRPFDVWQHW




*ROGHQ*DWH$XGXERQ6RFLHW\
3DJHRI


8OORD6W




6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$




 $XJXVW



6WHYHQ+6PLWK
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
0LVVLRQ6W6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
6WHYH6PLWK#VIJRYRUJ

5H&DVH1R(6DQ)UDQFLVFR:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU3URMHFW1RWLFHRI
3UHSDUDWLRQRIDQ(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW5HSRUWDQG,QLWLDO6WXG\

6HFRQGRIWZRFRPPHQWOHWWHUV

'HDU0U6PLWK

7KH*ROGHQ*DWH$XGXERQ6RFLHW\ **$6 UHSUHVHQWLQJDERXWPHPEHUVLVYHU\SOHDVHG
WRVXSSRUWWKH:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU3URMHFW WKHSURMHFW 

7KLVVHFRQGFRPPHQWOHWWHULVLQUHIHUHQFHWRWKH1RWLFHRI3UHSDUDWLRQRIDQ(,5DQG,QLWLDO
6WXG\IRUWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU3URMHFW2XUFRPPHQWVVSHFLILFWRWKH
1RUWK/DNH0HUFHGKHURQDQGFRUPRUDQWFRORQ\DUHLQWKHILUVWOHWWHU

'(/,9(5<6<67(0
$3URMHFW%DFNJURXQGDQG2YHUYLHZ S 
**$6DJUHHVWKDWWKHUHLVDQLPPHGLDWHQHHGIRUWKH&LW\DQG&RXQW\RI6DQ)UDQFLVFRWRUHGXFH
LWVUHOLDQFHIRUSRWDEOHZDWHUDQGWKDWWKHXVHRIKLJKO\WUHDWHGUHF\FOHGZDWHU +75: LVDQ
H[FHOOHQWZD\WRGRVR:HGRQRWFRQFXUWKDWWKLVSURMHFWPHHWVWKHFXUUHQWZDWHUGHPDQGVRI
VHYHUDO6)38&FXVWRPHUV,QIDFWWKLVSURMHFWRQO\PHHWVVRPHRIWKHGHPDQGVRIWKRVH
GHSDUWPHQWVDQGDJHQFLHV7KHUHUHPDLQVWKHQHHGWRSURYLGHUHF\FOHGZDWHUIRUPDQ\VPDOOHU
SDUNVDQGSOD\JURXQGVLQWKHSURMHFWDUHD7KHUHDUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\PLOHVRIVWUHHWVZLWKLQWKH
SURMHFWDUHD 6XQVHW%OYG/RZHU*UHDW+LJKZD\6ORDW%OYGDQG3DUN3UHVLGLR%OYG WKDW
VKRXOGHYHQWXDOO\UHFHLYH+75:7KHUHDUHVHYHUDOVFKRROVERWKSXEOLFDQGSULYDWHWKDWFRXOG
XWLOL]HUHF\FOHGZDWHURQWKHLUJURXQGV:HORRNIRUZDUGWRVXSSRUWLQJH[WHQVLRQRIWKLVILUVW
+75:V\VWHPWRWKRVH6)38&FXVWRPHUV

$5HF\FOHG:DWHU'HPDQG SS 
*LYHQWKHLUULJDWHGVLWHVPHQWLRQHGLQRXUFRPPHQWVUHJDUGLQJ$LWZRXOGVHHPSUXGHQWWR
FUHDWHDJUHDWHUFDSDFLW\IRU+75::LWKGLPLQLVKLQJSRWDEOHZDWHUUHVRXUFHVDYDLODEOHWRWKH
6)38&DQGZLWKLQFUHDVLQJGHPDQGXWLOL]LQJ+75:LQPRVWRI6DQ)UDQFLVFR¶VSXEOLFDQG
SULYDWHODUJHULUULJDWHGDUHDVZLOOEHQHFHVVDU\LQWKHIRUHVHHDEOHIXWXUH6LQFHWKHUHDUHVHYHUDO
UHIHUHQFHVWR³WKHSURMHFWDVQRZSURSRVHG´WKHUHLVDVXJJHVWLRQWKDWLWFRXOGFKDQJH,WZRXOG
VHHPLQFUHDVLQJGHOLYHU\FDSDFLW\QRZZRXOGEHDQHOHPHQWWKDWFRXOGEHFRVWHIIHFWLYHGXULQJ
WKHOLIHRIWKHGHOLYHU\V\VWHPDQGFRXOGVSHHGIXWXUHGHOLYHU\SURMHFWVZLWKLQWKH:HVWVLGHDUHDV
RIWKH:DWHU6\VWHP,PSURYHPHQW3URJUDP :6,3 6KRXOGDJUHDWHUFDUU\LQJFDSDFLW\IRUWKLV
V\VWHPQRWEHLQFOXGHGLQWKLVSURMHFWZHXUJHWKH6)38&WRXVHWKHODUJHVWGLDPHWHUSLSHV



GLVFXVVHGLQWKLVGRFXPHQW$WOHDVWWKHQWKHUHLVVRPHFDSDFLW\IRULQFUHDVLQJGHOLYHU\ZLWKRXW
LQVWDOOLQJDQHQWLUHO\QHZV\VWHPRISLSHV

$(67+(7,&6
$DQG2FHDQVLGH:3&3DQG*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN&HQWUDO5HVHUYRLU
**$6LVFRQFHUQHGDERXWWKHYLVLELOLW\RIVWUXFWXUHVEHLQJEXLOWIRUWKLVSURMHFW+DGZHUHDOL]HG
WKDWWKHHQWUDQFHVWRWKH2FHDQVLGH:3&3ZRXOGEHVRKLJKO\YLVLEOHDQGRXWRISODFHLQWKDW
HQYLURQPHQWZHZRXOGKDYHREMHFWHGWRWKHPZKHQZHFRPPHQWHGRQWKDWSURMHFWPDQ\\HDUV
DJR$WWKLVSRLQWZHZDQWWRXUJHWKH6)38&WRFRQVWUXFWDQ\IDFLOLWLHVSDUWLFXODUO\WKHDERYH
JURXQGHOHPHQWVRIWKH*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN&HQWUDO5HVHUYRLULQVXFKDZD\WKDWWKH\FDQEH
VFUHHQHGE\YHJHWDWLRQ:HREMHFWWRWKHLQFOXVLRQRIDQ\PRUHEDUHFRQFUHWHZDOOVWKDWPDUWKH
HQWUDQFHVWRWKH2FHDQVLGH:3&37KLVLVSDUWLFXODUO\LPSRUWDQWDWWKHIRRWWDOOSXPSVWDWLRQ
LQ*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN S :HZRXOGSUHIHUWKHVWUXFWXUHEHORZHUEXWUHJDUGOHVVLWPXVWEH
VFUHHQHGLIIRUQRRWKHUUHDVRQWKDQDHVWKHWLFV

5HF\FOHG:DWHU7UHDWPHQW3ODQW)DFLOLWLHVDWWKH2FHDQVLGH:3&36LWHS
*LYHQWKHSURSRVHGWRIRRWKHLJKWRIWKHQHZVWUXFWXUHZHVWLOODVVXPHWKHEXLOGLQJZRXOG
QRWEHYLVLEOHIURPDGMDFHQWRSHQVSDFHRUURDGZD\V,ILWLVYLVLEOHZHXUJHWKDWWKHEXLOGLQJEH
FRQVWUXFWHGLQVXFKDZD\WKDWLWFDQEHPDVNHGZLWKYHJHWDWLRQ7KRXJK**$6PRVWRIWHQ
VXJJHVWVWKHXVHRIQDWLYHYHJHWDWLRQLQWKLVFDVHLWPD\EHQHFHVVDU\WRXVHH[RWLFYHJHWDWLRQ,I
WKDWLVWKHFDVHLWVKRXOGEHVRPHWKLQJWKDWLVNQRZQQRWWREHLQYDVLYHDQGWKDWZLOOQRWVSUHDG
EH\RQGWKHSURMHFWVLWH

'LVWULEXWLRQ3XPSVS$OOSXPSVKRXVHGLQEXLOGLQJVDERYHJURXQGVKRXOGEHZLWKLQ
VWUXFWXUHVWKDWDUHHLWKHUVFUHHQHGE\RUHQKDQFHGE\YHJHWDWLRQ/RZJURZLQJQDWLYHWUHHVDQG
VKUXEVPD\EHDSSURSULDWHIRUWKLV8VHRIVXFKYHJHWDWLRQFRXOGQRWRQO\HQKDQFHWKHDHVWKHWLFV
RIWKHVWUXFWXUHVEXWFRXOGDGGWRWKHPLWLJDWLRQWKDWZLOOEHQHFHVVDU\WRRIIVHWORVVRIYHJHWDWLRQ
IURPYDULRXVHOHPHQWVRIFRQVWUXFWLRQ

S3URSRVHG*UHHQ%XLOGLQJ)HDWXUHV
:KLOHZHDSSODXGWKHSODQWRPHHW/(('*ROG6WDQGDUGVLQWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIEXLOGLQJV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKLVSURMHFWZHGRZDQWWRSRLQWRXWWKDWWKH/(('VWDQGDUGGRHVQRWPHHW
HQYLURQPHQWDOQHHGVRIZLOGOLIH$YHJHWDWLRQSODQIRUHDFKQHZEXLOGLQJVKRXOGEHGHYHORSHG
DQGLQFRUSRUDWHGZLWKWKLVVHFWLRQRIWKH(,5

((YDOXDWLRQRI(QYLURQPHQWDO(IIHFWVS

$HVWKHWLFV,PSDFW$(S
7KHUHDUHWZRSRWHQWLDODHVWKHWLFLPSDFWVWKDWFRXOGEHVLJQLILFDQW)LUVWLVWKHZHVWHQGRI/DNH
0HUFHG'HSHQGLQJRQWKHH[DFWDOLJQPHQWRIWKHSLSHOLQHRQ6N\OLQH%OYGQRUWKRI:HVWVLGH
:DWHU7UHDWPHQW3ODQWDQG+HUEVW5GWKHUHFRXOGEHDQHHGWRUHPRYHWUHHVDORQJWKHHGJHRI
/DNH0HUFHG7KDWZRXOGFUHDWHDQHZYLHZVFDSHIURPWKH%RDWKRXVH3LFQLF$UHDDQG+DUGLQJ
*ROI&RXUVHWRWUDIILFRQ6N\OLQH%OYG7KDWLPSDFWQHHGVWREHLGHQWLILHGDQGQHHGVWREH
DYRLGHG

**$6GLVDJUHHVWKDWPLWLJDWLRQLVQRWUHTXLUHG S 0LWLJDWLRQIRUUHGXFLQJLPSDFWVWRWKH
ZHVWHUQVKRUHOLQHRI/DNH0HUFHGLVWRVLWHWKH6N\OLQHVHJPHQWRIWKHSLSHOLQHDORQJWKHZHVW
VLGHRI6N\OLQH%OYG7KDWZRXOGHOLPLQDWHDQ\SRWHQWLDOLPSDFWRQWKHYLHZVFDSHIURPWKHHDVW

7KHRWKHUDHVWKHWLFLPSDFWZRXOGEHDWVLWHVZKHUHVWUXFWXUHVDUHFRQVWUXFWHGDERYHJURXQG,I
WKHSXPSKRXVHDWWKH+DUGLQJ*ROI&RXUVH0DLQWHQDQFH<DUGLVDQH[DPSOHRIDVXLWDEOH

*ROGHQ*DWH$XGXERQ6RFLHW\


DHVWKHWLFXSJUDGHLWIDLOV:KLOHWKH+EULFNVDUHZKLPVLFDODQGGHILQLWHO\DUWLVWLFWKH\GR
QRWKLQJWRRIIVHWWKHDSSHDUDQFHRIWKHFRQFUHWHEORFNKRXVH:HFDQGREHWWHUE\LQFRUSRUDWLQJ
VFUHHQLQJYHJHWDWLRQHLWKHUSODQWHGLQIURQWRIVWUXFWXUHVRUE\EHLQJEXLOWLQWRWKHZDOOVRUURRIV
RIVWUXFWXUHV7KLVFRPPHQWLVGLUHFWHGVSHFLILFDOO\DWWKHIWQHZSXPSVWDWLRQWKDWZRXOGEH
EXLOWLQWKHPDLQWHQDQFHDUHDLQ*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN&UHDWLYHGHVLJQFDQHOLPLQDWHWKH³KDUG
IHDWXUHV´RIWKHSXPSVWDWLRQDQGVKRXOGEHSDUWRIWKLVSURMHFW3HUKDSVLQFRUSRUDWLRQRIDJUHHQ
URRIPXFKOLNHWKHRQHDWWKH&DOLIRUQLD$FDGHP\RI6FLHQFHVZRXOGVHUYHWKDWSXUSRVH$Q\
RWKHUVWUXFWXUHVWKDWDUHYLVLEOHWRWKHSXEOLFQHHGVLPLODUVFUHHQLQJ

$JDLQZHWKLQNPLWLJDWLRQ S IRUDERYHJURXQGVWUXFWXUHVFDQEHDFFRPSOLVKHGE\VLPSO\
LQFRUSRUDWLQJYHJHWDWLRQWRVFUHHQVWUXFWXUHV

,PSDFW$(S7KHSURSRVHGSURMHFWZRXOGQRWUHVXOWLQDVXEVWDQWLDOVRXUFHRIOLJKWDQG
JODUH
:HGLVDJUHHWKDWWKHUHZLOOEHQROLJKWLQJLPSDFWVDQGWKDWPLWLJDWLRQLVQRWQHFHVVDU\$Q\
DGGLWLRQDOOLJKWLQJWKDWLVDOORZHGWRGLVEXUVHZLOOKDYHDQLPSDFWRQZLOGOLIHDQGRQGDUNVNLHV
7KHILQLVKHGSURMHFWVKRXOGXVHRQO\IXOO\VKLHOGHGIL[WXUHVWRDYRLGIXUWKHUSROOXWLQJWKHQLJKW
VN\DQGIURPLPSDFWLQJZLOGOLIHLQQHDUE\WUHHV7KHXVHRIDSSURSULDWHIL[WXUHVDQGORZZDWWDJH
EXOEVVKRXOGEHDUHTXLUHPHQWIRUDOOSHUPDQHQWOLJKWLQJIRUWKHSURMHFW

1RLVHS
5DSWRUQHVWVVKRXOGEHLGHQWLILHGDORQJWKHSURMHFWURXWHDQGZRUNQHDUWKHPVKRXOGEHSRVWSRQHG
XQWLOQHVWLQJELUGVOHDYHWKHQHVW&KLSSLQJEUDQFKHVRUHQWLUHWUHHVQHDUVXFKQHVWVVKRXOGEH
VSHFLILFDOO\SURKLELWHG

:,/'/,)(
S2EVHUYHG:LOGOLIHKDELWDWLQ3URMHFW$UHD
7KHVLJKWLQJRI6SRWWHG7RZKHHLQWKH2FHDQVLGH:3&3LVRIORFDOVLJQLILFDQFH'XULQJWKHSDVW
\HDUVDQDYHUDJHRI6SRWWHG7RZKHHVKDYHEHHQIRXQGRQWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR&KULVWPDV
%LUG&RXQW7KHYDVWPDMRULW\RIWKRVHZHUHLQWKHQRUWKHUQPRVWSDUWRIWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR
3HQLQVXOD:DWHUVKHGDQGRQ6DQ%UXQR0RXQWDLQ:LWKLQWKH&LW\LWVHOIWKH\DUHQHDUO\
H[WLUSDWHG,IKDELWDWIRUWKLVVSHFLHVFDQEHSUHVHUYHGZLWKLQWKHSURMHFWZRUNDUHDLWVKRXOGEH
,IPRUHWKDQRQH6SRWWHG7RZKHHZDVVHHQDQGLILW¶VKDELWDWZLOOEHUHPRYHGLWZRXOGEH
SUXGHQWWRSODQWVRPHKDELWDWDSSURSULDWHYHJHWDWLRQQHDUWKDWSURMHFWVLWHSULRUWRWKHVWDUWRIWKH
SURMHFWVRWKHELUGVKDYHVRPHZKHUHWRJR

*ROGHQ*DWH3DUNGRHVQRWSURYLGH³«VXLWDEOHQHVWLQJDQGIRUDJLQJKDELWDWIRUUDSWRUVVXFKDV«
PHUOLQ )DOFRFROXPEDULXV DQG$PHULFDQNHVWUHO )DOFRVSDUYHULXV 0HUOLQUHFRUGVIRU
*ROGHQ*DWH3DUNDUHOLPLWHGWRDYHU\IHZPLJUDWRU\VLJKWLQJV7KHUHDUHQREUHHGLQJUHFRUGV
IRUWKLVVSHFLHVLQ&DOLIRUQLDRUHYHQRWKHUQHDUE\VWDWHV 7KH6LEOH\*XLGHWR%LUGVQG(GLWLRQ
UDQJHPDSS 7KH\DUHUDUHWRXQFRPPRQLQ1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDZKHQWKH\DUH
SUHVHQWEHWZHHQODWH6HSWHPEHUDQGWKHODVWZHHNRI$SULO6WUDJJOHUVKDYHEHHQQRWHGDVODWHDV
HDUO\-XQHDQGDVHDUO\DVWKHHQGRI$XJXVW %LUGVRI1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLDS $PHULFDQ
.HVWUHOKDVQ¶WEHHQSUHVHQWLQ*ROGHQ*DWH3DUNLQPDQ\\HDUV7KH\DUHLQYHU\VHYHUHWURXEOH
WKURXJKRXWWKHLUUDQJH2QO\RUDUHWKRXJKWWRRFFXULQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR&KULVWPDV%LUG&RXQW
GDWDIRUWKHSDVW\HDUVLQGLFDWHVZHKDYHDQDYHUDJHSRSXODWLRQRIRQWKHSHQLQVXODQRUWKRI
6DQ%UXQR0RVWRIWKRVHDUHLQ6DQ0DWHR&RXQW\7KLVVSHFLHVZDVRQFHFRPPRQLQ6DQ
)UDQFLVFRDQGGLGLQIDFWQHVWDW/DNH0HUFHGDQGLQ*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN7KDWLVQRORQJHUWKH
FDVH5HIHUHQFHWRERWKWKHVHVSHFLHVKRXOGEHGURSSHG
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S2QHZRQGHUVDERXWWKHVRXUFHRILQIRUPDWLRQSUHVHQWHGLQWKLVGRFXPHQWDERXWELUGV
1HVWLQJRIKHURQVDQGHJUHWVKDVEHHQGRFXPHQWHGDW/DNH0HUFHGWKURXJKVXUYH\VVSRQVRUHGE\
WKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR%D\%LUG2EVHUYDWRU\7KHUHDUHQRUHFRUGVIRU*UHDW(JUHWQHVWLQJDW/DNH
0HUFHGRU*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN7KHUHDUHQRUHFRUGVIRU%ODFNFURZQHG1LJKW+HURQVQHVWLQJDW
WKHODNHHLWKHU7RVD\WKH\PD\EUHHGWKHUHEHJVWKHTXHVWLRQRIZKDWWKHEDVLVPD\EHIRUVXFK
DSUHVXPSWLRQ7KLVVSHFLHVLVSUHVHQWDWWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR=RRGXULQJWKHQHVWLQJVHDVRQEXW
WKHUHDUHQRUHSRUWHGQHVWLQJUHFRUGVWKHUH6LQJOHDGXOWELUGVKDYHEHHQVHHQLQWKH,PSRXQG
/DNHIO\LQJSDVWWKH6RXWK/DNHFRORQ\DQGDW6WRZ/DNHLQ*ROGHQ*DWH3DUNEXWDVDFRORQLDO
VSHFLHVZLWKIDLUO\REYLRXVQHVWVQHVWLQJKDVQRWEHHQFRQILUPHGDWDQ\RIWKRVHVLWHV*UHHQ
+HURQVDQRQFRORQLDOKHURQVSHFLHVGRQHVWDW/DNH0HUFHGEXWWRGDWHWKHUHDUHQRUHFRUGVIRU
WKHPEUHHGLQJLQ*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN$JDLQWKHUHLVYLUWXDOO\QRSRWHQWLDOIRUPHUOLQVWREUHHG
DQ\ZKHUHLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRRUIRUDQ\ZKHUHZLWKLQDERXWPLOHV7KHZHWODQGVRI/DNH
0HUFHGDUHQRWDGHTXDWHWRVXSSRUWD1RUWKHUQ+DUULHUQHVWDQGWKHUHDUHQRQHVWLQJUHFRUGVIRU
WKDWVSHFLHVLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR7KH\GREUHHGLQ6DQ0DWHR0DULQDQG$ODPHGD&RXQWLHV
9LUWXDOO\DOO6DQ)UDQFLVFRUHFRUGVIRUWKDWVSHFLHVDUHIRUPLJUDWLQJELUGVLQVSULQJDQGIDOO
:KLWHWDLOHG.LWHKDVRFFXUUHGDW/DNH0HUFHGRQDIHZRFFDVLRQV6LQJOHELUGVDUHPRUH
IUHTXHQWO\IRXQGDW)RUW)XQVWRQDVZLQWHUUHVLGHQWV7KHLUSUHIHUUHGKDELWDWLVFRDVWDOSUDLULH
DQGYHU\ORZVFUXEZLWKDORWRIRSHQLQJVZKHUHWKH\FDQNLWHDQGVZRRSGRZQRQSUH\
:HWODQGVGRPLQDWHGE\EXOUXVKWKDWLVDVWDOODVIHHWGRHVQRWPHHWWKHLUQHHGV

<HOORZKHDGHG%ODFNELUGLVQRWNQRZQWRQHVWDW/DNH0HUFHG$JDLQZKDWLVWKHVRXUFHRI
WKLVUHFRUG"<HOORZKHDGHG%ODFNELUGLVDUDUHYDJUDQWWR6DQ)UDQFLVFR'XULQJIDOODQGZLQWHU
LQWKLVDUHDWKH\PRVWIUHTXHQWO\RFFXULQODUJHPL[HGEODFNELUGIORFNVVXFKDVWKRVHWKDWIRUPHUO\
RFFXUUHGLQWKH%XIIDOR3DGGRFNRI*ROGHQ*DWH3DUN7KLVVSHFLHVLVORRVHO\FRORQLDODQGZRXOG
GHILQLWHO\EHVHHQLILWQHVWHGDWWKHODNH7KHUHZDVQRPHQWLRQRI7ULFRORUHG%ODFNELUG
DQRWKHUVSHFLHVWKDWGRHVQRWQHVWDWWKHODNHEXWGRHVRFFXULQYHU\VPDOOQXPEHUVEHWZHHQ
6HSWHPEHUDQG'HFHPEHU,WRFFXUVDQQXDOO\XQOLNH<HOORZKHDGHG%ODFNELUGZKLFKLVVHHQLQ
6DQ)UDQFLVFRDERXWRQFHHYHU\RUPRUH\HDUV2XUILUVWUHFRUGWKLV\HDUZDVLQ-XO\RQWKH
6RXWK/DNH&RQWUDU\WRZKDWLVVWDWHGLQWKLVGRFXPHQW%DQN6ZDOORZVGRQRWQHVWLQVDQG
GXQHV7KH\GRQHVWDW)RUW)XQVWRQEXWLQWKHFOLIIVIDFLQJWKHRFHDQ7KH\EXUURZLQWRWKH
FRQVROLGDWHGVDQGFOLIIVDQGEXLOGQHVWVWKHUH

7KHUHLVDUHDVRQWKLVUHYLHZHULVVRFULWLFDORIHUURUVLQWKLVGRFXPHQW+DYLQJUHYLHZHGWKLVDQG
DQRWKHUSODQQLQJGRFXPHQWUHJDUGLQJZRUNDWWKH3DFLILF5RGDQG*XQ&OXEVLWHQRWWRPHQWLRQ
DQ\QXPEHURIRWKHUV,IUHTXHQWO\ILQGHUURUVWKDWKDYHQREDVLVLQIDFWUHJDUGLQJWKHEUHHGLQJ
VWDWXVRIELUGVWKHLUPLJUDWRU\DQGZLQWHULQJVWDWXVDQGWKHLUKDELWDWXVH7KLVLVDVHULRXV
SUREOHPEHFDXVHLIVXFKHUURUVHQGXSLQILQDORUDGRSWHGYHUVLRQVRISODQQLQJGRFXPHQWVWKHUH
FDQEHDQDVVXPSWLRQRQWKHSDUWRIWKRVHZKRPD\UHIHUWRVXFKGRFXPHQWVWRWUHDWWKDW
LQIRUPDWLRQDVYDOLG**$6VXJJHVWVWKDWLWLVWLPHWRLPSOHPHQWDPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHIRUWKRVH
ZKRZULWHVXFKSODQQLQJGRFXPHQWV7KH\VKRXOGSURYLGHVSHFLILFGRFXPHQWDWLRQIRUUHFRUGVRI
ZLOGOLIH7KHLQIRUPDWLRQLVHDVLO\REWDLQHGIURPVRXUFHVOLNHH%LUG&KULVWPDV%LUG&RXQW
UHFRUGVDQGDQ\QXPEHURIORFDOZLOGOLIHUHIHUHQFHV7KHHUURUUHJDUGLQJ0HUOLQVEUHHGLQJLQ
6DQ)UDQFLVFRFRXOGEHFKHFNHGE\UHIHUULQJWRWKHUDQJHPDSLQDQ\ILHOGJXLGHWRELUGVWKDW
FRYHUVZHVWHUQ1RUWK$PHULFD:KHQZHVHHVORSS\ZRUNOLNHWKLVDQGZKDWZHVDZLQWKHJXQ
FOXE0LWLJDWHG1HJDWLYH'HFODUDWLRQZHZRQGHUZKDWRWKHUHUURUVSDVVWKURXJKZLWKRXWQRWLFH

7KHOLVWRIUHVRXUFHVDQGDJHQFLHVWKDWFRXOGFRQWULEXWHWRDQDQDO\VLVRIELUGOLIHLQWKLVSURMHFW
VLWHLVLQDGHTXDWH7KHUHLVDFRQVLGHUDEOHDPRXQWRIGDWDDYDLODEOHIRU6DQ)UDQFLVFRDVDZKROH
DQG/DNH0HUFHGDQG*ROGHQ*DWH3DUNLQSDUWLFXODU7KH6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
VKRXOGUHTXLUHSUHSDUHUVRIHQYLURQPHQWDOGRFXPHQWVWRXWLOL]HWKHIROORZLQJDGGLWLRQLQDGGLWLRQ
WRWKRVHUHIHUUHGWRLQWKH(,5
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6SHFLDO6WDWXV6SHFLHVLQWKH3URMHFW$UHDS
$UHGOHJJHGIURJZDVSKRWRJUDSKHGLQ0DOODUG/DNHLQ*ROGHQ*DWH3DUNE\$ODQ+RSNLQV,
EHOLHYHLWZDVLQODWHEXWLWPD\KDYHEHHQHDUO\7KHSKRWRZDVVKDUHGZLWKWKH
5HFUHDWLRQDQG3DUN'HSDUWPHQW'XHWRWKHSUHVHQFHRIDQLQYDVLYHDTXDWLFZHHGLQWKHODNH
WKHUHLVDPSOHKDELWDWIRUUHGOHJJHGIURJWREUHHGWKHUH,WLVQRWUHDVRQDEOHWRDVVXPHWKHUHZLOO
EHDQ\LPSDFWRQUHGOHJJHGIURJVGXHWRWKLVSURMHFW2XUFRPPHQWKHUHLVIRU\RXULQIRUPDWLRQ

,PSDFW%,S
$IODZLQWKLVGRFXPHQWLVWKHXVHRIDQXPEHURIGDWHVWRLGHQWLI\WKHJHQHUDOO\DFFHSWHGGDWHV
IRUELUGQHVWLQJLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR7KHUDQJHRIGDWHVIURP0DUFKWKURXJK$XJXVWDWWKHWRS
RISEXWLQWKHQH[WVHFWLRQ)HEUXDU\WR$XJXVWDUHFLWHG7KLVGLVFUHSDQF\RFFXUV
HOVHZKHUHLQWKLVGRFXPHQW2EVHUYDWLRQVVXJJHVWWKHQHVWLQJVHDVRQSUREDEO\LQUHVSRQVHWR
GURXJKWVDQGFOLPDWHFKDQJHLVOHQJWKHQLQJ)HEUXDU\LVSUREDEO\DJRRGGDWHWRXVHDVDVWDUW
GDWHIRUWKHQHVWLQJVHDVRQ$XJXVWLVDJRRGGDWHWRFLWHDVWKHHQGRIQHVWLQJ+RZHYHULW
PXVWEHUHPHPEHUHGWKDWWKLVLVRQO\DUXOHRIWKXPEDQGVRPHVSHFLHVFDQEHH[SHFWHGWRQHVW
RXWVLGHWKRVHSDUDPHWHUV

S:HGLVDJUHHWKHSODQQRWWRSURWHFWDQ\QHVWWKDWLVEXLOWLQDZRUN]RQHDIWHUZRUNEHJLQV
:HFRQFXUWKDWLWLVOLNHO\WKDWELUGVPD\KDELWXDWHWRGLVWXUEDQFHE\KXPDQVEXWQHVWVVKRXOGEH
PDUNHGIURPEHORZDQGH[FOXVLRQ]RQHVVKRXOGEHHVWDEOLVKHGHYHQLIRQO\WRZDUGRII
XQQHFHVVDU\LQWUXVLRQDQGGLVWXUEDQFH(YHU\UHDVRQDEOHPHDVXUHVKRXOGEHWDNHQWRSURWHFWWKH
QHVW7KHSURSRVDODVVWDWHGVKRXOGQRWEHDQRSWLRQ

7KLVGRFXPHQWGRHVQRWHVWDEOLVKPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWRSURWHFW%DQN6ZDOORZVZKLFKQHVWHG
GLUHFWO\DFURVVWKH*UHDW+LJKZD\IURPWKHSURMHFWVLWHIRUWKHWUHDWPHQWSODQWDWWKH2FHDQVLGH
:3&3GXULQJWKHQHVWLQJVHDVRQ$JDLQZLWKWKLVVSHFLHVWKHUHLVOLWWOHWREHGRQHH[FHSWWR
PRQLWRUWKHFRORQ\DQGDVVXUHWKHELUGVGRQRWDEDQGRQLWGXULQJWKHLUIDLUO\EULHIQHVWLQJVHDVRQ
%DQN6ZDOORZVPLJUDWHLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRRQDSSUR[LPDWHO\$SULOHDFK\HDU7KH\LQYHVWLJDWH
WKHFRORQ\VLWHRQDQGRIIXQWLODFULWLFDOPDVVRIELUGVLVSUHVHQWDURXQG$SULODWZKLFKWLPH
WKH\VWDUWH[FDYDWLQJEXUURZVDQGEXLOGLQJQHVWV7KLVDFWLYLW\JHQHUDOO\FRQWLQXHVXQWLOODWH
0D\&KLFNVVWDUWIOHGJLQJLQHDUO\-XQHDQGFRQWLQXHXQWLOODWH-XO\7\SLFDOO\E\$XJXVWDOO
RIWKHORFDO%DQN6ZDOORZKDYHPLJUDWHGRXWRIWKLVDUHD*LYHQWKHLUDEVHQFHDW/DNH0HUFHG
DIWHUODWH-XO\LWDSSHDUVWKH\GRQRWUHPDLQLQWKHDUHDDIWHUWKHLUFKLFNVIOHGJH7KHJUHDWHVW
WKUHDWWRWKLVVSHFLHVLVYLEUDWLRQVGXHWRWKHXVHRIKHDY\HTXLSPHQWGULOOLQJSRXQGLQJWKH
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JURXQGWRFRQVROLGDWHWKHVDQGRURWKHUFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVWKDWFRXOGSRVVLEO\VHQGVLJQLILFDQW
YLEUDWLRQVWKURXJKWKHJURXQG$QREVHUYHUVKRXOGPRQLWRUWKHFRORQ\RQDGDLO\EDVLVLI
FRQVWUXFWLRQLVFDXVLQJVLJQLILFDQWYLEUDWLRQVLQWKHJURXQG6LQFHWKH)RUW)XQVWRQFRORQ\LVRQO\
RQHRIRUFRDVWDO&DOLIRUQLDFRORQLHVUHPDLQLQJHYHU\PHDVXUHVKRXOGEHWDNHQWRDVVXUHLW¶V
VXUYLYDO7KHEHVWPLWLJDWLRQZRXOGEHWRVFKHGXOHWKHNLQGVRIZRUNWKDWZRXOGFDXVHVHYHUH
YLEUDWLRQVWKURXJKWKHJURXQGIRUWKHSHULRGEHWZHHQ$XJXVWDQG$SULO$QDOWHUQDWLYH
PLWLJDWLRQZRXOGEHWRVWRSZRUNRQWKHSURMHFWXQWLOWKHVZDOORZVDUHJRQHLILWDSSHDUVWKH\DUH
DEDQGRQLQJWKHFRORQ\7KHEHVWUHVRXUFHVDYDLODEOHWROHDUQZKDWEHVWSUDFWLFHVFDQEH
HPSOR\HGWRSURWHFW%DQN6ZDOORZVDUHWKH%DQN6ZDOORZ7HFKQLFDO$GYLVRU\&RPPLWWHH
KWWSZZZVDFUDPHQWRULYHURUJEDQVLQGH[SKS"LG KRPHDQG3RLQW%OXH&RQVHUYDWLRQ6FLHQFH
KWWSZZZSRLQWEOXHRUJRXUVFLHQFHDQGVHUYLFHVFRQVHUYDWLRQVFLHQFHWKUHDWHQHGVSHFLHVEDQN
VZDOORZ

,PSDFW%,S7KHUHDUHQRWVHYHUDOURRNHULHVDORQJWKHVKRUHVRI/DNH0HUFHG7KHUHDUH
WKUHH6RXWK/DNH1RUWK/DNH7KH0HVDRQ(DVW/DNH,QRQHSDLURI*UHDW%OXH+HURQV
QHVWHGLQD0RQWHUH\SLQHWUHHRQ1RUWK/DNH0HUFHGEXWWKDWKDUGO\FRQVWLWXWHVDFRORQ\

,QUHIHUHQFHWRLPSDFWVRQH[LVWLQJURRNHULHVDWWKHODNH,PSDFWVRQWKH6RXWK/DNHDQG0HVD
FRORQLHVDUHGHILQLWHO\XQOLNHO\DQGZHFRQFXUWKDWQRPLWLJDWLRQLVQHFHVVDU\,PSDFWVRQWKH
1RUWK/DNHFRORQ\DUHKLJKO\OLNHO\DQGVKRXOGQRWEHSDVVHGRIIDVOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWEHFDXVH
WKHELUGVKDYHVHHPWRKDYHKDELWXDWHGWRKXPDQGLVWXUEDQFH,QYLHZRIWKHGHFOLQHRIERWKWKH
1RUWKDQG6RXWK/DNHFRORQLHVLQUHFHQW\HDUVLWLVKLJKO\OLNHO\WKDWORQJWHUPKXPDQ
GLVWXUEDQFHKDVDFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWRQWKHVHELUGVDQGWKH\DUHVORZO\UHPRYLQJWKHPVHOYHV
IURPWKRVHVLWHV7KDWLVWKRXJKWWREHWKHFDXVHRIWKHORVVRIWKH$XGXERQ&DQ\RQ5DQFK
$&5 *UHDW%OXH+HURQDQG*UHDW(JUHWFRORQ\LQDQGDJDLQLQ -RKQ.HOO\3K'
$&5ELRORJLVW 7KHUHLVHYHU\UHDVRQWRVXVSHFWWKHVDPHSURFHVVLVJRLQJRQDW/DNH0HUFHG
0DMRUFRQVWUXFWLRQGLVWXUEDQFHRQ6N\OLQH%OYGGXULQJWKHQHVWLQJVHDVRQLVYHU\OLNHO\WRHQG
KHURQXVHRIWKHFRORQ\DQGLVOLNHO\WRUHGXFHRUHQGFRUPRUDQWXVHRIWKHFRORQ\DVZHOO:H
VXEPLWWKDWPLWLJDWLRQLVDEVROXWHO\QHFHVVDU\IRUWKHKHDOWKRIWKLVFRORQLDOZDWHUELUGFRORQ\

7KDQN\RXIRUWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPPHQWRQWKLVSURMHFW7RUHLWHUDWHZHDUHYHU\VXSSRUWLYHRI
HIIRUWVWRSURYLGHUHF\FOHGZDWHUIRUXVHLQRXUSDUNVDQGRSHQVSDFHV:HKRSHWKLVLVWKHILUVWRI
VHYHUDOSURMHFWVWKDWZLOOPDNHUHF\FOHGZDWHUDYLDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHWRWKHXVHRISRWDEOHZDWHULQ
RXUSDUNVSOD\LQJILHOGVPDMRUERXOHYDUGVDQGRWKHURSHQVSDFHV:HKRSHWKDWRXUVXJJHVWLRQV
ZLOOKHOSDYRLGDQ\QHJDWLYHLPSDFWVWRZLOGOLIHLQWKHSURMHFWDUHD

9HU\WUXO\\RXUV
'DQ0XUSK\
*ROGHQ*DWH$XGXERQ6RFLHW\
&RQVHUYDWLRQ&RPPLWWHH
PXUSKVI#FRPFDVWQHW
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Alisa Moore
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

MacPherson, Scott [smacpherson@sfwater.org]
Friday, July 18, 2014 12:57 PM
Alisa Moore; Palacios, Barbara
Fwd: Westside Recycled Water project

Fyi
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Steve Lawrence <steveinsf@outlook.com>
Date: Jul 18, 2014 12:51 PM
Subject: Westside Recycled Water project
To: "Smith, Steve" <Steve.Smith@sfgov.org>
Cc: "MacPherson, Scott" <smacpherson@sfwater.org>, "Ritchie, Steve" <SRitchie@sfwater.org>
Please accept this as a first comment to the Westside Recycled Water Project:
The Westside Recycled Water project will have necessary, undesirable impacts including industry in the Park,
digging up streets, installation of a plant at Oceanside in space available for expansion of that treatment plant,
and greenhouse gas emissions from all the efforts, and from operating the recycled plant. Please weigh and
balance these impacts against similar impacts that a desal plant, or an expanded desal plant, would, if
constructed and operated, produce. While you need not choose any particular alternative to study, in this case
desalination is an obvious alternative, which (at least until January when funding was diverted) has been studied
in parallel. Desal is much less expensive, may be required anyway to meet water supply requirements, is
perfectly drought resistant, and requires little more energy per unit produced than does your proposed recycled
plant (which also requires reverse osmosis). As the desalinated water is potable, new, special pipelines and
expanded storage would not be required, or would be far less expensive and also removed from dense
population. By building one new plant, rather than two, environmental impacts and expense could be avoided.
Please study the alternative of desal.
Steve Lawrence
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SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
CaseȱNo.ȱ08.0091Eȱ

iȱ

Marchȱ2011ȱ

ScopingȱReportȱ
ȱ

1.0ȱIntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ
1.1ȱIntroductionȱ
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱisȱtheȱleadȱagencyȱforȱimplementationȱofȱCaliforniaȱ
EnvironmentalȱQualityȱActȱ(CEQA)ȱrequirementsȱforȱallȱprojectsȱsponsoredȱbyȱtheȱCityȱandȱCountyȱ
ofȱSanȱFranciscoȱ(CCSF)ȱorȱconductedȱwithinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱ
DepartmentȱisȱpreparingȱaȱDraftȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱReportȱ(EIR)ȱforȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱ
UtilitiesȱCommission’sȱ(SFPUC’s)ȱproposedȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ(projectȱ
orȱproposedȱproject).ȱTheȱDraftȱEIR,ȱwhichȱwillȱassessȱtheȱpotentialȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱonȱtheȱ
physicalȱenvironment,ȱisȱbeingȱpreparedȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱCEQA.ȱCEQAȱrequiresȱtheȱpreparationȱ
ofȱanȱEIRȱwhenȱaȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱsignificantlyȱaffectȱtheȱphysicalȱenvironment.ȱȱ
AsȱpartȱofȱtheȱDraftȱEIRȱprocess,ȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱconductedȱaȱpublicȱ
scopingȱeffortȱinȱSeptemberȱ2010,ȱsolicitingȱcommentsȱfromȱinterestedȱparties,ȱStateȱandȱnaturalȱ
resourceȱagencies,ȱandȱtheȱpublicȱtoȱhelpȱdetermineȱtheȱscopeȱofȱtheȱDraftȱEIR.ȱThisȱreportȱ
describesȱtheȱscopingȱprocessȱandȱsummarizesȱtheȱpublicȱandȱregulatoryȱagencies’ȱcommentsȱ
receivedȱduringȱtheȱscopingȱperiod.ȱȱ

1.2ȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱpublishedȱaȱrevisedȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ(NOP)ȱonȱ
Septemberȱ8,ȱ2010,ȱannouncingȱtheȱpreparationȱofȱtheȱDraftȱEIRȱforȱtheȱprojectȱunderȱCEQAȱ(seeȱ
AppendixȱA).ȱTheȱNOPȱsummarizedȱtheȱprojectȱobjectivesȱandȱprovidedȱaȱdescriptionȱofȱtheȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱTheȱNOPȱalsoȱdescribedȱtheȱscopingȱprocessȱandȱincludedȱinformationȱonȱtheȱ
publicȱscopingȱmeeting.ȱTheȱscopingȱprocess,ȱnotificationȱprocedures,ȱandȱoutcomeȱofȱtheȱ
scopingȱmeetingȱareȱdescribedȱbelow,ȱfollowingȱaȱbriefȱdescriptionȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ

1.3ȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
TheȱprimaryȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱprojectȱisȱtoȱreduceȱtheȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱrelianceȱ
onȱpotableȱwaterȱforȱnonpotableȱuses,ȱsuchȱasȱirrigation,ȱthroughȱtheȱproductionȱandȱdistributionȱ
ofȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwater.ȱSubsequentȱtoȱtheȱinitialȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ(NOP)ȱandȱ
scopingȱperiodȱinȱJuneȱ2008,ȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC)ȱmodifiedȱtheȱ
project.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱaȱrevisedȱNOPȱwasȱprepared.ȱTheȱprojectȱchangesȱareȱsummarizedȱbelow:ȱ
x

Theȱproposedȱlocationȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱbeȱatȱaȱspoilȱstorageȱ
areaȱatȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWaterȱPollutionȱControlȱPlantȱ(WPCP)ȱ
withinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱȱ

x

Theȱproposedȱtreatmentȱprocessesȱwouldȱincludeȱreverseȱosmosisȱasȱneededȱtoȱmeetȱwaterȱ
qualityȱrequirementsȱforȱuseȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱȱ

x

TheȱlistȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱcustomersȱwouldȱincludeȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse;ȱȱ
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x

SanȱFranciscoȱZooȱandȱsmallerȱparksȱinȱtheȱsouthernȱpartȱofȱtheȱCityȱwouldȱnotȱinitiallyȱbeȱ
providedȱwithȱrecycledȱwater,ȱthoughȱrecycledȱwaterȱcouldȱbeȱmadeȱavailableȱtoȱtheseȱ
customersȱinȱtheȱfuture;ȱandȱȱ

Theȱprimaryȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱproject,ȱhowever,ȱisȱtheȱsame:ȱtoȱreduceȱtheȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱ
SanȱFrancisco’sȱrelianceȱonȱpotableȱwaterȱforȱnonpotableȱuses,ȱsuchȱasȱirrigation,ȱthroughȱtheȱ
productionȱandȱdistributionȱofȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwater.ȱTheȱrevisedȱprojectȱwouldȱmeetȱtheȱ
currentȱdemandsȱofȱseveralȱSFPUCȱcustomersȱwithȱsubstantialȱirrigationȱneeds,ȱincludingȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱLincolnȱPark/LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱ(LincolnȱPark),ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱ
Course.ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱinvolveȱtheȱconstructionȱofȱaȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱandȱ
undergroundȱstorage,ȱandȱconstructionȱofȱand/orȱupgradesȱtoȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱ(pipelinesȱ
andȱpumpingȱfacilities)ȱforȱserviceȱtoȱtheseȱcustomers.ȱȱ
TheȱsiteȱproposedȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwasȱchangedȱfromȱtheȱOceansideȱ
WPCPȱtoȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTheȱsiteȱisȱ
currentlyȱusedȱbyȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParksȱDepartmentȱforȱparkȱmaintenanceȱandȱ
spoilȱstorage.ȱThisȱlocationȱwasȱselectedȱbecauseȱofȱitsȱproximityȱtoȱrecycledȱwaterȱcustomers,ȱtheȱ
availabilityȱofȱexistingȱconveyanceȱfacilitiesȱtoȱandȱfromȱtheȱsite,ȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱland,ȱandȱtheȱ
compatibilityȱofȱprojectȱwithȱtheȱcurrentȱandȱpreviousȱlandȱuse.ȱȱ
Effluentȱ(treatedȱtoȱsecondaryȱtreatmentȱstandardsȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP)ȱwouldȱbeȱconveyedȱ
toȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱsiteȱviaȱanȱexistingȱpipelineȱwithinȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱ
BoxȱlocatedȱbeneathȱtheȱGreatȱHighway.ȱTheȱeffluentȱwouldȱbeȱprocessedȱtoȱadvancedȱtertiaryȱ
standardsȱatȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility,ȱandȱthisȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱ
waterȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱatȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(includingȱtheȱPanhandleȱportionȱofȱtheȱpark),ȱtheȱ
LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse,ȱprimarilyȱforȱlandscapeȱirrigation.ȱ
Recycledȱwaterȱwouldȱalsoȱbeȱusedȱforȱtoiletȱandȱurinalȱflushingȱasȱwellȱasȱirrigationȱatȱtheȱ
CaliforniaȱAcademyȱofȱSciencesȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
TheȱrevisedȱprojectȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱWaterȱSystemȱImprovementȱProgramȱ(WSIP),ȱ
whichȱincludesȱfacilityȱimprovementȱprojectsȱdesignedȱto:ȱ(1)ȱmaintainȱhighȬqualityȱwater;ȱ
(2)ȱreduceȱvulnerabilityȱtoȱearthquakes;ȱ(3)ȱincreaseȱdeliveryȱreliabilityȱandȱimproveȱtheȱabilityȱtoȱ
maintainȱtheȱsystem;ȱ(4)ȱmeetȱcustomerȱpurchaseȱrequestsȱinȱnondroughtȱandȱdroughtȱperiods;ȱ
(5)ȱenhanceȱsustainabilityȱinȱallȱsystemȱactivities;ȱandȱ(6)ȱachieveȱaȱcostȬeffective,ȱfullyȱoperationalȱ
system.ȱTheȱproject,ȱwhichȱisȱtheȱsubjectȱofȱthisȱNOP,ȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱWSIP;ȱimplementationȱ
ofȱthisȱprojectȱwouldȱcontributeȱtoȱmeetingȱtheȱoverallȱWSIPȱgoalsȱandȱobjectives.ȱ

2.0ȱPurposeȱofȱtheȱScopingȱProcessȱ
Theȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱscopingȱprocessȱisȱtoȱsolicitȱinputȱfromȱtheȱpublic,ȱinterestedȱparties,ȱandȱ
agenciesȱwithȱdiscretionaryȱauthorityȱoverȱtheȱprojectȱonȱtheȱappropriateȱscope,ȱfocus,ȱandȱ
contentȱofȱtheȱDraftȱEIR.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱwillȱconsiderȱallȱofȱtheȱinputȱ
receivedȱduringȱtheȱscopingȱprocessȱinȱtheȱpreparationȱofȱtheȱDraftȱEIR.ȱȱ
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TheȱDraftȱEIRȱwillȱdescribeȱtheȱexistingȱenvironmentalȱconditionsȱofȱtheȱareaȱthatȱcouldȱbeȱ
affectedȱbyȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱandȱevaluateȱtheȱpotentialȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱonȱtheȱ
environmentȱinȱaccordanceȱwithȱCEQA.ȱTheȱcommentsȱprovidedȱbyȱtheȱpublicȱandȱagenciesȱ
duringȱscopingȱwillȱhelpȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱidentifyȱpertinentȱissues,ȱ
methodsȱofȱanalyses,ȱandȱlevelȱofȱdetailȱthatȱshouldȱbeȱaddressedȱinȱtheȱDraftȱEIR.ȱTheȱscopingȱ
commentsȱwillȱalsoȱprovideȱinputȱforȱdevelopmentȱofȱaȱreasonableȱrangeȱofȱfeasibleȱalternativesȱ
toȱbeȱevaluatedȱinȱtheȱDraftȱEIR.ȱȱ
TheȱscopingȱcommentsȱwillȱaugmentȱtheȱinformationȱdevelopedȱbyȱtheȱEIRȱprojectȱteam,ȱwhichȱ
includesȱspecialistsȱinȱeachȱofȱtheȱenvironmentalȱsubjectȱareasȱcoveredȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱThisȱcombinedȱ
inputȱwillȱresultȱinȱanȱEIRȱthatȱisȱbothȱcomprehensiveȱandȱresponsiveȱtoȱissuesȱraisedȱbyȱtheȱ
publicȱandȱregulatoryȱagencies,ȱandȱthatȱmeetsȱCEQAȱrequirements.ȱTheȱDraftȱEIRȱisȱscheduledȱ
toȱbeȱavailableȱforȱpublicȱcommentȱinȱfallȱofȱ2011.ȱ
InȱadditionȱtoȱfacilitatingȱpublicȱandȱregulatoryȱagencyȱinputȱonȱtheȱscopeȱandȱfocusȱofȱtheȱDraftȱ
EIR,ȱscopingȱallowsȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱtoȱexplainȱtheȱEIRȱprocessȱtoȱtheȱ
publicȱandȱtoȱidentifyȱadditionalȱopportunitiesȱforȱpublicȱcommentȱandȱpublicȱinvolvementȱ
duringȱtheȱEIRȱprocess.ȱȱ

3.0ȱNotificationȱofȱScopingȱ
TheȱscopingȱperiodȱbeganȱonȱSeptemberȱ8,ȱ2010,ȱwithȱtheȱissuanceȱofȱtheȱNOP.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
PlanningȱDepartmentȱheldȱaȱscopingȱmeetingȱonȱSeptemberȱ23,ȱ2010,ȱandȱacceptedȱwrittenȱ
commentsȱthroughȱOctoberȱ13,ȱ2010.ȱTheȱfollowingȱmethodsȱwereȱusedȱtoȱnotifyȱagenciesȱandȱ
theȱpublicȱaboutȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱtheȱNOP,ȱtheȱscopingȱmeetingȱdatesȱandȱlocations,ȱandȱdetailsȱ
onȱtheȱcommentȱprocess:ȱ
x

MailingȱList.ȱAȱmailingȱlistȱwasȱcompiled,ȱincludingȱapproximatelyȱ6,300ȱcontactsȱforȱ
federal,ȱstate,ȱregional,ȱandȱlocalȱagencies;ȱfederal,ȱstate,ȱregional,ȱandȱlocalȱelectedȱ
officials;ȱregionalȱandȱlocalȱinterestȱgroups;ȱmemberȱagenciesȱofȱtheȱBayȱAreaȱWaterȱ
SupplyȱandȱConservationȱAgency;ȱotherȱpotentiallyȱaffectedȱwaterȱdistricts;ȱSFPUCȱ
CommunityȱAdvisoryȱCommitteeȱmembers;ȱinformationȱrepositories;ȱmediaȱcontacts;ȱandȱ
propertyȱownersȱandȱresidentsȱwithinȱ300ȱfeetȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱlimits.ȱ

x

NoticeȱofȱPreparationȱofȱanȱEIRȱandȱNoticeȱofȱPublicȱScopingȱMeeting.ȱCopiesȱofȱtheȱ
NOPȱwereȱdistributedȱviaȱcertifiedȱmailȱtoȱresponsibleȱandȱtrusteeȱagenciesȱandȱ15ȱcopiesȱ
wereȱdeliveredȱtoȱtheȱStateȱClearinghouseȱ(SeeȱAppendixȱAȱforȱaȱcopyȱofȱtheȱNOPȱandȱ
NOPȱNoticeȱofȱAvailability).ȱInȱaddition,ȱaȱnoticeȱofȱavailabilityȱofȱtheȱNOPȱwasȱ
distributedȱviaȱfirstȬclassȱmailȱtoȱtheȱentireȱmailingȱlistȱ(approximatelyȱ6,300ȱaddressees):ȱȱ
-

LocationsȱtoȱobtainȱaȱcopyȱofȱtheȱNOP.ȱTheȱNOPȱwasȱpostedȱtoȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
PlanningȱDepartment’sȱwebsiteȱ(http://mea.sfplanning.org).ȱAȱprintedȱcopyȱofȱtheȱ
NOPȱwasȱalsoȱprovidedȱtoȱanyoneȱwhoȱrequestedȱitȱfromȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱ
Department.ȱ

-

Noticeȱtoȱentireȱmailingȱlist.ȱNotificationsȱofȱtheȱscopingȱmeeting,ȱincludingȱ
informationȱonȱtheȱprojectȱEIRȱandȱtheȱscopingȱprocess,ȱandȱinstructionsȱonȱhowȱtoȱ
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obtainȱaȱcopyȱofȱtheȱNOPȱandȱprovideȱpublicȱcommentȱwereȱmailedȱtoȱtheȱentireȱ
projectȱmailingȱlistȱapproximatelyȱthreeȱweeksȱpriorȱtoȱtheȱscopingȱmeeting.ȱȱ
-

Legalȱnotices.ȱNoticesȱofȱtheȱscopingȱmeetingȱandȱinformationȱonȱhowȱtoȱobtainȱaȱ
copyȱofȱtheȱNOPȱandȱprovideȱpublicȱcommentȱwereȱplacedȱinȱtheȱlegalȱclassifiedȱ
sectionȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱExaminerȱ(09/08/10).ȱ

Tableȱ1ȱpresentsȱanȱitemizedȱlistȱofȱmailings.ȱ
TABLEȱ1ȱ
NUMBERȱOFȱRECIPIENTSȱONȱMAILINGȱLISTȱFORȱNOPȱANDȱNOTICEȱOFȱSCOPINGȱMEETINGȱ

NumberȱofȱNOPȱRecipientsȱ

NumberȱofȱNOPȱNoticeȱofȱ
AvailabilityȱRecipientsȱ

OwnersȱandȱOccupantsȱ

0ȱ

5,813ȱ

WholesaleȱCustomersȱ

3ȱ

47ȱ

Categoryȱ

45ȱ

96ȱ

SFPUCȱCitizenȇsȱAdvisoryȱCommitteeȱ

ResponsibleȱandȱTrusteeȱAgencies,ȱOtherȱAgenciesȱ

0ȱ

17ȱ

OtherȱInterestedȱPartiesȱ

6ȱ

275ȱ

ResponsibleȱandȱTrusteeȱAgenciesȱ

9ȱ

0ȱ

LocalȱandȱBorderingȱJurisdictionsȱ

0ȱ

10ȱ

Media,ȱLibraries,ȱandȱIndividualsȱ

18ȱ

6ȱ

TOTALȱ

81ȱ

6,264ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

4.0ȱScopingȱMeetingȱ
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱheldȱaȱpublicȱscopingȱmeetingȱonȱSeptemberȱ23,ȱ2010ȱatȱ
theȱGoldenȱGateȱSeniorȱCenterȱ(6101ȱFultonȱStreet,ȱSanȱFrancisco),ȱapproximatelyȱtwoȱweeksȱ
afterȱpublicationȱofȱtheȱNOP.ȱTheȱobjectiveȱofȱtheȱmeetingȱwasȱtoȱsolicitȱinputȱfromȱtheȱpublicȱonȱ
potentialȱenvironmentalȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱtheȱappropriateȱscopeȱofȱtheȱEIR,ȱ
potentialȱmitigationȱmeasures,ȱandȱpotentialȱalternativesȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ
Theȱmeetingȱincludedȱpresentationsȱonȱtheȱenvironmentalȱreviewȱprocessȱandȱtheȱproposedȱ
project,ȱfollowedȱbyȱaȱformalȱpublicȱcommentȱperiod.ȱAttendeesȱinterestedȱinȱpresentingȱverbalȱ
commentsȱsubmittedȱspeakerȱcardsȱandȱwereȱallowedȱsufficientȱtimeȱtoȱspeak.ȱTheȱmeetingȱ
concludedȱwithȱclosingȱremarks.ȱAppendixȱBȱincludesȱcopiesȱofȱtheȱscopingȱmeetingȱ
presentation,ȱhandouts,ȱcomment/speakerȱcards,ȱandȱsignȬinȱsheets.ȱ
Theȱtotalȱattendanceȱforȱtheȱscopingȱmeetingȱwasȱ48ȱ(basedȱonȱtheȱmeetingȱsignȬinȱsheetsȱandȱ
excludingȱCCSFȱandȱEIRȱconsultantȱstaff).ȱMeetingȱattendeesȱprimarilyȱconsistedȱofȱprivateȱ
citizensȱresidingȱnearȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱarea.ȱAȱtotalȱofȱ17ȱparticipantsȱprovidedȱverbalȱ
commentsȱatȱtheȱmeeting.ȱTheȱscopingȱmeetingȱwasȱrecordedȱbyȱaȱcertifiedȱcourtȱreporterȱwhoȱ
providedȱverbatimȱwrittenȱtranscriptsȱofȱtheȱproceedings.ȱTheȱtranscriptsȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱinȱ
AppendixȱCȱofȱthisȱreport.ȱȱ
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5.0ȱOverviewȱofȱCommentsȱReceivedȱ
Agenciesȱandȱmembersȱofȱtheȱpublicȱutilizedȱseveralȱdifferentȱmethodsȱofȱprovidingȱinput:ȱverbalȱ
commentsȱduringȱtheȱscopingȱmeeting,ȱwrittenȱcommentsȱsubmittedȱatȱtheȱscopingȱmeeting,ȱorȱ
writtenȱcommentsȱsentȱviaȱU.S.ȱmail,ȱemailȱandȱfax.ȱTableȱ2ȱlistsȱagenciesȱandȱotherȱpartiesȱthatȱ
providedȱwrittenȱcommentsȱinȱresponseȱtoȱtheȱNOP,ȱlistedȱbyȱcommentȱletterȱnumber.ȱTableȱ3ȱ
listsȱindividualsȱthatȱcommentedȱatȱtheȱscopingȱmeeting,ȱlistedȱinȱalphabeticalȱorderȱbyȱlastȱ
name.ȱCopiesȱofȱcommentȱlettersȱandȱemailsȱareȱlocatedȱinȱAppendixȱD,ȱwhileȱscopingȱmeetingȱ
transcriptsȱareȱlocatedȱinȱAppendixȱC.ȱȱ
TABLEȱ2ȱ
INDEXȱOFȱWRITTENȱCOMMENTSȱ
Commentȱȱ
LetterȱNo.ȱ

Commenterȱ

1.ȱAgenciesȱ
1Aȱ

DepartmentȱofȱTransportationȱ(LisaȱCarboni)ȱ

2.ȱOrganizationsȱ
2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱCaliforniaȱ(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱPreservationȱAllianceȱ(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

2Cȱ

ParkȱRecreationȱOpenȱSpaceȱAdvisoryȱCommittee,ȱPROSACȱ(LesȱHilger)ȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(PinkyȱKushner)ȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

3.ȱIndividualsȱ
3Aȱ

TheodoreȱE.ȱBambergerȱ

3Bȱ

HollyȱBarbareȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱB.ȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

3Dȱ

BonnieȱBaronȱ

3Eȱ

DeniseȱD’Anneȱ

3Fȱ

SuzanneȱR.ȱDumontȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱJoseȱQuinteiroȱ

3Hȱ

BarryȱEisenbergȱ

3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

3Kȱ

RebeccaȱEvansȱ

3Lȱ

DavidȱFergusonȱ

3Mȱ

RichardȱFongȱ

3Nȱ

WayneȱHiroshimaȱ

3Oȱ

MarthaȱHoffmanȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱRobynȱLipskyȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ
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TABLEȱ2ȱ(Continued)ȱ
INDEXȱOFȱWRITTENȱCOMMENTSȱ
Commentȱȱ
LetterȱNo.ȱ

Commenterȱ

3.ȱIndividualsȱ(cont.)ȱ
3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

3Tȱ

IsabelȱMolloyȱ(submittedȱatȱscopingȱmeeting)ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

3Vȱ

RichardȱA.ȱNavarroȱDDS,ȱMs.ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

3Xȱ

DennisȱO’Rorkeȱ

3Yȱ

RichardȱEstlȱPetersonȱ(submittedȱatȱscopingȱmeeting)ȱ

3Zȱ

LindaȱJ.ȱShafferȱ

3AAȱ

RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ(submittedȱatȱscopingȱmeeting)ȱ

3BBȱ

GeorgeȱWoodingȱ

3CCȱ

NancyȱWuerfelȱ

3DDȱ

LindaȱYacobucciȱ

ȱ
TABLEȱ3ȱ
INDEXȱOFȱVERBALȱCOMMENTSȱ
Verbalȱ
CommentȱNo.ȱ
4Aȱ

Commenterȱ

OrganizationȱNameȱ(ifȱapplicable)ȱ

PeterȱDrekmeierȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ

4Bȱ

MarthaȱHoffmanȱ

N/Aȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHowardȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱPreservationȱAllianceȱȱ

4Dȱ

RichardȱK.ȱFongȱ

SFRPDȱAdvisoryȱBoardȱ

4Eȱ

HiroshiȱFukuduȱ

RichmondȱCommunityȱAssociationȱ

4Fȱ

BertȱLehrerȱ

N/Aȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

N/Aȱ

4Hȱ

MaryȱAnneȱMillerȱ

SPEAKȱ

4Iȱ

DouglasȱNelsonȱ

N/Aȱ

4Jȱ

RichardȱEstlȱPetersonȱȱ

N/Aȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

N/Aȱ

4Lȱ

JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

N/Aȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

N/Aȱ

4Nȱ

RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

N/Aȱ

4Oȱ

GeorgeȱWoodingȱ

WestȱofȱTwinȱPeakȱCentralȱCouncilȱȱ

4Pȱ

NancyȱWuerfelȱ

N/Aȱ

4Qȱ

LindaȱYacobucciȱ

N/Aȱ

ȱ
N/A:ȱNotȱApplicableȱ
ȱ

ȱ
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6.0ȱSummaryȱofȱCommentsȱbyȱSubjectȱAreaȱ
Tableȱ4ȱprovidesȱaȱsummaryȱofȱscopingȱcommentsȱbyȱcommenter.ȱ(AppendicesȱCȱandȱDȱalsoȱ
containȱtheȱcommenterȱcorrespondenceȱandȱcopiesȱofȱtheȱscopingȱmeetingȱtranscripts.)ȱ
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TABLEȱ4ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTORȱ

Commenterȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

1Aȱ

Departmentȱofȱ
Transportationȱ
(LisaȱCarboni)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Discussȱfinancing,ȱscheduling,ȱandȱ
implementationȱofȱallȱmitigationȱmeasures.ȱ
Identifyȱtrafficȱmitigationȱfees.ȱȱ

1Aȱ

Departmentȱofȱ
Transportationȱ
(LisaȱCarboni)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Anȱencroachmentȱpermitȱisȱrequiredȱforȱprojectȱ TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ
workȱinȱtheȱState’sȱrightȱofȱwayȱ(ROW).ȱȱ
ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

1Aȱ

Departmentȱofȱ
Transportationȱ
(LisaȱCarboni)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Completeȱanȱarchaeologicalȱrecordsȱsearchȱandȱ CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ
culturalȱresourceȱstudy.ȱȱ

ȱȱ

1Aȱ

Departmentȱofȱ
Transportationȱ
(LisaȱCarboni)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

EncourageȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱdepartmentȱ
toȱcoordinateȱwithȱDept.ȱofȱTransportationȱ
ProjectȱManager,ȱHowardȱReynolds.ȱ

ȱProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

1Aȱ

Departmentȱofȱ
Transportationȱ
(LisaȱCarboni)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

IncorporateȱtrafficȬrelatedȱmitigationȱmeasuresȱ
intoȱconstructionȱplans.ȱȱ

TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ
MitigationȱMeasuresȱ

ȱȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

StudyȱtheȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱandȱtheȱSFȱ
GroundwaterȱSupplyȱProjectȱconcurrentlyȱtoȱ
avoidȱpiecemealȱreview.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
CumulativeȱImpactsȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

ProjectȱdivergesȱfromȱtheȱadoptedȱWSIPȱPEIRȱ
recycledȱwaterȱamounts.ȱIdentifyȱhowȱtheȱ2.4ȱ
mgdȱdemandȱreductionȱwillȱbeȱachieved.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

ThirdȱProjectȱObjectiveȱdoesȱnotȱspecificallyȱ
addressȱreasonȱforȱtheȱprojectȱandȱshouldȱbeȱ
clarified.ȱSuggestȱ“reduceȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱ
demandȱonȱtheȱregionalȱwaterȱsystemȱbyȱ
replacingȱimportedȱsuppliesȱwithȱlocalȱ
sources.”ȱ

ProjectȱObjectivesȱ

ȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱexpansionȱsitesȱtoȱfulfillȱtheȱ
additionalȱ0.4ȱmgdȱofȱsupplyȱ(fromȱ1.6ȱtoȱ2.0ȱ
mgd).ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱwhyȱtheȱhighȱlevelȱofȱwaterȱtreatmentȱ
isȱnecessary.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱȱ
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FinancingȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

CumulativeȱImpactsȱ
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TABLEȱ4ȱ(Continued)ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTERȱ

Commenterȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Identifyȱrangeȱofȱusesȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
andȱtheȱwaterȱqualityȱneededȱtoȱserveȱthoseȱ
uses.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Identifyȱrecycledȱwaterȱinfrastructureȱandȱ
addressȱimpactsȱonȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱland.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
LandȱUseȱȱ
Recreationȱ
Noiseȱ
TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ

ȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱconstructionȱrelatedȱimpactsȱonȱlocalȱ
wildlife.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
facility’sȱlighting.ȱ

Aestheticsȱ

ȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱchangeȱinȱpollutantsȱloadȱ
fromȱtheȱOceansideȱPollutionȱControlȱPlantȱ
(WPCP)ȱintoȱtheȱPacificȱOcean.ȱȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱȱ

ȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Evaluateȱwaterȱqualityȱforȱlakeȱrechargeȱandȱ
effectȱonȱinvertebratesȱinȱtheȱpark.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Identifyȱestimatesȱofȱseaȱlevelȱriseȱandȱsurgeȱ
andȱbeachȱerosion.ȱAddressȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱ
theȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱunderȱtheȱGreatȱ
Highway.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
GeologyȱandȱSoilsȱȱ

ȱȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

AddressȱrationaleȱforȱselectingȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱasȱtheȱpreferredȱsite.ȱProvideȱalternativeȱ
siteȱlocationȱforȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱ
facilityȱnearȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱȱ

2Aȱ

CleanȱWaterȱActionȱ
Californiaȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱȱ
Pageȱ4,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Considerȱtheȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱrechargeȱ
groundwaterȱaquiferȱasȱanȱalternative.ȱ

ȱ

Implementationȱofȱotherȱprojectsȱthatȱ
wouldȱincreaseȱaquiferȱrechargeȱareȱnotȱ
proposedȱbyȱtheȱprojectȱproponentȱ
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TABLEȱ4ȱ(Continued)ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTERȱ

Commenterȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Encouragesȱmoreȱcomprehensiveȱoutreachȱtoȱ
theȱpublicȱwhoȱhaveȱexpressedȱconcernȱinȱtheȱ
pastȱwithȱissuesȱrelatingȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ

SFPUCȱhasȱconductedȱaȱseriesȱofȱProjectȱ
AlternativesȱWorkshopsȱandȱhasȱinvitedȱ
interestedȱcitizensȱtoȱparticipate.ȱGoldenȱ
GateȱParkȱrelatedȱpublicȱoutreachȱbeyondȱ
thatȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱ
notȱapplicable.ȱȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Discussȱtheȱproject’sȱimpactȱonȱtheȱhistoricȱ
integrityȱandȱcharacterȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ
Aestheticsȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AnalyzeȱconstructionȬrelatedȱimpactsȱonȱ
adjacentȱparkland.ȱ

EnvironmentalȱSettingȱandȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱconstructionȬrelatedȱimpactsȱonȱareasȱ
outsideȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱincludingȱTheȱ
GreatȱHighway,ȱcommercialȱandȱresidentialȱ
areas,ȱandȱparkȱusersȱ(commentȱ(e.g.,ȱsafety,ȱ
erosion,ȱseaȱlevelȱriseȱwithȱglobalȱwarmingȱ
impactingȱpipes).ȱ

EnvironmentalȱSettingȱandȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱȱ
Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱparkingȱandȱtrafficȱimpacts.ȱ

TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ

ParkingȱNotȱRelatedȱtoȱCEQAȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ
Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱvehicularȱandȱbicycleȱ
trafficȱinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱespeciallyȱduringȱ
weekendsȱandȱlargeȱeventsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱ
ParkȱandȱOceanȱBeach.ȱ

TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱconstructionȱandȱoperationalȱimpactsȱ
onȱwildlifeȱandȱvegetation.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱaestheticȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱ
Aestheticsȱ
includingȱexternalȱlighting,ȱlossȱofȱtreesȱandȱ
shrubs,ȱandȱtheȱaboveȬgroundȱfacilityȱonȱtheȱ
surroundingȱarea,ȱincludingȱMurphyȱWindmillȱ
andȱtheȱ46thȱAvenueȱplayground.ȱ
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SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTERȱ

Commenterȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱtheȱprojectȬrelatedȱnoise,ȱandȱ
odoriferousȱmaterialsȱimpacts.ȱ

Noiseȱ
AirȱQualityȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱaestheticȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱMurphyȱ
WindmillȱandȱMillwright’sȱcottage.ȱȱ

Aestheticsȱ
CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱlossȱofȱparklandȱ
andȱgeneralȱrecreationȱusesȱatȱtheȱProjectȱ
location.ȱ

Recreationȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ
Pageȱ4,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱgroundwaterȱaquiferȱ
includingȱgroundwaterȱcontaminationȱandȱ
groundwaterȱdepletion.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ4,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱtheȱamountȱofȱenergyȱrequiredȱtoȱ
powerȱtheȱprojectȱincludingȱtheȱfacilityȱ
processesȱandȱpumpȱstations.ȱ

EnergyȱandȱMineralȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ4,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱtertiaryȱtreatedȱwaterȱonȱ
vegetation,ȱwildlifeȱandȱhumans.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ4,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Identifyȱresidualȱcontaminantsȱinȱtheȱrecycledȱ
waterȱandȱtheirȱeffectsȱonȱgroundwater,ȱair,ȱ
ocean,ȱandȱvegetation.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
AirȱQualityȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ4,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱeconomicȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱ
ȱ
includingȱcostȱtoȱconsumer,ȱtaxpayers,ȱandȱlessȱ
expensiveȱalternatives.ȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ4,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱlocationsȱforȱtheȱprojectȱ
facility.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ4,ȱParagraphȱ7ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱdesignsȱforȱtheȱtreatmentȱ
facilityȱ(e.g.ȱunderground,ȱsmallerȱfacility,ȱuseȱ
ofȱberms).ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ
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ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ5,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱconsistencyȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ
andȱrelevantȱCityȱdocumentsȱandȱagreements.ȱȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ5,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱexistingȱ CumulativeȱImpactsȱ
andȱproposedȱwaterȱsupplyȱandȱwaterȱ
recyclingȱprojectsȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ5,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱenvironmentalȱsafetyȱissuesȱrelatedȱtoȱ
theȱprojectȱincludingȱcontaminationȱofȱ
groundwater,ȱcontaminationȱofȱtreatedȱwaterȱ
byȱrawȱsewageȱbetweenȱOceansideȱWPCPȱandȱ
theȱtreatmentȱfacility,ȱandȱnaturalȱdisastersȱorȱ
manȬmadeȱdisasters.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ
GeologyȱandȱSoilsȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ5,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱissuesȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱremovalȱofȱwasteȱ
materialsȱthroughȱuseȱofȱmembraneȱfiltrationȱ
andȱreverseȱosmosisȱtreatment.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ5,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱdischargingȱreverseȱ BiologicalȱResourcesȱ
osmosisȱconcentrateȱintoȱtheȱocean.ȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ6,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱnecessaryȱsystemȱretrofitsȱtoȱbringȱtheȱ HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
projectȱintoȱcomplianceȱwithȱallȱStateȱandȱ
FederalȱregulationsȱincludingȱTitleȱ22ȱandȱTitleȱ
17ȱrequirements.ȱȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ6,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱfutureȱpotentialȱ
expansionȱofȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ6,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱadjacentȱ CumulativeȱImpactsȱȱ
projectsȱincludingȱtheȱproposedȱSFȱ
GroundwaterȱSupplyȱprojectȱandȱotherȱ
recyclingȱprojects.ȱȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ6,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱadjacentȱ CumulativeȱImpactsȱȱ
projectsȱincludingȱtheȱproposedȱrenovationȱofȱ
theȱBeachȱChaletȱsoccerȱfields.ȱȱ

ȱ
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2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ6,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ
Pageȱ7,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Alternativesȱȱ
Addressȱalternativesȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ
includingȱuseȱofȱdesalinatedȱwater,ȱuseȱofȱ
groundwater,ȱwaterȱconservation,ȱconstructionȱ
ofȱaȱwaterȱrecyclingȱplantȱoutsideȱofȱSanȱ
Francisco,ȱuseȱofȱpermeableȱsurfacesȱandȱ
removalȱofȱpavingȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱandȱ
useȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱinȱbuildings.ȱȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ7,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

IncorporatesȱtheȱBeachȱChaletȱSoccerȱFieldȱ
ScopingȱLetterȱbyȱreference.ȱ

ȱ

2Bȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ
(KatherineȱHoward)ȱ

Pageȱ7,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

RequestsȱtoȱbeȱincludedȱandȱnotifiedȱonȱtheȱEIRȱ IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱȱ
process.ȱ

ȱ

2Cȱ

PROSACȱ(LesȱHilger)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1Ȭ2ȱ

Expressesȱstrongȱconcernȱaboutȱtheȱproposedȱ
locationȱofȱtheȱTreatmentȱFacilityȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱȱ

2Cȱ

PROSACȱ(LesȱHilger)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4,ȱȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
locationȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱdoesȱnotȱcomplyȱ
withȱtheȱWesternȱShorelineȱAreaȱPlanȱandȱtheȱ
RecreationȱandȱOpenȱSpaceȱElementȱofȱtheȱ
CCSFȱGeneralȱPlan.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱȱ

2Cȱ

PROSACȱ(LesȱHilger)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4,ȱȱ

Requestsȱalternativeȱlocationȱforȱrecycledȱwaterȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
treatmentȱplantȱbeȱfound.ȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

2Cȱ

PROSACȱ(LesȱHilger)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4,ȱȱ

RequestsȱthatȱCityȱCharterȱSectionȱ4.113ȱ
requirementȱbeȱcompliedȱwithȱbeforeȱ
proceedingȱwithȱproject.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱȱ

2Cȱ

PROSACȱ(LesȱHilger)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱtheȱneedȱforȱuseȱreverseȱosmosisȱ
treatedȱwaterȱforȱnonȬsensitiveȱirrigationȱsitesȱ
andȱcommercialȱuse.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱȱ

2Cȱ

PROSACȱ(LesȱHilger)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱwhatȱtheȱremainingȱ3ȱacresȱofȱtheȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱsiteȱwillȱbeȱusedȱfor.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱȱ
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2Cȱ

PROSACȱ(LesȱHilger)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱproposedȱvisitorsȱ
centerȱdueȱtoȱconflictȱwithȱtheȱBeachȱChaletȱ
visitorȱcenterȱandȱotherȱrecreationȱusesȱinȱ
westernȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphsȱ1Ȭ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱplacingȱtheȱtreatmentȱ
facilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱlongȱtermȱimpactsȱofȱallȱSFPUCȱ
CumulativeȱImpactsȱ
projectsȱbuiltȱwithinȱorȱborderingȱfederal,ȱstate,ȱ
orȱcounty/cityȱparks.ȱȱ

ȱȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱlocalȱnativeȱplantȱandȱ
animalȱpopulation.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱconstructionȱandȱoperationalȱnoiseȱ
impactsȱtoȱtheȱqualityȱofȱtheȱrecreationalȱ
experienceȱofȱtheȱpark.ȱ

Recreationȱ
Noiseȱ

ȱȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱconstructionȱandȱoperationalȱ
automotiveȱtrafficȱimpactsȱonȱairȱquality,ȱnoise,ȱ
plantȱandȱanimalȱlife,ȱandȱrecreationalȱactivityȱ
atȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

Noiseȱ
Recreationȱ
AirȱQualityȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ
TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ

ȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱtheȱpotentialȱforȱfutureȱexpansionȱofȱ
theȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱpumpingȱrecycledȱwaterȱintoȱtheȱ
aquiferȱforȱgroundwaterȱrecharge.ȱ

ȱ

Groundwaterȱrechargeȱisȱnotȱwithinȱtheȱ
scopeȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Discussȱtheȱshiftȱofȱfinancialȱresourcesȱtoȱfundȱ
theȱproposedȱproject.ȱȱ

ȱ

NotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱlessȱextensiveȱwaterȱ
recyclingȱprocessesȱonȱplantȱandȱanimalȱlife.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱimpactȱtheȱfinancialȱcostȱofȱ
thisȱprojectȱwillȱhaveȱonȱotherȱeffortsȱtoȱreduceȱ
withdrawalsȱfromȱtheȱTuolumneȱRiver,ȱandȱ
improveȱtheȱHetchȱHetchyȱwatershed.ȱ

ȱ

FinancialȱcostȱnotȱApplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ
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SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ
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2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Evaluateȱtheȱpotentialȱimpactsȱtheȱfinancialȱ
costȱofȱthisȱprojectȱwillȱhaveȱonȱeffortsȱtoȱ
reduceȱdemandȱforȱimportedȱwaterȱsupplies.ȱ

ȱ

ȱFinancialȱcostȱnotȱApplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

2Dȱ

RestoreȱHetchȱHetchyȱ
(MikeȱMarshall)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Discussȱwhetherȱfundingȱforȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱcouldȱbeȱusedȱtoȱfundȱmoreȱcostȱ
effectiveȱprojects.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

FinancialȱcostȱnotȱApplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactȱofȱremovalȱofȱfourȱacresȱofȱ
openȱspaceȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

LandȱUseȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱproposedȱprojectȱcomplianceȱwithȱtheȱ
PlanningȱCodeȱzoning.ȱȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱtheȱdescriptionȱofȱtheȱ
proposedȱactionȱasȱaȱrestorationȱofȱaȱformerȱ
use.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

AddressȱprojectȱcomplianceȱwithȱGoldenȱGateȱ
ParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱtreatmentȱsiteȱlocationsȱ
suchȱasȱtheȱWestsideȱTreatmentȱPlantȱandȱZooȱ
parkingȱlotȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ7ȱ

Recommendsȱthatȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱtoȱbeȱ
ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
studiedȱasȱpartȱofȱaȱWaterȱManagementȱMasterȱ
Planȱwhichȱwouldȱincorporateȱtheȱregion’sȱ
tertiaryȱwaterȱplans.ȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱtheȱproposedȱuseȱofȱtheȱentireȱfourȱ
acreȱprojectȱsite.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱwhetherȱthisȱisȱaȱprojectȱlevelȱEIRȱ
basedȱonȱaȱProgrammaticȱdocumentȱapprovedȱ
inȱ2008.ȱ

IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Recommendsȱdifferentȱlevelsȱofȱwaterȱ
treatmentȱaccordingȱtoȱapplicationȱlocation.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Requestsȱthatȱaȱconstructionȱscheduleȱandȱ
locationsȱforȱpipingȱbeȱincludedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱȱ
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Commenterȱ
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2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱtoȱtrafficȱandȱtransportationȱinȱ TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ
adjacentȱneighborhoods.ȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱfloraȱandȱfaunaȱ
particularlyȱfrogs,ȱsnakes,ȱandȱlizards.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱ
recycledȱwaterȱfacility’sȱlighting.ȱ

Aestheticsȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱaerialȱemissionȱofȱ
gasesȱandȱodors.ȱȱ

AirȱQualityȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphsȱ7Ȭ8ȱ

Requestsȱdescriptionȱofȱtheȱproposedȱfacility’sȱ
securityȱfencing.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱȱ

2Eȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱTomorrowȱ
(JenniferȱClary)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ9ȱ

Requestsȱfiguresȱofȱtheȱfullȱsiteȱplanȱofȱtheȱfourȱ
acreȱsite,ȱelevationsȱofȱtheȱbuilding,ȱandȱ
landscapingȱplans,ȱsoȱasȱtoȱaddressȱdayȱandȱ
nighttimeȱlightingȱandȱotherȱaestheticsȱissues.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Aestheticsȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ(birds)ȱ

ȱȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(Pinkyȱ
Kushner)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱtheȱlocationȱofȱtheȱ
proposedȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Park.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(Pinkyȱ
Kushner)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱsiteȱlocation,ȱconstruction,ȱandȱ
operationalȱalternativesȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱ
project.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(Pinkyȱ
Kushner)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱconstruction,ȱoperationȱandȱ
maintenanceȱenergyȱcostsȱforȱeachȱalternative.ȱ

ȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(Pinkyȱ
Kushner)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱtheȱcostȱofȱeachȱalternative.ȱ

ȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(Pinkyȱ
Kushner)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱtheȱproposedȱproject’sȱsusceptibilityȱtoȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
earthquakes,ȱseaȱsurges,ȱtsunamis,ȱelectricalȱ
Hazards/HazardousȱMaterialsȱ
outages,ȱandȱterroristȱattacks.ȱ
Geology/Soilsȱ
UtilitiesȱandȱServiceȱSystemsȱ

ȱȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(Pinkyȱ
Kushner)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphsȱ4Ȭ6ȱ

Addressȱandȱevaluateȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱ
locations.ȱȱ

ȱȱ
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2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(Pinkyȱ
Kushner)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphsȱ7Ȭ8ȱ
Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphsȱ1Ȭ5ȱ

AddressȱaȱBioȱandȱEcoȱFriendlyȱalternativeȱthatȱ Alternativesȱ
wouldȱrestoreȱandȱexpandȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
lakesȱtoȱrestoreȱtheȱWestsideȱAquiferȱforȱaȱ
moreȱreliableȱwaterȱsupply.ȱ

ȱȱ

ȱ

SierraȱClubȱ(Pinkyȱ
Kushner)ȱ

ȱ

Suggestsȱvisitorȱcenterȱbeȱomittedȱandȱ
informationȱincludedȱonȱgroundȱfloorȱofȱBeachȱ
Chaletȱinstead.ȱ

ȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ
(PinkyȱKushner)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphsȱ6Ȭ9ȱ

AddressȱaȱNaturalȱalternativeȱthatȱwouldȱfocusȱ Alternativesȱ
onȱrepair,ȱrestorationȱandȱimprovementȱofȱtheȱ
WestsideȱAquifer,ȱminusȱtheȱexpansionȱofȱtheȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱlakes.ȱ

ȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ
(PinkyȱKushner)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ7ȱ
Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Recommendsȱdevelopingȱanȱintegratedȱ
watershedȱmanagementȱplanȱforȱtheȱWestsideȱ
Basin.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ
(PinkyȱKushner)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ10ȱ
Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ
doesȱnotȱcomplyȱwithȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
MaterȱPlanȱorȱtheȱCCSFȱGeneralȱPlan.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱȱ

ȱȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ
(PinkyȱKushner)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Recommendsȱanȱalternativeȱthatȱisȱcompletelyȱ
undergroundȱwithȱrecreationalȱusesȱonȱtheȱ
surface.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱȱ

2Fȱ

SierraȱClubȱ
(PinkyȱKushner)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱgrowthȱinducementȱpotentialȱforȱtheȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱȱ

OtherȱCEQAȱIssuesȱȱ

ȱȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphsȱ1Ȭ2ȱ

DescribeȱtheȱapprovalȱofȱWSIPȱandȱSFPUC’sȱ
commitmentȱtoȱreduceȱdemandȱforȱpotableȱ
waterȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱbyȱ10ȱmgd.ȱ

IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ

ȱȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Describeȱwhetherȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱ IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ
reduceȱpotableȱwaterȱdiversionsȱandȱwouldȱbeȱ
beneficialȱtoȱtheȱfishȱandȱwildlife,ȱwaterȱqualityȱ
andȱrecreationȱinȱtheȱTuolumne.ȱ

ȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphsȱ4Ȭ5ȱ

AddressȱimpactsȱonȱTuolumneȱRiver.ȱ
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ȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱtheȱcostȱofȱtheȱ
proposedȱprojectȱdueȱtoȱreverseȱosmosisȱwaterȱ
treatment.ȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwaysȱtoȱeliminateȱtheȱneedȱforȱreverseȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
osmosis,ȱincludingȱtransitioningȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱtoȱsaltȱtoleranceȱplants.ȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱlandscapingȱplantȱ
selectionȱnotȱwithinȱtheȱscopeȱofȱtheȱEIR,ȱ
howeverȱplantsȱwithinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱwillȱ
beȱdiscussed.ȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

RequestsȱthatȱEIRȱincludeȱlistȱofȱsaltȬsensitiveȱ
plantsȱandȱmapȱofȱtheirȱlocationsȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ListȱofȱsaltȬsensitiveȱplantsȱandȱlocationsȱ
foundȱwithinȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱ
Plan.ȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

RequestsȱthatȱEIRȱexploreȱalternativeȱprojectsȱ
inȱpartnershipȱwithȱotherȱwaterȱproviders.ȱȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱrechargeȱtheȱ
SouthȱWestsideȱGroundwaterȱBasinȱorȱasȱpartȱ
ofȱtheȱRegionalȱGroundwaterȱStorageȱandȱ
RecoveryȱProject.ȱ

ȱ

Groundwaterȱrechargeȱnotȱwithinȱtheȱscopeȱ
ofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphsȱ5Ȭ6ȱ

Recommendsȱaȱpartnershipȱbetweenȱwaterȱ
providersȱinȱSanȱMateoȱandȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
Counties.ȱ

ȱ

Waterȱproviderȱpartnershipsȱnotȱwithinȱtheȱ
scopeȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ

2Gȱ

TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ
(PeterȱDrekmeier)ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphsȱ1Ȭ3ȱ

Requestsȱaȱcomparisonȱofȱlikelyȱfutureȱcostsȱofȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtoȱtheȱcostȱofȱsurfaceȱwater.ȱ

ȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

3Aȱ

TheodoreȱE.ȱBambergerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1Ȭ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱusingȱexistingȱparkȱlandȱ LandȱUseȱ
forȱanȱindustrialȱuseȱwouldȱsetȱaȱprecedentȱforȱ
otherȱnonȱrecreationalȱuses.ȱ

ȱ

3Aȱ

TheodoreȱE.ȱBambergerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱtheȱnewȱfacilityȱwouldȱ
exceedȱtheȱboundaryȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬ
SunsetȱWPCP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱ

3Aȱ

TheodoreȱE.ȱBambergerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱtheȱexistingȱlandȱusesȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
recycledȱwaterȱfacilityȱsite.ȱȱ

LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

3Aȱ

TheodoreȱE.ȱBambergerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

RequestsȱtheȱSFPUCȱcompensateȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱforȱlostȱparkȱland.ȱ

ȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ
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3Aȱ

TheodoreȱE.ȱBambergerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

RequestsȱthatȱtheȱEIRȱcontainȱaȱglossaryȱandȱ
AcronymsȱSection.ȱȱ

GlossaryȱandȱAcronymsȱ

ȱ

3Bȱ

HollyȱBarbareȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱparklandȱisȱvaluableȱ
recreationalȱasset.ȱȱ

LandȱUseȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

3Bȱ

HollyȱBarbareȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱaȱ“NoȱBuild”ȱAlternative,ȱwhichȱ
wouldȱincludeȱreducingȱwaterȱrequirementsȱofȱ
SF.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Bȱ

HollyȱBarbareȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱsiteȱlocationȱforȱtheȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱoutsideȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
onȱnonȬparkȱland.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Bȱ

HollyȱBarbareȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱanȱalternativeȱfacilityȱdesignȱthatȱisȱ
completelyȱundergroundȱtoȱminimizeȱ
recreational/aestheticȱimpacts.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Bȱ

HollyȱBarbareȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱlandȱuseȱcompatibilityȱwithȱtheȱ
adjacentȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱlandȱuses.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

3Bȱ

HollyȱBarbareȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱareaȱaccessibleȱtoȱpublic.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

3Bȱ

HollyȱBarbareȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphsȱ1,2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱtoȱtheȱnaturalȱsettingȱofȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱandȱtoȱtheȱvalueȱofȱ
recreationalȱexperience.ȱȱ

Aestheticsȱȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Identifyȱallȱlocationsȱconsideredȱforȱtheȱsiteȱofȱ
theȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱandȱwhoȱ
wasȱinvolvedȱinȱtheȱselectionȱprocess.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱcriteriaȱusedȱtoȱselectȱtheȱlocationsȱ
consideredȱforȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
facility.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱsiteȱselectionȱrationale.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱlandȱuseȱcompatibilityȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
projectȱwithȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱ LandȱUseȱ
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3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱmovingȱtheȱtreatmentȱ
facilityȱlocationȱfromȱOceansideȱWaterȱWPCPȱ
toȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱtheȱroleȱofȱSFRPDȱandȱotherȱcity,ȱstate,ȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
andȱfederalȱagenciesȱinȱdecisionȱtoȱchangeȱtheȱ
Alternativesȱ
siteȱofȱproposedȱproject.ȱȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

AddressȱprojectȱconsistencyȱwithȱGoldenȱGateȱ
ParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱdesignsȱthatȱwereȱconsideredȱforȱtheȱ
facilitiesȱincludingȱundergroundȱandȱsmallerȱ
footprint.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱhistoricȱintegrityȱofȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱtheȱMurphyȱWindmill,ȱandȱ
MillwrightsȱCottage.ȱ

CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱaestheticȱexperienceȱofȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

Aestheticsȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱconstructionȱrelatedȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱ
adjacentȱparklandȱandȱlands.ȱȱ

EnvironmentalȱSettingȱandȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱfacilityȱonȱ
wildlifeȱandȱplantȱlifeȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱpossibilityȱofȱgroundwaterȱ
contaminationȱfromȱrecycledȱwater.ȱȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱtoȱplants,ȱwildlife,ȱandȱ
humansȱfromȱrecycledȱwaterȱexposure.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱfromȱearthquakes,ȱtsunamis,ȱ
terrorism,ȱandȱindustrialȱaccidents.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ
GeologyȱandȱSoilsȱ
UtilitiesȱandȱServiceȱSystemsȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱandȱtheȱproposedȱBeachȱChaletȱSoccerȱ
FieldsȱProject.ȱȱ

CumulativeȱImpactsȱȱ

ȱ
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3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱpotentiallyȱincreasingȱtheȱ
capacityȱofȱtheȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplant.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Cȱ

JeanȱBȱBarish,ȱEsq.ȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱeconomicȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱandȱconsiderȱlessȱexpensiveȱ
alternatives.ȱ

ȱ

EconomicȱimpactȱnotȱApplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

3Dȱ

BonnieȱBaronȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱproposedȱtreatmentȱ
facilityȱbeingȱaboveȱgroundȱandȱcomplianceȱ
withȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Eȱ

DeniseȱD’Anneȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Requestsȱthatȱtheȱlocationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱbeȱmovedȱ
outsideȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Fȱ

SuzanneȱR.ȱDumontȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Requestsȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱnotȱbeȱabovegroundȱ
ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
toȱcomplyȱwithȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱȱ PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Fȱ

SuzanneȱR.ȱDumontȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AsksȱwhatȱsitesȱoutsideȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱwereȱ Alternativesȱ
considered.ȱȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱsupportȱforȱconceptȱofȱusingȱrecycledȱ ȱ
waterȱforȱnonȬpotableȱuses.ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ
locationȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱisȱ
notȱconsistentȱwithȱtheȱcurrentȱSFRPDȱlandȱ
use.ȱȱ

LandȱUseȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

DescribesȱclosureȱofȱtheȱRichmondȬSunsetȱ
TreatmentȱPlant.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2,ȱ3ȱ

AddressȱconsistencyȱwithȱCCSF’sȱGeneralȱPlanȱ PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
RecreationalȱandȱOpenȱSpaceȱElementȱandȱtheȱ LandȱUseȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱproposedȱprojectȱ
locationȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtertiaryȱtreatmentȱ
cannotȱoccurȱatȱtheȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ
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3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtheȱproposedȱsiteȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱisȱmoreȱfeasibleȱthanȱtheȱ
previousȱsiteȱindentifiedȱinȱtheȱ2008ȱNOP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱwhatȱalternateȱprojectȱsitesȱwereȱ
consideredȱandȱwhyȱtheyȱwereȱnoȱlongerȱpartȱ
ofȱtheȱproject.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱsafeguardsȱthatȱwillȱbeȱusedȱtoȱ
preventȱhazardousȱchemicalȱimpactsȱduringȱ
projectȱoperation.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Describeȱwhatȱisȱconcentratedȱbrineȱsolutionȱ
consistsȱof.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱanyȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
dischargeȱwasteȱisȱhazardousȱandȱprovideȱ
mitigationȱmeasuresȱforȱsafeȱdischargeȱofȱsuchȱ
materials.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱfacilityȱandȱpipelineȱleaksȱ
ofȱuntreatedȱwater.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱmeasuresȱincorporatedȱinȱtheȱprojectȱ
designȱtoȱprevent,ȱreduce,ȱandȱmitigateȱ
untreatedȱwaterȱspills.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱwhetherȱOceanȱBeachȱorȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱareȱatȱriskȱofȱcontaminationȱorȱclosureȱinȱ
theȱeventȱofȱdischarges.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱtheȱprojectȱhasȱtheȱpotentialȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
toȱcontaminateȱgroundwaterȱwhichȱisȱproposedȱ
forȱpotableȱuse.ȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Describeȱtheȱlightingȱrequirementȱofȱtheȱ
facility.ȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱnoiseȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱȱ Noiseȱ
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3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱtheȱoperationalȱtrafficȱ(includingȱ
chemicalȱdeliveries)ȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
project.ȱ

TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Describeȱtheȱproposedȱuseȱofȱtheȱentireȱfourȱ
acreȱprojectȱsiteȱandȱtheȱguaranteesȱthatȱthreeȱ
acresȱwillȱbeȱleftȱforȱpublicȱuse.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Discussȱwhatȱagreementsȱhaveȱbeenȱmadeȱtoȱ
ensureȱthatȱtheȱremainingȱ3ȱacresȱofȱtheȱsiteȱ
willȱbeȱretainedȱforȱpublicȱuse.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱȱ
Paragraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱwhyȱtheȱcurrentȱannualȱaverageȱ
operatingȱrateȱ(2.0ȱmgd)ȱandȱfacilityȱcapacityȱ
(4.5ȱmgd)ȱdiffer.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱfutureȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
expansionȱorȱadditionalȱfacilities.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Gȱ

CatherineȱEhrȱandȱ
JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱconstructionȱofȱaȱwaterȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Hȱ

BarryȱEisenbergȱ

Pageȱ1,Paragraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱthatȱtheȱgoalsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱareȱ
admirableȱhoweverȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
shouldȱnotȱbeȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

SupportsȱUseȱofȱRecycledȱWaterȱ

3Hȱ

BarryȱEisenbergȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱsiteȱalternativeȱinȱtheȱsurplusȱ
parkingȱlotȱatȱtheȱSFȱzoo.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Hȱ

BarryȱEisenbergȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1Ȭ3ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱnoȱlongerȱconsideringȱtheȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
zooȱasȱaȱfeasibleȱsite.ȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Hȱ

BarryȱEisenbergȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Requestsȱdetailedȱdescriptionȱofȱtheȱsiteȱ
selectionȱprocess.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱindustrialȱfacilityȱdoesȱ
notȱcomplyȱwithȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱ
Plan.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱȱ

ȱ

3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱsiteȱselectionȱprocess,ȱselectionȱ
ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
criteria,ȱsiteȱlocationsȱconsidered,ȱandȱwhoȱwasȱ Alternativesȱ
involvedȱwithȱtheȱdecision.ȱ
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3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphsȱ4Ȭ6ȱ

Addressȱdesignȱofȱanȱundergroundȱtreatmentȱ
facilityȱwithȱrecreationȱusesȱonȱtop.ȱȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5Ȭ6ȱ

Addressȱallȱpossibleȱrecycledȱwaterȱfacilityȱ
locations.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5Ȭ6ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱpipelinesȱrelatedȱtoȱallȱ
facilityȱlocationȱalternatives.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5Ȭ6ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱwildlife,ȱvegetation,ȱtraffic,ȱ BiologicalȱResourcesȱ
noise,ȱlighting,ȱlongȬtermȱparkȱusage,ȱandȱtheȱ
TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ
community.ȱ
Noiseȱ
Aestheticsȱ
Recreationȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5Ȭ6ȱ

Addressȱconstructionȱguidelines,ȱconstructionȱ
schedule.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Iȱ

DavidȱEldredȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5Ȭ6ȱ

Addressȱsystemȱcostȱfinancing,ȱandȱoperationsȱ
costs.ȱ

ȱ

CostȱnotȱApplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱsupportȱforȱconceptȱofȱusingȱrecycledȱ ȱ
waterȱforȱnonȬpotableȱuses.ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ
locationȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

DescribesȱclosureȱofȱtheȱRichmondȬSunsetȱ
TreatmentȱPlant.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

ȱ

DescribeȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱCity’sȱGeneralȱ
PlanȱandȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱManagementȱ
Plan.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtertiaryȱtreatmentȱ
cannotȱoccurȱatȱtheȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtheȱproposedȱsiteȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱisȱmoreȱfeasibleȱthanȱtheȱ
previousȱsiteȱindentifiedȱinȱtheȱ2008ȱNOP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ
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3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhatȱalternateȱprojectȱsitesȱwereȱ
consideredȱandȱwhyȱtheyȱwereȱnoȱlongerȱpartȱ
ofȱtheȱproject.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱAlternativesȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱsafeguardsȱthatȱwillȱbeȱusedȱtoȱ
preventȱhazardousȱchemicalȱimpactsȱduringȱ
projectȱoperation.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱwhatȱisȱconcentratedȱbrineȱsolutionȱ
consistsȱof.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱanyȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
dischargeȱwasteȱisȱhazardousȱandȱprovideȱ
mitigationȱmeasuresȱforȱsafeȱdischargeȱofȱsuchȱ
materials.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱfacilityȱandȱpipelineȱleaksȱ
ofȱuntreatedȱwater.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱmeasuresȱincorporatedȱinȱtheȱprojectȱ
designȱtoȱprevent,ȱreduce,ȱandȱmitigateȱ
untreatedȱwaterȱspills.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱwhetherȱOceanȱBeachȱorȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱareȱatȱriskȱofȱcontaminationȱorȱclosureȱinȱ
theȱeventȱofȱdischarges.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱȱ
Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱtheȱprojectȱhasȱtheȱpotentialȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ
toȱcontaminateȱgroundwaterȱwhichȱisȱproposedȱ (GroundwaterȱContamination)ȱ
forȱpotableȱuse.ȱ

ȱ

3Jȱ

SteveȱEstesȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Statesȱoppositionȱtoȱconstructionȱofȱaȱwaterȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Kȱ

RebeccaȱEvansȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Describeȱtheȱdegreeȱofȱremovalȱofȱ
pharmaceuticalȱproductsȱfromȱtheȱeffluentȱbyȱ
theȱRO/UVȱprocess.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3Kȱ

RebeccaȱEvansȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱsiteȱlocationsȱforȱtheȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱȱ

ȱ
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3Kȱ

RebeccaȱEvansȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱsitesȱthatȱwereȱconsideredȱ
forȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱandȱ
whyȱtheyȱareȱnotȱfeasible.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Kȱ

RebeccaȱEvansȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱonȱ
amphibianȱspecies.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Kȱ

RebeccaȱEvansȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Describeȱvolumeȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱthatȱwillȱbeȱ
usedȱonȱgolfȱcourses.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Kȱ

RebeccaȱEvansȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱplansȱforȱfutureȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
facilitiesȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

Cumulativeȱ

ȱ

3Lȱ

DavidȱFergusonȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱcomplianceȱwithȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱ
ParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱȱ

ȱ

3Lȱ

DavidȱFergusonȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱlocationsȱ
outsideȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Lȱ

DavidȱFergusonȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱfacilityȱlightingȱandȱconsistencyȱtoȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱ

Aestheticsȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Lȱ

DavidȱFergusonȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱprojectȱsiteȱshouldȱnotȱ
supportȱindustrialȱuses.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Lȱ

DavidȱFergusonȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Identifyȱtheȱpartiesȱwhoȱsupportȱthisȱlocation.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Lȱ

DavidȱFergusonȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ7ȱ

Includeȱtheȱcitizensȱinȱtheȱprojectȱlocationȱ
decision.ȱ

IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ

ȱ

3Mȱ

RichardȱFongȱ(SFRPDȱ
AdvisoryȱBoard)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Recommendsȱusingȱaȱcarbonateȱbufferȱbasedȱ
capacitaterȱinȱcontrollingȱhydrogenȱionȱ(pH)ȱinȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatment.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Mȱ

RichardȱFongȱ(SFRPDȱ
AdvisoryȱBoard)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Recommendsȱusingȱreverseȱosmosisȱwaterȱonlyȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
forȱlakeȱfill.ȱȱ

ȱ

3Mȱ

RichardȱFongȱ(SFRPDȱ
AdvisoryȱBoard)ȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Recommendsȱinvestigatingȱaȱdesalinationȱ
projectȱusingȱapplicationȱofȱTisderȱ“extractor”ȱ
method.ȱ

ȱ
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3Nȱ

WayneȱHiroshimaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtertiaryȱtreatmentȱ
cannotȱoccurȱatȱtheȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Nȱ

WayneȱHiroshimaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱsiteȱlocationsȱtoȱbeȱ
consideredȱandȱapprovedȱbyȱresidentsȱofȱSF.ȱ

Alternativesȱ
IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ

ȱ

3Nȱ

WayneȱHiroshimaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱhazardousȱwasteȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱ
proposedȱprojectȱandȱprovideȱmeasuresȱtoȱ
protectȱagainstȱexposure.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Nȱ

WayneȱHiroshimaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱmeasuresȱtoȱsafeguardȱagainstȱ
pipelineȱleaksȱandȱspillageȱdueȱtoȱearthquakes.ȱ

GeologyȱandȱSoilsȱ

ȱ

3Nȱ

WayneȱHiroshimaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱimpactsȱofȱleakingȱunȬtreatedȱwaterȱatȱ HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ
theȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱandȱalongȱGreatȱHighwayȱ HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
onȱOceanȱBeach.ȱ

ȱ

3Nȱ

WayneȱHiroshimaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱtheȱproject’sȱpotentialȱtoȱcontaminateȱ
theȱgroundwaterȱwellsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3Nȱ

WayneȱHiroshimaȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

OpposesȱprojectȱlocationȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Oȱ

MarthaȱHoffmanȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱȱ

ExpressesȱconcernȱthatȱallȱcitizensȱofȱSanȱ
Franciscoȱshouldȱbeȱnotifiedȱofȱmajorȱprojectsȱ
inȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ

ȱ

3Oȱ

MarthaȱHoffmanȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernedȱaboutȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱdisplacingȱwildlifeȱhabitatȱinȱtheȱpark.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Oȱ

MarthaȱHoffmanȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocationȱoutsideȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
ofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

ȱ3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱsupportȱforȱconceptȱofȱusingȱrecycledȱ ȱ
waterȱforȱnonȬpotableȱuses.ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

ȱ3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ
locationȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

ȱ3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

DescribesȱclosureȱofȱtheȱRichmondȬSunsetȱ
TreatmentȱPlant.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ
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3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtertiaryȱtreatmentȱ
cannotȱoccurȱatȱtheȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtheȱproposedȱsiteȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱisȱmoreȱfeasibleȱthanȱtheȱ
previousȱsiteȱindentifiedȱinȱtheȱ2008ȱNOP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱCity’sȱGeneralȱ
PlanȱandȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhatȱalternateȱprojectȱsitesȱwereȱ
consideredȱandȱwhyȱtheyȱwereȱnoȱlongerȱpartȱ
ofȱtheȱproject.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱsafeguardsȱthatȱwillȱbeȱusedȱtoȱ
preventȱhazardousȱchemicalȱimpactsȱduringȱ
projectȱoperation.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱwhatȱisȱconcentratedȱbrineȱsolutionȱ
consistsȱof.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱanyȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
dischargeȱwasteȱisȱhazardousȱandȱprovideȱ
mitigationȱmeasuresȱforȱsafeȱdischargeȱofȱsuchȱ
materials.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱfacilityȱandȱpipelineȱleaksȱ
ofȱuntreatedȱwater.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
HydrologyȱanȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱmeasuresȱincorporatedȱinȱtheȱprojectȱ
designȱtoȱprevent,ȱreduce,ȱandȱmitigateȱ
untreatedȱwaterȱspills.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱwhetherȱOceanȱBeachȱorȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱareȱatȱriskȱofȱcontaminationȱorȱclosureȱinȱ
theȱeventȱofȱdischarges.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱȱ
Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱtheȱprojectȱhasȱtheȱpotentialȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
toȱcontaminateȱgroundwaterȱwhichȱisȱproposedȱ
forȱpotableȱuse.ȱ
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JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱtheȱlightingȱrequirementȱofȱtheȱ
facility.ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱnoiseȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱȱ Noiseȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱtheȱoperationalȱtrafficȱ(includingȱ
chemicalȱdeliveries)ȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱ

TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱtheȱproposedȱuseȱofȱtheȱentireȱfourȱ
acreȱprojectȱsite.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Discussȱwhatȱagreementsȱhaveȱbeenȱmadeȱtoȱ
ensureȱthatȱtheȱremainingȱ3ȱacresȱofȱtheȱsiteȱ
willȱbeȱretainedȱforȱpublicȱuse.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhyȱtheȱcurrentȱannualȱaverageȱ
operatingȱrateȱ(2.0ȱmgd)ȱandȱfacilityȱcapacityȱ
(4.5ȱmgd)ȱdiffer.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱfutureȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
expansionȱorȱadditionalȱfacilities.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Pȱ

JasonȱJungreisȱandȱ
RobynȱLipskyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱconstructionȱofȱaȱwaterȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱpotentialȱodorsȱonȱpeopleȱ
andȱanimalsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

AirȱQualityȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱtheȱplantȱwillȱbeȱoperatedȱonȱ
aȱneedȱbasis.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱeffectsȱofȱdivertingȱtreatedȱwastewaterȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
onȱsandȱbuildupȱinȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ
outfallȱpipelineȱandȱwhetherȱtheȱadditionalȱ
maintenanceȱofȱtheȱoutfallȱmayȱimpactȱresidentȱ
biologicalȱresourcesȱinȱtheȱmarineȱrefuge.ȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱproposedȱenergyȱsourcesȱandȱamountȱ
ofȱenergyȱrequired.ȱ

ȱ
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3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱgreenhouseȱgasȱemissionsȱofȱtheȱ
proposedȱprojectȱincludingȱfromȱoperations.ȱ

GreenhouseȱGasesȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱwhenȱtheȱfacilityȱwillȱrequireȱenergyȱ
use,ȱduringȱtheȱdayȱ(highȱusageȱtimes)ȱorȱnightȱ
(lowȱusage).ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
MineralȱandȱEnergyȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Describeȱtheȱnumberȱofȱemployeesȱandȱ
schedulesȱrequiredȱforȱprojectȱoperation,ȱandȱ
associatedȱimpactsȱonȱtrafficȱandȱparkȱuse.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱitȱisȱmoreȱcostȱefficientȱtoȱhireȱ ȱ
temporaryȱworkersȱforȱpeakȱoperations.ȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Discussȱimpactsȱofȱemployeesȱonȱtheȱparklandȱ
andȱtrafficȱwithinȱtheȱpark.ȱ

Recreationȱ
TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ7ȱȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱforȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱ
contaminateȱtheȱgroundwaterȱaquiferȱwhichȱisȱ
proposedȱforȱpotableȱuse.ȱȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

DescribeȱhowȱmanyȱadditionalȱfullȱtimeȱSFPUCȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
andȱSFRPDȱemployeesȱwillȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱ
operateȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱ

3Qȱ

SteveȱLawrenceȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱfinancialȱcostȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱsupportȱforȱconceptȱofȱusingȱrecycledȱ ȱ
waterȱforȱnonȬpotableȱuses.ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ
locationȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

DescribesȱclosureȱofȱtheȱRichmondȬSunsetȱ
TreatmentȱPlant.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtertiaryȱtreatmentȱ
cannotȱoccurȱatȱtheȱexistingȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwhyȱtheȱproposedȱsiteȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱisȱmoreȱfeasibleȱthanȱtheȱ
previousȱsiteȱindentifiedȱinȱtheȱ2008ȱNOP.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ
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3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱCity’sȱGeneralȱ
PlanȱandȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ(policies)ȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhatȱalternateȱprojectȱsitesȱwereȱ
consideredȱandȱwhyȱtheyȱwereȱnoȱlongerȱpartȱ
ofȱtheȱproject.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱsafeguardsȱthatȱwillȱbeȱusedȱtoȱ
preventȱhazardousȱchemicalȱimpactsȱduringȱ
projectȱoperation.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱwhatȱisȱconcentratedȱbrineȱsolutionȱ
consistsȱof.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱanyȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
dischargeȱwasteȱisȱhazardousȱandȱprovideȱ
mitigationȱmeasuresȱforȱsafeȱdischargeȱofȱsuchȱ
materials.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱfacilityȱandȱriskȱofȱpipelineȱ
leaksȱofȱuntreatedȱwater.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
GeologyȱandȱSoilsȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱmeasuresȱincorporatedȱinȱtheȱprojectȱ
designȱtoȱprevent,ȱreduce,ȱandȱmitigateȱ
untreatedȱwaterȱspills.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱwhetherȱOceanȱBeachȱorȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱareȱatȱriskȱofȱcontaminationȱorȱclosureȱinȱ
theȱeventȱofȱdischarges.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ
Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱtheȱprojectȱhasȱtheȱpotentialȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
toȱcontaminateȱgroundwaterȱwhichȱisȱproposedȱ
forȱpotableȱuse.ȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱtheȱlightingȱrequirementȱofȱtheȱ
facility.ȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱnoiseȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱȱ Noiseȱ
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3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱtheȱoperationalȱtrafficȱ(includingȱ
chemicalȱdeliveries)ȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
project.ȱ

TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Describeȱtheȱproposedȱuseȱofȱtheȱentireȱfourȱ
acreȱprojectȱsite.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Discussȱwhatȱagreementsȱhaveȱbeenȱmadeȱtoȱ
ensureȱthatȱtheȱremainingȱ3ȱacresȱofȱtheȱsiteȱ
willȱbeȱretainedȱforȱpublicȱuse.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱwhyȱtheȱcurrentȱannualȱaverageȱ
operatingȱrateȱ(2.0ȱmgd)ȱandȱfacilityȱcapacityȱ
(4.5ȱmgd)ȱdiffer.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱforȱfutureȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
expansionȱorȱadditionalȱfacilities.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Rȱ

MendyȱMarksȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱconstructionȱofȱaȱwaterȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱhistoricalȱ
integrityȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱtoȱhistoricalȱsignificanceȱofȱ
nearbyȱCCSFȱlandmarks.ȱ

CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱandȱtheȱBeachȱChaletȱSoccerȱprojectȱonȱ
theȱhistoricalȱintegrityȱofȱtheȱarea.ȱ

CumulativeȱImpactsȱȱ

ȱ

3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱaestheticȱandȱ
recreationalȱexperienceȱonȱtheȱwestȱendȱofȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

Aestheticsȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱrecreationalȱexperienceȱ Recreationȱ
ofȱMurphyȱWindmillȱandȱMillwrightsȱCottage.ȱ

ȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱforȱfutureȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
expansionȱandȱeffectsȱonȱconnectionȱbetweenȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱandȱOceanȱBeach.ȱ

ȱ

ȱ3Sȱ
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3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱwhetherȱtheȱprojectȱhasȱtheȱpotentialȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
toȱcontaminateȱgroundwaterȱwhichȱisȱproposedȱ
forȱpotableȱuseȱ

ȱ

3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱanyȱpharmaceuticalsȱthatȱwillȱremainȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
inȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱandȱlongȬtermȱrisksȱtoȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
humans,ȱwildlife,ȱandȱplantȱfromȱaccumulationȱ
inȱtheȱaquifer.ȱȱ

ȱ

3Sȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱdesignsȱ
includingȱlowerȱelevationsȱtogetherȱwithȱ
landscapedȱberms.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Tȱ

IsabelȱMolloyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱaȱdesignȱalternativeȱwithȱtheȱrecycledȱ
waterȱfacilityȱcompletelyȱunderground.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱforȱirrigationȱ
andȱotherȱnonȬpotableȱuses.ȱ

ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Supportsȱtheȱsiteȱofȱproposedȱtreatmentȱfacility,ȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

ExpressesȱconcernȱthatȱtheȱscaleȱofȱNOPȱisȱtooȱ
limited,ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱfutureȱneedȱforȱexpandedȱ
useȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱorȱtreatmentȱcapacityȱofȱ
proposedȱfacility,ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Identifyȱadditionalȱfutureȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
customers,ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱheavyȱmetalsȱorȱotherȱmaterialsȱthatȱ
willȱremainȱinȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱfollowingȱ
treatment,ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱonȱplants,ȱ
wildlife,ȱpublicȱhealth,ȱandȱtheȱgroundwaterȱ
aquifer,ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱonȱfishȱandȱ BiologicalȱResourcesȱȱ
otherȱorganismsȱinȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱlakes,ȱ
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3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱdesignsȱ
Alternativesȱ
withȱlowerȱelevationsȱtoȱreduceȱvisualȱimpacts,ȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Expressesȱsupportȱforȱinterpretiveȱ“visitorȱ
center”ȱasȱpartȱofȱtheȱprojectȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱforȱprojectȱtoȱenhanceȱtheȱ
appearanceȱandȱhabitatȱvalueȱofȱtheȱparkȱandȱ
toȱteachȱpublicȱaboutȱrecycledȱwater,ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱplacementȱofȱinfrastructureȱandȱ
includingȱdistributionȱpumpsȱandȱpipelinesȱ
andȱeffectsȱonȱtrees,ȱhabitat,ȱandȱundergroundȱ
streams.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱȱ
Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱpreferenceȱforȱlocationȱofȱ
distributionȱpumpsȱandȱpipelineȱroutes,ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱconcentratedȱbrineȱsolutionȱ HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ
onȱoceanȱlifeȱ(includingȱbivalves)ȱatȱtheȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ
OceansideȱWPCPȱoutfallȱsite.ȱȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱpermitsȱrequiredȱfromȱtheȱCaliforniaȱ
CoastalȱCommissionȱandȱtheȱUSȱDept.ȱofȱFishȱ
andȱWildlife.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Uȱ

DanȱMurphyȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱfacility’sȱ
lightingȱonȱmigratoryȱbirdsȱandȱnocturnalȱ
animalsȱ(specificallyȱbats).ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱȱ

ȱ

3Vȱ

RichardȱA.ȱNavarroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱproposedȱprojectȱsiteȱ
inȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Vȱ

RichardȱA.ȱNavarroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱsupportȱofȱtheȱpreservationȱofȱopenȱ
spaceȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

LandȱUseȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Vȱ

RichardȱA.ȱNavarroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱprojectȱwillȱdeteriorateȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

LandȱUseȱ
Recreationȱ
Aestheticsȱ

ȱ
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3Vȱ

RichardȱA.ȱNavarroȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱlocationȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱnotȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱ
treatmentȱplant.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱstrongȱoppositionȱtoȱproject.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱaȱwaterȱtreatmentȱ
plantsȱisȱnotȱaȱrecreationalȱorȱappropriateȱuseȱ
inȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocationsȱlistedȱ
inȱtheȱ2006ȱMasterȱPlan.ȱȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Recommendsȱlocatingȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱnearȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Expressesȱdislikeȱforȱtheȱdesignȱandȱscaleȱofȱtheȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
proposedȱfacilityȱbuilding.ȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱconsistencyȱwithȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
designȱandȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱȱ

ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

AddressȱlegalityȱofȱuseȱofȱWaterȱBondȱfundsȱ
ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
forȱimprovementsȱtoȱtheȱRichmondȬSunsetȱsite.ȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ7ȱ

Expressȱconcernȱaboutȱcostȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱȱ

ȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

3Wȱ

JohnȱOdellȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ8ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱtoȱnestingȱbirdsȱandȱotherȱ
animalsȱoverȱ2ȱyearȱlengthȱofȱconstructionȱ
project.ȱȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3Xȱ

DennisȱO’Rorkeȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

OpposesȱnewȱprojectȱdevelopmentȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Yȱ

RichardȱEstiȱPetersonȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱtheȱproject.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3Zȱ

LindaȱJ.ȱShafferȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱinȱcityȱparks.ȱ

ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

3Zȱ

LindaȱJ.ȱShafferȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱprojectȱlocationȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3Zȱ

LindaȱJ.ȱShafferȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱlegalȱissuesȱassociatedȱ LandȱUseȱ
withȱviolationȱofȱtheȱCCSFȱGeneralȱPlanȱandȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱ
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3Zȱ

LindaȱJ.ȱShafferȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Expressesȱconcernedȱthatȱlocatingȱtheȱproposedȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱwouldȱ
LandȱUseȱ
setȱaȱprecedentȱforȱindustrialȱusesȱinȱtheȱpark.ȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3Zȱ

LindaȱJ.ȱShafferȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocationsȱnotȱ
withinȱcityȱparkland.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3AAȱ RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱtertiaryȱtreatmentȱatȱ
OceansideȱWPCP.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3AAȱ RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱcostsȱandȱstaffingȱdemands.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

3AAȱ RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

EIRȱshouldȱclarifyȱrelationshipȱtoȱtheȱ
groundwaterȱplanȱ(projectȱdescriptionȱandȱ
scope).ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3AAȱ RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

ExpressesȱneedȱtoȱamendȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
MasterȱPlanȱandȱCCSFȱMasterȱPlanȱ(LandȱUse)ȱ LandȱUseȱ
toȱincludeȱindustrialȱuseȱinȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱlocation.ȱ

ȱ

3AAȱ RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Indicatesȱthatȱifȱprojectȱwouldȱprovideȱpotableȱ
waterȱsupply,ȱhealthȱriskȱassessmentȱisȱ
required.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3BBȱ

GeorgeȱWoodingȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱcoastalȱerosionȱonȱtheȱ
proposedȱpipelinesȱinȱtheȱWesternȱTransportȱ
Tunnel.ȱ

GeologyȱandȱSoilsȱȱ

ȱ

3BBȱ

GeorgeȱWoodingȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱwhyȱinfrastructureȱisȱbeingȱplacedȱinȱ
anȱareaȱthatȱwasȱdeclaredȱ“aȱdisasterȱzone”ȱonȱ
Januaryȱ11.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3BBȱ

GeorgeȱWoodingȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱpipelineȱroutesȱthatȱwereȱ
proposedȱinȱtheȱDecemberȱ2008ȱandȱ2009ȱNOPs.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

ExpressesȱconcernȱthatȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱisȱ
designedȱforȱopenȱspaceȱnotȱindustrialȱuses.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

OpposesȱproposedȱprojectȱlocationȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ
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3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱforȱirrigationȱ
purposes.ȱ

ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱforȱ
irrigationȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

ExpressesȱconcernȱthatȱtheȱSFȱ1995ȱChapterȱ
(Sectionȱ4.113)ȱrequiresȱtheȱBoardȱofȱ
Supervisorsȱandȱvotersȱtoȱapproveȱbuildingȱ
anyȱnewȱorȱnonȬrecreationalȱstructuresȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Recommendsȱthatȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱbeȱ
approvedȱbyȱtheȱBoardȱofȱSupervisorsȱandȱ
votersȱbeforeȱmovingȱforward.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱ
ParkȱMasterȱPlanȱandȱtheȱCCSFȱGeneralȱPlan.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ
Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

AddressȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱLandȱUseȱSectionȱ IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ
ofȱtheȱWSIPȱPEIR.ȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocationsȱonȱ
nonȬparkȱland.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱandȱtheȱSFȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱ
Project.ȱ

CumulativeȱImpactsȱȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱanyȱbestȱpracticesȱforȱindustrialȱusesȱ
inȱurbanȱparkȱland.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

AddressȱcurrentȱHomelandȱSecurityȱ
requirementsȱforȱessentialȱinfrastructure.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱaestheticȱandȱpublicȱhealthȱandȱsafetyȱ
impactsȱofȱsecurityȱrequirements.ȱȱ

Aestheticsȱ
ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱpipelineȱconstructionȱonȱ
theȱGreatȱHighway.ȱ

TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ
Noiseȱ
AirȱQualityȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ7ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱbrineȱwaterȱdischargeȱonȱ
oceanȱecology.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ
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3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ2,ȱParagraphȱ8ȱ
Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Recommendsȱreconsideringȱtheȱ2008ȱNOPȱ
proposedȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱlocation.ȱȱ

Alternativesȱȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱtheȱlongȱtermȱplansȱofȱtheȱGoldenȱ
GateȱParkȱprojectȱsite,ȱincludingȱpotentialȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱexpansion.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Identifyȱproposedȱcurrentȱandȱfutureȱrecycledȱ
waterȱcustomers.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱpharmaceuticalȱlevelsȱpresentȱinȱtheȱ
recycledȱwaterȱafterȱROȱtreatmentȱandȱ
potentialȱeffectsȱonȱtheȱgroundwaterȱaquifer.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

AddressȱrationaleȱforȱROȱtreatmentȱoverȱ
tertiaryȱtreatmentȱforȱirrigationȱpurposes.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱdesignȱmethodȱforȱpipelineȱalignmentȱ
locationsȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Addressȱrelationshipȱbetweenȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱandȱtheȱSFȱgroundwaterȱproject.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱ

3CCȱ NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ3,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱrecreation,ȱwildlife,ȱandȱ
openȱspaceȱandȱhowȱlossesȱwillȱbeȱmitigated.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ
Recreationȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

3DDȱ LindaȱYacobucciȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

OpposesȱproposedȱprojectȱlocationȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

3DDȱ LindaȱYacobucciȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱthatȱpublicȱoutreachȱforȱtheȱ
NOPȱwasȱincomplete.ȱ

IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ

ȱ

3DDȱ LindaȱYacobucciȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

ExpressesȱconcernȱthatȱSFRPDȱisȱgivingȱawayȱ
publicȱlandȱtoȱmakeȱmoneyȱforȱtheȱSFPUC.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

3DDȱ LindaȱYacobucciȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

SupportsȱpositionȱofȱtheȱCoalitionȱforȱSanȱ
FranciscoȱNeighborhoods.ȱ

ȱ

NotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

3DDȱ LindaȱYacobucciȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocationsȱ
outsideȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ
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3DDȱ LindaȱYacobucciȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Recommendsȱthatȱrecycledȱwaterȱusedȱforȱ
irrigationȱshouldȱnotȱbeȱtreatedȱtoȱtertiaryȱ
standards.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ

ȱ

3DDȱ LindaȱYacobucciȱ

Pageȱ1,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

OpposesȱrecycledȱwaterȱfacilityȱinȱanyȱSanȱ
Franciscoȱpark.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

4Aȱ

PeterȱDrekmeier,ȱ
TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ

Pageȱ37,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwater.ȱȱ

ȱ

Supportsȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ

4Aȱ

PeterȱDrekmeier,ȱ
TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ

Pageȱ39,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocation.ȱȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Aȱ

PeterȱDrekmeier,ȱ
TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ

Pageȱ39,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ
Pageȱ40,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱtheȱcostȱofȱreverseȱosmosisȱwaterȱ
treatment.ȱ

ȱ

NotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

4Aȱ

PeterȱDrekmeier,ȱ
TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ

Pageȱ40,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

IdentifyȱdroughtȱsensitiveȱplantsȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark.ȱȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ListȱofȱsaltȬsensitiveȱplantsȱandȱlocationsȱ
foundȱwithinȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱMasterȱ
Plan.ȱ

4Aȱ

PeterȱDrekmeier,ȱ
TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ

Pageȱ40,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

RecommendsȱtransitioningȱplantsȱinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱParkȱtoȱmoreȱsaltȬtolerateȱvarieties.ȱȱ

ȱ

GoldenȱGateȱParkȱlandscapingȱplantȱ
selectionȱnotȱwithinȱtheȱscopeȱofȱtheȱEIR,ȱ
althoughȱprojectȱspecificȱlandscapingȱwillȱ
beȱdescribedȱ

4Aȱ

PeterȱDrekmeier,ȱ
TuolumneȱRiverȱTrustȱ

Pageȱ40,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱȱ
Pageȱ41,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱalternativesȱincludingȱ
partneringȱwithȱotherȱwaterȱsuppliersȱorȱ
groundwaterȱuse.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Bȱ

MarthaȱHoffmanȱ

Pageȱ67,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ
Pageȱ68,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱdisplacementȱofȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ
existingȱwildlifeȱinȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱlocation.ȱ

ȱ

4Bȱ

MarthaȱHoffmanȱ

Pageȱ68,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱprojectȱlocation.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ59,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Identifyȱallȱalternativeȱsitesȱandȱexplainȱwhyȱ
theyȱareȱnotȱbeingȱconsideredȱfurther.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ59,ȱParagraphsȱ2Ȭ6ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱlandȱuseȱconsistency.ȱȱ

LandȱUseȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
CaseȱNo.ȱ08.0091Eȱ

39ȱ

Marchȱ2011ȱ

ScopingȱReportȱ
ȱ

TABLEȱ4ȱ(Continued)ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTERȱ

Commenterȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ60,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱtheȱproject’sȱabilityȱtoȱenhanceȱ
recreationalȱopportunities.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ60,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱȱ
Pageȱ61,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱtheȱproposedȱvisionȱofȱtheȱentireȱfourȱ
acreȱprojectȱsite.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ62,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocationsȱ
outsideȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

Alternativeȱȱ

ȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ62,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱȱ
Pageȱ63,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱdesigns,ȱ
includingȱaȱcompletelyȱundergroundȱfacility.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ63,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱnewȱpipelineȱinstallationȱ
andȱdiscussȱviabilityȱofȱexistingȱpipes.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ63,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱwaterȱtreatmentȱlevelsȱ
andȱdiscussȱalternativeȱprocesses.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Cȱ

KatherineȱHoward,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
PreservationȱAllianceȱ

Pageȱ63,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱaȱvisitor’sȱcenter.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Dȱ

RichardȱK.ȱFong,ȱ
RecreationȱandȱParksȱ
DepartmentȱAdvisoryȱ
Boardȱ

Pageȱ33,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Supportsȱreverseȱosmosisȱtreatment.ȱ

ȱ

Supportsȱreverseȱosmosisȱtreatmentȱ

4Dȱ

RichardȱK.ȱFong,ȱ
RecreationȱandȱParksȱ
DepartmentȱAdvisoryȱ
Boardȱ

Pageȱ33,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱbackgroundȱofȱproposedȱproject.ȱ

IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ
ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Dȱ

RichardȱK.ȱFong,ȱ
RecreationȱandȱParksȱ
DepartmentȱAdvisoryȱ
Boardȱ

Pageȱ33,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱȱ
Pageȱ34,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱȱ
Pageȱ35,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱȱ
Pageȱ36,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱalternativesȱincludingȱ
desalinationȱandȱsurfaceȱwaterȱrunoff.ȱ

Alternativesȱȱ

ȱ
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4Dȱ

RichardȱK.ȱFong,ȱ
RecreationȱandȱParksȱ
DepartmentȱAdvisoryȱ
Boardȱ

Pageȱ34,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱȱ
Pageȱ35,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱonȱwildlife.ȱ

BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

4Dȱ

RichardȱK.ȱFong,ȱ
RecreationȱandȱParksȱ
DepartmentȱAdvisoryȱ
Boardȱ

Pageȱ35,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱonȱpublicȱ
healthȱandȱairȱquality.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱmaterialsȱȱ
AirȱQualityȱ

ȱ

4Dȱ

RichardȱK.ȱFong,ȱ
RecreationȱandȱParksȱ
DepartmentȱAdvisoryȱ
Boardȱ

Pageȱ36,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱwasteȱdisposalȱatȱtheȱ
OceansideȱWCPCȱoceanȱoutfallȱpipeline.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ
BiologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

4Dȱ

RichardȱK.ȱFong,ȱ
RecreationȱandȱParksȱ
DepartmentȱAdvisoryȱ
Boardȱ

Pageȱ36,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Provideȱmitigationsȱmeasuresȱforȱsignificantȱ
impacts.ȱ

EnvironmentalȱSettingȱandȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

4Eȱ

HiroshiȱFukuduȱ

Pageȱ25,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Provideȱaȱdescriptionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱsiteȱlocationȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
selectionȱprocess.ȱ
Alternativesȱȱ

ȱ

4Eȱ

HiroshiȱFukuduȱ

Pageȱ26,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱlossȱofȱopenȱspaceȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

Recreationȱ

4Eȱ

HiroshiȱFukuduȱ

Pageȱ26,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

AddressȱprojectȱconsistencyȱwithȱGoldenȱGateȱ
ParkȱMasterȱPlan.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

4Eȱ

HiroshiȱFukuduȱ

Pageȱ26,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱrationaleȱforȱlevelȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
treatment.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Fȱ

BertȱLehrerȱ

Pageȱ27,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ
IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱȱ
andȱrelationshipȱtoȱtheȱSFȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Project.ȱ

4Fȱ

BertȱLehrerȱ

Pageȱ27,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱwaterȱqualityȱofȱ
groundwaterȱforȱhumanȱconsumption.ȱ

ȱ

Notȱapplicableȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ

4Fȱ

BertȱLehrerȱ

Pageȱ27,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱȱ
Pageȱ28,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱgroundwaterȱ
contaminantsȱandȱpublicȱhealth.ȱ

ȱ

Notȱapplicableȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
CaseȱNo.ȱ08.0091Eȱ

41ȱ

ȱ

Marchȱ2011ȱ

ScopingȱReportȱ
ȱ

TABLEȱ4ȱ(Continued)ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱCOMMENTSȱBYȱCOMMENTERȱ

Commenterȱ

Page,ȱParagraphȱ

SummaryȱofȱCommentȱ

CommentsȱNotȱApplicableȱtoȱȱ
CEQAȱorȱtheȱProposedȱProjectȱ

CEQAȱSubjectȱAreaȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ41,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ
Pageȱ42,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱoppositionȱtoȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
locationȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ42,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

AddressȱaestheticȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱWestȱofȱEndȱ
ofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

Aestheticsȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ42,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱrecreationalȱexperienceȱ Recreationȱ
ofȱusers.ȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ42,ȱParagraphsȱ2Ȭ4ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱhistoricȱlandmarksȱinȱtheȱ
projectȱvicinity.ȱ

CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ42,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱconsistencyȱwithȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
MasterȱPlan.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ42,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱmethodsȱtoȱconcealȱtheȱproposedȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱfromȱpublicȱview.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Aestheticsȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ43,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱnoiseȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱ
facilityȱoperation.ȱ

Noiseȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ43,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱodorsȱorȱsmellsȱfromȱtheȱ
proposedȱfacilityȱ

AirȱQualityȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ43,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Describeȱproposedȱexteriorȱlightingȱandȱ
addressȱrelatedȱaestheticȱimpacts.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Aestheticsȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ43,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ
Pageȱ44,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱ
recreationȱexperienceȱofȱtheȱWestȱEndȱofȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

CumulativeȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ44,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱimpactsȱonȱhistoricȱintegrityȱofȱGoldenȱ CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ
GateȱParkȱasȱaȱregisteredȱnationalȱhistoricȱ
property.ȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ44,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱpotentialȱfutureȱexpansionȱofȱtheȱ
treatmentȱfacility.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ45,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱresidualȱcontaminantsȱinȱtheȱtreatedȱ
recycledȱwaterȱandȱtheȱpotentialȱofȱaquiferȱ
contamination.ȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱȱ

ȱ
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4Gȱ

GregȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ45,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ
Pageȱ46,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocations.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Hȱ

MaryȱAnneȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ28,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱlandȱuseȱconsistencyȱbetweenȱtheȱ
proposedȱprojectȱandȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

4Hȱ

MaryȱAnneȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ29,ȱParagraphȱ2Ȭ5ȱ
Pageȱ30,ȱParagraphsȱ2,ȱ4,ȱ
5ȱ

Addressȱintendedȱuseȱofȱtheȱentireȱfourȱacreȱ
projectȱsiteȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Hȱ

MaryȱAnneȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ30,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱconsistencyȱwithȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
MasterȱPlan.ȱ

PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

4Hȱ

MaryȱAnneȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ31,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱtoȱhistoricalȱlandmarksȱinȱtheȱ
vicinityȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ

CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

4Hȱ

MaryȱAnneȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ31,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱeconomicȱvalueȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱ

ȱ

Economicȱvalueȱofȱprojectȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱ
CEQAȱ

4Hȱ

MaryȱAnneȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ32,ȱParagraphsȱ2Ȭ3ȱ

Addressȱgrowthȱinducementȱimpacts.ȱ

OtherȱCEQAȱIssuesȱȱ

ȱ

4Hȱ

MaryȱAnneȱMillerȱ

Pageȱ32,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱalternatives.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Iȱ

DouglasȱNelsonȱ

Pageȱ46,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ
Pageȱ47,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

ExpressesȱconcernȱthatȱtheȱRichmondȱSunsetȱ
TreatmentȱPlantȱwasȱanȱinappropriateȱuseȱofȱ
parkland.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ
PlansȱandȱPoliciesȱ

ȱ

4Iȱ

DouglasȱNelsonȱ

Pageȱ47,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

RecommendsȱupdatingȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
wellȱwaterȱsystemȱratherȱthanȱimplementingȱ
theȱproposedȱproject.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Iȱ

DouglasȱNelsonȱ

Pageȱ48,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ
Pageȱ49,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱonȱ
contaminationȱofȱtheȱgroundwaterȱaquifer.ȱȱ

HydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ

ȱ

4Iȱ

DouglasȱNelsonȱ

Pageȱ49,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱhistoricȱintegrityȱofȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱȱ

CulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ

ȱ

4Iȱ

DouglasȱNelsonȱ

Pageȱ49,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱalternatives.ȱȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Iȱ

DouglasȱNelsonȱ

Pageȱ49,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱobjectiveȱreviewȱofȱtheȱ ȱ
projectȱwhenȱprojectȱdesignȱisȱconcurrentȱwithȱ
theȱEIRȱprocess.ȱ
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4Iȱ

DouglasȱNelsonȱ

Pageȱ50,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ
Pageȱ51,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱcostȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ

ȱ

CostȱnotȱApplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

4Jȱ

RichardȱEstlȱPetersonȱȱ

Pageȱ66,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ
Pageȱ67,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱwaterȱconservationȱalternativesȱtoȱtheȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Jȱ

RichardȱEstlȱPetersonȱȱ

Pageȱ67,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱeffectsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
useȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ

CumulativeȱEffectsȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ20,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Provideȱprojectȱdescription,ȱpurpose,ȱandȱneed.ȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ20,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ

Provideȱdescriptionsȱofȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
sizeȱlocationȱandȱtreatmentȱprocesses.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ20,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ
Pageȱ20,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱprojectȱsiteȱalternatives.ȱ

Alternativesȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ21,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

ProvideȱproposedȱendȬuserȱinformationȱandȱ
proposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱdemandȱandȱwaterȱ
qualityȱneeds.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ21,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

AddressȱimpactsȱonȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱopenȱ
space.ȱ

Recreationȱ
LandȱUseȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ21,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱexistingȱusesȱofȱtheȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱsite.ȱ

LandȱUseȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ21,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Identifyȱmitigationȱmeasuresȱandȱtheȱagenciesȱ
responsibleȱforȱenforcingȱthem.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱȱ
EnvironmentalȱSettingȱandȱImpactsȱȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ21,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱȱ
Pageȱ22,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱlandȱ
use,ȱwater,ȱrecreation,ȱopenȱspace,ȱandȱ
transportation.ȱ

CumulativeȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ22,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Explainȱtheȱwaterȱsupplyȱagreementȱdefinedȱ
underȱWSIPȱ(10ȱMGDȱoffsetȱbyȱyearȱ2018).ȱ

IntroductionȱandȱBackgroundȱ

ȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ22,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱwaterȱratesȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
customers.ȱ

ȱ

CostȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

4Kȱ

DavidȱPilpelȱ

Pageȱ22,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱapplicableȱapprovalsȱandȱpermitsȱ
neededȱtoȱcompleteȱtheȱproject.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ
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4Lȱ

JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ18,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱȱ
Pageȱ19,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱplaygroundȱlocatedȱ
nearȱproposedȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
Recreationȱ

ȱ

4Lȱ

JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ18,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱsafetyȱofȱconveyingȱ
wastewaterȱfromȱOceansideȱWCPCȱtoȱtheȱ
proposedȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱ

GeologyȱandȱSoilsȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

4Lȱ

JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ19,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Addressȱaestheticȱimpactsȱofȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱ

Aestheticsȱ

ȱ

4Lȱ

JoseȱQuinteiroȱ

Pageȱ19,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱoperationalȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱtreatmentȱ
facility.ȱ

EnvironmentalȱSettingȱandȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ22,ȱParagraphȱ6ȱ
Pageȱ23,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Addressȱimpactsȱrelatedȱtoȱchemicals,ȱodor,ȱ
noise,ȱandȱtraffic.ȱ

HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ
AirȱQualityȱ
Noiseȱ
TransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ

ȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ23,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Recommendsȱusingȱrecycledȱwaterȱforȱtoilets.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ23,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Provideȱrationaleȱforȱneedȱofȱrecycledȱwater.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

ȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ23,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ
Pageȱ24,ȱParagraphȱ1ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱsafetyȱofȱconveyingȱ
wastewaterȱfromȱOceansideȱWCPCȱtoȱtheȱ
proposedȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱ

GeologyȱandȱSoilsȱ
HazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ

ȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ24,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱenergyȱcostsȱandȱ
sourcesȱusedȱforȱtheȱproject.ȱ

MineralȱandȱEnergyȱResourcesȱ

CostȱofȱenergyȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱCEQAȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ24,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱcumulativeȱimpactsȱofȱprojectsȱinȱtheȱ
vicinityȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱ

CumulativeȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ24,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Expressesȱconcernȱaboutȱpatchworkȱprojectȱ
planningȱinȱtheȱarea.ȱ

CumulativeȱImpactsȱ

ȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ25,ȱParagraphȱ2ȱ

IdentifyȱendȬusersȱandȱrelationshipȱtoȱCityȱ
budget.ȱ

ProjectȱDescriptionȱ

Budgetȱinformationȱnotȱapplicableȱtoȱ
CEQAȱ

4Mȱ

AdamȱRaskinȱ

Pageȱ25,ȱParagraphȱ3ȱ

Addressȱdisplacementȱofȱhomelessȱlivingȱinȱtheȱ ProjectȱDescriptionȱ
proposedȱprojectȱsite.ȱ

ȱ

4Nȱ

RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

Pageȱ51,ȱParagraphȱ4ȱ

Addressȱalternativeȱprojectȱsiteȱlocationȱatȱ
OceansideȱWCPC.ȱ

ȱ
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RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

Pageȱ51,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ

Addressȱrelationshipȱbetweenȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱandȱtheȱSFȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱProject.ȱ

4Nȱ

RobertȱVanȱRavenswaayȱ

Pageȱ52,ȱParagraphsȱ2Ȭ3ȱ
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ȱ
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BackgroundȱandȱIntroductionȱ

ȱ

4Pȱ

NancyȱWuerfelȱ

Pageȱ53,ȱParagraphȱ5ȱ
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Septemberȱ8,ȱ2010ȱ
ȱ
ToȱResponsibleȱAgencies,ȱTrusteeȱAgencies,ȱandȱInterestedȱParties:ȱ
RE:ȱȱ

CASEȱNO.ȱ2008.0091Eȱ–ȱSANȱFRANCISCOȱWESTSIDEȱRECYCLEDȱWATERȱPROJECTȱ

ȱ

REVISEDȱNOTICEȱOFȱPREPARATIONȱOFȱANȱENVIRONMENTALȱIMPACTȱREPORTȱ
ANDȱNOTICEȱOFȱPUBLICȱSCOPINGȱMEETINGȱ

AȱrevisedȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ(NOP)ȱofȱanȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱReportȱ(EIR)ȱforȱtheȱaboveȬreferencedȱ
project,ȱ describedȱ below,ȱ hasȱ beenȱ issuedȱ byȱ theȱ Planningȱ Department.ȱ Theȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ
previouslyȱissuedȱaȱNOPȱforȱtheȱaboveȬreferencedȱprojectȱonȱJuneȱ5,ȱ2008,ȱandȱtwoȱscopingȱmeetingsȱwereȱ
heldȱ onȱ Juneȱ 16ȱ andȱ 17,ȱ 2008ȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ vicinity.ȱ Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Publicȱ Utilitiesȱ Commissionȱ
(SFPUC)ȱhasȱsinceȱmodifiedȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱandȱtheȱrevisedȱNOP/NoticeȱofȱPublicȱScopingȱMeetingȱ
isȱeitherȱattachedȱorȱisȱavailableȱuponȱrequestȱfromȱCarrieȱDovzak,ȱwhomȱyouȱmayȱreachȱatȱ(415)ȱ575Ȭ9030ȱ
orȱatȱtheȱaboveȱaddress.ȱTheȱNOPȱisȱalsoȱavailableȱonlineȱatȱhttp://tinyurl.com/puccases.ȱThisȱnoticeȱisȱ
beingȱsentȱtoȱyouȱbecauseȱyouȱhaveȱbeenȱidentifiedȱasȱpotentiallyȱhavingȱanȱinterestȱinȱtheȱprojectȱorȱtheȱ
projectȱarea.ȱ

ProjectȱDescription:ȱ
SubsequentȱtoȱtheȱinitialȱNOPȱandȱscopingȱperiodȱinȱJuneȱ2008,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱmodifiedȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
WestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ(theȱproject).ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱaȱrevisedȱNOPȱhasȱbeenȱpreparedȱtoȱinformȱ
youȱofȱtheȱchangesȱtoȱtheȱproject.ȱTheseȱchangesȱareȱsummarizedȱbelow:ȱ
x

Theȱproposedȱlocationȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱ
formerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱȱ

x

Theȱproposedȱtreatmentȱprocessesȱwouldȱincludeȱreverseȱosmosisȱasȱneededȱtoȱmeetȱwaterȱqualityȱ
requirementsȱforȱuseȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱȱ

x

TheȱlistȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱcustomersȱwouldȱincludeȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse;ȱȱȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱZooȱandȱsmallerȱparksȱinȱtheȱsouthernȱpartȱofȱtheȱCityȱwouldȱnotȱinitiallyȱbeȱprovidedȱ
withȱrecycledȱwater,ȱthoughȱrecycledȱwaterȱcouldȱbeȱmadeȱavailableȱtoȱtheseȱcustomersȱinȱtheȱfuture;ȱȱ
andȱȱ

x

Theȱproposedȱstorageȱandȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱinȱareasȱthatȱareȱcompatibleȱwithȱ
theȱrevisedȱlocationȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱȱ

Theȱ primaryȱ purposeȱ ofȱ theȱ project,ȱ however,ȱ isȱ theȱ same:ȱ toȱ reduceȱ theȱ Cityȱ andȱ Countyȱ ofȱ
SanȱFrancisco’sȱrelianceȱonȱpotableȱwaterȱforȱnonpotableȱuses,ȱsuchȱasȱirrigation,ȱthroughȱtheȱproductionȱ
andȱdistributionȱofȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwater.ȱTheȱrevisedȱprojectȱwouldȱmeetȱtheȱcurrentȱdemandsȱofȱ
severalȱ SFPUCȱ customersȱ withȱ substantialȱ irrigationȱ needs,ȱ includingȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ Lincolnȱ
Park/LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱ(LincolnȱPark),ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱinvolveȱ
theȱconstructionȱofȱaȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱandȱundergroundȱstorage,ȱandȱconstructionȱofȱ
and/orȱupgradesȱtoȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱ(pipelinesȱandȱpumpingȱfacilities)ȱforȱserviceȱtoȱtheseȱcustomers.ȱȱ
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Theȱ siteȱ proposedȱ forȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ wasȱ changedȱ fromȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ Waterȱ
PollutionȱControlȱPlantȱ(WPCP)ȱtoȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Park.ȱ Theȱ siteȱ isȱ currentlyȱ usedȱ byȱ theȱ SanȱFranciscoȱ Recreationȱ andȱ Parksȱ Departmentȱ forȱ parkȱ
maintenanceȱandȱstorage.ȱThisȱlocationȱwasȱselectedȱbecauseȱofȱitsȱproximityȱtoȱrecycledȱwaterȱcustomers,ȱ
theȱavailabilityȱofȱexistingȱconveyanceȱfacilitiesȱtoȱandȱfromȱtheȱsite,ȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱland,ȱandȱtheȱ
compatibilityȱofȱprojectȱlandȱuseȱrequirementsȱwithȱtheȱcurrentȱandȱpreviousȱlandȱuseȱasȱaȱtreatmentȱ
facility.ȱEffluentȱ(treatedȱtoȱsecondaryȱtreatmentȱstandardsȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱwouldȱbeȱconveyedȱtoȱ
theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ siteȱ viaȱ anȱexistingȱpipelineȱwithinȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱ
locatedȱbeneathȱtheȱGreatȱHighway.ȱTheȱeffluentȱwouldȱbeȱprocessedȱtoȱadvancedȱtertiaryȱstandardsȱatȱ
theȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility,ȱandȱthisȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱatȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(includingȱtheȱPanhandleȱportionȱofȱtheȱpark),ȱtheȱLincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱtheȱ
PresidioȱGolfȱCourse,ȱprimarilyȱforȱlandscapeȱirrigation.ȱRecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱalsoȱbeȱusedȱforȱtoiletȱandȱ
urinalȱflushingȱasȱwellȱasȱirrigationȱatȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAcademyȱofȱSciencesȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
TheȱrevisedȱprojectȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱWaterȱSystemȱImprovementȱProgramȱ(WSIP),ȱwhichȱ
includesȱ facilityȱ improvementȱ projectsȱ designedȱ to:ȱ (1)ȱ maintainȱ highȬqualityȱ water;ȱ (2)ȱ reduceȱ
vulnerabilityȱtoȱearthquakes;ȱ(3)ȱincreaseȱdeliveryȱreliabilityȱandȱimproveȱtheȱabilityȱtoȱmaintainȱtheȱ
system;ȱ (4)ȱ meetȱ customerȱ purchaseȱ requestsȱ inȱ nondroughtȱ andȱ droughtȱ periods;ȱ (5)ȱ enhanceȱ
sustainabilityȱinȱallȱsystemȱactivities;ȱandȱ(6)ȱachieveȱaȱcostȬeffective,ȱfullyȱoperationalȱsystem.ȱTheȱproject,ȱ
whichȱisȱtheȱsubjectȱofȱthisȱNOP,ȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱWSIP;ȱimplementationȱofȱthisȱprojectȱwouldȱ
contributeȱtoȱmeetingȱtheȱoverallȱWSIPȱgoalsȱandȱobjectives.ȱȱ
TheȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱhasȱdeterminedȱthatȱanȱEIRȱmustȱbeȱpreparedȱforȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱpriorȱtoȱ
anyȱ finalȱ decisionȱ regardingȱ whetherȱ toȱ approveȱ theȱ project.ȱ Theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ theȱ EIRȱ isȱ toȱ provideȱ
informationȱaboutȱpotentialȱsignificantȱphysicalȱenvironmentalȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱtoȱidentifyȱ
possibleȱwaysȱtoȱminimizeȱtheȱsignificantȱeffects,ȱandȱtoȱdescribeȱandȱanalyzeȱpossibleȱalternativesȱtoȱtheȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱPreparationȱofȱanȱNOPȱorȱEIRȱdoesȱnotȱindicateȱaȱdecisionȱbyȱtheȱCityȱtoȱapproveȱorȱtoȱ
disapproveȱtheȱproject.ȱHowever,ȱpriorȱtoȱmakingȱanyȱsuchȱdecision,ȱtheȱdecisionȬmakersȱmustȱreviewȱ
andȱconsiderȱtheȱinformationȱcontainedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱȱ
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱwillȱholdȱoneȱPUBLICȱSCOPINGȱMEETINGȱonȱSeptemberȱ23,ȱ
2010ȱatȱtheȱlocationȱlistedȱbelow.ȱTheȱpurposeȱofȱthisȱmeetingȱisȱtoȱreceiveȱoralȱcommentsȱtoȱassistȱtheȱ
Planningȱ Departmentȱ inȱ reviewingȱ theȱ scopeȱ andȱ contentȱ ofȱ theȱ environmentalȱ impactȱ analysisȱ andȱ
informationȱtoȱbeȱcontainedȱinȱtheȱEIRȱforȱtheȱproject.ȱWrittenȱcommentsȱwillȱalsoȱbeȱacceptedȱuntilȱtheȱ
closeȱofȱbusinessȱonȱOctoberȱ13,ȱ2010.ȱWrittenȱcommentsȱshouldȱbeȱsentȱtoȱBillȱWycko,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
PlanningȱDepartment,ȱ1650ȱMissionȱStreet,ȱSuiteȱ400,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCA,ȱ94103;ȱbyȱfaxȱtoȱ(415)ȱ558Ȭ6409;ȱorȱ
byȱeȬmailȱtoȱcarrie.dovzak@sfgov.org.ȱCommentsȱthatȱwereȱreceivedȱinȱresponseȱtoȱtheȱinitialȱJuneȱ2008ȱ
NOPȱremainȱonȱfileȱwithȱtheȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱandȱwillȱbeȱconsideredȱduringȱenvironmentalȱreviewȱ
ofȱtheȱrevisedȱprojectȱproposalȱtoȱtheȱextentȱthatȱtheyȱremainȱrelevantȱtoȱtheȱrevisedȱproject.ȱ
ȱ
ȱ
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Golden Gate Park Senior Center – San Francisco

September 23, 2010
7:00 PM (starting promptly)
6101 Fulton Street (at 37th Avenue)
ȱ

IfȱyouȱworkȱforȱanȱagencyȱthatȱisȱaȱResponsibleȱorȱaȱTrusteeȱAgency,ȱweȱneedȱtoȱknowȱtheȱviewsȱofȱyourȱ
agencyȱ asȱ toȱ theȱ scopeȱ andȱ contentȱ ofȱ theȱ environmentalȱ informationȱ thatȱ isȱ relevantȱtoȱyourȱagency’sȱ
statutoryȱresponsibilitiesȱinȱconnectionȱwithȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱYourȱagencyȱmayȱneedȱtoȱuseȱtheȱEIRȱ
whenȱconsideringȱaȱpermitȱorȱotherȱapprovalȱforȱthisȱproject.ȱWeȱwillȱalsoȱneedȱtheȱnameȱofȱtheȱcontactȱ
personȱforȱyourȱagency.ȱIfȱyouȱhaveȱquestionsȱconcerningȱenvironmentalȱreviewȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱ
pleaseȱcontactȱCarrieȱDovzakȱatȱ(415)ȱ575Ȭ9030ȱorȱcarrie.dovzak@sfgov.org.ȱ
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ȱ

ȱ

Revised Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report
ȱ
Date:ȱ
CaseȱNo.:ȱ
ProjectȱTitle:ȱ
Location:ȱ

BPAȱNos.:ȱ
Zoning:ȱ
Block/Lot:ȱ
LotȱSize:ȱ
ProjectȱSponsorȱ
ȱ
LeadȱAgency:ȱ
StaffȱContact:ȱ
ȱ

Septemberȱ8ȱ2010ȱ

2008.0091Eȱȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ isȱ locatedȱ inȱ theȱ westernȱ portionȱ ofȱ
SanȱFrancisco.ȱProposedȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱbetweenȱ
theȱOceansideȱWaterȱPollutionȱControlȱPlantȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱ
GolfȱCourse.ȱȱ
N/Aȱ
N/Aȱ
N/Aȱ
Variousȱ
BarbaraȱPalacios,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ
(415)ȱ554Ȭ0718ȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱ
CarrieȱDovzakȱ–ȱ(415)ȱ575Ȭ9030ȱ
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.orgȱ

ȱ

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
TheȱprimaryȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ(theȱproject)ȱisȱtoȱreduceȱ
theȱ Cityȱ andȱ Countyȱ ofȱ Sanȱ Francisco’sȱ relianceȱ onȱ potableȱ waterȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ uses,ȱ suchȱ asȱ
irrigation,ȱthroughȱtheȱproductionȱandȱdistributionȱofȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwater.ȱSubsequentȱtoȱ
theȱinitialȱNoticeȱofȱPreparationȱ(NOP)ȱandȱscopingȱperiodȱinȱJuneȱ2008,ȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱ
UtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC)ȱmodifiedȱtheȱproject.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱaȱrevisedȱNOPȱhasȱbeenȱpreparedȱtoȱ
informȱyouȱofȱtheȱchangesȱtoȱtheȱproject.ȱTheseȱchangesȱareȱsummarizedȱbelow:ȱ
x

Theȱproposedȱlocationȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱ
formerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱȱ

x

Theȱ proposedȱ treatmentȱ processesȱ wouldȱ includeȱ reverseȱ osmosisȱ asȱ neededȱ toȱ meetȱ waterȱ
qualityȱrequirementsȱforȱuseȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱȱ

x

TheȱlistȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱcustomersȱwouldȱincludeȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse;ȱȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱZooȱandȱsmallerȱparksȱinȱtheȱsouthernȱpartȱofȱtheȱCityȱwouldȱnotȱinitiallyȱbeȱ
providedȱ withȱ recycledȱ water,ȱ thoughȱ recycledȱ waterȱ couldȱ beȱ madeȱ availableȱ toȱ theseȱ
customersȱinȱtheȱfuture;ȱandȱȱ

x

Theȱproposedȱstorageȱandȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱinȱareasȱthatȱareȱcompatibleȱ
withȱtheȱrevisedȱlocationȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱ

www.sfplanning.org
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NoticeȱofȱPreparationȱofȱanȱEIRȱ
Septemberȱ8,ȱ2010ȱ

CaseȱNo.2008.0091E
MultipleȱAddresses

Theȱ primaryȱ purposeȱ ofȱ theȱ project,ȱ however,ȱ isȱ theȱ same:ȱ toȱ reduceȱ theȱ Cityȱ andȱ Countyȱ ofȱ
SanȱFrancisco’sȱ relianceȱ onȱ potableȱ waterȱ forȱ nonpotableȱ uses,ȱ suchȱ asȱ irrigation,ȱ throughȱ theȱ
productionȱandȱdistributionȱofȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwater.ȱTheȱrevisedȱprojectȱwouldȱmeetȱtheȱ
currentȱdemandsȱofȱseveralȱSFPUCȱcustomersȱwithȱsubstantialȱirrigationȱneeds,ȱincludingȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark,ȱLincolnȱPark/LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱ(LincolnȱPark),ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱTheȱ
projectȱ wouldȱ involveȱ theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ aȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ andȱ undergroundȱ
storage,ȱ andȱ constructionȱ ofȱ and/orȱ upgradesȱ toȱ distributionȱ facilitiesȱ (pipelinesȱ andȱ pumpingȱ
facilities)ȱforȱserviceȱtoȱtheseȱcustomers.ȱȱ
TheȱsiteȱproposedȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwasȱchangedȱfromȱtheȱOceansideȱWaterȱ
PollutionȱControlȱPlantȱ(WPCP)ȱtoȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱwithinȱGoldenȱ
GateȱPark.ȱTheȱsiteȱisȱcurrentlyȱusedȱbyȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParksȱDepartmentȱforȱparkȱ
maintenanceȱ andȱ storage.ȱ Thisȱ locationȱ wasȱ selectedȱ becauseȱ ofȱ itsȱ proximityȱ toȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
customers,ȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱexistingȱconveyanceȱfacilitiesȱtoȱandȱfromȱtheȱsite,ȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱ
land,ȱandȱtheȱcompatibilityȱofȱprojectȱlandȱuseȱrequirementsȱwithȱtheȱcurrentȱandȱpreviousȱlandȱuseȱ
asȱaȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱȱ
Effluentȱ(treatedȱtoȱsecondaryȱtreatmentȱstandardsȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP)ȱwouldȱbeȱconveyedȱtoȱ
theȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱsiteȱviaȱanȱexistingȱpipelineȱwithinȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱ
locatedȱbeneathȱtheȱGreatȱHighway.ȱTheȱeffluentȱwouldȱbeȱprocessedȱtoȱadvancedȱtertiaryȱstandardsȱ
atȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility,ȱandȱthisȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱ
usedȱatȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(includingȱtheȱPanhandleȱportionȱofȱtheȱpark),ȱtheȱLincolnȱParkȱGolfȱ
Course,ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse,ȱprimarilyȱforȱlandscapeȱirrigation.ȱRecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱalsoȱ
beȱusedȱforȱtoiletȱandȱurinalȱflushingȱasȱwellȱasȱirrigationȱatȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAcademyȱofȱSciencesȱinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱ
TheȱrevisedȱprojectȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱWaterȱSystemȱImprovementȱProgramȱ(WSIP),ȱ
whichȱincludesȱfacilityȱimprovementȱprojectsȱdesignedȱto:ȱ(1)ȱmaintainȱhighȬqualityȱwater;ȱ(2)ȱreduceȱ
vulnerabilityȱtoȱearthquakes;ȱ(3)ȱincreaseȱdeliveryȱreliabilityȱandȱimproveȱtheȱabilityȱtoȱmaintainȱtheȱ
system;ȱ (4)ȱ meetȱ customerȱ purchaseȱ requestsȱ inȱ nondroughtȱ andȱ droughtȱ periods;ȱ (5)ȱ enhanceȱ
sustainabilityȱinȱallȱsystemȱactivities;ȱandȱ(6)ȱachieveȱaȱcostȬeffective,ȱfullyȱoperationalȱsystem.ȱTheȱ
project,ȱwhichȱisȱtheȱsubjectȱofȱthisȱNOP,ȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱWSIP;ȱimplementationȱofȱthisȱprojectȱ
wouldȱcontributeȱtoȱmeetingȱtheȱoverallȱWSIPȱgoalsȱandȱobjectives.ȱ
ȱ

FINDING
Thisȱ projectȱ mayȱ haveȱ aȱ significantȱ effectȱ onȱ theȱ environmentȱ andȱ anȱ environmentalȱ impactȱ
reportȱ(EIR)ȱisȱrequired.ȱThisȱdeterminationȱisȱbasedȱuponȱtheȱcriteriaȱofȱtheȱCEQAȱGuidelines,ȱ
Sectionsȱ 15063ȱ (Initialȱ Study),ȱ 15064ȱ (Determiningȱ Significantȱ Effect),ȱ andȱ 15065ȱ (Mandatoryȱ
FindingsȱofȱSignificance),ȱandȱforȱtheȱreasonsȱdocumentedȱinȱtheȱEnvironmentalȱEvaluationȱ(Initialȱ
Study)ȱforȱtheȱproject,ȱwhichȱisȱattached.ȱ
ȱ
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REVISEDȱNOTICEȱOFȱPREPARATION
Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Westsideȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Projectȱ
ProjectȱCaseȱNo.ȱ2008.0091Eȱ
1.0ȱOverviewȱ
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ(SFPUC)ȱisȱproposingȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱ
Recycledȱ Waterȱ Projectȱ (theȱ project).ȱ Toȱ meetȱ Californiaȱ Environmentalȱ Qualityȱ Actȱ (CEQA)ȱ
requirements,ȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department’sȱ Majorȱ Environmentalȱ Analysisȱ (MEA)ȱ
Divisionȱwillȱprepareȱandȱdistributeȱanȱenvironmentalȱimpactȱreportȱ(EIR)ȱtoȱdescribeȱandȱanalyzeȱ
theȱ environmentalȱ effectsȱ ofȱ theȱ project.ȱ Theȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ previouslyȱ issuedȱ aȱ Noticeȱ ofȱ
Preparationȱ(NOP)ȱforȱtheȱprojectȱonȱJuneȱ5,ȱ2008,ȱandȱtwoȱscopingȱmeetingsȱwereȱheldȱonȱJuneȱ16ȱandȱ17,ȱ
2008ȱinȱtheȱprojectȱvicinity.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱhasȱsinceȱrevisedȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱ(asȱdiscussedȱbelowȱinȱ
Sectionsȱ1.1ȱandȱ4.0),ȱandȱthisȱrevisedȱNOPȱdescribesȱtheȱproposedȱfacilitiesȱandȱpotentialȱenvironmentalȱ
effectsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱandȱannouncesȱtheȱdateȱofȱaȱscopingȱmeetingȱtoȱreceiveȱpublicȱcomment.ȱȱ
TheȱprimaryȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱprojectȱisȱtoȱreduceȱtheȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco’sȱ(CCSF)ȱrelianceȱonȱ
potableȱwaterȱforȱnonpotableȱusesȱsuchȱasȱirrigationȱthroughȱtheȱproductionȱandȱdistributionȱofȱhighlyȱ
treatedȱrecycledȱwater.ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱmeetȱtheȱcurrentȱdemandsȱofȱseveralȱSFPUCȱcustomersȱwithȱ
substantialȱirrigationȱdemands,ȱincludingȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱLincolnȱPark/LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱ
(LincolnȱPark),ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱinvolveȱtheȱconstructionȱofȱaȱrecycledȱ
waterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱandȱundergroundȱstorage,ȱandȱconstructionȱofȱand/orȱupgradesȱtoȱdistributionȱ
facilitiesȱ(pipelinesȱandȱpumpingȱfacilities)ȱforȱserviceȱtoȱtheseȱcustomersȱ(seeȱFigureȱ1).ȱTheȱprojectȱisȱ
basedȱonȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱRecycledȱWaterȱMasterȱPlanȱ(SFPUC,ȱ2006),ȱandȱisȱdescribedȱinȱdetailȱinȱSectionȱ4.0.ȱ
TheȱprojectȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱWaterȱSystemȱImprovementȱProgramȱ(WSIP),ȱwhichȱincludesȱ
facilityȱimprovementȱprojectsȱdesignedȱto:ȱ(1)ȱmaintainȱhighȬqualityȱwater;ȱ(2)ȱreduceȱvulnerabilityȱtoȱ
earthquakes;ȱ(3)ȱincreaseȱdeliveryȱreliabilityȱandȱimproveȱtheȱabilityȱtoȱmaintainȱtheȱsystem;ȱ(4)ȱmeetȱ
customerȱpurchaseȱrequestsȱinȱnondroughtȱandȱdroughtȱperiods;ȱ(5)ȱenhanceȱsustainabilityȱinȱallȱsystemȱ
activities;ȱandȱ(6)ȱachieveȱaȱcostȬeffective,ȱfullyȱoperationalȱsystem.ȱTheȱproject,ȱwhichȱisȱtheȱsubjectȱofȱthisȱ
NOP,ȱisȱaȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱWSIP;ȱimplementationȱofȱthisȱprojectȱwouldȱcontributeȱtoȱmeetingȱtheȱoverallȱ
WSIPȱgoalsȱandȱobjectivesȱ(SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱ2008).ȱȱ

1.1ȱProjectȱHistoryȱandȱDevelopmentȱ
Asȱdescribedȱabove,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱcontributeȱtoȱmeetingȱtheȱlevelȱofȱserviceȱgoalsȱandȱsystemȱ
performanceȱobjectivesȱidentifiedȱinȱtheȱWSIP.ȱTheseȱgoalsȱincludeȱprovidingȱaȱtotalȱofȱ10ȱmillionȱ
gallonsȱperȱdayȱ(mgd)ȱofȱwaterȱsupplyȱfromȱrecycledȱwater,ȱgroundwater,ȱandȱconservationȱprojectsȱ
toȱ meetȱ retailȱ demandȱ inȱ Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ Theȱ originalȱ WSIPȱ projectȱ descriptionȱ indicatedȱ thatȱ
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Figure 1
Project Location
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approximatelyȱ4ȱmgdȱofȱtheȱ10ȱmgdȱwouldȱcomeȱfromȱaȱrecycledȱwaterȱprojectȱinȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱandȱ
thatȱthisȱprojectȱwouldȱhaveȱtwoȱcomponents:ȱtheȱWestsideȱBaselineȱandȱHardingȱPark/LakeȱMercedȱ
projects.ȱOriginally,ȱtheȱWestsideȱBaselineȱProjectȱproposedȱtoȱdeliverȱ2.8ȱmgdȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱ
customersȱinȱwesternȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱandȱtheȱHardingȱPark/LakeȱMercedȱProjectȱproposedȱtoȱdeliverȱ
1.3ȱmgdȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱforȱirrigationȱofȱtheȱHardingȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱandȱrechargeȱofȱLakeȱ
Merced.ȱTheȱscopeȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱdescribedȱinȱthisȱNOPȱhasȱbeenȱredefinedȱtoȱincludeȱonlyȱ
theȱ componentsȱ ofȱ theȱ WestsideȱBaselineȱ Project,ȱandȱ itȱ isȱ nowȱ referredȱ toȱ asȱtheȱ SanȱFranciscoȱ
WestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProject.ȱTheȱrefinedȱLakeȱMercedȱandȱHardingȱParkȱprojectsȱareȱfurtherȱ
describedȱbelow.ȱWhileȱtheȱprojectsȱoriginallyȱdescribedȱinȱtheȱWSIPȱhaveȱbeenȱrefined,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱisȱ
stillȱ committedȱ toȱ meetingȱ theȱ 10ȱ mgdȱ ofȱ demandȱ throughȱ conservation,ȱ recycledȱ water,ȱ andȱ
groundwaterȱprojects.ȱȱ

1.1.1ȱLakeȱMercedȱProjectȱ
Theȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ Levelsȱ Restorationȱ Alternativesȱ Reportȱ (SFPUC,ȱ 2008a)ȱ recommendedȱ aȱ
combinationȱofȱwetlandsȬtreatedȱstormwaterȱandȱgroundwaterȱasȱtheȱpreferredȱwaterȱsourceȱforȱLakeȱ
Mercedȱratherȱthanȱrecycledȱwater.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱtheȱLakeȱMercedȱcomponentȱhasȱbeenȱeliminatedȱ
fromȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱandȱtheȱamountȱofȱwaterȱthatȱwouldȱhaveȱ
beenȱ suppliedȱ forȱ Lakeȱ Mercedȱ restorationȱ byȱ recycledȱ waterȱ isȱ proposedȱ toȱ beȱ suppliedȱ byȱ
stormwaterȱand/orȱgroundwater.ȱȱ

1.1.2ȱHardingȱParkȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
TheȱCityȱofȱDalyȱCity,ȱinȱpartnershipȱwithȱtheȱSFPUC,ȱisȱcurrentlyȱimplementingȱtheȱHardingȱParkȱ
RecycledȱWaterȱProject.ȱTheȱProjectȱwillȱprovideȱrecycledȱwaterȱfromȱtheȱNorthȱSanȱMateoȱCountyȱ
SanitationȱDistrictȱ(aȱsubsidiaryȱofȱDalyȱCity),ȱtoȱirrigateȱtheȱHardingȱParkȱandȱFlemingȱGolfȱCourses,ȱ
publicȱgolfȱcoursesȱunderȱtheȱjurisdictionȱofȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParksȱDepartment.ȱTheȱ
projectȱwillȱuseȱrecycledȱwaterȱproducedȱatȱtheȱexistingȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱatȱtheȱNorthȱ
SanȱMateoȱCountyȱSanitationȱDistrict’sȱwastewaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱinȱDalyȱCity.ȱTheȱProjectȱconsistsȱ
ofȱconstructionȱandȱoperationȱofȱtheȱinfrastructureȱnecessaryȱtoȱconveyȱrecycledȱwaterȱfromȱtheȱ
recycledȱwaterȱfacilityȱtoȱtheȱHardingȱParkȱirrigationȱsystem.ȱDalyȱCityȱcertifiedȱtheȱHardingȱParkȱ
RecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱReportȱ(StateȱClearinghouseȱNo.ȱ2009Ȭ012004)ȱinȱ2009.ȱ
ProjectȱconstructionȱisȱexpectedȱtoȱbeginȱinȱNovember,ȱ2010ȱandȱendȱinȱ2012.ȱAlthoughȱtheȱHardingȱ
Parkȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Projectȱ isȱ partȱ ofȱ theȱ WSIP,ȱ itȱ isȱ beingȱ implementedȱ separatelyȱ fromȱ theȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱ

1.1.3ȱProjectȱChangesȱFollowingȱtheȱ2008ȱNOPȱReleaseȱ
Followingȱ theȱ Juneȱ 2008ȱ NOPȱ releaseȱ andȱ scopingȱ meetingsȱ byȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ
Department,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱrevisedȱcomponentsȱofȱtheȱproject:ȱȱ
x

Theȱproposedȱlocationȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱsiteȱofȱ
theȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱ

x

Theȱproposedȱtreatmentȱprocessesȱwouldȱincludeȱreverseȱosmosisȱasȱneededȱtoȱmeetȱwaterȱ
qualityȱrequirementsȱforȱuseȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱȱ
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x

TheȱlistȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱcustomersȱwouldȱincludeȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse;ȱȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱZooȱandȱsmallerȱparksȱinȱtheȱsouthernȱpartȱofȱtheȱCityȱwouldȱnotȱinitiallyȱbeȱ
providedȱ withȱ recycledȱ water,ȱ thoughȱ recycledȱ waterȱ couldȱ beȱ madeȱ availableȱ toȱ theseȱ
customersȱinȱtheȱfuture;ȱandȱȱ

x

Theȱproposedȱstorageȱandȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱinȱareasȱthatȱareȱcompatibleȱ
withȱtheȱrevisedȱlocationȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱȱ

TheȱprojectȱlocationȱandȱfacilitiesȱincludedȱinȱtheȱJuneȱ2008ȱNOPȱreleaseȱareȱshownȱinȱFigureȱ2.ȱTheȱ
siteȱcurrentlyȱproposedȱforȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwasȱchangedȱfromȱtheȱOceansideȱ
WaterȱPollutionȱControlȱPlantȱ(WPCP)ȱtoȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱwithinȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(seeȱFigureȱ1).ȱTheȱsiteȱisȱcurrentlyȱusedȱbyȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParksȱ
Departmentȱforȱparkȱmaintenanceȱandȱstorage.ȱThisȱlocationȱwasȱselectedȱbecauseȱofȱitsȱproximityȱtoȱ
recycledȱwaterȱcustomers,ȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱexistingȱconveyanceȱfacilitiesȱtoȱandȱfromȱtheȱsite,ȱtheȱ
availabilityȱofȱland,ȱandȱtheȱcompatibilityȱofȱprojectȱlandȱuseȱrequirementsȱwithȱtheȱcurrentȱandȱ
previousȱlandȱuseȱasȱaȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱEffluentȱ(treatedȱtoȱsecondaryȱtreatmentȱstandardsȱatȱtheȱ
OceansideȱWPCP)ȱwouldȱbeȱconveyedȱtoȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱsiteȱviaȱanȱexistingȱ
pipelineȱwithinȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱlocatedȱbeneathȱtheȱGreatȱHighway.ȱTheȱeffluentȱwouldȱ
beȱprocessedȱtoȱtertiaryȱstandardsȱ(seeȱSectionȱ4.2ȱbelow)ȱatȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱ
facility,ȱandȱthisȱhighlyȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱatȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(includingȱtheȱ
PanhandleȱportionȱofȱtheȱPark),ȱLincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse,ȱprimarilyȱ
forȱlandscapeȱirrigation.ȱRecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱalsoȱbeȱusedȱforȱtoiletȱandȱurinalȱflushing,ȱasȱwellȱasȱ
irrigation,ȱatȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAcademyȱofȱSciencesȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱSFPUCȱdeterminedȱthatȱtheȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱZooȱandȱsmallerȱparksȱinȱtheȱsouthernȱpartȱofȱtheȱCityȱwouldȱnotȱinitiallyȱbeȱprovidedȱ
withȱrecycledȱwaterȱbecauseȱtheȱirrigationȱwaterȱdemandȱforȱtheseȱareasȱisȱtooȱsmallȱtoȱjustifyȱtheȱ
costȱofȱconstructionȱofȱdistributionȱfacilities,ȱthoughȱrecycledȱwaterȱcouldȱbeȱmadeȱavailableȱtoȱtheseȱ
customersȱinȱtheȱfuture.ȱ
ImplementationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱisȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱSanȱFranciscoȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱProject,ȱ
whichȱinvolvesȱdevelopingȱlocalȱgroundwaterȱsupplyȱandȱblendingȱthatȱsupplyȱwithȱsurfaceȱwaterȱ
supply.ȱTheȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱProjectȱwouldȱconvertȱtwoȱexistingȱirrigationȱwellsȱatȱGoldenȱGateȱ
Parkȱtoȱpotableȱuse;ȱhowever,ȱthoseȱwellsȱwouldȱnotȱbeȱusedȱtoȱsupplyȱmunicipalȱwaterȱunderȱtheȱ
Groundwaterȱ Supplyȱ Projectȱ unlessȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Westsideȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Projectȱ isȱ
implementedȱandȱrecycledȱwaterȱisȱavailableȱforȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱlandscapingȱrequirements,ȱorȱ
anotherȱlandscapingȱwaterȱsourceȱisȱidentified.ȱPublicȱscopingȱforȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱGroundwaterȱ
Supplyȱ Projectȱ (Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ Caseȱ No.ȱ2008.1122E,ȱ availableȱ onlineȱ atȱ
http://tinyurl.com/puccases)ȱwasȱcompletedȱonȱJanuaryȱ30,ȱ2010;ȱitȱisȱexpectedȱthatȱtheȱDraftȱEIRȱforȱ
theȱGroundwaterȱSupplyȱProjectȱwillȱbeȱavailableȱforȱpublicȱreviewȱinȱspringȱ2011.ȱ

1.1.4ȱRecycledȱWaterȱDemandȱ
Asȱstatedȱabove,ȱtheȱWSIPȱoriginallyȱprojectedȱthatȱtheȱWestsideȱBaselineȱProjectȱwouldȱserveȱaȱ
recycledȱwaterȱdemandȱofȱ2.8ȱmgd.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱhasȱsinceȱrefinedȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱdemandȱestimateȱ
forȱusersȱonȱtheȱwestȱsideȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱandȱhasȱidentifiedȱthreeȱmajorȱrecycledȱwaterȱcustomersȱ
forȱtheȱproject:ȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱLincolnȱPark/LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱ
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Course.ȱTogether,ȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱdemandȱforȱtheseȱcustomersȱisȱestimatedȱatȱ1.6ȱmgdȱ(annualȱ
average).ȱTheȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱsizedȱtoȱaccommodateȱpeakȬdayȱdemandsȱofȱupȱtoȱ4.5ȱmgdȱ(orȱ2.0ȱ
mgdȱannualȱaverage)ȱinȱanticipationȱthatȱtheȱfacilityȱcouldȱalsoȱprovideȱfutureȱserviceȱtoȱotherȱnearbyȱ
parksȱorȱirrigatedȱmedians.ȱHowever,ȱdistributionȱandȱstorageȱfacilitiesȱforȱserviceȱtoȱtheseȱpotentialȱ
futureȱcustomersȱareȱnotȱproposedȱatȱthisȱtime.ȱTableȱ1ȱsummarizesȱtheȱproposedȱcustomersȱandȱ
theirȱrespectiveȱdemandsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱservedȱbyȱtheȱproject.ȱTheȱprojectȱnoȱlongerȱincludesȱservingȱ
someȱofȱtheȱcustomersȱthatȱwereȱinitiallyȱidentifiedȱinȱtheȱJuneȱ2008ȱNOP,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
Zoo,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱStateȱUniversity,ȱSternȱGrove,ȱandȱsmallerȱSanȱFranciscoȱparksȱandȱlandscapedȱ
mediansȱinȱtheȱsouthernȱpartȱofȱtheȱcity.ȱRecycledȱwaterȱcouldȱbeȱmadeȱavailableȱtoȱtheseȱandȱotherȱ
usersȱ inȱ theȱ future;ȱ supplementalȱ CEQAȱ documentationȱ wouldȱ beȱ prepared,ȱ asȱ appropriate,ȱ toȱ
considerȱtheȱenvironmentalȱeffectsȱofȱaddingȱnewȱusersȱtoȱtheȱsystem.ȱȱ
TABLEȱ1ȱ
SUMMARYȱOFȱPROPOSEDȱRECYCLEDȱWATERȱCUSTOMERSȱ
AverageȬDayȱ
AnnualȱDemandȱ(mgd)ȱ

EndȱUserȱ
GoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

ȱ

ȱ

Irrigation/CaliforniaȱAcademyȱofȱSciencesȱ
LakeȱFillȱ
LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱ

PeakȬDayȱDemandȱ
(mgd)ȱ

0.94ȱ
0.4ȱ
ȱ

2.41ȱ
0.4ȱ
ȱ

Irrigationȱ

0.14ȱ

PresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱ
Irrigationȱ

ȱ

CapacityȱforȱPotentialȱFutureȱUsersȱ

ȱ

0.37ȱ
ȱ

0.12ȱ

0.4ȱ
ȱ

Irrigationȱ
Totalȱ

0.4ȱ

0.9ȱ

2.0ȱ

4.5ȱ

ȱ
mgdȱ=ȱmillionȱgallonsȱperȱdayȱ
ȱ
SOURCES:ȱRMC,ȱ2009;ȱSFPUC,ȱ2010.ȱ
ȱ

ȱ

2.0ȱEnvironmentalȱReviewȱProcessȱ
TheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱCommissionȱcertifiedȱtheȱWSIPȱProgramȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱReportȱ
(PEIR)ȱ inȱ Octoberȱ2008.ȱ Theȱ PEIRȱ addressedȱ theȱ potentialȱ environmentalȱ impactsȱ ofȱ theȱ WSIPȱ
facilitiesȱonȱaȱprogrammaticȱlevelȱandȱevaluatedȱregionalȱwaterȱsupplyȱalternatives.ȱTheȱPEIRȱisȱ
availableȱonȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱwebsiteȱatȱhttp://tinyurl.com/puccases.ȱTheȱ
Planningȱ Departmentȱ isȱ preparingȱ aȱ projectȬspecificȱ EIRȱ toȱ evaluateȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ theȱ proposedȱ
projectȱ onȱ theȱ environment.ȱ Theȱ EIRȱ willȱ beȱ preparedȱ inȱ complianceȱ withȱ CEQAȱ Guidelinesȱ
Sectionȱ15161ȱandȱwillȱaddressȱprojectȬspecificȱconstructionȱandȱoperationalȱimpacts.ȱ
TheȱfirstȱstepȱinȱtheȱenvironmentalȱreviewȱprocessȱunderȱCEQAȱisȱtheȱformalȱpublicȱscopingȱprocess,ȱ
forȱwhichȱthisȱrevisedȱNOPȱhasȱbeenȱprepared.ȱTheȱrevisedȱNOPȱwillȱbeȱcirculatedȱforȱaȱ30Ȭdayȱ
publicȱreviewȱperiodȱandȱaȱpublicȱscopingȱmeetingȱwillȱbeȱheldȱ(seeȱSectionȱ3.0,ȱbelow).ȱTheȱpurposeȱ
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ofȱtheȱpublicȱscopingȱphaseȱisȱtoȱsolicitȱpublicȱcommentsȱtoȱaidȱinȱdeterminingȱtheȱscopeȱandȱfocusȱofȱ
theȱenvironmentalȱimpactȱanalysisȱtoȱbeȱaddressedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱFollowingȱtheȱpublicȱscopingȱphase,ȱaȱ
DraftȱEIRȱwillȱbeȱpreparedȱandȱcirculatedȱforȱaȱ45Ȭdayȱpublicȱreviewȱperiod.ȱPublicȱcommentsȱonȱtheȱ
DraftȱEIRȱwillȱbeȱacceptedȱinȱwritingȱduringȱtheȱreviewȱperiod,ȱorȱverballyȱatȱtheȱformalȱpublicȱ
hearingȱ toȱ beȱ heldȱ byȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Commission.ȱ Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ
Departmentȱ willȱ thenȱ prepareȱ aȱ Commentsȱ andȱ Responsesȱ document,ȱ whichȱ willȱ respondȱ toȱ
commentsȱonȱenvironmentalȱissuesȱraisedȱduringȱtheȱpublicȱreviewȱperiod.ȱThisȱdocumentȱwillȱbeȱ
consideredȱbyȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱCommission,ȱalongȱwithȱtheȱDraftȱEIRȱandȱanyȱrevisionsȱtoȱ
theȱdraftȱbasedȱonȱtheȱcommentsȱandȱresponses,ȱforȱcertificationȱasȱtheȱFinalȱEIR.ȱ
TheȱprojectȱincludesȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱasȱaȱrecycledȱwaterȱcustomer,ȱasȱwellȱasȱconstructionȱofȱ
aȱpipelineȱandȱwaterȱstorageȱtankȱforȱdistributionȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱTheȱ
PresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱisȱwithinȱtheȱPresidioȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱ(Presidio),ȱwhichȱisȱpartȱofȱtheȱGoldenȱ
GateȱNationalȱRecreationȱArea,ȱaȱNationalȱParkȱunit.ȱAsȱsuch,ȱtheȱportionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwithinȱtheȱ
Presidioȱisȱsubjectȱtoȱfederalȱpoliciesȱandȱguidelines,ȱincludingȱtheȱNationalȱEnvironmentalȱPolicyȱ
Actȱ(NEPA).ȱTheȱPresidioȱTrust,ȱaȱfederalȱgovernmentȱcorporationȱandȱexecutiveȱbranchȱagencyȱ
createdȱbyȱCongressȱinȱ1996,ȱoverseesȱmanagementȱofȱtheȱinteriorȱportionȱofȱtheȱPresidio,ȱincludingȱ
theȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse,ȱandȱwillȱserveȱasȱtheȱleadȱagencyȱforȱNEPAȱanalysisȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwithinȱ
theȱPresidio.ȱ

3.0ȱPublicȱScopingȱMeetingȱ
Followingȱ theȱ releaseȱ ofȱ thisȱ NOP,ȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ willȱ holdȱ aȱ scopingȱ
meetingȱatȱtheȱfollowingȱlocation:ȱ

Golden Gate Park Senior Center – San Francisco
September 23, 2010
7:00 p.m. (starting promptly)
6101 Fulton Street (at 37th Avenue)

ȱ
Theȱ publicȱ willȱ haveȱ theȱ opportunityȱ toȱ verballyȱ commentȱ orȱ submitȱ writtenȱ commentsȱ atȱ theȱ
scopingȱmeeting.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱwillȱacceptȱwrittenȱcommentsȱ
byȱmail,ȱemail,ȱorȱfaxȱuntilȱtheȱcloseȱofȱbusinessȱonȱOctoberȱ13,ȱ2010.ȱTheȱcommentsȱreceivedȱwillȱ
assistȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ inȱ determiningȱ theȱ scopeȱ andȱ focusȱ ofȱ theȱ
environmentalȱimpactȱanalysisȱtoȱbeȱaddressedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱ
WrittenȱcommentsȱshouldȱbeȱmailedȱtoȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱAttn:ȱBillȱWycko,ȱ
EnvironmentalȱReviewȱOfficer,ȱSFȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProject,ȱ1650ȱMissionȱStreet,ȱSuiteȱ400,ȱ
SanȱFrancisco,ȱCAȱ94103Ȭ2479;ȱsentȱbyȱfaxȱtoȱ(415)ȱ558Ȭ6409;ȱorȱsubmittedȱbyȱemailȱtoȱCarrieȱDovzak,ȱ
theȱCEQAȱcoordinatorȱforȱthisȱproject,ȱatȱcarrie.dovzak@sfgov.org.ȱ
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4.0ȱProjectȱDescriptionȱ
4.1ȱProjectȱObjectivesȱ
OnȱOctoberȱ30,ȱ2008,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱadoptedȱtheȱWSIPȱ(knownȱasȱtheȱ“PhasedȱWSIPȱVariant”),ȱwhichȱ
willȱimproveȱtheȱregionalȱwaterȱsystemȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱwaterȱquality,ȱseismicȱresponse,ȱandȱwaterȱ
deliveryȱbasedȱonȱaȱplanningȱhorizonȱthroughȱtheȱyearȱ2030.ȱTheȱWSIPȱwillȱalsoȱimproveȱtheȱregionalȱ
systemȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱwaterȱsupplyȱtoȱmeetȱwaterȱdeliveryȱneedsȱinȱtheȱSFPUCȱserviceȱareaȱthroughȱ
theȱyearȱ2018.ȱTheȱproposedȱWSIPȱareaȱspansȱsevenȱcounties—Tuolumne,ȱStanislaus,ȱSanȱJoaquin,ȱ
Alameda,ȱSantaȱClara,ȱSanȱMateo,ȱandȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ
OneȱofȱtheȱWSIPȱgoalsȱisȱtoȱmeetȱcustomerȱwaterȱneedsȱinȱnonȬdroughtȱandȱdroughtȱperiods,ȱandȱ
twoȱ ofȱ theȱ WSIPȱ systemȱ performanceȱ objectivesȱ areȱ to:ȱ diversifyȱ waterȱ supplyȱ optionsȱ duringȱ
nonȬdroughtȱ andȱ droughtȱ periods,ȱ andȱ improveȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ newȱ waterȱ sourcesȱ andȱ droughtȱ
managementȱstrategies,ȱincludingȱuseȱofȱgroundwater,ȱrecycledȱwater,ȱconservation,ȱandȱtransfers.ȱ
Theȱ adoptedȱ WSIPȱ includesȱ developmentȱ ofȱ 20ȱ mgdȱ ofȱ conservation,ȱ recycledȱ water,ȱ andȱ
groundwaterȱwithinȱtheȱSFPUCȱserviceȱareaȱ(10ȱmgdȱinȱtheȱretailȱserviceȱareaȱandȱ10ȱmgdȱinȱtheȱ
wholesaleȱserviceȱarea).ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ contributeȱ toȱ thisȱ goalȱ throughȱ theȱ developmentȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ asȱ anȱ
alternativeȱ waterȱ supplyȱ forȱ nonȬpotableȱ usesȱ inȱ theȱ retailȱ serviceȱ area,ȱ therebyȱ benefitingȱ theȱ
regionalȱsystemȱbyȱreducingȱdemandsȱforȱpotableȱwater.ȱTheȱspecificȱobjectivesȱofȱtheȱproposedȱ
projectȱareȱto:ȱ
x

DiversifyȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱwaterȱsuppliesȱbyȱdevelopingȱrecycledȱwater;ȱ

x

DevelopȱaȱnewȱwaterȱsupplyȱinȱSanȱFranciscoȱthatȱisȱbothȱreliableȱandȱdroughtȬresistant;ȱandȱ

x

ReduceȱtheȱuseȱofȱpotableȱwaterȱandȱgroundwaterȱforȱirrigationȱandȱotherȱnonȬpotableȱusesȱbyȱ
supplyingȱthoseȱdemandsȱwithȱrecycledȱwater.ȱ

4.2ȱProposedȱProjectȱ
4.2.1ȱProjectȱComponentsȱ
Theȱprojectȱwouldȱincludeȱtheȱfollowingȱcomponentsȱ(seeȱFigureȱ1):ȱ
x

Treatment.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱconveyȱsecondaryȱeffluent 1 ȱfromȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱtheȱ
proposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱtoȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱsiteȱofȱtheȱformerȱRichmondȬ
SunsetȱWPCPȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱTheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱ
wouldȱhaveȱanȱannualȱaverageȱproductionȱofȱupȱtoȱ2.0ȱmgd,ȱbutȱwouldȱbeȱsizedȱtoȱmeetȱpeakȬ
dayȱdemandsȱ(duringȱsummerȱmonths)ȱofȱupȱtoȱ4.5ȱmgd.ȱ

x

Storage.ȱRecycledȱwaterȱstorageȱfacilitiesȱinclude:ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

1ȱȱ Secondaryȱeffluentȱtreatmentȱisȱaȱprocessȱthatȱreducesȱsuspendedȱsolidsȱandȱbiologicalȱoxygenȱdemandȱinȱ

wastewaterȱbyȱapproximatelyȱ90ȱpercent.ȱ
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x

x

1.ȱ

Proposedȱ 480,000Ȭgallonȱ secondaryȱ effluentȱ storageȱ underneathȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
treatmentȱfacility;ȱ

2.ȱ

Proposedȱ onȬsiteȱ 1.8ȬmillionȬgallonȱ treatedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ reservoirȱ underneathȱ theȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility;ȱ

3.ȱ

Proposedȱ16,200ȬgallonȱonȬsiteȱtankȱbeneathȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱforȱ
decarbonationȱofȱrecycledȱwater;ȱȱ

4.ȱ

UseȱandȱpotentialȱupgradeȱofȱtheȱexistingȱcentralȱreservoirȱlocatedȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱ
andȱ

5.ȱ

Proposedȱ400,000ȬgallonȱwaterȱstorageȱtankȱinȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱ

Distribution.ȱDistributionȱfacilitiesȱinclude:ȱ
1.

ReplacementȱandȱupgradeȱofȱpumpsȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP;ȱȱ

2.

Proposedȱpumpȱstationȱatȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility;ȱ

3.

UseȱandȱpotentialȱupgradeȱofȱexistingȱpumpȱstationȱatȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱcentralȱ
reservoir;ȱȱ

4.

UpgradeȱofȱexistingȱirrigationȱboosterȱpumpsȱinȱtheȱPanhandle;ȱȱ

5.

UseȱofȱexistingȱirrigationȱpumpȱstationȱatȱLincolnȱPark;ȱȱ

6.

Approximatelyȱ5ȱmilesȱofȱproposedȱpipelineȱ(8ȱtoȱ16ȱinchesȱinȱdiameter)ȱtoȱconnectȱtheȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱtoȱproposedȱcustomersȱinȱLincolnȱPark,ȱtheȱPresidio,ȱ
andȱtheȱPanhandle;ȱandȱ

7.

UseȱandȱpotentialȱupgradeȱofȱexistingȱirrigationȱpipelinesȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark;ȱ
possibleȱadditionȱofȱaȱdedicatedȱpipelineȱloopȱforȱfillȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱlakes.ȱȱ

Other.ȱOtherȱfacilitiesȱinclude:ȱ
1.ȱ

Reverseȱosmosisȱconcentrateȱdisposalȱpipelineȱ(approximatelyȱ2.5ȱmilesȱlong;ȱ8Ȭȱtoȱ10Ȭ
inchȱ diameter)ȱ toȱ conveyȱ brineȱ fromȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ toȱ theȱ
OceansideȱWPCPȱoutfall.ȱ

Projectȱfacilitiesȱandȱoperationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱareȱdescribedȱbelow.ȱ
ConveyanceȱofȱSecondaryȱEffluentȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ
TheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱuseȱexistingȱpipelinesȱtoȱconveyȱsecondaryȱeffluentȱfromȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTwoȱ3Ȭmgdȱpumpsȱ(oneȱdutyȱandȱoneȱstandbyȱpump)ȱareȱcurrentlyȱusedȱonceȱperȱ
dayȱtoȱpumpȱsecondaryȱeffluentȱintoȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱtoȱflushȱoutȱtheȱbox.ȱUnderȱtheȱ
project,ȱtheȱSFPUCȱwouldȱpumpȱsecondaryȱeffluentȱfromȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱtheȱWestsideȱ
TransportȱBoxȱviaȱanȱexistingȱ16Ȭinchȱpipelineȱthatȱconnectsȱtoȱanȱexistingȱ42Ȭinchȱpipelineȱatȱtheȱ
OceansideȱWPCPȱWestsideȱPumpȱStation.ȱTheȱ42Ȭinchȱlineȱcarryingȱtheȱeffluentȱcontinuesȱinsideȱtheȱ
WestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱunderȱtheȱGreatȱHighwayȱtoȱtheȱintersectionȱofȱLincolnȱWayȱandȱtheȱGreatȱ
Highway.ȱAtȱthisȱintersection,ȱtheȱ42ȬinchȱlineȱisȱroutedȱoutsideȱofȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱtoȱtheȱ
formerȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱsite.ȱTheȱ42ȬinchȱpipeȱisȱcurrentlyȱpluggedȱatȱtheȱRichmondȬSunsetȱ
site.ȱAȱsmallȱsectionȱofȱpipelineȱwouldȱbeȱinstalledȱtoȱconnectȱtheȱendȱofȱtheȱpipeȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱ
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recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱTheȱexistingȱpumpsȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱWestsideȱPumpȱStationȱ
wouldȱbeȱreplaced,ȱincreasedȱinȱcapacityȱbyȱapproximatelyȱ6ȱtoȱ7ȱmgdȱeach,ȱandȱusedȱtoȱdeliverȱ
secondaryȱeffluentȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility.ȱUnderȱtheȱproject,ȱtheȱexistingȱ
42ȬinchȱpipelineȱinȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱmightȱneedȱtoȱbeȱupgraded.ȱAccessȱtoȱthisȱpipelineȱ
wouldȱbeȱmadeȱavailableȱthroughȱexistingȱhatchesȱlocatedȱalongȱtheȱGreatȱHighway.ȱ
RecycledȱWaterȱTreatmentȱPlantȱandȱStorageȱFacilitiesȱatȱtheȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱSiteȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ atȱ theȱ easternȱ endȱ ofȱ theȱ
approximatelyȱ44,000ȬsquareȬfootȱRichmondȬSunsetȱWPCPȱsiteȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ(seeȱFigureȱ1).ȱAȱ
treatmentȱ buildingȱ (approximatelyȱ 35,000ȱ squareȱ feet)ȱ wouldȱ beȱ constructedȱ toȱ houseȱ waterȱ
treatmentȱequipment,ȱelectricalȱcontrols,ȱpumpingȱequipment,ȱfeedȱsystems,ȱandȱotherȱappurtenantȱ
equipmentȱrequiredȱforȱtheȱproposedȱtreatmentȱprocessȱsummarizedȱbelow.ȱTheȱtreatmentȱbuildingȱ
wouldȱalsoȱcontainȱanȱelectricalȱsubstation,ȱoperationsȱroom,ȱandȱmotorȱcontrolȱcenter.ȱAȱchemicalȱ
buildingȱandȱaȱvisitorȱcenterȱwouldȱalsoȱbeȱconstructedȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱtreatmentȱbuilding.ȱTheȱ
proposedȱbuildingsȱwouldȱbeȱapproximatelyȱ20ȱtoȱ30ȱfeetȱhigh.ȱȱ
Upȱtoȱthreeȱundergroundȱstorageȱreservoirsȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱbeneathȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacility:ȱ
x

Aȱ480,000Ȭgallonȱreservoirȱtoȱstoreȱsecondaryȱeffluentȱasȱsourceȱwaterȱforȱtheȱtreatmentȱplant;ȱ

x

Aȱ16,200Ȭgallonȱtankȱforȱdecarbonationȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱifȱneeded;ȱandȱ

x

Aȱ1.8ȬmillionȬgallonȱreservoirȱtoȱstoreȱtheȱtreatedȱrecycledȱwater.ȱ

Additionalȱstorageȱwouldȱbeȱprovidedȱtoȱbalanceȱflowsȱbetweenȱtheȱvariousȱtreatmentȱprocessesȱ
withinȱtheȱfacility.ȱȱ
TreatmentȱProcessȱ
TheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱtreatȱsecondaryȱeffluentȱfromȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCPȱtoȱ
removeȱsuspendedȱandȱdissolvedȱsolids,ȱbacteria,ȱviruses,ȱorganicȱmaterials,ȱandȱotherȱconstituents,ȱ
resultingȱinȱtreatedȱwaterȱthatȱmeetsȱand/orȱexceedsȱtheȱregulatoryȱrequirementsȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱ
DepartmentȱofȱPublicȱHealthȱforȱdisinfectedȱtertiaryȱrecycledȱwater. 2 ȱTheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
treatmentȱprocessȱincludesȱmicrofiltration/ultrafiltrationȱ(MF),ȱreverseȱosmosisȱ(RO),ȱandȱultravioletȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
2ȱ Theȱ waterȱ qualityȱ criteria,ȱ treatmentȱ processȱ requirements,ȱ andȱ treatmentȱ reliabilityȱ criteriaȱ forȱ waterȱ

recyclingȱoperationsȱestablishedȱbyȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱHealthȱServicesȱareȱsetȱforthȱinȱTitleȱ22,ȱ
Divisionȱ4,ȱChapterȱ3,ȱofȱtheȱCaliforniaȱCodeȱofȱRegulations.ȱUnderȱthisȱregulation,ȱ“disinfectedȱtertiaryȱ
recycledȱwater”ȱmeansȱfilteredȱandȱsubsequentlyȱdisinfectedȱwastewaterȱthatȱmeetsȱtheȱfollowingȱcriteria:ȱȱ
(a)ȱ Theȱfilteredȱwastewaterȱhasȱbeenȱdisinfectedȱbyȱeither:ȱ(1)ȱaȱchlorineȱdisinfectionȱprocessȱfollowingȱfiltrationȱ
thatȱprovidesȱaȱCTȱvalueȱ(theȱproductȱofȱtotalȱchlorineȱresidualȱandȱmodalȱcontactȱtimeȱmeasuredȱatȱtheȱ
sameȱpoint)ȱofȱnotȱlessȱthanȱ450ȱmilligramȬminutesȱperȱliterȱatȱallȱtimes,ȱwithȱaȱmodalȱcontactȱtimeȱofȱatȱleastȱ
90ȱminutes,ȱbasedȱonȱpeakȱdryȬweatherȱdesignȱflow;ȱorȱ(2)ȱaȱdisinfectionȱprocessȱthat,ȱwhenȱcombinedȱwithȱ
theȱfiltrationȱprocess,ȱhasȱbeenȱdemonstratedȱtoȱinactivateȱand/orȱremoveȱ99.999ȱpercentȱofȱtheȱplaqueȬ
formingȱunitsȱofȱFȬspecificȱbacteriophageȱMS2,ȱorȱpolioȱvirus,ȱinȱtheȱwastewater.ȱAȱvirusȱthatȱisȱatȱleastȱasȱ
resistantȱtoȱdisinfectionȱasȱpolioȱvirusȱmayȱbeȱusedȱforȱtheȱdemonstration.ȱȱ
(b)ȱTheȱmedianȱconcentrationȱofȱtotalȱcoliformȱbacteriaȱmeasuredȱinȱtheȱdisinfectedȱeffluentȱdoesȱnotȱexceedȱ
aȱmostȱprobableȱnumberȱ(MPN)ȱofȱ2.2ȱperȱ100ȱmillilitersȱ(mL)ȱutilizingȱtheȱbacteriologicalȱresultsȱofȱtheȱ
pastȱ7ȱdaysȱforȱwhichȱanalysesȱhaveȱbeenȱcompleted,ȱandȱtheȱnumberȱofȱtotalȱcoliformȱbacteriaȱdoesȱnotȱ
exceedȱaȱMPNȱofȱ23ȱperȱ100ȱmLȱinȱmoreȱthanȱoneȱsampleȱinȱanyȱ30Ȭdayȱperiod.ȱNoȱsampleȱshallȱexceedȱaȱ
MPNȱofȱ240ȱtotalȱcoliformȱbacteriaȱperȱ100ȱmL.ȱ
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lightȱ(UV)ȱdisinfection.ȱTheȱMFȱmembraneȱsystemȱwouldȱremoveȱsuspendedȱsolids.ȱFromȱtheȱMFȱ
system,ȱtheȱtreatedȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱpumpedȱtoȱanȱROȱmembraneȱsystemȱtoȱreduceȱdissolvedȱsalts.ȱ
RecycledȱwaterȱforȱfillingȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱlakesȱ(AlvordȱLake,ȱLilyȱPond,ȱStowȱLake,ȱRainbowȱ
FallsȱandȱPond,ȱLloydȱLake,ȱElkȱGlenȱLake,ȱMallardȱLake,ȱMetsonȱLake,ȱSpreckelsȱLake,ȱFlycastingȱ
Pools,ȱNorthȱLake,ȱMiddleȱLake,ȱandȱSouthȱLake)ȱwouldȱconsistȱonlyȱofȱwaterȱtreatedȱbyȱtheȱROȱ
processȱtoȱensureȱthatȱammoniaȱandȱnutrientȱlevelsȱareȱcompatibleȱwithȱaquaticȱresourcesȱinȱtheȱ
lakes.ȱHowever,ȱforȱlandscapeȱirrigationȱandȱtoilet/urinalȱflushingȱatȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAcademyȱofȱ
Sciences,ȱ theȱ ROȱ treatedȱ waterȱ mightȱ beȱ blendedȱ withȱ MFȱ treatedȱ water.ȱ Theȱ advancedȱ treatedȱ
recycledȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱdisinfectedȱwithȱUVȱdisinfection.ȱȱ
Theȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱalsoȱcontainȱchemicalȱfeedȱsystemsȱforȱcoagulant,ȱacidȱ
andȱbase,ȱandȱotherȱchemicalsȱthatȱwouldȱassistȱtheȱtreatmentȱprocess.ȱTypically,ȱaȱchlorineȱresidualȱ
isȱprovidedȱinȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱpreventȱbiologicalȱgrowthȱinȱtheȱdistributionȱsystemsȱandȱalgaeȱ
growthȱinȱtheȱsprinklerȱsystems.ȱInclusionȱofȱaȱchlorineȱresidualȱinȱtheȱfinalȱproductȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱ
furtherȱevaluatedȱduringȱpreliminaryȱdesignȱofȱtheȱsystem.ȱ
RecycledȱWaterȱDistributionȱSystemȱ
DistributionȱPumpsȱ
DistributionȱpumpsȱwouldȱbeȱinstalledȱatȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱtoȱserveȱLincolnȱPark,ȱ
GoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱEightȱdistributionȱpumpsȱ(fiveȱdutyȱandȱthreeȱ
standby)ȱwithȱmotorsȱofȱupȱtoȱ150ȱhorsepowerȱ(1,700ȬgallonȬperȬminuteȱcapacity)ȱwouldȱbeȱinstalledȱ
atȱtheȱfacility.ȱInȱadditionȱtoȱtheȱpumpsȱatȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacility,ȱexistingȱboosterȱpumpȱstationsȱinȱtheȱ
Panhandleȱwouldȱbeȱupgradedȱ(seeȱFigureȱ1).ȱTheȱexistingȱLincolnȱParkȱpumpȱstationȱwouldȱbeȱusedȱ
toȱdistributeȱrecycledȱwaterȱtoȱtheȱgolfȱcourseȱirrigationȱsystem,ȱbutȱwouldȱnotȱrequireȱupgradeȱasȱ
partȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱ
DistributionȱPipelinesȱ
Approximatelyȱ5ȱmilesȱofȱpipelineȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱtoȱconnectȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱ
facilityȱ toȱ theȱ proposedȱ customers.ȱ Theȱ pipesȱ wouldȱ beȱ builtȱ primarilyȱ inȱ publicȱ rightsȬofȬwayȱ
(streets).ȱPipeȱdiametersȱwouldȱrangeȱfromȱ8ȱtoȱ16ȱinches.ȱFigureȱ1ȱshowsȱtheȱproposedȱpipelineȱ
network,ȱwhichȱisȱdescribedȱbelow.ȱ
RecycledȱWaterȱTreatmentȱFacilityȱtoȱLincolnȱPark.ȱTheȱprojectȱincludesȱtwoȱoptionsȱforȱroutingȱtheȱ
pipelineȱfromȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱtoȱLincolnȱParkȱ(OptionȱLPȬ1ȱ
andȱOptionȱLPȬ2),ȱasȱdescribedȱbelowȱandȱshownȱinȱFigureȱ1.ȱ
OptionȱLPȬ1.ȱUnderȱOptionȱLPȬ1,ȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentȱwouldȱfollowȱthisȱroute:ȱ
x

NorthȱalongȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedyȱDriveȱtoȱ47thȱAvenue;ȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ47thȱAvenueȱtoȱaȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱserviceȱroadȱsouthȱofȱFultonȱStreet;ȱ

x

EastȱalongȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱserviceȱroad,ȱparallelȱtoȱFultonȱStreet;ȱ

x

Exitȱserviceȱroadȱthroughȱtheȱ39thȱAvenueȱexitȱfromȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱtoȱ39thȱAvenue;ȱandȱ
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x

Northȱ alongȱ 39thȱ Avenueȱ toȱ theȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ pumpȱ stationȱ connectionȱ pointȱ
(ClementȱStreet/39thȱAvenue).ȱ

OptionȱLPȬ2.ȱUnderȱOptionȱLPȬ2,ȱtheȱpipelineȱwouldȱfollowȱtheȱsameȱalignmentȱasȱOptionȱLPȬ1ȱuntilȱ
theȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱserviceȱroad.ȱAtȱthatȱpoint,ȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentȱwouldȱfollowȱthisȱroute:ȱȱ
x

Exitȱserviceȱroadȱthroughȱtheȱ43rdȱAvenueȱexitȱfromȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱtoȱ43rdȱAvenue;ȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ43rdȱAvenueȱtoȱAnzaȱStreet;ȱ

x

EastȱalongȱAnzaȱStreetȱtoȱ39thȱAvenue;ȱandȱ

x

Northȱ alongȱ 39thȱ Avenueȱ toȱ theȱ Lincolnȱ Parkȱ pumpȱ stationȱ connectionȱ pointȱ
(ClementȱStreet/39thȱAvenue).ȱ

LincolnȱParkȱGolfȱCourseȱtoȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱTheȱprojectȱincludesȱtwoȱoptions—OptionȱP1ȱ
andȱOptionȱP2—forȱextendingȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱpipelineȱfromȱLincolnȱParkȱ(39thȱAvenueȱandȱ
ClementȱStreet)ȱtoȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse,ȱasȱdescribedȱbelowȱandȱshownȱinȱFigureȱ1.ȱ
OptionȱPȬ1.ȱUnderȱOptionȱPȬ1,ȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentȱwouldȱfollowȱthisȱrouteȱfromȱLincolnȱPark:ȱ
x

EastȱalongȱClementȱStreet,ȱfromȱtheȱpointȱofȱconnectionȱatȱ39thȱAvenueȱandȱClementȱStreetȱtoȱ
32ndȱAvenue;ȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ32ndȱAvenueȱtoȱCaliforniaȱStreet;ȱ

x

EastȱalongȱCaliforniaȱStreetȱtoȱ14thȱAvenue;ȱ

x

Northȱ alongȱ 14thȱ Avenueȱ toȱ theȱ proposedȱ pointȱ ofȱ deliveryȱ atȱ 14thȱ Avenueȱ northȱ ofȱ
LakeȱStreet;ȱandȱ

x

NorthȱalongȱParkȱBoulevardȱ(insideȱtheȱPresidio)ȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱstorageȱtankȱlocationȱatȱtheȱ
northȱendȱofȱtheȱgolfȱcourse.ȱ

OptionȱPȬ2.ȱUnderȱOptionȱPȬ2,ȱtheȱpipelineȱalignmentȱwouldȱfollowȱthisȱrouteȱfromȱLincolnȱPark:ȱȱ
x

EastȱalongȱClementȱStreet,ȱfromȱtheȱpointȱofȱconnectionȱatȱ39thȱAvenueȱandȱClementȱStreetȱtoȱ
14thȱAvenue;ȱ

x

Northȱalongȱ14thȱAvenueȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱpointȱofȱdeliveryȱatȱ14thȱAvenueȱnorthȱofȱLakeȱ
Street;ȱandȱ

x

NorthȱalongȱParkȱBoulevardȱ(insideȱtheȱPresidio)ȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱstorageȱtankȱlocationȱatȱtheȱ
northȱendȱofȱtheȱgolfȱcourse.ȱ

RecycledȱWaterȱTreatmentȱFacilityȱtoȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱAnȱexistingȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱirrigationȱ
systemȱpipelineȱloopȱwithinȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedyȱDriveȱandȱotherȱroadsȱwithinȱtheȱparkȱisȱconnectedȱtoȱ
theȱexistingȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱcentralȱreservoirȱandȱpumpȱstation.ȱTheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱ
includeȱconnectionsȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱirrigationȱsystemȱandȱcouldȱrequireȱupgradesȱtoȱtheȱexistingȱ
irrigationȱsystem,ȱandȱatȱtheȱcentralȱreservoir/pumpȱstation.ȱInȱaddition,ȱaȱdedicatedȱpipelineȱloopȱforȱ
deliveryȱofȱlakefillȱrecycledȱwaterȱcouldȱbeȱrequired.ȱ
PanhandleȱDistributionȱSystem.ȱTheȱPanhandleȱportionȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱisȱcurrentlyȱservedȱbyȱ
municipalȱ waterȱ supplyȱ andȱ isȱ notȱ connectedȱ toȱ theȱ existingȱirrigationȱ systemȱdescribedȱabove.ȱ
Therefore,ȱ theȱ projectȱ wouldȱ includeȱ aȱ pipelineȱ segmentȱ fromȱ Stanyanȱ Streetȱ toȱ approximatelyȱ
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CentralȱAvenueȱ(seeȱFigureȱ1).ȱTheȱpipelineȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱalongȱJohnȱF.ȱKennedyȱDriveȱandȱOakȱ
Street.ȱ Theȱ pipelineȱ wouldȱ connectȱ toȱ existingȱ boosterȱ pumpsȱ locatedȱ withinȱ theȱ Panhandleȱ toȱ
provideȱsufficientȱwaterȱpressureȱforȱPanhandleȱrecycledȱwaterȱdistribution.ȱUpgradeȱofȱtheȱboosterȱ
pumpsȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱasȱpartȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱ
DistributionȱStorageȱ
Inȱadditionȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱstorageȱatȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility,ȱtheȱprojectȱ
includesȱuseȱofȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱcentralȱreservoirȱandȱaȱproposedȱ400,000Ȭgallonȱwaterȱtankȱatȱtheȱ
PresidioȱGolfȱCourse.ȱAsȱnotedȱabove,ȱitȱcouldȱbeȱnecessaryȱtoȱupgradeȱtheȱcentralȱreservoirȱ(andȱpumpȱ
station)ȱunderȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱTheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱreservoirȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱserveȱtheȱ
golfȱcourseȱandȱotherȱirrigatedȱareasȱinȱtheȱimmediateȱvicinity.ȱTheȱwaterȱtankȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱatȱtheȱ
northȱendȱofȱtheȱgolfȱcourseȱ(seeȱFigureȱ1);ȱtheȱexactȱtankȱsiteȱlocationȱhasȱnotȱyetȱbeenȱdetermined.ȱ
ReverseȱOsmosisȱConcentrateȱ(Brine)ȱDisposalȱ
Theȱ recycledȱwaterȱ treatmentȱ processȱwouldȱ produceȱ aȱ reverseȱosmosisȱ concentrate,ȱ whichȱ isȱ aȱ
concentratedȱbrineȱsolution.ȱThisȱbrineȱwouldȱbeȱconveyedȱtoȱtheȱoceanȱforȱdisposalȱthroughȱtheȱ
OceansideȱWPCPȱSouthwestȱOceanȱOutfall.ȱAȱdedicatedȱbrineȱdisposalȱpipelineȱ(approximatelyȱ8ȱtoȱ
10ȱinchesȱinȱdiameter)ȱwouldȱbeȱconstructedȱalongȱtheȱGreatȱHighwayȱtoȱtheȱoutfall.ȱThereȱareȱtwoȱ
optionsȱforȱtheȱbrineȱdisposalȱpipelineȱalignment:ȱ
x

InstallȱtheȱpipelineȱwithinȱtheȱexistingȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱbeneathȱtheȱGreatȱHighwayȱbyȱ
slipliningȱ anȱ existingȱ 54Ȭinchȱ pipelineȱ atȱ theȱ bottomȱ ofȱ theȱ transportȱ box,ȱ locatedȱ
approximatelyȱ25ȱfeetȱbelowȱgroundȱsurface;ȱorȱ

x

ConstructȱtheȱpipelineȱbeneathȱtheȱGreatȱHighwayȱ(outsideȱofȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱBox),ȱ
beneathȱtheȱlandscapedȱbermȱandȱpedestrianȱpathȱlocatedȱtoȱtheȱeastȱofȱtheȱGreatȱHighway,ȱorȱ
alongȱUpperȱGreatȱHighway.ȱȱ

Theȱslipliningȱmethodȱwouldȱinvolveȱinsertingȱaboutȱ11,300ȱlinearȱfeetȱofȱPVCȱpipeȱintoȱtheȱlargerȱ
existingȱpipeline.ȱWorkersȱinstallingȱtheȱPVCȱpipeȱwouldȱaccessȱtheȱworkȱareaȱusingȱexistingȱaccessȱ
hatchesȱforȱtheȱWestsideȱTransportȱBoxȱlocatedȱalongȱtheȱGreatȱHighway.ȱȱ
CustomerȱRetrofitsȱ
Implementationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱcouldȱalsoȱrequireȱtheȱretrofitȱofȱirrigationȱsystemsȱtoȱbringȱtheȱsystemsȱ
intoȱ complianceȱ withȱ Californiaȱ Departmentȱ ofȱ Publicȱ Healthȱ Servicesȱ Titleȱ 22ȱ andȱ Titleȱ 17ȱ
requirements,ȱwhichȱregulateȱtheȱproductionȱandȱuseȱofȱrecycledȱwater.ȱRetrofitȱworkȱcouldȱincludeȱ
theȱ installationȱ ofȱ limitedȱ sectionsȱ ofȱ pipeline,ȱ theȱ installationȱ ofȱ backflowȱ preventors,ȱ andȱ theȱ
replacementȱofȱnoncompliantȱirrigationȱsystemȱcomponents.ȱTheȱneedȱforȱtheseȱupgradesȱisȱcurrentlyȱ
beingȱinvestigatedȱbyȱtheȱSFPUCȱandȱwillȱbeȱanalyzedȱinȱtheȱDraftȱEIRȱasȱapplicable.ȱ

4.2.2ȱConstructionȱScheduleȱ
ProjectȱconstructionȱisȱexpectedȱtoȱbeginȱinȱNovemberȱ2012ȱandȱendȱinȱAprilȱ2015.ȱConstructionȱ
hoursȱwouldȱvaryȱdependingȱonȱtheȱconstructionȱlocations.ȱMoreȱspecificȱinformationȱregardingȱ
workȱhoursȱwillȱbeȱpresentedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱ
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4.2.3ȱOperationsȱandȱMaintenanceȱ
TheȱsystemsȱusedȱtoȱsupplyȱwaterȱforȱirrigationȱandȱcommercialȱusesȱwouldȱoperateȱyearȬround,ȱ
withȱ peakȱ productionȱ occurringȱ duringȱ theȱ dryȱ months,ȱ usuallyȱ Aprilȱ throughȱ October.ȱ Whenȱ
demandȱisȱlow,ȱportionsȱofȱtheȱtreatmentȱfacilitiesȱcouldȱbeȱplacedȱinȱstandbyȱmodeȱorȱoperateȱatȱ
reducedȱ output.ȱ Storageȱ reservoirsȱ inȱ theȱ distributionȱ systemȱ wouldȱ beȱ usedȱ toȱ balanceȱ dailyȱ
demands.ȱȱ
Theȱprimaryȱpumpȱstationȱatȱtheȱproposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱoperateȱasȱneededȱ
toȱmeetȱdemandȱandȱtoȱfillȱreservoirsȱinȱtheȱdistributionȱsystem.ȱTheȱboosterȱpumpsȱinȱtheȱsystemȱ
wouldȱoperateȱonȱanȱasȬneededȱbasisȱtoȱmaintainȱpressureȱinȱtheȱsystem.ȱTheȱreservoirsȱandȱpipesȱ
wouldȱbeȱflushedȱperiodicallyȱtoȱmaintainȱwaterȱquality.ȱTheȱflushedȱwaterȱwouldȱbeȱsentȱtoȱtheȱ
combinedȱsewerȱsystemȱandȱreȬtreatedȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP.ȱBlowoffȱvalvesȱwouldȱbeȱplacedȱatȱ
lowȱpointsȱandȱdeadȱendsȱofȱtheȱdistributionȱsystemȱtoȱeaseȱflushingȱofȱtheȱpipelines.ȱ
WaterȱQualityȱObjectivesȱ
Theȱ irrigationȱ demandsȱ identifiedȱ inȱ Sectionȱ 1.1ȱ areȱ currentlyȱ beingȱ metȱ throughȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ
groundwaterȱpumpedȱfromȱlocalȱwellsȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark,ȱandȱthroughȱtheȱuseȱofȱpotableȱwaterȱforȱ
LincolnȱPark,ȱtheȱPresidio,ȱandȱtheȱPanhandleȱportionȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTheȱSFPUCȱdeterminedȱ
thatȱchlorideȱandȱsodiumȱconcentrationsȱareȱtheȱkeyȱparametersȱofȱconcernȱforȱtheseȱcustomers;ȱ
therefore,ȱwaterȱqualityȱobjectivesȱwereȱestablishedȱforȱtheȱprojectȱtoȱminimizeȱchlorideȱandȱsodiumȱ
concentrationsȱ(RMC,ȱ2009).ȱ(NoteȱthatȱsomeȱareasȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱareȱlandscapedȱwithȱ
saltȬsensitiveȱplantȱspeciesȱthatȱrequireȱpotableȱwater.ȱTherefore,ȱtheseȱareasȱwouldȱcontinueȱtoȱbeȱ
irrigatedȱwithȱpotableȱwaterȱandȱmayȱbeȱexcludedȱfromȱtheȱproposedȱproject.)ȱȱ

5.0ȱPermitsȱandȱApprovalsȱRequiredȱ
TheȱSFPUCȱcouldȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱobtainȱtheȱfollowingȱpermitsȱandȱapprovalsȱforȱprojectȱconstructionȱ
andȱoperation.ȱ

5.1ȱFederalȱ
TheȱPresidioȱTrustȱwouldȱapproveȱtheȱportionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱservingȱtheȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱandȱ
wouldȱcompleteȱappropriateȱNEPAȱdocumentationȱforȱtheȱportionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwithinȱtheȱPresidio.ȱ

5.2ȱStateȱ
x

Stateȱ Waterȱ Resourcesȱ Controlȱ Boardȱ Stormwaterȱ Generalȱ Constructionȱ Permitȱ andȱ
StormwaterȱPollutionȱPreventionȱPlan,ȱifȱmoreȱthanȱ1ȱacreȱofȱlandȱisȱdisturbed 3ȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱRegionalȱWaterȱQualityȱControlȱBoard,ȱWasteȱDischargeȱRequirementsȱforȱuseȱofȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ (theȱ projectȱ mayȱ beȱ coveredȱ underȱ Orderȱ 96Ȭ011,Generalȱ Waterȱ Reuseȱ
RequirementsȱforȱMunicipalȱWastewaterȱandȱWaterȱAgencies,ȱorȱmayȱrequireȱseparateȱwasteȱ
dischargeȱrequirements)ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

3ȱȱ ApplicableȱtoȱareasȱthatȱdoȱnotȱdrainȱtoȱtheȱCity’sȱcombinedȱsewerȱsystem.ȱ
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5.3ȱLocalȱ
x

Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Commissionȱ certificationȱ ofȱ theȱ Finalȱ EIR,ȱ issuanceȱ ofȱ Coastalȱ
DevelopmentȱPermit,ȱandȱdeterminationȱofȱconsistencyȱwithȱtheȱgeneralȱplanȱ

x

SFPUCȱapprovalȱofȱCEQAȱfindings,ȱagreementȱwithȱRecreationȱandȱParksȱDepartmentȱforȱ
constructionȱofȱfacilitiesȱinȱandȱuseȱofȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱforȱrecycledȱwaterȱfacility,ȱagreementȱ
withȱPresidioȱTrustȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱforȱconstructionȱofȱfacilitiesȱandȱdeliveryȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
toȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourse,ȱconstructionȱcontractsȱandȱotherȱprojectȱimplementationȱactionsȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱBoardȱofȱSupervisorsȱconsiderationȱofȱanyȱappealsȱofȱtheȱPlanningȱCommission’sȱ
certificationȱofȱtheȱFinalȱEIR,ȱappropriationȱofȱprojectȱfunding,ȱapprovalȱofȱnewȱstructureȱinȱ
Goldenȱ GateȱParkȱ[Note:ȱCharterȱ Sectionȱ 4.113ȱ requiresȱaȱ twoȬthirdsȱ voteȱ ofȱ theȱ Boardȱ ofȱ
Supervisorsȱforȱconstructionȱofȱanyȱnewȱstructuresȱinȱtheȱpark.]ȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱRecreationȱandȱParksȱDepartmentȱapprovalȱofȱuseȱofȱparkȱpropertyȱforȱrecycledȱ
waterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱandȱrecommendationȱtoȱtheȱBoardȱofȱSupervisorsȱonȱconstructionȱofȱ
newȱstructuresȱinȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱ

x

SanȱFranciscoȱArtsȱCommissionȱapprovalȱofȱexteriorȱdesignȱofȱstructuresȱonȱCityȱpropertyȱ

6.0ȱEnvironmentalȱAnalysisȱ
6.1ȱEnvironmentalȱIssuesȱtoȱBeȱAddressedȱinȱtheȱEIRȱ
TheȱEIRȱwillȱaddressȱallȱenvironmentalȱissueȱareasȱrequiredȱunderȱCEQA.ȱTheȱEIRȱwillȱdiscussȱ
potentialȱimpactsȱdueȱtoȱconstructionȱandȱoperationȱactivitiesȱandȱwillȱproposeȱmitigationȱmeasuresȱ
forȱimpactsȱconsideredȱtoȱbeȱpotentiallyȱsignificant.ȱȱ

6.1.1ȱLandȱUseȱȱ
Constructionȱandȱoperationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱaffectȱadjacentȱlandȱuses.ȱTheȱmajorityȱofȱ
pipelineȱconstructionȱwouldȱoccurȱinȱresidentialȱareas,ȱwhereasȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱisȱ
adjacentȱtoȱpublicȱuseȱareasȱwithinȱGoldenȱGateȱPark.ȱTheȱEIRȱwillȱprovideȱanȱoverviewȱofȱtheȱ
potentialȱlandȱuseȱimpactsȱassociatedȱwithȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱ
evaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Conflictsȱ (ifȱ any)ȱ withȱ establishedȱ local,ȱ regional,ȱ state,ȱ orȱ federalȱ plans,ȱ policies,ȱ and/orȱ
guidelinesȱ

x

Disruptionȱofȱanȱestablishedȱcommunityȱ

x

Inconsistencyȱorȱincompatibilityȱwithȱexistingȱorȱplannedȱlandȱusesȱ

x

ShortȬtermȱdisruptionȱofȱneighboringȱlandȱusesȱduringȱconstructionȱ

x

Operationsȱeffectsȱonȱadjacentȱlandȱuses,ȱsuchȱasȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱandȱPresidioȱGolfȱCourseȱ
usesȱ
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6.1.2ȱAestheticsȱ
Effectsȱ onȱaestheticsȱ inȱ theȱ projectȱ areaȱ associatedȱ withȱ constructionȱ andȱimplementationȱ ofȱtheȱ
projectȱcouldȱresultȱfromȱconstructionȱactivitiesȱthatȱwouldȱremoveȱvegetationȱorȱotherwiseȱalterȱtheȱ
existingȱlandscape,ȱorȱfromȱtheȱintroductionȱofȱadditionalȱbuiltȱfeaturesȱwithinȱscenicȱareas.ȱPotentialȱ
effectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Degradationȱ orȱ obstructionȱ ofȱ scenicȱ viewsȱ andȱ designatedȱ scenicȱ resourcesȱ dueȱ toȱ
constructionȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱȱ

x

Lightȱandȱglareȱeffectsȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱlightingȱȱ

6.1.3ȱPopulationȱandȱHousingȱ
Constructionȱandȱoperationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱaffectȱadjacentȱpopulationȱandȱhousing.ȱ
Potentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Inducementȱofȱdirectȱorȱindirectȱsubstantialȱpopulationȱgrowthȱ

x

Displacementȱofȱsubstantialȱnumbersȱofȱexistingȱhousingȱorȱpeopleȱ

6.1.4ȱCulturalȱandȱPaleontologicalȱResourcesȱ
Constructionȱ (mainlyȱ excavation)ȱ ofȱ theȱ projectȱ facilitiesȱ couldȱ affectȱ historical,ȱ cultural,ȱ orȱ
paleontologicalȱresources.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Effectsȱonȱarchaeologicalȱandȱpaleontologicalȱresourcesȱ

x

Effectsȱonȱnearbyȱhistoric/architecturalȱresources,ȱincludingȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱNationalȱ
RegisterȱHistoricȱDistrictȱandȱtheȱPresidioȱNationalȱHistoricȱLandmarkȱDistrictȱ

6.1.5ȱTransportationȱandȱCirculationȱ
Constructionȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱhaveȱtemporaryȱeffectsȱonȱtransportationȱandȱcirculationȱ
resultingȱfromȱconstructionȱactivities.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Effectsȱonȱtheȱregionalȱandȱlocalȱtransportationȱnetworkȱȱ

x

Effectsȱofȱaddingȱvehicleȱtripsȱ(fromȱconstructionȱmachineryȱandȱworkers)ȱandȱcontributingȱtoȱ
increasedȱtrafficȱcongestionȱduringȱconstructionȱand/orȱoperationȱofȱproposedȱfacilitiesȱ

x

Effectsȱonȱtrafficȱsafetyȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱtheȱconstructionȱsiteȱ

x

Effectsȱonȱemergencyȱaccessȱinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱtheȱconstructionȱsiteȱ

6.1.6ȱNoiseȱȱ
Noiseȱeffectsȱfromȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱassociatedȱwithȱfacilityȱandȱpipelineȱ
constructionȱ activitiesȱ and,ȱ asȱ such,ȱ wouldȱ beȱ temporaryȱ andȱ shortȱ term.ȱ Potentialȱ effectsȱ toȱ beȱ
evaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Effectsȱ ofȱ constructionȱ noiseȱ andȱ vibrationȱ onȱ sensitiveȱ receptorsȱ inȱ theȱ vicinityȱ ofȱ theȱ
constructionȱactivities,ȱasȱwellȱasȱonȱhistoricȱbuildingsȱandȱarchitectureȱ

MEA Case No. 08.0091E
NOP Project Description

16
A-24

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
September 2010

Notice of Preparation

x

Effectsȱ ofȱ operationȱ andȱ maintenanceȱ activitiesȱ onȱ noiseȱ levelsȱ inȱ theȱ areaȱ adjacentȱ toȱ
constructionȱ

6.1.7ȱAirȱQualityȱ
Effectsȱ onȱ airȱ qualityȱ resultingȱ fromȱ theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ wouldȱ largelyȱ beȱ associatedȱ withȱ
constructionȱactivitiesȱand,ȱasȱsuch,ȱwouldȱbeȱtemporaryȱandȱshortȱterm.ȱHowever,ȱoperationȱofȱtheȱ
proposedȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱcouldȱresultȱinȱlongȬtermȱairȱqualityȱimpacts.ȱPotentialȱ
effectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Effectsȱofȱconstructionȱemissions,ȱincludingȱdustȱgenerationȱȱ

x

Consistencyȱwithȱregionalȱairȱqualityȱplansȱ

6.1.8ȱGreenhouseȱGasȱEmissionsȱ
Effectsȱrelatedȱtoȱgreenhouseȱgasȱemissionsȱfromȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱbothȱtemporaryȱandȱ
shortȱtermȱ(associatedȱwithȱconstructionȱactivities)ȱandȱlongȬtermȱ(associatedȱwithȱoperationȱofȱtheȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱplantȱandȱpumpȱstation).ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Generationȱofȱgreenhouseȱgasȱemissionsȱthatȱhaveȱaȱsignificantȱimpactȱonȱtheȱenvironmentȱ

x

Consistencyȱwithȱplansȱandȱpoliciesȱregardingȱtheȱreductionȱofȱgreenhouseȱgasesȱ

6.1.9ȱWindȱandȱShadowȱ
Constructionȱofȱabovegroundȱprojectȱfacilitiesȱcouldȱresultȱinȱwindȱandȱshadowȱeffects.ȱPotentialȱ
effectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Alterationȱofȱwindȱinȱaȱmannerȱthatȱsubstantiallyȱaffectsȱpublicȱareasȱ

x

Creationȱofȱnewȱshadowȱinȱaȱmannerȱthatȱsubstantiallyȱaffectsȱoutdoorȱrecreationȱfacilitiesȱorȱ
otherȱpublicȱareasȱ

6.1.10ȱRecreationȱ
Constructionȱ couldȱ temporarilyȱ disruptȱ recreationalȱ usesȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ (includingȱ theȱ
Panhandle),ȱ Lincolnȱ Park,ȱ Presidioȱ Golfȱ Course,ȱ andȱ theȱ pedestrianȱ pathȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ Greatȱ
Highwayȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱnoise,ȱdust,ȱand/orȱtemporaryȱaccessȱrestrictions.ȱTheȱEIRȱwillȱevaluateȱtheȱ
effectsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱonȱsuchȱrecreationalȱresources,ȱincludingȱtheȱeffectsȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱuseȱatȱ
recreationalȱsites.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Effectsȱonȱrecreationalȱfacilitiesȱwithinȱandȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱfacilitiesȱandȱrecycledȱ
waterȱcustomerȱsitesȱ

x

Effectsȱonȱaccessȱtoȱrecreationalȱareasȱduringȱconstructionȱ

6.1.11ȱUtilitiesȱandȱServiceȱSystemsȱ
Constructionȱcouldȱresultȱinȱtemporaryȱeffectsȱonȱutilitiesȱandȱserviceȱsystems.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱ
evaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
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x

ConsistencyȱwithȱwastewaterȱtreatmentȱrequirementsȱofȱtheȱapplicableȱRegionalȱWaterȱQualityȱ
ControlȱBoardȱȱ

x

Effectsȱassociatedȱwithȱconstructionȱofȱnewȱserviceȱsystemsȱ

x

Effectsȱonȱstormȱwaterȱdrainageȱfacilitiesȱ

x

Effectsȱofȱwaterȱsuppliesȱȱ

x

Effectsȱonȱwastewaterȱtreatmentȱcapacityȱ

x

Effectsȱonȱlandfillȱcapacityȱ

x

Consistencyȱwithȱfederal,ȱstate,ȱandȱlocalȱstatuesȱandȱregulationsȱrelatedȱtoȱsolidȱwasteȱ

6.1.12ȱPublicȱServicesȱ
Constructionȱandȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱtemporarilyȱaffectȱpublicȱservices.ȱ
Potentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ

x

Substantialȱ adverseȱ physicalȱ impactsȱ associatedȱ withȱ provisionȱ of,ȱ orȱ needȱ for,ȱ newȱ orȱ
physicallyȱalteredȱgovernmentȱfacilityȱ(fireȱorȱpoliceȱstation,ȱschool,ȱand/orȱpark)ȱȱ

6.1.13ȱBiologicalȱResourcesȱȱ
Theȱ proposedȱ projectȱ couldȱ affectȱ terrestrialȱ habitatsȱ andȱ wildlifeȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ proximityȱ toȱ
constructionȱactivities,ȱincludingȱnoise,ȱvibration,ȱdust,ȱandȱerosionȱeffects,ȱasȱwellȱasȱtheȱremovalȱofȱ
treesȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ facilitiesȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Park,ȱ atȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
treatmentȱfacilityȱsite,ȱandȱinȱtheȱPresidio.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Physicalȱchangesȱtoȱhabitatȱorȱhabitatȱqualityȱforȱplantsȱandȱwildlifeȱȱ

x

EffectsȱonȱspecialȬstatusȱspeciesȱ

x

EffectsȱonȱspeciesȱpopulationsȱandȱtheȱabilityȱtoȱmaintainȱselfȬsustainingȱlevelsȱȱ

x

Interferenceȱwithȱwildlifeȱspeciesȱmovementȱcorridorsȱorȱmigrationȱ

x

Conflictsȱwithȱtreeȱpreservationȱpoliciesȱorȱordinancesȱ

6.1.14ȱGeologyȱandȱSoilsȱ
Constructionȱofȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility,ȱreservoirs,ȱpumps,ȱandȱdistributionȱpipelinesȱ
couldȱresultȱinȱsiteȬspecificȱimpactsȱonȱorȱfromȱlocalȱgeologyȱandȱsoilsȱconditions.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱ
beȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Seismicȱhazardsȱand/orȱincreasedȱexposureȱofȱpeopleȱandȱstructuresȱtoȱseismicȱhazardsȱ

x

Increasedȱexposureȱofȱpeopleȱorȱstructuresȱtoȱgeologicȱhazardsȱ(suchȱasȱliquefaction,ȱpoorȱsoilȱ
conditions,ȱorȱunstableȱslopes)ȱfromȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱfacilitiesȱinȱidentifiedȱhazardȱzonesȱ

x

Erosionȱpotentialȱfromȱconstructionȱexcavationȱ
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6.1.15ȱHydrologyȱandȱWaterȱQualityȱ
Becauseȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ nearȱ theȱ oceanȱ andȱ withinȱ theȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱcoastalȱzone,ȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱfacilityȱ(andȱstorageȱandȱdistributionȱfacilities)ȱcouldȱ
affectȱcoastalȱwatersȱandȱcouldȱhaveȱotherȱwaterȱqualityȱimpacts.ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱ
producedȱ atȱ theȱ proposedȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ wouldȱ beȱ requiredȱ toȱ meetȱ Titleȱ 22ȱ
standards,ȱasȱrequiredȱbyȱtheȱStateȱWaterȱResourcesȱControlȱBoardȱandȱtheȱCaliforniaȱDepartmentȱofȱ
HealthȱServices.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Changesȱinȱsurfaceȱwaterȱqualityȱorȱflowȱfromȱconstructionȱandȱoperationsȱactivitiesȱ

x

Alterationȱofȱexistingȱdrainageȱpatternsȱ

x

Indirectȱeffectsȱ(e.g.,ȱeffectsȱonȱotherȱbeneficialȱusesȱofȱtheȱsurfaceȱwater,ȱifȱapplicable)ȱ

Constructionȱandȱoperationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱcouldȱaffectȱlocalȱgroundwaterȱresourcesȱinȱtheȱprojectȱ
vicinityȱandȱpotentialȱserviceȱareas.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Changesȱinȱshallowȱgroundwaterȱlevelsȱandȱrechargeȱratesȱȱ

x

Changesȱinȱgroundwaterȱquality,ȱincludingȱeffectsȱfromȱsaltwaterȱintrusionȱ(ifȱany)ȱ

x

Indirectȱeffectsȱ(e.g.,ȱeffectsȱonȱotherȱbeneficialȱusesȱofȱtheȱgroundwater)ȱ

6.1.16ȱHazardsȱandȱHazardousȱMaterialsȱ
Constructionȱandȱoperationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱcouldȱrequireȱtheȱuseȱofȱhazardousȱmaterial,ȱ
includingȱfuelsȱandȱoil.ȱAdditionally,ȱprojectȱconstructionȱ(mainlyȱexcavation)ȱcouldȱexposeȱworkersȱ
toȱexistingȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱsites.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Creationȱofȱaȱsignificantȱhazardȱthroughȱtheȱroutineȱtransport,ȱuse,ȱorȱdisposalȱofȱhazardousȱ
materialsȱ

x

Creationȱofȱaȱsignificantȱhazardȱthroughȱupsetȱorȱaccidentȱconditionsȱinvolvingȱtheȱreleaseȱofȱ
hazardousȱmaterialsȱ

x

Emissionȱofȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱwithinȱtheȱvicinityȱofȱaȱschoolȱ

x

Creationȱofȱaȱsignificantȱhazardȱassociatedȱwithȱexistingȱhazardousȱmaterialsȱsitesȱ

x

Conflictsȱwithȱadoptedȱemergencyȱresponseȱplanȱorȱevacuationȱplanȱ

x

Exposureȱtoȱpeopleȱorȱstructuresȱtoȱfiresȱ

6.1.17ȱMineral/EnergyȱResourcesȱ
Constructionȱactivitiesȱ(mainlyȱexcavation)ȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱprojectȱcouldȱaffectȱmineralȱresources,ȱ
ifȱpresentȱinȱtheȱprojectȱarea.ȱConstructionȱandȱoperationȱofȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱrequireȱtheȱuseȱofȱ
energyȱresources.ȱPotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinclude:ȱ
x

Lossȱofȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱaȱknownȱmineralȱresourceȱ

x

ConflictsȱorȱlossȱofȱlocallyȬimportantȱmineralȱresourceȱrecoveryȱsiteȱonȱaȱlocalȱgeneral,ȱspecific,ȱ
orȱlandȱuseȱplanȱ

x

Useȱofȱlargeȱamountsȱofȱfuel,ȱwater,ȱorȱenergyȱ
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6.1.18ȱAgricultureȱandȱForestryȱResourcesȱȱ
Whileȱitȱisȱnotȱlikelyȱthatȱagriculturalȱorȱforestryȱresourcesȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱwithinȱtheȱprojectȱareaȱ
givenȱtheȱurbanȱnatureȱofȱtheȱCityȱandȱCountyȱofȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱpotentialȱeffectsȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱ
include:ȱ
x

ConversionȱofȱPrimeȱFarmland,ȱUniqueȱFarmland,ȱorȱFarmlandȱofȱStatewideȱImportanceȱȱ

x

Consistencyȱwithȱexistingȱzoningȱforȱagriculturalȱuse,ȱaȱWilliamsonȱActȱcontract,ȱforestȱland,ȱ
timberland,ȱand/orȱtimberlandȱzonedȱTimberlandȱProductȱ

x

LossȱorȱconversionȱofȱforestȱlandȱorȱagriculturalȱlandȱfromȱtoȱnonȬforestȱorȱnonȬagriculturalȱ
usesȱ

6.1.19ȱOtherȱEnvironmentalȱIssuesȱ
Theȱ EIRȱ willȱ evaluateȱ anyȱ potentialȱ growthȬinducementȱ impactsȱ thatȱ couldȱ resultȱ fromȱ
implementationȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱTheȱEIRȱwillȱalsoȱaddressȱwhetherȱtheȱprojectȱcouldȱresultȱinȱ
impactsȱthatȱwouldȱbeȱsignificantȱwhenȱcombinedȱwithȱtheȱimpactsȱofȱotherȱSFPUCȱorȱnonȬSFPUCȱ
projectsȱoccurringȱconcurrentlyȱwithinȱtheȱsameȱgeographicȱarea.ȱȱ

6.2ȱAlternativesȱ
CEQAȱrequiresȱthatȱanȱEIRȱevaluateȱaȱreasonableȱrangeȱofȱfeasibleȱalternativesȱtoȱtheȱprojectȱorȱtoȱtheȱ
projectȱlocationȱthatȱwouldȱattainȱmostȱofȱtheȱprojectȱobjectivesȱbutȱavoidȱorȱsubstantiallyȱlessenȱanyȱ
ofȱtheȱsignificantȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱTheȱEIRȱwillȱidentifyȱtheȱpotentiallyȱsignificantȱimpactsȱofȱtheȱ
proposedȱproject.ȱTheȱfindingsȱofȱtheȱEIRȱimpactȱanalysisȱwillȱguideȱtheȱrefinementȱofȱanȱappropriateȱ
rangeȱofȱalternativesȱtoȱbeȱevaluatedȱinȱtheȱEIRȱthatȱwouldȱavoidȱorȱsubstantiallyȱlessenȱsignificantȱ
impactsȱwhileȱstillȱmeetingȱprojectȱobjectives.ȱAnyȱalternativesȱsuggestedȱduringȱtheȱpublicȱscopingȱ
periodȱwillȱalsoȱbeȱconsidered.ȱTheȱEIRȱwillȱalsoȱdiscussȱimpactsȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱNoȱProjectȱ
Alternative.ȱȱ
_________________________ȱ
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Public Scoping Meeting
Proposed San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Golden Gate Park Senior Center, San Francisco – September 23, 2010

AGENDA
Starting promptly at 7:00 PM
Introductions – Carrie Dovzak, San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Review Process Overview – Carrie Dovzak, San Francisco Planning Department
Project Overview – Barbara Palacios, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Public Comment
Closing Remarks – Carrie Dovzak, San Francisco Planning Department

MEA: Major Environmental Analysis Division, San Francisco Planning Department
SFPUC: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Glossary

CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act
EIR: Environmental Impact Report
WSIP: Water System Improvement Program

Documents Currently
Available

The following documents are available online at http://tinyurl.com/puccases
or by calling 415.575.9030:
- Project Notice of Preparation
- Program EIR for the SFPUC Water System Improvement Program
Planning Department Web Site: http://mea.sfplanning.org

For More Information

SFPUC Web Site: www.sfwater.org
For EIR: Carrie Dovzak at SF Planning, (415) 575-9030 or
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
For Project: Suzanne Gautier at SFPUC, (415) 554-3204 or sgautier@sfwater.org
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Thank you for participating in tonight’s Public Scoping Meeting on the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project. Your comments on the
scope and focus of the environmental review are encouraged. The San Francisco Planning Department will accept written comments until the close
of business on October 13, 2010.

Name (please print):
Affiliation (if applicable):
Phone:

Email:

Address:
City, State, Zip:

COMMENTS

CONTINUED ON BACK

Mail comments to: Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Fax: (415) 558-6409 Email: carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
For more information on the SFPUC’s project, contact Suzanne Gautier, SFPUC Communications Division, sgautier@sfwater.org and 415-554-3204
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1
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7:04 o'clock p.m.

2

---o0o---

3

P R O C E E D I N G S

4

CARRIE DOVZAK:

Good evening, ladies and

5

gentlemen.

6

in the back, if you could find your seats.

7

I'd like to get started, so if the people

Ladies and gentlemen, my name is Carrie

8

Dovzak, and I'm the EIR coordinator for San Francisco

9

Westside Recycled Water Project.

I'd like to welcome

10

you all here this evening.

11

time I've given this presentation, although the first

12

time I gave two years ago in 2008.

13

to rerelease the NOP as a Revised NOP.

14

copy that most of you received in the mail or through

15

your organizations.

16
17

DAVID PILPEL:

The PUC has decided
And that's the

Can you say what those kind of

abbreviations are, "NOP"?

18

CARRIE DOVZAK:

19

Preparation."

20

mail.

21

This is actually the third

"NOP" means "Notice of

And many of you received this in the

The purpose of the scoping meeting tonight is

22

to hear your comments on the proposed scope and focus

23

of the environmental review of the proposed project.

24

Your comments will help identify the following to be

25

analyzed and the depth of the EIR, which means

3
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1

"Environmental Impact Report":

2

alternatives; the environmental impacts; methods of

3

assessment; and mitigation measures.

4

the range of

This is the agenda for tonight's meeting.

5

I'll do very brief introductions.

6

short overview on the environmental review process, and

7

then I'll ask the project manager from the PUC to give

8

her overview of the project.

9

public comments.

10

I'll give a very

And then we'll go into

These are the reminders for the scoping

11

meeting.

I hope that you all signed in when you walked

12

in.

13

speaker cards.

If you would like to speak tonight, we have

14

And this is what they look like.

We have a court reporter this evening.

So

15

during the comment period, I'm going to ask everyone to

16

speak slowly and clearly.

17

She's telling me to speak more slowly and more clearly.

18

She's giving me the eye now.

If you don't want to speak this evening but

19

want to make written comments, we also have comment

20

cards.

21

And you could either hand them in this evening, or you

22

could send them in to City Planning.

23

address written on the cards.

24

your own letter in send it in.

25

And you can get those in the back on the table.

And they have the

Or you could just write
That's fine too.

The comment period will begin after the PUC

4
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1

presentation.

2

speakers cards, and I will call you to come speak by

3

name.

4

And at that time, I will get all the

So team introductions, like said, my name is

5

Carrie Dovzak.

6

major environmental analysis division of City Planning.

7

We are the lead agency for this project, and the PUC is

8

the project sponsor.

9

I'm the EIR coordinator.

I work in the

Tonight, we have the project manager Barbara

10

Palacios here.

11

manager, Robin Cort.

12

engineer -- is he here?

13

Gautier, who's our communications person back there in

14

the blue.

15

you might have attended the information meeting that

16

the PUC had here a couple of weeks ago.

17
18
19
20
21
22

We also have the environmental project
Garrett Low, the project
No?

She's coming up.

Okay.

And Suzanne

And I know that some of

Let me start the environmental review

process.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Could the other City staff

identify themselves, who are here?
CARRIE DOVZAK:

If you could raise your hand if

you are PUC.

23

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

24

CARRIE DOVZAK:

25

I'm sorry.

Thank you.

So the proposed projects require

environmental review under California Environmental

5
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1

Quality Act, or CEQA, before they can be considered for

2

approval.

3

the city of San Francisco, City Planning is the lead

4

agency.

For PUC projects or other projects within

5

So CEQA objectives are to present the

6

environmental impacts of the proposed project; identify

7

ways to avoid or reduce environmental impacts; support

8

the agency decision-making process; encourage public

9

participation -- as you all are doing this evening; and

10
11

enhancing interagency coordination.
And I'd like to say just one word about the

12

agency decision-making process.

13

NOP to all of you, we also send it out to all of the

14

state agencies who have an interest in this project --

15

California Department of Fish and Game, the Regional

16

Water Board, agencies like that.

17

information at the same time.

18

When we send out the

So they all get this

So the purpose of the EIR is to provide a

19

detailed description of the project, its location and

20

status of the existing environment, a good description

21

of the project construction and then, most importantly,

22

to identify potential environmental impacts and the

23

ways to reduce or avoid these impacts through

24

mitigation or alternatives to the proposed project.

25

Now, these are some of the sections that are

6
C-8

1

required in the EIR.

2

there for you to take a look.

3

through each one.

4

that we are going to evaluate in the EIR.

5

I just thought I'd throw them up
I'm not going to go

But these are some of the impacts
Okay?

With that, I'd like to turn over the

6

presentation about the project to Barbara Palacios, who

7

is the project manager.

8
9

BARBARA PALACIOS:

Good evening.

As Carrie

mentioned, I am Barbara Palacios, and I am the SFPUC

10

project manager for the San Francisco Westside Recycled

11

Water Project.

12

of the proposed project and its major components.

13

Tonight, I'll be providing an overview

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

14

is a public utility that provides drinking water to 2.5

15

million customers in Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo,

16

and San Francisco counties.

17

to 267 wholesale customers, such as cities and other

18

water utilities throughout the Bay Area with about two

19

thirds of our total water supply serving those agencies

20

and the remaining one third serving retail customers,

21

including the City of San Francisco.

22

We supply drinking water

The SFPUC operates the Hetch Hetchy Regional

23

Water System, which was built more than 140 years ago.

24

It is a complex network of pipelines, tunnels,

25

reservoirs and water treatment plants that supply water

7
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1

to the Bay Area.

2

In November 2002, the SFPUC embarked on a

3

multi-year $4.6 billion capital improvement program

4

referred to as the Water System Improvement Program, or

5

WSIP, to repair and upgrade this complex water delivery

6

system.

7

in the city, that will help the SFPUC meet water

8

quality requirements, improve the system's ability to

9

deliver water after earthquakes, and help meet current

10
11

The WSIP includes 86 projects, 40 of which are

and future water supply goals.
As part of this program, the PUC is required

12

to develop 10 million gallons per day of alternative

13

water supplies by the year 2018.

14

the SFPUC must diversify its local water sources

15

through the implementation of new water supply programs

16

which include conservation, development of potable

17

groundwater supplies, and the development of recycled

18

water for nonpotable uses such as irrigation.

19

To meet this goal,

One of the WSIP projects proposed to help meet

20

these water supply requirements is the San Francisco

21

Westside Recycled Water Project.

22

The proposed project would contribute towards

23

SFPUC's water supply goals.

Specifically, the project

24

would diversify our water supplies to help meet local

25

water demands.

Recycled water would be a new, locally

8
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1

produced water supply that is both reliable and drought

2

resistant.

3

the use of drinking water for irrigation by serving

4

those demands with recycled water.

5

And the project would allow us to reduce

As some of you may recall, the City issued a

6

Notice Of Preparation and conducted scoping in June

7

2008 for the Westside Recycled Water Project.

8

then, the project description has changed

9

significantly.

10

Since

And I will present the new scope

elements later in the presentation.

11

This figure provides a schematic overview of

12

the project description that was included in the June

13

2008 notice of preparation.

14

elements from the June 2008 description included a

15

recycled water treatment plant located at the Oceanside

16

Wastewater Plant.

17

that time was membrane filtration and ultra violate

18

light disinfection only.

19

Some of the major scope

The proposed level of treatment at

The previous customer base included several

20

small parks, such as Stern Grove and some surrounding

21

parks, the zoo, in addition to Golden Gate Park and

22

Lincoln Park Golf Course.

23

system was also fairly extensive and proposed a

24

pipeline up Sunset Boulevard.

25

The distribution pipeline

Planning work conducted between 2008 and now

9
C-11

1

has led us to the current project description.

2

proposed project would produce and deliver up to

3

2 million gallons per day of recycled water for

4

irrigation and other nonpotable uses.

5

The

The facility would be located in Golden Gate

6

Park, which is the project's primary recycled water

7

customer.

8

treatment, recycled water storage, and distribution

9

pumping.

The proposed facility would include

10

The project would also include new pipelines

11

to serve secondary customers such as Lincoln Park and

12

Presidio golf courses, as well as to extend the

13

irrigation system to the Golden Gate Park Panhandle.

14

Recycled water, again, would be used primarily for the

15

irrigation of Golden Gate Park and the filling of the

16

ornamental lakes in the park.

17

include the Lincoln Park and Presidio golf courses.

18

Recycled water would also be used for toilet flushing

19

and urinal flushing as well as irrigation at the

20

California Academy of Sciences.

21

And additional customers

This table summarizes the recycled water

22

demands to be served by the project.

Irrigation and

23

lake augmentation in Golden Gate Park are by far the

24

largest demands and represent about 84 percent of the

25

total recycled water demand.

The facility would also

10
C-12

1

include limited spare capacity to produce recycled

2

water to serve other smaller parks on the west side of

3

the city in the future if deemed feasible.

4

One of the biggest changes in the project

5

since 2008 was the addition of reverse osmosis to the

6

treatment regime.

7

effluent, which has already undergone substantial

8

treatment at the Oceanside plant, would come from

9

Oceanside to the new facility through an existing

Under current project, secondary

10

pipeline located along the Great Highway in an

11

underground structure known as the Westside Transport

12

Box.

13

At the new treatment facility, this effluent

14

will be further treated with membrane filtration, which

15

removes particulates; reverse osmosis, which removes

16

dissolved compounds such as salt; and finally be

17

convected with ultraviolet light.

18

facility would produce advanced tertiary recycled

19

water, which is a very high quality water low in salt

20

and appropriate for salt-sensitive plant species such

21

as those found in Golden Gate Park.

22

The proposed

The facility is proposed to be located at the

23

west end of Golden Gate Park, at the Rec and Park

24

construction spoils staging area, also known as the

25

site of the former Richmond-Sunset Water Pollution

11
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1

Control Plant.

2

Other sites were considered as part of the

3

2006 recycled water master plan as well as subsequent

4

planning studies.

5

Bath House, the Harding Road Lake Merced Boat House

6

site, and the Oceanside plant.

7

These sites included the Fleishacker

These images show street level view of the

8

current site.

9

Luther King Drive shows that the sight is fairly hidden

10

The first image as viewed from Martin

behind a screen of trees.

11

The second image shows the view of the site

12

from the inside.

13

Recreation and Parks Department for construction spoils

14

staging, storage, and other maintenance activities.

15

This image also shows the existing groundwater well

16

station which currently provides irrigation water to

17

the park.

18

The site is currently used by the

These two images show the placement of the

19

facility on the site.

20

consists of two semi-circular structures shown in

21

purple on this aerial photo and represented here on

22

this landscape rendering.

23

well is located at the center of this site.

24
25

The recycled water facility

The existing groundwater

Once constructed, the recycled water facility
would occupy approximately 25 percent of the total site

12
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1

area.

Proposed landscaped areas immediately adjacent

2

to the facility would be accessible to the public.

3

remaining site acreage would be available for

4

development of future recreational opportunities which

5

could include a meadow or similar open space.

6

The

The proposed recycled water structures would

7

be significantly buried.

This preliminary

8

cross-section view shows that the primary building

9

would be buried into the existing hillside with only

10

eight to ten feet of the building exposed on the

11

eastern side of the building.

12

On the western side of the secondary

13

structure, the landscape berm would be built up so that

14

only eight to ten feet of that structure would be

15

exposed.

16

reservoirs would be completely buried underneath the

17

treatment building.

18

In addition, recycled water storage

The front edge of the main treatment building

19

would be approximately 30 feet tall when viewed from

20

the interior driveway.

21

accessible to the public.

22

However, this area would not be

This aerial perspective rendering shows the

23

two recycled water treatment structures, the existing

24

groundwater well station, which would be refurbished as

25

part of the local groundwater supply project, and the

13
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1

proposed visitor center, which would house educational

2

exhibits related to water supplies.

3

The recycled water facility proposed a

4

two-structure design that would provide an interior

5

driveway or courtyard that would hide the day-to-day

6

operational activities of the facility from public

7

view.

8

distribution pumps, would be housed within the main

9

building.

10

All of the treatment equipment, including the

Again, the recycled water reservoirs would

be located underneath the building.

11

This image also shows the use of land forms in

12

front of the smaller building so that only eight to ten

13

feet of that structure would be visible.

14

also shows the use -- the proposed use of green roofs

15

on both buildings to help their integration into the

16

area.

17

This image

These images show renderings of the different

18

perspectives of the proposed facility.

19

shows the facility as viewed from the walking trail

20

through the wooded area, if you were walking along the

21

trail in this area on the east side of the building.

22

And this shows there are approximately eight to ten

23

feet of the exposed wall that would be visible along

24

with the view of the green roof.

25

The top image

The second image shows the building as would

14
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1
2

be seen from Martin Luther King Drive.
The distribution system components for the

3

proposed project would include pump stations,

4

pipelines, and storage reservoirs and tanks.

5

of pumping facilities, the project would upgrade

6

existing pumps at the Oceanside plant to convey

7

secondary effluent to the site.

8
9

In terms

The new facility in Golden Gate Park would
include pump systems to serve Golden Gate Park, Lincoln

10

Park, and the Presidio.

11

facilities would be located inside of the building.

12

would also make use of existing booster pumps in the

13

Golden Gate Park panhandle but would upgrade existing

14

equipment.

15

Park Central Reservoir and the Lincoln Park Golf Course

16

would also be converted to recycled water use.

17

And again, all of these
We

Existing pumping systems at the Golden Gat

In terms of pipelines, the project would use

18

the existing pipelines located underneath the Great

19

Highway to convey secondary effluent from the Oceanside

20

plant project would construct new pipelines

21

approximately five miles total to deliver recycled

22

water to Lincoln Park and to the Presidio Golf Course,

23

as well as to extend the irrigation pipeline to the

24

panhandle.

25

existing irrigation pipelines in the park to serve the

The project would also make use of the

15
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1

park's irrigation and lake-fill needs.

2

would include construction of new storage underneath

3

the treatment building, and there would also be a new

4

storage tank in the Presidio Golf Course.

5

The project

The project team has anticipated to complete

6

the environmental review and permitting by fall of

7

2012.

8

2013 and continue through early 2015.

9

work hours for construction are Monday through Friday

10
11

Construction is anticipated to start in early
And the proposed

from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
For all construction projects in the city,

12

there is standard notification that's issued to

13

impacted residents.

14

to the start of construction, and additional notice is

15

provided 72 hours in advance of construction

16

activities.

17
18
19
20

A notice is issued 30 days prior

Thank you for the opportunity, and I'll turn
this back to Carrie.
CARRIE DOVZAK:

Thank you very much, Barbara.

The environmental review schedule for the

21

project, the Notice Of Preparation, which I showed you

22

before, which some of you have gotten in the mail, was

23

sent out September 8th.

24

is this evening.

25

And the public scoping meeting

The scoping period ends October 13th, and we

16
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1

anticipate the public review of the Draft EIR a year

2

from now, approximately, in fall 2011.

3

of the Final EIR will be in fall 2012.

4

Okay.

Certification

And with that, I'd like to open the

5

public comment period.

6

CHERI KOLIN:

So if you have any of the comment

7

sheets and you'd like to make a comment, if you would

8

please fill them out and hand them to us.

9
10

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Are you going to have any

questions answered or just public comments?

11

CARRIE DOVZAK:

Yes, that's -- the CEQA scoping

12

meetings are comment periods only and not a

13

question-and-answer period.

14

The PUC had an information meeting about two

15

weeks ago, and if you speak to Suzanne Gautier, our

16

communications person, she can let you know of future

17

meetings that will come up for the PUC information

18

meetings.

19

I'm just going go over some of the ground

20

rules for the comment period.

So first of all, please

21

submit your speaker cards to our consultants.

22

wait until your name is called, and you can come up

23

here.

24

clearly.

25

comments focused towards what will be included in the

Please

Speak into the microphone, and state your name
Summarize your comments, and please keep your

17
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1

EIR.

2

We don't have that many comment cards.

3

Usually we require you to stick to about three minutes,

4

but we'll see how it goes as people speak.

5

need to speak for a long time, we don't have that time

6

this evening, so please use the comment forms for more

7

detailed input.

8

or handed in after the meeting.

9

So if you

And those can be sent to City Planning

So the first speaker will be Jose Quinteiro.

10

JOSE QUINTEIRO:

11

not be the first speaker.

12

I was led to believe that I would

My name is Jose Quinteiro, and I live on 48th

13

Avenue.

14

neighbor.

15

I'm not here representing anyone.

I'm just a

I didn't get any of these documents.
So what they didn't show you on that map is

16

there's a playground about 300 feet away from where

17

you're going to put this stuff, this wastewater

18

facility.

19

First of all -- I'm not going to mince words.

20

The water that they're going to pump is two and a half

21

miles from the Westside facility, does not meet Title

22

22 qualifications, and therefore, by definition, it's

23

contaminated.

24

water two and a half miles up Ocean Beach through the

25

park about 300 feet away from this playground.

So they're going to pump contaminated

I took

18
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1

my kids as toddlers to the playground.

2

there on any weekend.

3

families with kids there.

4

You can go

You'll see, there's all kinds of

Now that my kids are older, they go there by

5

themselves; they ride their bikes.

I ride my bike home

6

down JFK Drive.

7

there where JFK turns right, what I see is trees.

8

am I going to see after this is built, especially if

9

they also build these giant soccer fields that they

And when I get to that intersection
What

10

want to build there?

11

one evening, being choked with traffic, and then on my

12

left will be this giant, hulking structure.

13

So I can just picture biking home

One thing I noticed is they don't have any

14

lights on this elevation.

15

is probably going to run 24/7, 365 because they always

16

do.

17

lights on it.

18

going and machinery.

19

not a park.

20

what a park is and what open space should be like.

21

That, to me, is not a park.

22

want to send my kids to the playground.

23
24
25

I suspect that this facility

And that means it's going to have some pretty big
There's going to be trucks coming and
And that just -- to me, that's

I know people have different visions or

That's not a place where I

And I don't know how I am on time, but that's
all I've got to say.
CARRIE DOVZAK:

Thank you.
Thank you very much.

19
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1
2

DAVID PILPEL:

speaking as an individual.

3
4

Good evening, David Pilpel,

Just two housekeeping -- sorry.

It's

P-I-L-P-E-L.

5

Just two housekeeping questions that I think

6

staff can answer.

7

tonight, can that be made available on the Web or as

8

handouts?

9
10
11
12
13
14
15

CARRIE DOVZAK:
DAVID PILPEL:

The slide presentation that you made

Yes.
The project file at MEA is

available for public review any time?
CARRIE DOVZAK:

I'll touch on that a little

afterwards.
DAVID PILPEL:

That would be great.

So in terms of comments for scoping, I think

16

project description, purpose, and need need to be

17

clearly and carefully explained.

18

of that, but I think more detail is needed in the EIR.

19

You went through some

With respect to the treatment facility, the

20

size, location, treatment process and site alternatives

21

need careful study.

22

alternatives that were considered as part of the 2006

23

study and earlier in the 2008 process I think should be

24

reexamined.

25

discarded.

In particular, the site

The Oceanside site I don't think should be
And I'm -- I'd like to hear more about site

20
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1

alternatives rather than just going with the Golden

2

Gate Park site.

3

With respect to the distribution system, the

4

end uses, the table that totaled 4.5 MGD I think needs

5

a little more explanation, if they're just those park

6

uses or if they're more finely distributed uses, what

7

those are, what the water quality requirements are for

8

those particular uses -- which may vary -- and the

9

routing and construction methods for the pipes to

10

distribute the water.

11

The impact on parks and open space is critical

12

in this project.

13

site would presumably be displaced elsewhere.

14

would those be displaced to?

15

The Rec Park uses at the proposed
Where

That's a question.

The mitigation measures, presumably there will

16

be mitigation measures for this project if it goes

17

forward.

18

mitigation monitoring -- the MMRP, who would be

19

responsible for those mitigation measures and the

20

monitoring?

21

imposed, but the follow-up by the various city agencies

22

is not always clear to the public, in fact, rather

23

unclear to the public.

24
25

What shape are they likely to take?

And the

Often projects have mitigation measures

The cumulative impacts of related land use,
water, park recreation, open space and transportation

21
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1

projects in and near the park and on the Westside

2

should be analyzed as part of this project as the

3

impacts relate.

4

The water supply agreement, the 10 MGD offset

5

by the year 2018 should be explained if not in this EIR

6

in some companion document because some of us

7

understand that, and most of us don't.

8

pretty important as a driver to this entire project.

9

And that's

The golf courses and the other customers, will

10

they be charged the same rate for water as the rest of

11

us, or will they bear some of the cost of this project?

12

Is there any differential cost that -- presumably this

13

recycled water is going to cost more to produce and

14

deliver than water that we receive now for potable

15

uses.

16

And finally, what additional approvals will be

17

needed besides the Planning Commission, the PUC, the

18

Rec Park Commission, and the Board of Supervisors?

19

there other approvals that are significant to this

20

process that I'm missing?

21

those things.

22
23
24
25

Are

It would be helpful to know

Thank you very much.
CARRIE DOVZAK:

Thank you.

Next I'd like to ask

Adam Raskin to come.
ADAM RASKIN:

Hi, my name is Adam Raskin.

I live

22
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1

on the 1300 block of La Playa and often walk in the

2

area where the proposed plant is.

3

being informed about this, my initial reactions to

4

raise with the Planning Commission have to do with the

5

use of chemicals odor, noise, traffic, and maintenance

6

in broad thrust to this.

7

Coming late into

Some other comments that I heard in the

8

initial presentation -- and I find myself sort of

9

backed up against a wall in that I am entirely in favor

10

of there being better uses of our water than we may

11

currently have, but I would advocate that we look for

12

dream solutions, otherwise we're not going to get --

13

we're not going to get them.

14

And minor items that come to my mind, for

15

example, there's discussion of using this water for

16

toilets whereas we now have water [sic] that use -- use

17

totally drinkable water in the toilets that are, say,

18

at the museums and what have you.

19

waterless toilets?

20

But what about

Many counties use them.

So it seems to me that providing this as a

21

rationale for the water is substandard.

I found -- I

22

find the -- although, again, I'm not very well informed

23

about it, I am deeply concerned about this Westside

24

transport system.

25

most about a quarter of a mile from the project but,

I live, again, maybe probably at the

23
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1

additionally, probably about 50 yards from the Great

2

Highway.

3

of this previously extent water system is not clear to

4

me.

5

that.

6

The condition, maintenance, and age of the --

I think there needs to be greater explanation of

I'm very also concerned about whether or not

7

alternative energy sources could be used for energy,

8

any energy use for the entire project and whether those

9

will become first tier considerations to be used.

10

It's very -- simple thing, for any of us who

11

live in that immediate area, that there are numerous

12

projects proposed in the area.

13

in the process of going on for years and appear to have

14

little progress, for example, the Murphy windmill,

15

which is rather -- is much of an enigma to me,

16

considering that it is almost adjacent to the site that

17

is being proposed for this, yet there isn't a broader

18

plan.

19

Some of them have been

So it seems to be a rather patchwork of

20

haphazard proposals that don't have a totality or are

21

not integrated into a broader vision of what we need

22

for the park, which is really to maintain the park.

23

Now, if I was a voter and somebody came to me

24

and said, "Show me," or, "Prove to me that the water

25

that is going to be used for this by, for example,

24
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1

let's say the Presidio Golf Course, does the Presidio

2

Golf Course turn a profit?"

3

answers like that.

4

I don't even have simple

It would be nice to have documentation in this

5

as to how all of the destined users of this actually

6

relate to City budgeting as an overall totality and

7

whether or not this is to satisfy certain subgroups of

8

the population.

9

And lastly, there is both the wild or -- wild

10

human environment that exists in that area that I would

11

like to see the project devote some attention to

12

addressing people who may be in that park perhaps

13

illegally but are there and how this will impact them.

14

So those are some of my concerns.

15

for your attention.

16

CARRIE DOVZAK:

17
18

Thank you

Thank you very much.

Next speaker is Hiroshi Fukuda.
HIROSHI FUKUDA:

Hi.

I have several important

19

concerns about this project.

20

was not the first option for this recycled water

21

program; is that correct?

22

Gate Park site selected?

23

as you know, the playground for San Franciscans.

24

don't have very much open space, as you know.

25

I understand that this

And if so, why was Golden
Because Golden Gate Park is,
We

And in the future, they expect the population

25
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1

to grow by 60,000 in the next five to ten years.

2

with this growth, we need all the open space that we

3

presently have.

4

our needs.

5

space that could be used.

6

I'm really -- can't understand why the open space is

7

being used for recycled water, and I think that needs

8

to be clearly stated and justified.

9

not just dollars and cents.

10

And

So this is going just the opposite of

You know, you're taking away valuable open
And so on that basis alone,

And I hope it's

I hope there's a real good

reason why this has been done.

11

And also I understand that the Golden Gate

12

Park Master Plan doesn't allow for this.

13

that going to be circumvented?

14

Plan?

And so how is

Why do we have a Master

And that has to be explained.

15

As far as the level of treatment of the water,

16

is it absolutely necessary to go to that very finite

17

level to irrigate land and flush toilets?

18

main concerns.

19

for using such valuable space, open space, for a

20

factory or plant.

21

23

But I do want to know the justification

CARRIE DOVZAK:

22

Those are my

Thank you.
Okay.

Thank you very much.

The next speaker is Bert Lehrer.
BERT LEHRER:

Thank you.

Hi, my name is Bert

24

Lehrer.

I live here in San Francisco over in West

25

Portal.

I'm just here as a resident of the city.

26
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1

As I see it, this project that's being

2

proposed is really -- it's main purpose would be to

3

free up the groundwater supply that is under Golden

4

Gate Park and is pumped out currently for irrigation of

5

the park and other purposes.

6

water, then, the groundwater would be freed up and

7

could be -- would be mixed with the Hetch Hetchy water,

8

and it would be part of our drinking water.

9

the number is about 10 percent.

10

Personally -- so that

I think

Basically, I don't want to be drinking

11

groundwater in any percentage.

12

water.

13

voters in this city approved the water bonds, that they

14

believed that in the foreseeable future that they would

15

be asked to start drinking groundwater.

16

I don't think it's good

I don't think that, back in 2002, when the

Groundwater, as far as I know, is typically

17

contaminated with what are known as endocrine

18

inhibitors [sic].

19

these chemicals in terms of what is acceptable and what

20

is not.

21

groundwater supply, there are actually activist groups

22

that will recommend that pregnant women not drink the

23

groundwater, even though that is their only tap water

24

supply.

25

There is no national standard for

In a lot of communities that do have

Additionally, this groundwater is -- well, if
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1

I just go on, as far as I know, not all communities are

2

drinking groundwater that are receiving Hetch Hetchy

3

water.

4

system, yet they are not drinking groundwater.

5

discontinued their groundwater system, I think, about

6

30 or 40 years ago.

7

Palo Alto.

8

you can say is that they're not going to have

9

groundwater as part of their supply.

10

Palo Alto, for instance, is a subscriber to the
They

I really don't want to move to

I lived there before.

But the one thing

Part of the justification by the SFPUC on the

11

Web site for advancing groundwater for the water supply

12

is, well, 40 percent of Californians drink all or some

13

groundwater.

14

cigarettes.

15

start smoking.

16
17
18
19

Well, 20 percent of the people smoke
I don't think that's a justification to

Thanks very much.
CARRIE DOVZAK:

The next speaker is Mary Anne

Miller.
MARY ANNE MILLER:

As a former city planner in

20

this city, I'm accustomed to talking about land use.

21

And this is an industrial use in a recreational park.

22

And because it is a public entity, the PUC, that is

23

making an application to another public entity, the

24

Recreation and Park Commission -- the Recreation and

25

Park Department, it can call itself a use that's
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1

permitted in what is zoned as a P district, "P" for

2

"public," "P" for you and I, for all of us to use as

3

open space.

4

This is a four-acre site, and one of the

5

brochures shows you the full four acres as it was

6

formerly used.

7

"former."

8

always been this sewage treatment plant there.

9

hasn't been used for more than 20 years, and it was

And by the way, they don't use the word

It's to sort of convince you that there's
It

10

decommissioned in total in 1996 and demolished in that

11

year.

12

But still, we're faced in this brochure with a

13

picture of a layout of this industrial use over four

14

acres when, in fact, this new facility is only going to

15

be on one acre, the picture below.

16

But the truth of it is that all of the four

17

acres will be part of the MOU.

18

MOU has already been signed.

19

of understanding that's created between two city

20

agencies when one agency is going to use the property

21

of another.

22

I don't know, maybe the
The MOU is the memorandum

So if the whole four acres is part of that

23

memorandum of understanding, why don't we have planning

24

for all of that?

25

What about the rest of this site?

Do we just talk about the one acre?
Is that a future
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1

expansion site for this industrial use?

2

grass and trees, folks?

3

Is it just

Well, in the site plan that we saw on a Monday

4

night meeting this week, it was just grass and trees.

5

But I'm wanting to know, what is the giant master plan

6

here that would take up four acres?

7

asking them to do a master plan for the whole four-acre

8

site if in fact they are going use this as part of

9

their memorandum of understanding that one agency turns

10
11

Shouldn't we be

over to another the use of this site?
So I want to see not just conformity with our

12

Golden Gate Park Master Plan -- that's another master

13

plan that this facility, this industrial facility, will

14

not conform to -- but I want to see a master plan for

15

the four acres.

16

the site for in the future?

17

What are you planning use the rest of

Now, CEQA, the California Environmental

18

Quality Act, requires that you not just tell the public

19

about part of your project and then a few years later

20

tell them about another part or another part.

21

to do the whole thing.

22

you know, little add-on projects one at a time.

23

You have

You don't do this series of,

And I'm saying that we're not seeing the whole

24

project now.

If it really is all grass and trees, then

25

put it in the memorandum of understanding.

Don't let
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1

it become a fifth soccer field and so on and so on.

2

Speaking of the soccer field, this is a huge

3

area right beside the ocean, the Great Highway, the

4

ocean.

5

There are two historic windmills there.

6

landmark, city landmark, the Millwright's -- the

7

millwright, the person who took care of one of those

8

windmills -- the Millwright's Cottage is also a city

9

landmark.

It runs really through a very historic area.
There's the

The old railroad trace that was the Sutro

10

Railroad ran along and parallel to the ocean on the

11

Great Highway.

12

The whole thing ought to be studied.

In fact,

13

we were promised back in 1990, whenever it was when

14

they started the planning for the Golden Gate Park

15

Master Plan, we were promised we would get a west end

16

of Golden Gate Park Master Plan.

17

So now, we're carving it into smaller and

18

smaller units and finding that each one of those are

19

approved sequentially.

20

California Environmental Quality Act does not allow

21

that.

22
23
24
25

CEQA does not allow that.

The

I'm pretty sure that's about it, but let me
just see.
I'd like to have as part of the description
the economic value of this project.

This is not just
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1

for yours and my emergency needs when something happens

2

and we need more water from the ground or from

3

anywhere.

4

really to free up Hetch Hetchy water for sale to other

5

customers.

It's not for future desalination.

It's

Now, where might they be?

6

This is a growth-inducing impact.

7

again something that CEQA has to study -- requires,

8

that is, to be studied.

9

This is

So as part of this EIR, there'd better be a

10

pretty thorough analysis of the growth-inducing

11

impacts.

12

cut me off, it's okay because I'll write a letter.

13

I'm sorry I'm taking so long.

But let's see here.

If you want to

The historic

14

structures -- I think I've got it -- future expansion,

15

yeah.

16

Okay.

Oh, of course the alternatives, right.

17

Spend a little time thinking about these alternatives.

18

Don't just toss us the no-project alternative and then

19

the other alternative that couldn't possibly be done

20

and it's in there as a straw dog.

21

some viable alternatives.

22

Gate Park.

23
24
25

So really look for

We don't want it in Golden

Thank you.

CARRIE DOVZAK:

Thank you very much.

The next speaker is Richard Fong.
RICHARD FONG:

Good evening everyone.

My name is
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1

Richmond Fong.

2

Department Advisory Board.

3

try to look at a few loose ends.

4

I'm on the SFRP, Recreation Park
So I thought I would just

I like this project, in a way, so I don't want

5

to get attacked by everyone.

I was in favor of the

6

things like reverse osmosis, using the membranes to

7

take out and put in oxygen in order that we have nice,

8

clean water.

9

Blumfeld [phonetic], when he was speaking.

And I even heard when we had Jared
Currently

10

he's with the environment.

11

$5 million that we would be saving from this project

12

and not using our Hetch Hetchy water.

13

agreement with that.

14

times, would have talk about using the groundwater,

15

something about Daly City and have the runoff that

16

bleeds all in.

17

He talked about the

I was all in

And they also, at different

So that's kind of like the background to it.

18

I remember the previous speaker, she would have said

19

something about saving money and not using Hetch Hetchy

20

water.

21

That's from SFRPD alone.

22

The ballpark figure I had heard was $5 million.

Now, when I look over this, I wanted to see

23

another source of water.

I tried to address the

24

commission on it, the RBE Commission, where we would

25

somehow get saline water right out from the ocean and
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1

we use flow extractor principles.

And that's how they

2

do things like in chemistry, quantitative chemistry.

3

It's called fissure extractor.

4

and in the angulation it gets the lower density water.

5

And now, that's the part I kind of like a lot

You draw the water in,

6

more, the saline, because all we have to do then is

7

remove maybe two thirds of 1 percent.

8

salt we have to get out.

9

processed.

10

That's all the

And the rest of it can be

I don't really like as much using the run-off

11

that we get from Daly City.

12

see that we're going to be kind of luckier -- because

13

over in Marin County, they turned down the saline

14

project.

15

They have a different problem over there.

16

Richardson Bay and the salinity content as well as

17

breedings for wildlife and fish and that type of

18

activity.

19

So when I look at that, I

But over here, we have a different source.
It's the

But over here we got the big ocean.

So if we

20

draw out from there, that would be a nice salinity

21

quality that would be, I think, better than sewer water

22

and better than run-off water.

23

component.

24

source of treatable waters.

25

So that's one

So that's trying to develop an alternative

Another part I wanted to try to touch upon is
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1

wildlife.

2

This water that goes in is going to have a lot of

3

chlorine content.

4

bit of chemistry, there's going to be the halogen.

5

That's chlorine all the way to fluorine.

6

bromides and all of the halogens.

7

have methyl groupings where you have to cook something.

8

And you use natural gas, and you cook it.

9

going to have a lot of methyl radicals around.

10

What would we do to our current wildlife?

So just looking at it from a little

You have your

Then you also to

So you're

So what happens, sometimes where there is a

11

methyl radical, small viral -- any bacterial protein,

12

then it joins up with the halogen.

13

to give a lot of hell to kids and other wildlife when

14

they go around breathing it.

15

problems, allergy problems.

16

have that problem if you get too much chlorine.

17

this project uses a lot of chlorine in the lines.

18

That stuff is going

It causes respiratory
And you probably might
So

Another point I wanted to look at is what they

19

did at the Great Lakes.

When they tried to get better

20

water out of there, such as the aquifer, they put down

21

pipes into the ground and then they had used birch

22

trees, white birch trees.

23

water.

24

it leaves a nicer draw of the water from the aquifer.

25

And that was something I would thought they might

And they draw up down-deeper

So when you can get that water up to the top,
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1

include in the project when they try to decorate the

2

place and keep it undercover, where you have trees that

3

have a big tube that goes around the base of it, and

4

the roots get down way deep, so we get down there, and

5

the water just is drawn up naturally from plants.

6

And in a way, that would be almost as good as

7

reverse osmosis because it has to go through the

8

rooting systems.

9

Another point I want to try to bring up would

10

have to do with the waste disposal.

11

there's going to be a lot of waste in the Oceanside,

12

over on that side.

13

have here on this side of San Francisco that empties

14

out five miles out -- that's waste disposal.

15

it's under the same people.

16

stuff I wanted to try to bring up.

17

Now, I'm sure

I'm not sure of the piping that we

I believe

So that's one kind of

So these are just a few points.

I wanted to

18

mitigate the environmental impact.

19

nicer appearing place.

20

our county.

21

current San Francisco Bay Area region, he was also in

22

favor of this project.

23

it.

24
25

I want to have a

This is going to save money for

And Jared Blumfeld, he's environmental --

And he's not the one that leads

That's when he was the general manager of SFRPD.
I would think that -- highly likable because

it includes the very expensive cost of reverse osmosis.
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1

It's more expensive than Hetch Hetchy water.

2

water that's going to cost more money to make, but it

3

will leave available a ballpark figure, maybe

4

$5 million of Hetch Hetchy water that's potable and

5

what we can use, and it would help future needs when we

6

have to get water.

7

This is

So then in concluding, I'm going to just try

8

to say, I'm hanging myself or whatever -- I'm going to

9

be thinking that this is something worthwhile for our

10
11
12
13

city and county of San Francisco.
CARRIE DOVZAK:

Thank you very much.

Thank you.

The next speaker is Peter Drekmeier.
PETER DREKMEIER:

Good evening.

I'm Peter

14

Drekmeier.

15

Toulumne River Trust.

16

mission of protecting and restoring the Toulmne River.

17

And the SFPUC gets 85 percent of its water from the

18

Toulumne by way of the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir.

19

I'm the Bay Area program director for the
We were founded in 1981 with the

In general, we're very supportive of recycled

20

water because it takes pressure off of the Toulumne.

21

And currently, 60 percent of the river is devoted for

22

human uses, mostly for agriculture but also for urban

23

consumption.

24

evaporations and other causes.

25

And then additional water is lost through

So in some years, the fish only see 16 percent
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1

of the natural flow.

2

the Toulumne, there were 100,000 salmon spawning in the

3

river every year.

4

population is really on the brink of extinction from

5

the watershed.

6

And before there were any dams on

Last year, there were 280.

And the

We were very involved in the Water System

7

Improvement Program with the SFPUC.

We had a lot of

8

meetings, and they were very, very productive.

9

think it's important that people get together and voice

And I

10

differences and learn from each other.

11

really learned to trust a lot of the folks at the

12

SFPUC.

13

And we've

We reached a compromise a couple years ago for

14

the Water System Improvement Program which originally,

15

in addition to the seismic upgrades, called for

16

diverting another 25 million gallons of water per day

17

from the Toulumne to meet future demand.

18

that in perspective, that's enough water to fill a

19

thousand swimming pools every day.

20

opposed to that.

21

And to put

So we were very

And the PUC heard our concerns, and we reached

22

a compromise that water sales would be capped at

23

current levels until 2018, and the wholesale customers

24

would really ramp up their water conservation and

25

recycling programs.

And PUC, for San Francisco, would
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1

find 10 million gallons per day of savings through

2

conservation and recycling and groundwater.

3

they're doing a great job on conservation already,

4

retrofit and resale ordinance, indoor and outdoor water

5

conservation ordinances.

6

been behind others on recycling, so it's really great

7

that we're getting going.

8
9

And

And San Francisco has always

Acknowledging, you know, a lot of people in
this room have concerns about the location, we assume

10

that alternatives are going to be looked at.

And if

11

there's a better site that makes more sense, we

12

certainly should site it there.

13

that this is the best site, I think we have to really

14

weigh the pros and cons and think about this river that

15

we depend on, which is really in pretty bad shape these

16

days, doesn't meet federal water quality standards and,

17

of course, the decline in wildlife.

But if it turns out

18

So a couple things we'd like to -- one of our

19

concerns about the project is the cost because reverse

20

osmosis, while it creates wonderful water, pretty close

21

to drinking water, it's very expensive.

22

like to see recycled water be very competitive in the

23

market.

24
25

And we would

And the price of our pristine drinking water
is going to triple to pay for the Water System
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1

Improvement Program.

2

the amount available.

3

environmental restrictions.

4

go up, and recycled water will be more competitive.

5

Climate change is going to reduce
There are going to be more
So the price is going to

But we would like to see the EIR identify the

6

plants in Golden Gate Park and elsewhere that are

7

drought sensitive and maybe show a map of where they

8

are and explore the possibility of maybe transitioning

9

from those sensitive plants to more salt-tolerant

10

plants so that we can use a more simple recycled water.

11

And as far as the lakes, maybe we would continue to use

12

ground water for those, if there are sensitive species.

13

So we'd like to have that looked at.

14

Another thing we would like to encourage the

15

PUC to look at, possibly partnering with other agencies

16

in the SFPUC service area that aren't necessarily in

17

San Francisco and look for opportunities that would --

18

we would be able to get a lot more bang for the buck,

19

create more recycled water at a lower price.

20

One idea is through the groundwater storage

21

and recovery project.

This is focusing on the

22

southwestside groundwater basin beneath northern San

23

Mateo County and southern San Francisco.

24

there, we have some concerns about it because the idea

25

is to stop pumping that water to fill up that

And the plan
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1

underground aquifer for emergency use during droughts,

2

which makes good sense.

3

provide for surface water to those areas.

4

more water from the Toulumne River.

5

concerned.

6

But the PUC is offering to
That means

So we're very

In our comments, we encouraged that -- for

7

that project to look at either storm water or recycled

8

water to recharge that groundwater basin for annual use

9

of it but in a sustainable way.

And perhaps that's

10

something that the PUC could look into, is a system

11

there where we're recharging the groundwater and we're

12

using that groundwater, whether it's for irrigation or,

13

if it's high enough quality, maybe for a potable water

14

source.

15

So those are my comments, and again I want to

16

thank the PUC for really, from what I've heard,

17

improving quite a bit over the years.

18

appreciate it.

19
20
21

CARRIE DOVZAK:

And we

Thank you.

The next speaker is Greg Miller.
GREG MILLER:

My name is Greg Miller, G-R-E-G,

22

M-I-L-L-E-R.

My main concern is what's happening to

23

Golden Gate Park, as a previous speaker mentioned.

24

seems to be administered, particularly on the west end,

25

in a very piecemeal fashion without any oversight or

It
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1

foresight about what's happening with it.

2

I am particularly worried about the nature of

3

this plant being sited in Golden Gate Park.

4

very pretty plant.

5

it looks to me like something that would be appropriate

6

for a an industrial park.

7

that respect.

8

with the rest of the park, particularly the western end

9

of the park.

10

It's a

But I think, in the final analysis,

It's very well designed in

But it is very much out of character

So I'd like the EIR certainly to look at the

11

impacts on the aesthetics and the general park

12

experience in the west end.

13

really going to look like for this from key areas, such

14

as not only the drives nearby but also the Murphy

15

Windmill, which the City is going to be spending a

16

great deal of money to reconstruct.

17

and a landmark site.

18

What are the site lines

It's a historic

My understanding is they also have plans for

19

refinishing the caretaker's cottage as a restaurant or

20

as a pub.

21

appropriate garden in the area that can be used for

22

celebrations and relaxation.

23

And the Golden Gate Master Plan calls for an

How will this very modern 21st century factory

24

look next to that?

Are there ways of concealing it if

25

you're going to have to put it there or what will it
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1

look like?

2

Also, what sounds will be emitted?

My

3

understanding is the ventilation shafts for this won't

4

really be shafts but will be openings into the center

5

corridor of the plant.

6

at all at any frequencies at the periphery of the site

7

itself?

8

EIR.

9

Will there be any noise levels

This should be carefully documented in the

Also, any odors or smells, I'd like that very

10

carefully documented, what's going to be experienced by

11

people nearby.

12

Finally, at night, will there be security

13

lights along the periphery?

How much will they impact

14

the area, the experience of the area and also wildlife.

15

I think there's a general issue about siting

16

this plant, which is going to cover -- building's one

17

acre, their own landscaping another acre at least --

18

about the general park experience and useability.

19

are basically beginning to lose a great deal of a

20

connection of Golden Gate Park to the entire beach

21

area.

22

We

And this sort of closes off yet another door.
And certainly if Lincoln Park does pursue its

23

rebuilding of the soccer fields to the north as

24

artificial turf fields with fences around and

25

everything else, a great deal of that access and flow
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1

between the beach and the park will be eliminated,

2

greatly altering even further the nature and experience

3

of the park.

4

the cumulative effects of the probable project, and see

5

what we can do about it.

6

And I think this needs to be looked into,

Basically, I think we do need to look at the

7

cumulative impact of this with all the other things

8

that are going on or plan to be going on in the west

9

end Golden Gate park and make sure we don't alter what

10

I think people believe is an wonderful experience into

11

something that's more suburban and industrial.

12

And finally, I would mention that I think the

13

nature of these cumulative effects would massively

14

impact the historical integrity of the design of the

15

park.

16

what is envisioned in the National Register because it

17

is a nationally registered historical site, and that's

18

an impact.

19

And this should be looked into and compared to

Finally, we've heard about the need for

20

recycled water.

And my question would be, well, in the

21

future there's going to be even a greater need for it.

22

So my question is, will there be possible expansions of

23

production of recycled water that would be called for

24

in the city particularly at this site?

25

would like that to be identified as a potential and

If there is, I
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1

understand what the potential expansion requirements of

2

this plant would have to be to accommodate those

3

increases.

4

Finally, this is not really a design issue,

5

but I'm a little bit concerned about -- and I'm not a

6

scientist here, so I would like somebody to study this

7

in the EIR -- if there are things that are not filtered

8

out by the proposed filtration project system, such as

9

hormones and things like that, not only what is the

10

immediate impact but what is the potential cumulative

11

impact of taking recycled water with some residual

12

pollutants, maybe at low levels, using it to water our

13

parks and having it flow back into the groundwater

14

aquifer and possibly build up over long periods of

15

time?

16

is something that should be looked into and documented

17

thoroughly.

18

I'm not a scientist.

I'm just suggesting this

Finally, I think, given all these impacts,

19

it's incumbent on the lead agency and the sponsor to

20

enumerate all the alternative sites in the city they

21

have looked at and give us the plusses and minuses on

22

all those sites and, hopefully, really look at some

23

alternatives.

24

not really been looked at too much would be, like, the

25

armory, located adjacent to the existing Oceanside

I know, for example, things that have
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1

plant.

2

It's apparently controlled by the State.
Well, contracts can be rewritten; swaps can be

3

made; arrangements can be made.

4

be a very careful look, given the impact on this

5

wonderful park, this great park that this great city

6

needs to maintain and continue.

7

we really need to lock much harder at alternative sites

8

for siting this project.

9

So there it is.

10
11
12
13

I think there needs to

Given those impacts,

Thank you very much for your

time.
CARRIE DOVZAK:

The next speaker is Douglas

Nelson.
DOUGLAS NELSON:

Thank you.

I'm Douglas Nelson,

14

and I know there are at least a couple of faces here

15

that I recognize.

16

Golden Gate Park Master Plan.

17

time talking about this site over those two years, in

18

those two years of meetings, developing the Golden Gate

19

Park Master Plan.

20

I was one of the coauthors of the
And we spent a lot of

At the time, you know, we were very happy with

21

the creation of the Oceanside Water Pollution Control

22

Plant that would allow for the decommissioning and

23

removal of the Richmond Sunset Treatment Plant.

24

that was -- people worked long and hard to make that a

25

reality and reverse that mistake because it was

And
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1

universally recognized that that was an inappropriate

2

use of park land.

3

there.

4

removed.

5

Master Plan.

6

site.

7

industrial use such as this.

8
9

It should never have been built

And it took years, but eventually we got it
And, you know, that was just before the
So we did a planning process for that

And, you know, obviously it did not include an

So that's one thing is that this is sort of
a -- long-range planning, very disappointing, very

10

disappointing.

11

already an MOU between the Recreation and Park

12

Department and the PUC regarding this site without

13

having proper review and discussion and public

14

involvement in the selection of this alternative.

15

We've reached this point where there's

There are a whole number of other issues.

And

16

recycled water is, you know, certainly not a bad idea.

17

But I keep missing a number of things in these

18

discussions.

19

One is that the majority of the water in

20

Golden Gate Park is from well water.

It's not from

21

potable water.

22

parts of this park.

23

money and improve the water system in Golden Gate Park

24

so that it can reduce its use of municipal water and go

25

strictly to well water.

There is some potable water used in
But I'd rather take some of this
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1

Just also on a historical background, the

2

reason that all those wells are in Golden Gate Park is

3

that back when Golden Gate Park was founded, the Spring

4

Valley Water Company was the privately owned monopoly

5

that provided water at great cost.

6

decided that, to free them from the tyranny of the

7

Spring Valley Water Company, they created their own

8

well system, though Spring Valley eventually was taken

9

over as a municipal water system.

10

And so it was

But I fear that

we're back in that kind of situation now with the PUC.

11

There's a whole other range of issues involved

12

here.

13

from perfect.

14

the 1992 park infrastructure bond.

15

water system is rebuilt.

16

leaking system.

17

the old, leaking system -- and that includes the

18

lakes -- is that at least it's a closed system, and the

19

leaks go right back into the aquifer; it's pumped out

20

in wells.

21

operation, the electricity for the wells.

22

something of a closed system.

23

You know, the system in Golden Gate Park is far
There was -- some of it was rebuilt with
So some of the

A lot of it is still old,

What's a little bit interesting about

And really the only cost is the well
So it's

Now we're going to have a -- if we have just

24

this reclaimed water -- and I'm kind of curious if this

25

will be reclaimed or a blended system because it sounds
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1

like they don't want it to be a blended system, but I

2

haven't really seen that for sure.

3

leaking reclaimed water back into these wells, which

4

are then perhaps going to go into the municipal

5

drinking water.

6

We're going to be

The property is a national historic --

7

national registered property and probably eligible as a

8

national historic landmark.

9

discussions of the EIR, it obviously needs to take --

10
11

I hope that, in the

it must take that into effect.
And I'd also like to see -- I'm kind of

12

curious as to what the status of these other

13

alternatives is because now that we already have a

14

selected site and a design and everything, I'm not

15

clear what role these other alternatives are going to

16

play in the process.

17

I'm also a little bit worried about the

18

schedule that was presented.

So design is going to be

19

completed at the same time as the EIR.

20

an answer, if there is an objective review of

21

alternatives through the EIR, they are going to

22

either -- risking the fact that they're going forward

23

with design now before they get the answer from the

24

EIR, or they know what the outcome will be.

25

think that's unfortunate.

So if there is

And I
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1

Also, just regarding plants, I know that, you

2

know, maybe reverse osmosis is too expensive.

Well,

3

the alternative to reverse osmosis produces water that

4

is not appropriate for a park.

5

when there was going to be a tertiary plant, the

6

previous plan.

7

blended system so that they would import water.

8

would mix it together with the proper amount of well

9

water, and they would attenuate and mitigate the issues

That was anticipated

It was anticipated that would be a
They

10

with the treated -- the recycled water.

11

reverse osmosis may correct that, but we've already

12

heard that maybe that's too expensive.

13

Now the

And the final word I just want to say is that,

14

if we're making these decisions based on cost, I think

15

we're all going to lose.

16

lose.

17

decisions for the environmental review.

18

to see how that works.

19

Golden Gate Park is going to

And that's not an appropriate way to make
And I'd like

One other issue of cost, just one last point,

20

is the cost of this water to the Recreation and Park

21

Department, I'd like to see an analysis of what the

22

cost will be and how this will compare.

23

understand how they're going to pay for this water that

24

they are currently -- the only cost to them now is the

25

pumping from the aquifer.

I do not

And this is going to be very
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1

expensive water.

2

the maintainability of the park through the budget

3

process would be with this water.

4
5

I'd like to see what the impact on

CARRIE DOVZAK:

Thank you.

The next speaker will be Robert

Van Ravenswaay.

6

ROBERT VAN RAVENSWAAY:

I'm Robert Van Ravenswaay.

7

I live in the Richmond, and I use Golden Gate Park a

8

lot.

9

have been a number of excellent points made.

10
11

And I'll make my comments brief.

I think there
I want to

echo a couple of them.
The EIR should really do a very detailed

12

alternative analysis of placement at the Oceanside

13

treatment plant.

14

to an existing treatment plant.

15

basically the same staff, the same administrative

16

structure.

17

of administrative structure at a new site.

18

see the cost elements laid out in some detail.

19

be surprised to find that this is really a more

20

cost-effective option.

21

Tertiary treatment is a simple add-on
You're going use

You're going to have to duplicate some kind
I want to
And I'd

With respect to the project scope, I think you

22

need a lot more clarity about the crosswalk between

23

this project and the groundwater project.

24

sounds like you're doing one big project that you're

25

parcelling out into two different projects for the

It really
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1

purpose of environmental review, which is kind of maybe

2

not totally legitimate.

3

The Golden Gate Master Plan must be amended.

4

This is part of the General Plan of this city.

5

know planning doesn't like to recognize it that way,

6

but when you really work through general plan, the last

7

general plan authorized the creation of the Golden Gate

8

Park Master Plan, and it was approved pursuant to the

9

General Plan.

10

This is a General Plan amendment.

And I

It has to

11

be treated that way to really go through because it's a

12

huge change in land use.

13

industrial land use out here.

I mean, you're putting

14

There is talk of some potable water coming out

15

of this, possibly in the crosswalk with the groundwater

16

program.

17

great detail for the decision makers to be aware of the

18

impacts of this project.

So the health issues have to be explored at a

19

Thank you.

20

CARRIE DOVZAK:

The next speaker is Nancy Wuerfel.

21

NANCY WUERFEL:

Thank you.

My name is Nancy

22

Wuerfel, W-U-E-R-F-E-L.

Glad to see people turning

23

out.

This is going to have to last

24

us indefinitely.

25

the biggest patch of land that is open space.

This is our park.

This is all the land we've got.

It's

We need
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1

to hang on to it.

2
3

I want to address a couple of historical
issues having to do with this project.

4

We bought water bonds.

We approved them as

5

voters.

6

the deal.

7

good water coming down from the Toulumne River,

8

according to the agreements that have been made, in the

9

proper pipes that weren't going to leak, that weren't

10

And from my point of view, this wasn't part of
We were supposed to make sure that we had

going to be interrupted by any kind of earthquake.

11

And all of a sudden, blah, blah, blah, a

12

couple of years later, they're talking about my Golden

13

Gate Park.

14

for that money.

15

when they put together the bonds, we were supposed to

16

have enough money to do the project.

17

down the road apiece, "We've got to have this thing

18

finished by 2015," and we're not there yet.

19

a sudden we're changing the plans.

20

This is not part of the deal why I voted
I wanted to talk about the fact that,

Now we're way

And all of

The recycled water is different than reverse

21

osmosis.

As you just heard someone say, the tertiary

22

water is easier to get to, and that's what they were

23

thinking about when they were putting this project

24

together.

25

top-of-the-line, the most expensive way to get recycled

Think about -- this is a Cadillac,
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1

water is to have reverse osmosis.

2

grass with diamonds.

3

understand what the hell we're talking about here.

4

We're watering the

It's unbelievable.

I don't

If we need to have the lakes and Conservatory

5

of Flowers, use the well water.

6

what it's thriving on right now -- or Hetch Hetchy if

7

we need to.

8

most expensive water in the whole world.

9

that's talk about that.

10

That's good.

That's

But you don't water the grass with this
So that's --

Again, back to the bonds, this was not in the

11

grand plan.

12

project isn't going to be done because we're doing this

13

expensive thing in the park?

14

the cost is going to be for this infrastructure.

15

afraid to even bring that up because I know that during

16

an EIR, the money is not part of it.

17

So this is an add-on.

Also, I don't know what
I'm

But let's talk about what is part of it, the

18

location.

19

of it.

20

involved and considered.

21

What part of the

This Golden Gate Park process was not part

So we have to demand that there be other sites

Also, we have to talk about the other issue,

22

which is how much money are we investing in the soft

23

costs and the design right now for this project that is

24

going to go town the tubes or the toilet, depending on

25

where you stand on this, when we choose something else,
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1

which we will do because this is not the right place.

2

This building is in Golden Gate Park.

3

this way.

4

pick up this building you just spent a lot of money to

5

make and put it someplace else?

6

everything has to be customized to the new site.

7

What do you do?

Let's keep it

Number one, you're going to

I think not because

So we have some new things to talk about.

8

This idea of keeping it in Golden Gate Park has a lot

9

of smelly parts to it.

And I don't mean the treatment

10

plant.

11

there is no such thing as the PUC having four acres.

12

I've got the agreement right here.

13

we're giving away anything.

14

agreement of any of the money issues about what is

15

going to be the exchange.

16

I mean this expansion possibility.

You know,

It doesn't say that

There's not even an

I'll read to you from the contract.

It says

17

that the PUC will provide fair compensation to Rec and

18

Park.

19

be?

20

there's the operation.

21

ever.

22

it go, it's gone.

23

neighbors.

24

do you want to spend chasing down, "You promised not to

25

go beyond that footprint"?

Well, golly gee whiz, how much is that going to
I can't wait for that thing to be filled in.

Plus

That means forever and ever and

We're never getting this land back.

Once we let

And so are all of its adjacent

If you start looking at it -- how much time

I don't want to spend the
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1

rest of my life chasing after people.

2

the park as it is now.

3

I want to keep

Also, nobody's talked about our little tsunami

4

zone.

5

exactly who's going to be underwater when the tsunami

6

hits.

7

and they sort of travel around the planet.

8

tsunami zones right off the coast.

9

online will show you that it's going to come right up

10

In January 2009, our city decided to tell us

You know, we have earthquakes on this planet,
We've got

And the map that's

exactly where this plant is going to be.

11

Now, again, you have heaps of geologists here

12

to tell us, how is that going to affect the plant?

13

is that going to affect the transport?

14

going to affect the pipes?

15

up and down the Great Highway, which is going to be

16

washed out.

17
18

How

How is that

We have these pipes running

I'm not sure that we're playing with a full
deck of cards here.

19

Also, when we're talking about saving money

20

for the City, let's talk about -- for a moment, there

21

is a State law that says everybody pays the same amount

22

for water.

23

amount, so does Rec and Park.

24

Okay?

25

not like Rec and Park is going to pay a little extra

You pay the same amount.

I pay the same

There's one happy rate.

It has to be to comply with State law.

So it's
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1

for this little goody.

2

subsidizing this reverse osmosis plant.

3

We're all going to be

Also, the bonds we paid for that were supposed

4

to be for earthquake -- remember?

5

repiping Golden Gate Park.

6

never part of the plan, to repipe the park.

As much as

7

I love the park, that's the park's problem.

It's not

8

the PUC's problem and my ratepayer problem.

9

They're going to be

Think about that.

That was

Also, the visitors center was not part of the

10

deal.

11

contract that you have with the people.

12

something on the ballot and are buying -- that's what I

13

want you to buy.

14

frou-frou things along with the rest of it.

15
16

This is becoming, you know, a violation of the
When you put

I don't want you to buy all these

So we've got a bunch of things that need to be
talked about.

17

And the last one is the charter of the City

18

and County San Francisco.

It protects Golden Gate

19

Park.

20

We're going to go through the whole layout, get all

21

this stuff written out here, and then -- let me read to

22

you:

23

nonrecreational purposes, nor any structure on the park

24

property built, maintained, or used for nonrecreational

25

purposes unless there's a vote of the electors."

I don't know why we're going to do this last.

"No park land may be sold or leased for
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1

That's you and me.

2

Why don't they ask us?

Why don't they vote

3

first, find out if we want it, and then go through all

4

of this?

5

a lot of money -- pardon my French -- to get this thing

6

organized.

And we haven't even asked the people if

7

it's okay.

It's in the charter.

8

first.

9

What we're doing is we're spending a hell of

You've got to ask me

Let's deal with the legal stuff, and then I'll

10

be glad to support you on recycled water someplace

11

outside.

12

Thank you.

13

CARRIE DOVZAK:

14

Thank you very much.

We have exactly one half hour left before we

15

have to be completely cleared out of this room.

16

just a fact.

17
18

That's

The next person is Katherine Howard.

KATHERINE HOWARD:

Thank you.

That's a hard act

to follow.

19

My name is Katherine Howard,

20

K-A-T-H-E-R-I-N-E, H-O-W-A-R-D.

I'm with an

21

organization called the Golden Gate Park Preservation

22

Alliance.

23

came in the door, www.GoldenGateParkPreservation.org.

24

We will be tracking the project and have information on

25

our Web site, suggestions for letters if you get tongue

We gave you some little green slips when you

58
C-60

1

tied when you write to a bureaucracy -- I'm sorry.

2

shouldn't use that word.

3

trying hard to listen, so I think this is really great

4

that we're being given this time.

5

These people are really

In our opinion, it is vital that the EIR list

6

all the alternate sites that were considered and why

7

they were rejected.

8

this before, but I'll say it again.

9

appropriate use of our park land.

10

Why is that -- and you've heard
This is not an

Reason number one, it's a building.

11

it's simple.

12

they're two different things.

13
14

I

It's a building.

I mean,

Park land and building,
It's a factory building.

Two, it takes up precious land, so that's the
corollary of the building.

15

And I want to read something from the

16

literature which I think is unfortunate, from the

17

proposed Westside Recycled Water Facility on the third

18

page.

19

be a, quote, 'building of the park, enhancing

20

recreational opportunities and amenities at a site that

21

is currently under-utilized."

22

It says, "The new recycled water facility would

This is sort of 1984 doublespeak.

"A building

23

of the park" -- I mean, it's a park or it's a building.

24

You don't have a building of the park.

25

Lloyd Wright could have pulled it off, but this is not

Maybe Frank
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1

the case.

2

a building.

3

opportunities.

4

water treatment plant is not a restroom for kids at a

5

playground.

6

the utility.

7

"Enhancing recreational opportunities," it's
It doesn't enhance recreational
And amenities, a visitor center for a

It's a promotional item, I'm sorry, for

And "an area that's currently utilized," the

8

reason it's utilized is because it's been used as a

9

dump.

And so of course nobody -- well, few people go

10

there.

11

there, by the way.

12

been cut open by people.

13

the area, just take out the garbage.

14

don't spend any money, nature will come in there, and

15

she'll take over the place.

16

you can have native plants.

17

You can actually do some great bird watching
You can go through the fence that's
It's a dump.

And even if you

You can have sand dunes

And I'd like to just have a vision -- and Mary

18

Anne Miller talked about this.

19

this area.

20

some ideas.

21

There's meadows.

22

So clear out

We need a vision for

And part of the vision -- let me give you
There's native plants.

There's wildlife.

And the other things, for example, if you go

23

to the Netherlands, they have a tulip garden there that

24

has all the species -- genetic species of tulips that

25

are endangered because commercial tulip growing can
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1

only do so many.

2

So instead of thinking about construction yard

3

or the factory, think about a gorgeous field of bulbs.

4

And it's a genetic bank.

5

planning and vision that we need for the area.

6

think Rec and Park can do this.

7

up with some really good things.

8
9

And this is the kind of
And I

Rec and Park can come

And I think we need a vision for the area that
will make it an area that brings in people.

It -- I

10

hate the word, but it activities the area, and it will

11

be really exciting.

12

When have we been asked what we want to do

13

with this park land?

14

Nobody's ever said, "People of San Francisco, what

15

would you like to do with the park land?

16

acres here.

17
18

Nobody's ever asked us that.

We have four

What would you like to see?"

Why don't we have a competition?

Why don't we

get some really good stuff?

19

So I want to change the thinking from the

20

negative to the positive.

21

going to be available for the people of San Francisco

22

to enhance Golden Gate Park, which is such a fantastic

23

place.

24
25

This is four acres that are

Another thing I want to address is the whole
idea of water.

Somebody said to me, "But we're
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1

building it to water Golden Gate Park."

2

that's been clearly stated that Golden Gate Park has

3

water.

4

from Golden Gate Park, and then we're giving it back

5

water that is going to cost a lot of money and take

6

up land.

7

And I think

What's being done is that we are stealing water

As I said, we do have -- we will try to keep

8

information on our Web site.

I'd also like to read

9

just -- I'm going to put another hat on here and read a

10

resolution that was passed two nights ago at the

11

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods.

12

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

13

is a group of over 40 neighborhood groups from all over

14

San Francisco.

15

A lot of people were surprised.

16

the project.

17

one thing that they all share is their love of Golden

18

Gate Park.

19

go in for the EIR request.

And we had a long discussion about it.
They'd never heard of

They didn't know anything about it.

But

And I'll skip the "whereases," and this can

20

"The CSFN recommends that the EIR for the

21

Westside Water Treatment Plant include an in-depth

22

exploration of alternative locations outside of Golden

23

Gate Park for the water treatment plant.

24

resolved, CSFN recommends that the EIR contain an

25

in-depth exploration of alternative designs for the

Be it further
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1

plant building, including but not limited to a

2

completely below-grade plan as described in the Golden

3

Gate Park Master Plan if it is located in Golden Gate

4

Park."

5

And finally, "Resolved that CSFN recommend

6

that the EIR explore including but not limited to the

7

rationale for new pipe installation, the viability of

8

the existing pipes, the rationale for tertiary mixing

9

and alternative processes to it, the need for reverse

10

osmosis, and the rationale and need for a visitors

11

center."

12

This resolution was created by people who had

13

a 30-minute introduction to the project.

14

there are a lot more questions.

15

unanimously by the membership.

16
17
18

Thank you very much.

It was passed

I'll give you a copy of

it.
CARRIE DOVZAK:

19
20

I'm sure

Thank you.

The next speaker is George Wooding.
GEORGE WOODING:

Thank you.

My name is George

21

Wooding, W-O-O-D-I-N-G.

22

Peaks Central Council, which represents 18 homeowners

23

associations in District 7 and District 4.

24
25

I represent the West Twin

The first -- it's hard to follow all these
people.

Everything has pretty much been covered.

I
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1

just want to make a few quick points.

2

I studied the MOU on this, and basically, I

3

wanted to ask, why does the PUC agree to pay an

4

undetermined amount of rent to the RPD?

5

signing a lease to rent a building without knowing what

6

the building rent will be.

7

of the easiest things to determine in this entire

8

proposal.

9

because what I don't want to see happen is have the PUC

This is like

Rent should have been one

So I'm hoping we can get a range of rent

10

rate holders subsidizing the Recreation and Park

11

budget.

12

number one.

13

They had a $12.4 million deficit.

So that's

Number two, in the September 2005 Recycled

14

Water Master Plan for the City and County, the PUC

15

questions their own ability to protect their own

16

aquifer by using wastewater to irrigate.

17

state that they're going to have to do some plans or at

18

least look into this with some studies to make sure

19

that their own wastewater irrigation doesn't destroy

20

their own aquifer.

21

did a plan and what follow-through.

22

Okay.

And they

So I'd like to see if the PUC ever

I'd also like to see maybe some kind of

23

study that showed all kinds of tertiary irrigation

24

levels used throughout the city of San Francisco so we

25

can get an idea comprehensively of what tertiary water
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1

levels are being used, waste water or whatever, because

2

this is a very high level of water.

3

My biggest concern is the actual West

4

transport system.

The piping is now going along or

5

underneath the Great Highway.

6

in 1981, and it brings water back and forth, primarily

7

wastewater, to the Oceanside plant.

8

also ship treated wastewater back to the plant in

9

Golden Gate Park.

This place was retired

And it's going to

And I think this is a very old

10

facility.

11

If you were to pick a place to put a plant or a

12

pipeline, this would be probably your last location you

13

would pick.

14

It's in a place which is not a good place.

Not only is it old, but the beach is eroding

15

rapidly.

We already declared an emergency in January.

16

And they're currently rebuilding the Great Highway.

17

Some of the piping was within 10 yards.

18

there are many, but they show that the water level is

19

going to rise rapidly.

20

beach may have to be surrendered.

And estimates,

And much of this part of the

21

So I don't think it's prudent or even

22

intelligent to have only one alternative where the only

23

thing you can do is to protect it.

24

have to build revetments.

25

build walls.

You're going to

You're going to have the

You're going to have the change the whole
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1

character of Ocean Beach, I think, to get this project

2

through.

3

And then my last point is, because they chose

4

a location that's two and a half miles from the

5

original plant, the original place that they thought

6

was their number one location -- remember, they take

7

the water in; then, they have the ship it back to

8

Golden Gate Park.

9

clearly that they're going to also be supplying the zoo

Well, in their own MOU they state

10

and Harding Park, which means that they're going to

11

have to do a third pipe.

12

to do, over some period of time, a third pipe going

13

back.

14
15
16
17

So they most likely will have

This is incredibly inefficient.
And I think that's all for me.
CARRIE DOVZAK:
Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you.

Last but not least, Richard Esty

Petterson.

18

We have 20 minutes.

19

RICHARD ESTY PETTERSON:

I came over the hill from

20

Noe Valley on an electric bike.

21

going on that side of the city, on Cesar Chavez.

22

it seems like you got a hundred million dollar plum

23

here that is simply being wasted.

24
25

And we have a project
And

The City is now looking at its cisterns for
fire and water.

It is going to need money for that.
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1

If it's looking to save water, there's places all over

2

the city that it can save water.

3

Golden Gate Park where 20 years ago -- or was it 30

4

years ago or 40?

5

and taking it out, and then drawing water from an

6

aquifer that is perfectly usable makes a lot of sense.

7

Putting a plant in

40 -- we used to go collect sludge,

We build a billion-dollar sewer plant -- I

8

surf the ocean -- and you have Lake Merced right next

9

door, why aren't you pumping the water into Lake

10

Merced?

11

park.

12

water.

The aquifer at Lake Merced backs up to the
And then can you draw water from the park and

13

The City has to stop what it's doing and take

14

a comprehensive look at the -- at the entire city and

15

the entire environment.

16

Gate Park.

17
18
19
20
21

We don't need water in Golden

We've got plenty of water.

CARRIE DOVZAK:

Thanks.

The last but not least, Martha

Hoffman.
MARTHA HOFFMAN:

Hi everyone.

I'm Martha Hoffman,

H-O-F-F-M-A-N.
And many incredible points have been made.

I

22

just want to speak on behalf of wildlife.

And San

23

Francisco's wildlife really has trouble and very, very

24

few places to live and thrive.

25

park is one of the places where wildlife does live and

And this area of the
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1

thrive.

2

The people who are working on this may never

3

have seen them or even know they're there, but there's

4

everything there, with the birds the foxes, the skunks,

5

the opossums, the racoons.

6

take care of as a worker with the SPCA feral cat

7

program.

8

impact the wildlife.

9

disturb -- and it's just really a terrible location, as

There is a few cats that I

And this would really, really negatively
It just would displace and

10

far as I'm concerned, and would really have a very bad

11

impact.

12

Thanks.

13

CARRIE DOVZAK:

14
15
16

Thank you.

And Linda Yacobucci.
LINDA YACOBUCCI:

Hi everyone.

Linda Yacobucci.

I really wish that one meeting we could come

17

to would be agreeable, be happy about something.

18

always are up here complaining.

19

listening to us.

20

We say we don't want what they're doing, but they go

21

ahead and do it anyway.

22

We

The City never

PUC-type agencies never listen to us.

We're just so sick of this.

23

is a park, is a park, is a park.

24

water; we don't want it in our park.

25

make a point:

A park is a park,

We all want recycled
I was going to

Everywhere that you see in their
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1

document that it says "existing" means they're going to

2

replace it.

3

And my thought is that, since they have so

4

much acreage, probably what we're going to -- because

5

one of the reasons they want to do it here is it's so

6

convenient to all the areas they want to serve -- I

7

think the wastewater plant's coming here eventually

8

because it's convenient.

9

So that's my thought.

And I'm really hoping

10

I'm wrong, but that's my thought.

11

they putting this at the wastewater plant?

12

the zoo parking lot.

13

parking.

14

Because why aren't

I'm sorry, zoo, there's tons of

It needs to go there.
As you're hearing tonight, the public is never

15

notified of this stuff ever, ever, ever.

16

at every meeting.

17

Park is one of the worst.

18

any better.

19

Get rid of

You hear this

We're so sick of saying it.

Rec and

Obviously, PUC doesn't do

And I'd like to know how you're going to tell

20

the neighbors, when this EIR comes back, that it's back

21

and it's up for comment again, because I think there's

22

another point when we can make comments when the EIR

23

comes back.

24
25

Boy, the public is just so pissed off at you.
Thank you, everybody, for coming.

I mean, I had a
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1

woman e-mail me, "What's the big deal?"

2

that we were losing a piece of our park.

3

shocked by that kind of just not getting it.

4

She didn't get
I'm just

And in a scoping meeting, we need to be able

5

to ask questions.

I have more questions than I want to

6

be up here ranting, which is what I'm basically doing

7

is I'm up here ranting.

8

questions.

9

meeting, we were able to ask questions.

I need to know -- I mean, at the previous

10

the first onslaught.

11

this stuff.

12

I want to be able to ask

But that was

We were kind of in shock with all

I want to know how far down it's going go into

13

the ground and exactly what is the footprint going to

14

be?

15

up to four acres.

I hear it's going to be an acre, it's going to be

16

And if you think it's going to be grass and

17

trees, you're living in fantasy land.

18

to be.

19

be gone.

20

they'll say, "Oh, but we replanted your trees," as

21

every other program says that they're going to do.

22

Especially -- this is especially famous that Rec and

23

Park does.

24
25

It's not going

Enjoy the trees that are here now.

They will

And they'll plant these cute little trees and

Yes, we have to demand other sites.

And in

this scoping, they have to tell us why they didn't want
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1

to do the other sites and why -- I said this two weeks

2

ago.

3

always find out at the end?

4

out at the end, when it's about to go out to some big

5

expensive evaluation.

6

this?

7

only find out when it's too complicated to stop.

Why weren't we asked about this -- why is it we

Why can't we stop it before

Everything is getting so complicated that we

8
9

It's always that we find

Fortunately, some people are learning that you
can sue.

Center for Biological Diversity -- not in San

10

Francisco but in many other places -- all they do is

11

sue the government, constantly -- I have their e-mail

12

newsletter -- constantly suing to stop these agencies

13

from doing what we don't want them to do and we're

14

paying for it.

15

Yes, the wildlife, wildlife is always ignored,

16

always ignored, always ignored.

17

Park is the wildlife, and the humans are lucky to be

18

able to use it, in my opinion.

19

respect for the wildlife.

20

And to me, Golden Gate

I just have so much

Coyotes eat our feral cats -- I also work for

21

feral cats -- but, you know, we have to be okay with

22

that.

23

There's nothing I can do about it.

24

coyotes killed.

25

had to learn to get along with coyotes.

I mean, that's nature.

I don't like it.
But I don't want

They're all part of it.

So we have
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1

And the City has to learn to get along with

2

us.

It's like they're the big grizzly bear.

3

tired of being a little mouse in the field that's

4

running and hiding and trying to be noticed but never

5

being listened to; never, never, never are we listened

6

to.

7

All right.

So I think that was it.

And we're

I just --

8

we need to know when things are happening before they

9

are happening.

10

2008, who knew this was happening in

2008?

11

Thank you.

12

CARRIE DOVZAK:

Thank you very much for attending

13

this evening.

14

can send your comments after tonight.

15

by U.S. Mail to our environmental review officer at

16

City Planning, Bill Wycko.

17

And I'd just like to touch on where you
You can send it

You can also send me e-mail, and I will

18

transfer any e-mail that's sent to PUC and our

19

consultants to be considered in the EIR.

20

as well.

21

the back table.

22

You can fax

And all of this information is available on
You can take it home.

The Notice Of Preparation is available in its

23

entirety on line, tiny-url.com/puccases.

24

the City Planning Web site.

25

local libraries.

And that's

They're also available at

So if there's a library nearby, you
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1

can go and read them there.

2

If you do have any further questions, you can

3

call me.

4

questions about the project itself -- I'm answering

5

questions about the environmental review -- Suzanne

6

Gautier, there she is, you can reach her at the number

7

554-3204.

8
9
10
11

That's my number, 575-9030.

And if you have

And I know that Suzanne has other meetings
that are planned for different interest groups -possibly?
SUZANNE GAUTIER:

There are some requests, but if

12

you have an interest, please contact me.

13

materials that are at the back table that have been

14

quoted this evening, my name, number, and contact

15

information is also on those materials.

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

CARRIE DOVZAK:

And on the

Again, thank you, ladies and

gentlemen, for attending this evening.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

And the slide show will be

put up somewhere?
CARRIE DOVZAK:

I'll look to see where it can be

put up on the City Planning Web site.
(Whereupon, the proceedings concluded
at 8:48 o'clock p.m.)

24
25
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1

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

2

COUNTY OF MARIN

3

)
)
)

ss.

I, DEBORAH FUQUA, a Certified Shorthand

4

Reporter of the State of California, duly authorized to

5

administer oaths pursuant to Section 8211 of the

6

California Code of Civil Procedure, do hereby certify

7

that the foregoing proceedings were reported by me, a

8

disinterested person, and thereafter transcribed under

9

my direction into typewriting and is a true and correct

10

transcription of said proceedings.

11

I further certify that I am not of counsel or

12

attorney for either or any of the parties in the

13

foregoing proceeding and caption named, nor in any way

14

interested in the outcome of the cause named in said

15

caption.

16

Dated the 13th day of October, 2010.

17
18
19

DEBORAH FUQUA

20

CSR NO. 12948

21
22
23
24
25
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“Destroy a public building and it can be rebuilt in a year; destroy a
city woodland park and all the people living at the time will have
passed away before its restoration can be effected."
William Hammond Hall, Surveyor
First Superintendent of Golden Gate Park



October 12, 2010
Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA, 94103
Re:

EIR Case No.2008.0091E
SF Westside Recycled Water Project
(Recycled water project, including factory planned for Golden Gate Park)

Dear Mr. Wycko:
Following are comments pursuant to a September 8, 2010, Notice of Preparation for the
Environmental Impact Report for the referenced project (herein referred to as the Factory). We
would like to take this opportunity to outline some of the issues that we feel should be included
in the EIR. We also encourage the Department to start comprehensive outreach to a broader
range of members of the public who have expressed concern in the past with issues relating to
Golden Gate Park. All San Franciscans and Bay Area residents should have the opportunity to
raise their own concerns about the project with the Department.
SUMMARY:
The following are issues which we feel should be thoroughly explored in an EIR:
- Potential impacts of the proposed project;
- Alternative locations for the proposed project;
- Alternative designs for the proposed project;
- Review of documents and agreements relating to the proposed project;
- Issues related to other water treatment projects;
- The safety of all aspects of the proposed project;
- Issues related to the use of membrane filtration and reverse osmosis in the
proposed project;
- Customer retrofits;
- Future Expansion of the project:
- Issues related to additional and/or adjacent projects, including both the existing
and proposed renovated athletic fields adjoining the proposed project;
- Water conservation alternatives
- Beach Chalet Athletic Field Renovation Project scoping letter
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DETAILS:
Potential impacts of the proposed project
•

•



The EIR should discuss the ways in which the project described by the PUC may have a
substantial adverse impact on the historic integrity of Golden Gate Park. The National
Register of Historic Places lists the characteristics of the Park as pastoral, with
recreation areas that blend into that setting. The EIR should discuss the ways in which
the proposed project may considerably change this area because, among other things,
the project:
o Adds a building where this is no building at this time
o Takes away land from an area that could be recovered and used to fulfill the
landscape needs of Golden Gate park
o Has lighting where there is no lighting at this time;
o Removes trees and shrubs;
o Removes trees that provide a windbreak, which protects the rest of Golden Gate
Park;
o Injects a factory building into an area that is adjacent to landmarks, removing the
possibility of establishing connections between them in the western end of
Golden Gate Park Adds paving for more parking, introducing more cars to
parkland;
o Introduces truck traffic to the space
o Changes the space from an open space to one dominated by a large building
and related driveways and parking
o Introduces 24 hour activity to a space that is currently used only during the day
o
The EIR should analyze how construction will impact the immediate and adjoining
parkland, including but not limited to:
o The use of earth-moving equipment and cranes;
o Removal of sand and soil down to the depth of the storage tanks;
o construction zone needed for building this type of factory ;
o Removal of trees and shrubs;
o Damage to remaining trees, and tree roots damaged, by construction, including
trenching for underground utilities.

•

The EIR should analyze how construction will impact the area outside Golden Gate
Park, including but not limited to:
o The impact of constructing a pipeline below the Great Highway, including but not
limited to;
 The safety of the proposed pipeline;
 The impact of erosion on the proposed pipeline;
 The impact of the proposed pipeline on the character of Ocean Beach;
 The impact of global warming and project sea-level rising on the
proposed pipeline and the location of the factory;
o The impact of the construction of the project on adjoining residential and
commercial neighborhoods;
o The impact of construction on all parklands that will be receiving water treated in
the proposed plant, including but not limited to Lincoln Park and Golf Course, and
Presidio Golf Course.

•

The EIR should study parking and traffic impacts, including but not limited to:
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o
o
o
o
o



Impact on traffic in Golden Gate Park;
Impact on traffic along the Great Highway;
Impact on bicycle lanes in Golden Gate Park;
Impact on traffic in the neighborhood surrounding Golden Gate Park;
Impact on the above traffic and parking issues not only during ordinary weekdays
and weekends, but also during special, heavy-park usage events such as the
Outside Lands Festival, the Bay to Breakers, and all the other events that take
place throughout Golden Gate Park and at Ocean Beach.

•

The EIR should study the impacts to wildlife, including but not limited to:
o Loss of meadow, trees, and shrubs;
o Loss of windbreak which protects the rest of Golden Gate Park;
o Loss of tree roots for trees that are to remain;
o Loss of irrigation for trees that are to remain;
o Loss of food sources, such as insects and gophers, for wildlife;
o Increase in paved surfaces;
o Increase in trash and food waste;
o Increase in noise from factory motors, trucks and other equipment
o Increase in truck traffic
o Increase in foot traffic to the visitor center
o Introduction of all of these elements next to a native plant planting area and the
impact on the insect, butterfly and other species that are attracted to the native
plants;
o Introduction of all of these elements along the Pacific Flyway and to the green
corridor that is Golden Gate Park.

•

The EIR should study aesthetic impacts and the impacts on the quality of life of
surrounding areas due to the proposed project, including but not limited to:
o Loss of trees and shrubs;
o All impacts due to the release of odoriferous material as a result of the proposed
project;
o All impacts due to noise related by the proposed project;
o All impacts due to artificial lighting related to the proposed project;
o The aesthetic impact on the areas adjoining the proposed plant, including but not
limited to Murphy Windmill and the historic millwright's cottage;
o The impact of the proposed project on a nearby playground near 26th Avenue;
o Presence of a large, 3-story above-ground facility.

•

The EIR should study the loss of parkland use for a wider variety of users, including but
not limited to:
o Loss of the potential for general recreation uses, including but not limited to kite
flying, individual exercise, picnicking, sun-bathing, bird-watching, concerts, dog
exercise, nature walks, enjoyment of darker skies at Ocean Beach, astronomy,
and any sport activity that requires a stake (for example, volleyball, croquet,
footbag/hacky sack with a net.)

•

The EIR should study the impact of the project on the aquifer underneath Golden Gate
Park, including but not limited to:
o Depletion of the aquifer;
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o

Cumulative contamination of the aquifer with inorganic and organic
contaminants, including but not limited to heavy metals, halogens,
pharmaceutical waste, pesticides, hormones, etc.

•

The EIR should study the impact of the energy needed to power the plant, including but
not limited to:
o Amount of energy needed to pump water into and out of the water recycling
plant;
o Energy needed to process the water according to various water treatment
standards

•

The EIR should study the impact of tertiary treated water from the proposed project on
the environment, including but not limited to the following:
o The impact of exposure to tertiary treated water on the health and viability of
vegetation;
o The impact of exposure to tertiary treated water on humans and all other
vertebrate and invertebrate species.

•

The EIR should study and identify contaminants in the water from the proposed plant,
including but not limited to heavy metals, halogens, endocrine disrupters, and
pharmaceuticals; and the impact of any contaminants on the environment, including but
not limited to:
o Contamination of the ground water below Golden Gate Park;
o Contamination of the air;
o Contamination of the ocean;
o Contamination of foliage and grass.

•

The EIR should study the economic impact of the project, including but not limited to:
o The impact on the cost of water to consumers;
o The impact on the cost of the project to the taxpayers;
o Consideration of less expensive alternatives to the proposed project.

Alternative locations for the proposed project
•

•

The EIR should explore all other alternative locations that could be used for this project,
including but not limited to:
o Other locations owned by SFPUC, including but not limited to Lake Merced and
Fleishacker Zoo;
o Other locations owned by other City agencies.
The EIR should explain why each alternative site, if rejected, is not acceptable

Alternative designs for the proposed project
•



The EIR should explore alternative designs that preserve the natural meadow and forest
feeling of the area, including but not limited to:
o Construction of a plant that is completely underground;
o Construction of an above-ground factory that has a smaller footprint and is lower in
height than the currently proposed factory.
o Construction of berms surrounding the factory, so that the factory is not visible from
any angles to Park visitors.
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Review of documents and agreements relating to the proposed project
•

The EIR should explain the relationship of the proposed project to all relevant City
documents and agreements. The individual and cumulative impact of these documents
and agreements on Golden Gate Park and Ocean Beach should be examined and
explored in detail. These documents include but are not limited to:
o The San Francisco General Plan;
o The Golden Gate Park Master Plan;
o All current and proposed water supply agreements entered into or to be entered
into by the SFPUC;
o All agreements with other Departments and Agencies in the City related to the
proposed project, including but limited to all Memoranda of Understanding
between the SFPUC and the SF Recreation and Parks Department.

Issues related to other water treatment projects
•

The EIR should explain the relationship of the proposed project to all other water
recycling projects in San Francisco and related areas as well as their impact on Golden
Gate Park, including but not limited to:
o Proposed water treatment projects in San Francisco;
o Proposed water treatment projects in surrounding communities with which San
Francisco has water supply agreements.
o Proposed use of groundwater from under Golden Gate Park.

Safety of all aspects of the proposed project
•

The EIR should explore all environmental safety issues related to the proposed plant,
including but not limited to:
o Contamination of ground water by secondary or tertiary treated water;
o Contamination of secondary treated water by raw sewage while the secondary
treated water is traveling in pipes from its origin at the Oceanside water treatment
plant to the proposed plant in Golden Gate Park;
o The risk of damage to the project by earthquakes, tsunamis, and other natural
disasters;
o The risk of damage to the project by terrorists, industrial accidents and other
man-made disasters.

Issues related to the use of membrane filtration and reverse osmosis in the proposed project
•



The EIR should explore all issues related to the use of membrane filtration and reverse
osmosis in the proposed plant, including but not limited to:
o The removal of waste material resulting from the membrane filtration process;
o The removal of a reverse osmosis concentrate, which is a concentrated brine
solution containing contaminants including, but not limited to, bacteria, viruses,
organic particles (pesticides), and inorganic particles (heavy metals);
o The impact of dumping the reverse osmosis concentrate into the ocean.
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Customer Retrofits
•

The EIR should explore all retrofits required to bring the systems to be used in the
project into compliance with all local, State and Federal regulations, including but not
limited to:
o Compliance with California Department of Public Health Services Title 22 and
Title 17 requirements, regulating the production and use of recycled water;
o The installation of limited sections of pipeline, the installation of backflow
preventers, and the replacement of noncompliant irrigation system components.

Future Expansion of the Project
•

The EIR should explore the possibility of future expansion of the factory at the Golden
Gate Park location and the impact on all of the issues included in this document.

Issues related to additional and/or adjacent projects, including both the existing and proposed
renovated athletic fields adjoining the proposed project
•

The EIR should discuss how the proposed water recycling plant is related to additional
and related projects being considered by the SF PUC, including but not limited to:
o Removal of water from the aquifer under Golden Gate Park;
o Purification of the water from the aquifer under Golden Gate Park;
o Transport of the water from the aquifer under Golden Gate Park to reservoirs
o Safety of combining water from the aquifer under Golden Gate Park with the
current drinking water provided to San Francisco;
o Construction of additional water recycling plants elsewhere in San Francisco.

•

The EIR should study the cumulative impact of the existing and proposed athletic/soccer
field adjoining the project, including but not limited to:
o Toxic and safety impacts on the underlying aquifer relating to artificial turf and its
infill, including but not limited to heavy metals, volatile organic compounds,
carcinogens, asthma triggers, bacterial growth and infection risk (including
MRSA).
o Cumulative impact on historic and aesthetic character of Golden Gate Park and
Ocean Beach.
o Cumulative effect of increased lighting, paving, traffic and all other issues
considered in both this document and in the attached document for the Beach
Chalet Athletic Field renovation EIR.

Water conservation alternatives
•



The EIR should discuss water conservation alternatives to the proposed project,
including but not limited to:
o Use of desalinated water;
o Use of water in wells in Golden Gate Park and other areas to be served by the
proposed project;
o Collaboration with other agencies, including but not limited to Bay Area Water
Users Association, for construction of a water recycling plant outside of San
Francisco
o Retrofitting of Recreation and Park piping and other irrigation fixtures to achieve
water savings;
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o
o
o

Use of permeable paving and permeable pavers throughout San Francisco parks
to promote replenishment of the aquifer
Removable of additional paving in golden Gate Park to promote replenishment of
the aquifer
Use of tertiary water in all buildings in all Parks in San Francisco, including the
major institutions in Golden Gate Park.

Beach Chalet Soccer Field Scoping letter
In addition to the foregoing, also attached is a letter dated September 25 th, 2010 addressing
scoping issues of Beach Chalet Soccer Fields proposed for construction in Golden Gate Park.
All requests for consideration in that letter are hereby incorporated by reference.
CONCLUSION:
We are looking forward to the inclusion of the above issues and other related issues in the EIR,
so that the resulting project can be the most beneficial for preserving the beauty and historic
context of Golden Gate Park, as well as providing safe drinking water and irrigation water for
San Francisco.
In addition, we remain very interested in the steps that will be taken in the development of the
EIR and the pursuit of this project. We request that the Department notify us and the people
copied on this letter about the Department's plans at this time and throughout the EIR process.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Katherine Howard, Co-Chair
Golden Gate Park Preservation Alliance
cc:
Carrie Dovzak,the CEQA coordinator, San Francisco Planning Department
Mark Buell, President, Recreation and Park Commission
Margaret McArthur, Secretary, Recreation and Park Commission
Dan Mauer, Project Manager, Recreation and Park Department
Parks and Recreation Open Space Committee, San Francisco (PROSAC)
Mayor Gavin Newsom
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
David Chiu, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 3
Ross Mirkarimi, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 5
Eric Mar, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 1
Michela Alioto-Pier, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 2
John Avalos, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 11
David Campos, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 9
Carmen Chu, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 4
Chris Daly, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 6
Bevan Dufty, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 8





               *
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Sean Elsbernd, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 7
Sophie Maxwell, San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 10
Arthur Feinstein, Sierra Club
Dr. Eliot Katz, In Defense of Animals
John Rizzo, Sierra Club
Michael Lynes, Golden Gate Audubon Society
Noreen Weeden, Golden Gate Audubon Society
Peter Brastow, Nature in the City
Roy C. Leggitt, III, Consulting Arborist
Amy Westervelt Managing Editor, Earth Island Journal
California Academy of Sciences
California Communities Against Toxics
Caroline Cox, Research Director, Center for Environmental Health
Dave Phillips Executive Director, Earth Island Institute
Deb Self, Executive Director San Francisco Baykeeper
Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice
San Francisco Foundation
San Francisco Green Party
Save the Bay
Surfrider Foundation, San Francisco Chapter
Melanie Macchio, The Cultural Landscape Foundation
Jennifer Gates, California Preservation Foundation
Mike Buhler, San Francisco Architectural Heritage
Alexandra Bevk, San Francisco Architectural Heritage
Charles Chase, SF Historic Preservation Commission
Janet Gracyk, Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS)
Jim Chappell, San Francisco Beautiful
Sheila Kolenc, San Francisco Beautiful
Susan Brandt-Hawley, Preservation Lawyers
Carolyn Blair, San Francisco Tree Council
David Eldred, Keep the Arboretum Free
David Goggin, San Franciscans for Smart Lighting
George Wooding, West of Twin Peaks Central Council (WTPCC)
Gerry Crowley, Telegraph Hill Dwellers
John Frykman, Coalition to Save Ocean Beach, Friends of Sutro Park
Judy Berkowitz, Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN)
Judy Irving, Telegraph Hill Dwellers
Julie Burns, Friends of Lands End
Kelley Watts, Francisco Heights Civic Association
Libby Benedict, Friends of Rossi Park
Marc Duffett, Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK)
Mary Anne Miller, San Francisco Tomorrow
Nancy Wuerfel, Golden Gate Park Preservation Alliance
Ray Holland, Planning Association for the Richmond (PAR)
Suzanne Dumont, Save the Stowe Lake Boathouse Coalition
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October 13th, 2010
TO:

Mr. Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department

FROM:

Les Hilger, Chair, PROSAC

RE:

EIR Case # 2008.0091E, Westside Recycled Water Project

At its October 5, 2010 meeting, the Park Recreation Open Space Advisory Committee
(PROSAC) unanimously approved the following resolution presented to the Recreation and
Park Commission:
"PROSAC wishes to express its strong concern that there is a proposal to locate the
Westside Recycled Water Treatment Plant on land within Golden Gate Park."
Also at that meeting, individual members of PROSAC requested that the following
comments and issues be included in the scoping for the EIR on this project:
x

x

x

x

x

x

The proposed recycling plant project in Golden Gate Park does not comply with the
Western Shoreline Area Plan and the Recreation and Open Space Element of the
General Plan. Therefore, members request that other locations for the recycling
plant be found.
The City Charter Section 4.113 states that “No park land may be sold or leased for
non-recreational purposes, nor shall any structure on park property be built,
maintained or used for non-recreational purposes, unless approved by a vote of the
electors.” If any parkland is considered for this project, members request the Charter
requirement be complied with before proceeding with this project.
The City Charter Section 4.113 states that “No building or structure, except for
nurseries, equipment storage facilities, and comfort stations, shall be erected,
enlarged or expanded in Golden Gate Park or Union Square Park unless action has
been approved by a vote of two-thirds of the Board of Supervisors.” If Golden Gate
Park is considered for this project, members request that the Charter requirement be
complied with before proceeding with this project.
Harding Park Golf Course will be irrigated with tertiary recycled water. One thousand
acres of Golden Gate Park is proposed to be irrigated with the more expensive
reverse osmosis water, instead of the tertiary recycled water, along with toilet needs
at the Academy of Sciences. Members ask about the environmental impact to
produce this high cost, energy intensive, reverse osmosis water for use on about nine
hundred acres of non-sensitive irrigation sites and for commercial purposes.
The proposed site in Golden Gate Park for the treatment plant is over four acres, yet
the plant will occupy one acre. Members ask that any plans for future expansion of
this plant must be identified now so that the cumulative effects and restrictions of the
initial proposal may be determined in the EIR.
Members oppose the visitor’s center proposed to be built with treatment plant as it is
in conflict with the existing visitor’s center at the Beach Chalet Restaurant and with
other proposed recreational uses for the Western end of the park.
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San Francisco Tomorrow
October 13, 2010
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re: EIR Scoping Comments for Water Treatment Facility in Golden Gate Park

San Francisco Tomorrow suggests the following areas for study in the EIR to be
prepared for the Water Treatment Plant proposed for the west end of Golden Gate Park:
Open space gained. Removal of the former plant resulted in a net gain of open space
for the people of the City. Building an entirely new industrial use at this site, and seeking
to justify it simply because there had been a treatment plant there thirty years ago,
should be studied for what it is: a taking, or removal, of four acres of public open space
from Golden Gate Park.
The zoning is “P” for Public. But the designation also became “OS” for Open Space
when the former treatment plant was shut down and removed. The use proposed,
however, is an industrial use, and were it not for the fact that the proponent is a public
agency, it would not be permitted in a “P” zone and would not conform to the Planning
Code. If the proponent were a private agent, the industrial use proposed would not be
considered, even by conditional use, in a P or OS zoning district.
This is a brand new use, not a renovation or restoration. This is not a rehab or
restoration of a former use; the former use had been shut down thirty years ago and the
defunct plant removed twenty years ago. The present application should be treated de
novo, without reference to a once and former use; it should be treated as an entirely new
use without precedent.
The Golden Gate Master Plan opposes it. The Golden Gate Master Plan envisions a
combination of storage and recreation on this site: a much smaller log storage area (.75
acre, if needed) or a reforestation area (if log storage is not needed). The Plan sees the
possibility of a new recreational use on this site, a fifth soccer field. A new industrial use
is specifically discouraged. Thus, the EIR must consider that the Golden Gate Park
Master Plan must be changed in order to accommodate this use.
Other sites for a Water Treatment Plant exist. PUC has rejected the study of other
sites. The EIR should require that other viable and feasible sites (no straw dogs) should
be considered as alternatives to the project which would locate the plant outside Golden
Gate Park. One Alternative should study a small plant added to the Westside Treatment
Plant. Another Alternative should study converting a portion of the underused zoo
parking lot as a plant site
Other plans for water management by the PUC. This proposal should be studied as
part of a Master Plan for water treatment and water management in the City and in the
Bay Area. Is there currently such a plan? Yes or no, there should be a study of the total
subject of tertiary water treatment in this region, as the PUC plans to implement it.
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This is actually a four-acre site. The PUC will control a four-acre site by MOU
agreement with Recreation and Parks. Recreation and Parks will have a monetary stake
in this arrangement. The present plan utilizes only one acre. No mention is made of the
use of the other three acres. CEQA specifically prohibits serial projects. i.e. the
“piecemealing” of projects into several parts for sequential environmental study. This
EIR should study, at minimum, the entire four-acre site; the EIR should not be pursued
on the basis of one-quarter of the site. PUC and DRP must reveal what is planned for
the remainder of the site. If they do not know at this time what they want to use it for,
they should be required to do a master plan for the entire site with time-specific phases
as needed, or else limit their proposal to the one-acre site.

Programmatic Document. This is a project level EIR based on a Programmatic
Document approved in 2008. Must scoping questions be limited to where this project is
located and how it will be used?
Different levels of treatment according to application. Do we need RO for Lincoln Park,
Presidio Golf Courses, as well?.
Piping plan. A plan should be developed for this study which shows where streets will
be torn up, and for how long. Further, what will be the impact on neighborhood, traffic
and transit?
Natural setting. Study impacts on flora and fauna, particularly frogs, snakes, and lizards
Lights: type of lights, height of light standards, all-night security lighting, nightly duration
of lighting, all eventualities should be studied.
Emissions: aerial emissions of gases, etc.
Noise: daytime noise, night-time noise
Odors: emissions of odors, noxious and obnoxious.
Fencing, need for security. There should be full disclosure of the type of fencing which
will be needed. Fencing should be studied because it effectuates the removal of open
space from access by the public.
Certain types of uses have a high need for security, that is, to deter the possibility of
tampering with the public water supply. Would there need to be double fencing or
fencing with razor wire? A facility with high risk for tampering has negative impacts on
the use of open space by the public.
Aesthetics. The formidable nature of an industrial use, illuminated all day and night and
surrounded by formidable fencing, should be shown in graphic renderings which do not
beautify this use. There must be drawings prepared which show: the full site plan of the
four acres; elevations from all sides, not just the street view; there must be sections
which show the height above and below grade at the worst case; there must be a
landscape plan which shows the site within its park context.. There should also be
renderings which show the visual character of the project in its immediate setting with
the Murphy’s windmill and the landmark Millwright’s cottage as they will be restored in
the near future. These renderings should not, however, take the place of the needed
technical drawings referred to above.
Sincerely yours,

Jennifer Clary, President
San Francisco Tomorrow
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ted bamberger <theo4theo@gmail.com>
10/13/2010 06:31 PM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject
Comment on the public meeting Sept 23 from an "interested party"

Ocyober 13, 2010
San Francisco Planning Department
Ms Carrie Dovzak:
Thank you for the opportunity to learn about the proposed Water
Recycling Plant: Some observations based on the first hour of public
comment and your:
(A) I worry that as worthwhile as such a plant will be, the taking of
existing park land ( your Figure (1)on page 2 of the 19 page
NOP )
would set a precedent that would invite other good causes to try to carve
space away from the recreational use for which the park was intended..
.
My concern is based on my assumption that the space required for the new
facility would exceed the boundary of the former Richmond-Sunset
WPCP
(B) Who will suffer from the loss of such square footage? Soccer
players? Even finding space in the GG Park that could be made to be used
as a soccer field does not compensate, in my mind. Some other good purpose
could suffer the loss, like detaching from another sport or just the
loss of wooded land. How about replacement of lost park-use land by
buying it or receiving as are placement thru a donation from outside the
GG Park? Compensation to replace what was used by the
SF Westside
Water Recycled Water Project.
(C) The Planning Dept did identify once the abbreviations, llke
Environmental Impact Report. (EIR) But I needed a separate glossary of
all these same abbreviations when I read them again in later pages.
Please help the stranger understand bureaucratic language.
Offered

with respect and appreciation,

Theodore E. Bamberger
+
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bonnie baron <bbaron1@gmail.com>
10/10/2010 08:53 AM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject
Water Treatment Facility in Golden Gate Park

Dear Ms. Dovzak:
I have recently learned about the plans to locate buildings for a water
treatment plant in Golden Gate Park and am particularly concerned that
the buildings are placed above ground. Doesn't the Golden Gate Master
Plan specify that any buildings be underground?
Sincerely,
Bonnie
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Suzanne Dumont <zangsf1@gmail.com>
10/09/2010 07:34 PM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject
proposed water treatment plant in GGP

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am requesting that you insure that the GGP Master Plan is honored
and that no water treatment plant above ground be placed in GGP.
There is no good reason for it to intrude on the park that is so much
needed for people and wildlife.
I look forward to hearing your report that will protect GGP for
generations to come.
Sincerely,
Suzanne R. Dumont
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barryeisenberg@comcast.net
10/05/2010 09:13 AM
To
Suzanne Gautier <sgautier@sfwater.org>
cc
jenclary@sbcglobal.net, Eric Mar <eric.L.mar@sfgov.org>,
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
bcc
Subject
Re: Proposed Westside Recycled Water Project

Hi Suzanne,
You may remember me from the community presentation held in early
September at the Senior Center at 37th Ave in Golden Gate Park. I was out
of town for the followup scoping meeting but at the meeting I did attend I
expressed the strong viewpoint that, while the aims of the water recycling
project are laudable, the purification facility should not be built in the
park. It belongs on surplus zoo property adjacent to the Oceanside
Treatment Plant, which proposal, I was told, had long ago been nixed by
the zoo itself, apparently not wishing to cede potential parking space for
the use of the water project. Since the zoo itself exists on city land and
is in large part subsidized by city funds, and since furthermore there is
land there that is not under landmark protection, it makes no sense that
the SFPUC apparently accepted their objection at face value and let this
far more environmentally friendly location slip from view without further
investigation.
On the part of myself as well of Jennifer Clary of SF Tomorrow and Peter
Warshaw of the Sierra Club (I make no claim to represent their own points
of view--simply that they were interested in this aspect of the
proceedings), a query was posed: Just what was the procedure by which the
zoo managed to exclude its turf from consideration as the site for the
purification facility and why should not the available acreage at the zoo
be put back into the mix as the location for the facility, which does not
belong in the park and in fact contravenes every known mandate on
development within the confines of this sylvan preserve?
I am expecting a previously promised detailed review from you, as
requested in writing at the meeting, of the process (or lack thereof)
whereby this decision excluding the zoo area from siting possiblilities
was arrived at. This critical decision should be reviewed, reopened and
reversed before the SFPUC and the Planning Dept moves forward on the
project.
Barry Eisenberg
731-2939
----- Original Message ----From: "Suzanne Gautier" <sgautier@sfwater.org>
To: "Barry Eisenberg" <barryeisenberg@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 4, 2010 1:27:55 PM
Subject: Proposed Westside Recycled Water Project
It has come to my attention that the link provided in the previous e-mail
is not working. Please find the NOP and Scoping Presentation at the link
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below:
http://sfwater.org/mto_main.cfm/MC_ID/13/MSC_ID/377/MTO_ID/570
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djeldred@earthlink.net
10/12/2010 12:20 PM
Please respond to
djeldred@earthlink.net To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject
Westside Recycled Water Project

The EIR process regarding the Westside Recycled Water Project in Golden
Gate Park
MUST be fully transparent, complete and AND accountable to an included
public.
This is an Industrial Development in Park Land.
GOLDEN GATE PARK MASTER PLAN.

It is NOT ACCORDING TO

Why is this project being located in Golden Gate Park?
What was the selection process that was followed?
What other locations were considered? Why were they rejected? Who defined
the criteria for rejection?
·
The Golden Gate Park Master Plan states that IF a treatment plant were
built in this location, the plant would have to be completely underground
with recreation uses on top.
Why isn't the SFPUC following the guidance of this plan?
Planning Department EIR should include:
An analysis of all possible factory locations in San Francisco
A redesign with the building completely underground with recreational uses
on top of it,
An analysis of the impact of alternative locations for the pipelines from
the Oceanside plant to Golden Gate Park and other parkland.
Full impact reporting should account for wildlife, vegetation, local
community, traffic, noise, lighting, long term Park usage, construction
guide lines, time lines, system cost financing analysis, operational costs
analysis, risks
And finally - Outreach and direct two way dialogue with the public!
Answering questions!
Sincerely
David Eldred
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Steve Estes <stevesestes@hotmail.com>
10/05/2010 09:59 AM
To
<carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org>
cc
bcc
Subject

October 5, 2010
Ms. Carrie Dovzak and Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Public Scoping Meeting, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Dear Mr. Wycko,
As a resident of San Francisco, who lives on the north side of Golden Gate
Park and who surfs often at Ocean Beach, I am very concerned about the
SFPUC's plan to build a secondary-to-tertiary standards waste treatment
plant in Golden Gate Park. While I support the concept of using recycled
water for such non-potable uses as watering Golden Gate Park and the
Lincoln Park and Presidio Golf Courses, based on the information that the
SFPUC has provided, I oppose this project based on the proposed location
within Golden Gate
Park. Many questions remain unanswered, and I hope that a transparent,
thorough EIR process will provide answers to some of the following points:
Why is the SFPUC proposing to put a new chemical process plant at a site
that many local citizens worked hard to close?
Why can't treatment to tertiary standards occur at the existing Oceanside
plant? Why is this location more feasible than the original 2008 proposal
to use the existing Oceanside plant to fully treat the water?
Is the proposed facility compatible with the City's General Plan and the
Golden Gate Park Master Plan?
Were alternate sites considered and why they are no longer under
consideration?
What safeguards will be instituted to prevent issues associated with
hazardous chemicals at the site, and during delivery and handling?
What is in the effluent brine that will be produced, besides salt and
water, which will ultimately be discharged into the ocean? Is any of the
waste hazardous, and if so, what protective measures will be put into
place? What will be the impact of leaks at the facility and on the
pipeline as the incompletely treated water is pumped along Ocean Beach?
What measures are included in the project to prevent, reduce and mitigate
spills and resulting issues?
Are Ocean Beach and/or Golden Gate Park at risk of contamination or
closure in the event of discharges?
Will the current groundwater well in the park, which this plan proposes
will provide drinking water to the surrounding neighborhoods, potentially
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be contaminated?
In summary, I oppose the construction of a large-scale water treatment
facility in Golden Gate Park, and we would ask that the SFPUC, SF
Recreation & Park Department,
and the City of San Francisco not compromise our beautiful park and our
residential neighborhoods.

Steve Estes
4708 Fulton St.
San Francisco, CA 94121
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October 13, 2010
Re: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project; Project Case No. 2008.0091E;
scoping comments
Ms. Dovzak:
I realize that some of these issues are noted in the Notice of Preparation but please
indicate the degree of removal of pharmaceutical products from the effluent by the
RO/UV process.
Please identify alternate sites outside of Golden Gate Park including those which have
been discarded and why.
Please evaluate the impact on amphibian species, specifically in Golden Gate Park, which
may be affected by the recycled water.
Please indicate the volume of recycled water which will be used on golf courses.
What plans exist for future recycled water facilities in San Francisco?
Thank you,
Rebecca Evans
1474 Sacramento St., #305
San Francisco, CA 94109
rebecae@earthlink.net
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DAVID FERGUSON <ddferg@sbcglobal.net>
09/18/2010 02:27 PM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject
Water treatment/recycle plant plans for GG Park

I was an active volunteer and activist for the Golden Gate Park Master
Plan during the preliminary and later stages and have commented on its
enactment continuously for 30 years.
With regard to the proposed plant:
The Master Plan specifies that this area of the Park be returned to
recreational use and if any building is done that it be underground. The
current proposal violates this point.
Another location for this plant should be explored outside of the Park.
Additional lighting for this area would be a violation of the Master Plan.
This area should be for supporting wildlife and recreation only and not
for industrial uses.
Who are the ignorant parties who have pushed this location and why do they
want to use this area in violation of the hard and long gestated Golden
Gate Park Master Plan?
Can we citizens and park users help you find a better and legal way to
build this plant if it is really necessary?

David Ferguson
2442 Great Highway
SF 94116
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Wayne Hiroshima <jichanhiroshima@hotmail.com>
10/05/2010 07:06 PM
To
<carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
October 5, 2010
Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Dear Mr. Wycko,
I recently became aware of the plan for SFPUC to build a
secondary-to-tertiary standards waste treatment plant in Golden Gate Park.
My understanding is the recycled water will be used for watering Golden
Gate Park as well as Lincoln Park and Presidio Golf Courses. I am a
native (born and raised) of San Francisco and my children and now our
grandchildren enjoy the benefits of the Golden Gate Park and Ocean Beach.
I also am a surfer and have seen how the ocean has become polluted since
the 1960's. I definitely applaud the forward thinking of this plan, but
also have a few questions.
I am not sure where the city is in the process, but I strongly wish to
encourage the city to take the necessary time required to produce a
thorough EIR. I would ask that you please take into consideration finding
answers to the following concerns:
Why can't treatment to tertiary standards occur at the existing Oceanside
plant?
If this is not a possibility, propose alternate sites to be
considered and approved by the residents of San Francisco.
Is any of the waste hazardous, and if so, what protective measures will be
put into place?
We live in earthquake country, what will be the safeguards against leaks
and spillage due to an earthquake?
What will be the impact of leaks at the facility and on the pipeline as
the incompletely treated water is pumped along Ocean Beach (I have witness
leaks at Ocean Beach and Linda Mar Beach over my years of surfing)?
Will the current groundwater well in the park, which I understand this
plan proposes will provide drinking water to the surrounding
neighborhoods, potentially be contaminated?
At this time, without a thorough EIR, I am opposed to the construction of
a large-scale water treatment facility in Golden Gate Park, and would ask
that the SFPUC, SF Recreation & Park Department, and the City of San
Francisco not compromise our beautiful park and our residential
neighborhoods.
Sincerely,
Wayne Hiroshima
1216-4th Avenue
S.F., CA 94122
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LDY <harris.rose@att.net>
10/12/2010 05:04 PM
Please respond to
harris.rose@att.net
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
sgautier@sfwater.org
bcc
Subject
Comments on West Side Water Treatment Plant

I am sending these comments on behalf of Martha Hoffman, 1750 Waller
Street, San Francisco 94117. For a return address my email can be used
which is 2ferally@att.net
I spoke at the Scoping Meeting on 9/30/10 to oppose the building of the
West Side Water Treatment Plant at the West end of Golden Gate Park. I
would have been involved in the process earlier but did not know of the
plans to build the plant. I was told at that meeting that people
surrounding the affected area had been carefully notified. If there are
issues regarding major projects in Golden Gate Park all San Franciscans
should be notified. The park belongs to all of San Francisco and every
citizen should be notified regarding projects of this kind.
I spoke regarding one of my main concerns which is the well being of
wildlife in the park. Wildlife in San Francisco has a difficult time
surviving. The West end of Golden Gate Park is a critical area of habitat
and safety for wildlife in San Francisco. The building proposed would
displace habitat and wildlife and would have an extremely detrimental
effect. There needs to be an alternative site found outside of the park.
This proposed site would be extremely detrimental to San Francisco’s
wildlife in the park and in turn affect the quality of life of all San
Franciscans.
Martha Hoffman
1750 Waller Street
San Francisco CA 94117
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jason jungreis <jasonjungreis@gmail.com>
10/05/2010 10:49 AM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject
comments re GGP water recycling plant proposal

October 5, 2010
Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Public Scoping Meeting, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Dear Mr. Wycko,
We are very concerned about the SFPUC's plan to build a
secondary-to-tertiary standards waste treatment plant in Golden Gate
Park. While we support the concept of using recycled water for such
non-potable uses as watering Golden Gate Park and the Lincoln Park and
Presidio Golf Courses, based on the information that the SFPUC has
provided, we oppose this project based on the proposed location within
Golden Gate Park. Many questions remain unanswered, and we hope that a
transparent, thorough EIR process will provide answers to some of the
following points:
Why is the SFPUC proposing to put a new chemical process plant at a
site that many local citizens worked hard to close?
Why can't treatment to tertiary standards occur at the existing
Oceanside plant? Why is this location more feasible than the original
2008 proposal to use the existing Oceanside plant to fully treat the
water?
Is the proposed facility compatible with the City's General Plan and
the Golden Gate Park Master Plan?
Were alternate sites considered and why they are no longer under
consideration?
What safeguards will be instituted to prevent issues associated with
hazardous chemicals at the site, and during delivery and handling?
What is in the effluent brine that will be produced, besides salt and
water, which will ultimately be discharged into the ocean?
Is any of the waste hazardous, and if so, what protective measures
will be put into place?
What will be the impact of leaks at the facility and on the pipeline
as the incompletely treated water is pumped along Ocean Beach?
What measures are included in the project to prevent, reduce and
mitigate spills and resulting issues?
Are Ocean Beach and/or Golden Gate Park at risk of contamination or
closure in the event of discharges?
Will the current groundwater well in the park, which this plan
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proposes will provide drinking water to the surrounding neighborhoods,
potentially be contaminated?
General concerns are:
What are the lighting requirements? No lighting is represented on any
publicly available drawings.
What are the proposed noise levels? The eight 150-hp distribution
pumps, operations traffic, maintenance vehicles, and trucks delivering
materials or removing waste, etc. will generate noise.
Coagulants, acids, bases, and chlorine are typically delivered by
truck. Has the increased traffic load for chemical deliveries, as well
as operating and maintenance needs, been evaluated?
The proposed site is a 4-acre plot; current drawings show development
on one acre, but don't show anything on rest of site – not the
promised meadows, etc. What guarantees do we have that development
will only be 1 acre and the remaining three acres will be retained for
public use?
Current plans call for an annual average operating rate of 2.0mgd and
a plant design capacity of 4.5mgd. Is the annual average rate expected
to increase over time? Is there any anticipation of expansion or
additional facilities at a future date?
In summary, we oppose the construction of a large-scale water
treatment facility in Golden Gate Park, and we would ask that the
SFPUC, SF Recreation & Park Department, and the City of San Francisco
not compromise our beautiful park and our residential neighborhoods.
Thanks.
Jason Jungreis and Robyn Lipsky
527 47th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
415-750-0830
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"Steve Lawrence" <splawrence@sbcglobal.net>
09/10/2010 09:42 AM
To
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>, <carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org>
cc
<bpalacios@sfwater.org>
bcc
Subject
SF Westside Recycled Water

Mr. Wycko and Ms. Dovzak:
You and Planning are preparing a draft EIR for SF Westside Recycled Water.
Please consider asking and answering the following questions:
1. Will the product smell? To people? To park animals? Will that smell be
off-putting to either people or animals? If so to animals, which; how will
the Park flora and fauna change?
2. Will the recycled plant be shut down at times when product is not
needed (perhaps during winter rainy season, especially during wet
winters)? If so, how is that done? Are lines cleaned out to prevent smell
and gas formation? With recycled water or potable? To the sewer?
3. By channeling treated wastewater from Oceanside, less will be
discharged through the outfall. It is my understanding that too little is
being discharged now so that sand infiltrates, and accumulates in the
discharge outfall. I do not know the details, but perhaps this tends to
occur during summer when sand is higher, and when there will be more
demand for recycled water, thus exacerbating the unfortunate ocurrence.
This will likely require more attention. Cleaning the outfall perhaps
disturbs residents of the marine sanctuary. The effect of diverting from
Oceanside should be considered.
4. How much energy will be used to obtain the Westside recycled water? Now
there is to be pumping from Oceanside, filtration at the plant, reverse
osmosis, and then UV (and perhaps chemical treatment (peroxide?) as well
(with chemical delivery and storage issues?), then pumping product to
points of use, some quite distant and uphill, such as Presidio and
Panhandle. How much greenhouse gas will all this pumping emit? Storage is
also part of the journey, although the provided storage seems small; does
this add significantly to energy consumption? Is the electricity from
Hetchy (cheap) or from PG&E (expensive)? Will power be drawn more during
the day, when watering may be needed, or can it be drawn at night when
surplus power generation capacity can be used?
5. How many employees are needed to run the new plant during days, and
what impact will they have on the Park and traffic? It would seem they are
more in need summers, when the Park is more crowded; then, winters they
may not be needed, or may take vacations due to less work; but they will
be there at a more unfortunate time, summers. How many parking spaces,
etc? Also, is it cost effective to hire for part-of-year usefulness?
6. Recycled water used for irrigation will percolate down into the water
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table below. That is slated to be pumped as groundwater. Of course there
is the question of how that groundwater, which is to be used for drinking,
will be affected. Will pharmaceuticals leach in and become a problem?
Other contaminants?
7. Recycled water will add to SFPUC's staffing, and probably Park & Rec's.
It must be produced. Questions will inevitably arise about whether it is
safe or detrimental to some aspect of the Park (and possibly other venues
where it is used). It will be tested, as perhaps will the groundwater be
for pharmaceuticals and all. Communications will do more outreach,
especially if there is any smell. Warning signs will litter the Park
("we're good/green; but don't drink"). How many more FTEs are needed to
accomplish recycled water; worth it?
8. The projected demand to be satisfied is once again reduced, now from 2
mgd to 1.6 mgd; that is, 1.6 mgd annual average recycled water is expected
to be produced, with up to 4.5 mgd delivered at peak times during the
summers. The project cost is up another $30 million to $156 million. While
SF recycled water is now considered holy water and priceless, may I be so
bold and irreverent as to ask whether it is still worth paying a price
that to some seems exhorbitant for a product that seems troublesome,
considering what other good things might be done with $156 million?
I understand that many of the above are obvious and certainly doubt they
are new questions. I am concerned that recycled water is holy water, and,
given that, even obvious questions will not be treated as they should
be--objectively, scientifically, and not shorted. In all that you do,
please guard if you can against succumbing to the political windstorm.
Thank you.
Steve Lawrence

D-61

mendy marks <mendelam@comcast.net>
10/05/2010 07:42 AM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject
Waste Treatment in Golden Gate Park

Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Public Scoping Meeting, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water
Project
Dear Mr. Wycko,
We are very concerned about the SFPUC's plan to build a
secondary-to-tertiary standards waste treatment plant in Golden Gate
Park. While we support the concept of using recycled water for such
non-potable uses as watering Golden Gate Park and the Lincoln Park and
Presidio Golf Courses, based on the information that the SFPUC has
provided, we oppose this project based on the proposed location within
Golden Gate Park. Many questions remain unanswered, and we hope that a
transparent, thorough EIR process will provide answers to some of the
following points:
Why is the SFPUC proposing to put a new chemical process plant at a
site that many local citizens worked hard to close?
Why can't treatment to tertiary standards occur at the existing
Oceanside plant? Why is this location more feasible than the original
2008 proposal to use the existing Oceanside plant to fully treat the
water?
Is the proposed facility compatible with the City's General Plan and
the Golden Gate Park Master Plan?
Were alternate sites considered and why they are no longer under
consideration?
What safeguards will be instituted to prevent issues associated with
hazardous chemicals at the site, and during delivery and handling?
What is in the effluent brine that will be produced, besides salt and
water, which will ultimately be discharged into the ocean?
Is any of the waste hazardous, and if so, what protective measures will
be put into place?
What will be the impact of leaks at the facility and on the pipeline as
the incompletely treated water is pumped along Ocean Beach?
What measures are included in the project to prevent, reduce and
mitigate spills and resulting issues?
Are Ocean Beach and/or Golden Gate Park at risk of contamination or
closure in the event of discharges?
Will the current groundwater well in the park, which this plan proposes
will provide drinking water to the surrounding neighborhoods,
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potentially be contaminated?
General concerns are:
What are the lighting requirements? No lighting is represented on any
publicly available drawings.
What are the proposed noise levels? The eight 150-hp distribution
pumps, operations traffic, maintenance vehicles, and trucks delivering
materials or removing waste, etc. will generate noise.
Coagulants, acids, bases, and chlorine are typically delivered by
truck. Has the increased traffic load for chemical deliveries, as well
as operating and maintenance needs, been evaluated?
The proposed site is a 4-acre plot; current drawings show development
on one acre, but don't show anything on rest of site -- not the
promised meadows, etc. What guarantees do we have that development will
only be 1 acre and the remaining three acres will be retained for
public use?
Current plans call for an annual average operating rate of 2.0mgd and a
plant design capacity of 4.5mgd. Is the annual average rate expected to
increase over time? Is there any anticipation of expansion or
additional facilities at a future date?
In summary, we oppose the construction of a large-scale water treatment
facility in Golden Gate Park, and we would ask that the SFPUC, SF
Recreation & Park Department, and the City of San Francisco not
compromise our beautiful park and our residential neighborhoods.
Yours truly,
Mendy Marks
1552 Ninth Ave
San Francisco, Ca.94122
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October 12th, 2010
Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Subj: EIR Case # 2008.0091E
Westside Recycled Water Project
I request that the following issues be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report on
the Case noted above:
Potential Adverse Environmental Impacts:
(1) Is the proposed water treatment plant consistent with the historical integrity of Golden
Gate Park as cited in its nomination for inclusion in the National Register for Historic
Places? Will the plant degrade the historical significance of nearby City historical
landmarks such as the Murphy Windmill? Furthermore, what will be the cumulative
impact of the plant on the historical integrity of the area and of Golden Gate Park, if the
City proceeds with its announced plans to install over 6 acres of artificial turf soccer
fields and 60 foot lights in the Park just north of the proposed plant site?
(2) Will the proposed water treatment plant adversely impact the aesthetic experience and
recreational opportunities of the western end of Golden Gate Park? Once again, please
consider the cumulative impact of the plant combined with the probable City plans for
artificial turf soccer fields and night lighting, noted earlier. In specific, please address the
impact of fencing, walls and roadways on the ability of park users to enjoy the unique
juxtaposition of park and seaside. Will the treatment plant affect visitor’s enjoyment of
the Murphy Windmill or the associated Millwrights Cottage?
(3) What will be the impact on the area and on Golden Gate Park in the future if the City
decides that it needs to significantly increase the processing capacity of the water
treatment plant? Will additional parkland need to be taken over for plant extensions?
How will this impact the connection between the Park and Ocean Beach? If such
expansions are not contemplated, how will the City deal with future expansions of
processing capacity?
(4) I understand that the output of the treatment plant will be used for watering Golden
Gate and other City Parks. Will this water, or any of its contents, end up in the
underground aquifer? Will that aquifer be used as a source for human water
consumption? Please identify all residual impurities likely to remain in the final output
of the treatment plant – including hormones and other drugs. Please evaluate the possible
long-run risks to human, wildlife, and plant health arising from the long-run
accumulation of impurities in the aquifer.
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Potential Mitigations:
Please address the possibility of using a combination of lower building height together
with landscape berms of sufficient height to completely mask the water plant buildings
and associated infrastructure from the sight of Park visitors in adjacent areas of the
Golden Gate Park.
Please keep me informed on this project, both by email and by US Mail.

Greg Miller
1243 42nd Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122
howmiller@earthlink.net
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2945 Ulloa St.
San Francisco, CA 94116
October 13, 2010
Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA, 94103
Re: Case No.2008.0091E San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Notice of Preparation, Sept. 8, 2010
Dear Mr. Wycko:
I concur that there is a need to use recycled water as the primary water source for irrigation and other non
potable uses in Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park and the Presidio Golf Course and the deYoung Museum. I
also agree that the site selected for the treatment plant seems appropriate. In as much as the site is an
undeveloped part of the park and the site of the old Richmond Sunset Sewage Treatment Plant it serves
limited use for the public. It seems the Recreation and Park Department does not have the resources to
improve this part of the park, so though this proposal is not consistent with the Golden Gate Park Master
Plan, it can help move the goals of that plan forward..
Though I fully support the concept of the plan, I do have concerns and comments. I think the scale of the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) is too limited. Though the plan is to build a recycled water treatment plant for
the sites mentioned above, the NOP should anticipate the need for expanded use of recycled water in the
western part of the City. One obvious customer should be the Department of Public Works for irrigating
parkways like Sunset Blvd., Park Presidio and Sloat Blvd. The Recreation and Park Department should use
recycled water on the western side of the Great Highway. Golden Gate National Recreation Area should be
encouraged to use recycle water for Sutro Heights Park and any other elements of the developed area in the
general vicinity of the Cliff House. Of course there are other small parks and public buildings that should
utilize recycled water for irrigation, flushing toilets and for purposes other than drinking water. Though
none of those uses may be feasible immediately, the NOP and the subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) should anticipate the amount of water that may be used for such purposes and the EIR should assess
impacts of increasing the capacity of the recycled water plant and the placement of a delivery system to
other potential users.

The EIR should discuss the matter of heavy metals (specifically copper, chromium, zinc, lead, cadmium,
mercury) and other material that survives the reverse osmosis treatment system. It should present a clear
and transparent accounting of materials that can survive the treatment process and of their potential impact
on plants both native and non native, wildlife including insects and amphibians, public health and the
aquifer. It is very important that the EIR discuss the potential impact of treated water on fish and other
organisms including vertebrates and invertebrates that support the food chain in the lakes in Golden Gate
Park. This is an area that has been overlooked in many if not all previous EIRs.
Alternatives to the proposed buildings with a height of 20 to 30 feet should be considered. Reducing
building height would have the benefit of reducing visual impacts on the surrounding parklands and on-site
landscaping. The plan to include an interpretive center is a good one and should not be dropped from this
plan. It is critical that this plant not only serve the purpose of recycling water, but also for enhancing the
appearance and habitat value of the park, and teaching the public about the need for using recycled water
and the need for developing new sources of water not only for our parklands, but our home gardens as well.
The EIR should discuss the placement of infrastructure. Distribution pumps should be placed underground
if possible. If that is not possible, they should be placed where it will not be necessary to remove trees or
other significant habitat elements of the park. When considering the placement of distribution pipelines it
should be made clear that the pipelines will not block or create an obstacle to the movement of
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underground streams or watercourses. Though I am not aware of any such features, I do realize that in the
past streams were undergrounded as San Francisco was developed. Considering the present trend to
daylight buried streams when possible, it is necessary to consider this issue and route pipelines in such a
way that potential future conflicts will not arise.

The EIR should discuss the impacts on ocean life at the discharge site for concentrated brine solution. An
environmental assessment should specifically cover impacts on bivalves and the various organisms that
feed on them. There may be a need to dilute the discharge and there may be a need to have multiple
discharge sites.
The NOP mentions permits that will be required. It seems this project should also require a permit from the
California Coastal Commission since it seems to involve construction within the Coastal Zone. It may also
require a permit from the US Department of Fish and Wildlife Service because of its proximity to the
wintering area for Western Snowy Plover, a species protected by the Endangered Species Act.
The EIR needs to discuss lighting as a potentially significant issue. Since the project specifications do not
call for light towers and will use fixtures and structures which reduce the amount of light into the sky or
surrounding parklands, the issue may be much less serious than lighting at the nearby soccer fields. Still,
the impact on wildlife, particularly impacts on migratory birds, birds that nest nearby, and nocturnal
animals, particularly bats, should be assessed.
Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on this NOP. If you have any questions I can be
reached at murphsf@yahoo.com.
Very truly yours,
Dan Murphy

Cc: Suzanne Gautier
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From: Carrie.Dovzak@sfgov.org
Sent: Thursday, September 23, 2010 3:15 PM
To: Alisa Moore; Cherie Kolin
Cc: rcort@rmcwater.com
Subject: Fw: Proposed Westside Recycled Water Project
See below.
----- Forwarded by Carrie Dovzak/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 09/23/2010 03:14 PM ----"Gautier,
Suzanne"
<SGautier@sfwater
To
.org>
"Dovzak, Carrie"
<Carrie.Dovzak@sfgov.org>
09/23/2010 02:56
cc
PM
Subject
FW: Proposed Westside Recycled
Water Project

Carrie, I got this one today, looks like scoping comments to me. sg -----Original Message----From: John Odell [mailto:jodell@ccsf.edu]
Sent: Thursday, September 23, 2010 2:03 PM
To: Gautier, Suzanne
Cc: ggpa@earthlink.net
Subject: Re: Proposed Westside Recycled Water Project
Dear Ms. GautierI am unable to attend this evening's "scoping session," but do wish to express my strong opposition to this project.
My beef is not so much with the PUC as with RecPark for agreeing to this travesty, but I have a number of objections
directed at PUC.
Although your slick and glib handouts speak of the historic use of the proposed site as a water treatment facility, the
Golden Gate Park Master Plan states, "The potential uses must be recreational or recreation serving and judged for
their appropriateness to the site and the park."
A water treatment plant is not a recreational or appropriate use.
PUC has not made the case that the proposed Golden Gate Park location is the only one available. Your 2006 Master
Plan lists a number of different locations, including the Fleishhacker site, that are far more appropriate than the Park
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site. Given a compliant RecPark, this proposal may be the path of least resistance, but that should not be the main
criterium for siting this plant. The proposal states that the footprint of this treatment plant will be one acre, and I can
look at a GoogleEarth aerial and find several one-acre plots around the Oceanside facility. Locating the plant there
should also remove the need for the proposed brine return pipeline.
Even if the park location were the only one available, the design and scale of the proposed building is totally
inappropriate and, in my opinion, just plain ugly. A visitor center? Who are you kidding? As I'm sure PUC and
RecPark well know, the Park Master Plan states that any such use must be completely underground and covered with
parkland.
That's not exactly what's shown in the "conceptual rendering."
I also have reservations about the improvements proposed for the Richmond-Sunset site in order to make it a good deal
for RecPark. Are these improvements an appropriate or legal use of Water Bond funds?
Third, the proposed pipelines through the Richmond district to irrigate two golf courses seem to me to be an expensive
use of taxpayer/ratepayer funds to benefit a niche recreation activity. Will these pipelines eventually pay for
themselves, and if so, how? Greens fees?
The west end of Golden Gate Park was envisioned by its designers to "...be simply treated as a woodland or forest,
with all the hills and ridges more or less heavily timbered, and the valleys covered with lower-growing shrubs or field
grasses..."
The area around the proposed site is home to many nesting birds -- including Red Tailed and Red Shouldered hawks -and other wild animals.
The two-year construction project and subsequent activity will surely have a negative impact this native fauna.
I know you folks are well-meaning, but this proposal is egregiously out of whack with everything this area of the park
was meant to be and should not be permitted to go forward.
Sincerely yours,
John Odell
115 Hoffman Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94114
415-282-0862
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"Dennis O'Rorke" <daororke@aol.com>
10/10/2010 01:06 PM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org, phil.ginsburg@sfgov.org,
recpark.commission@sfgov.org
cc
zangsf1@gmail.com, Pat Wiley <cummingsandgoings1@gmail.com>, Shawna McGrew
<sunsetfog@aol.com>, Marty & Fran Larkin <martythelark@aol.com>,
ggppa@earthlink.net, Diane Palacio <parkladydi1@sbcglobal.net>
bcc
Subject
Proposed Water Treatment Plant- GGP

Decision makers,
NO new buildings in Golden Gate Park. NO new roads and NO new
lighting. Golden Gate Park was designed to be an "Oasis in the City",
a refuge from all of the above. Do not depart from that concept.
Dennis O'Rorke
1360 Mc Allister Street
San Francisco, California
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Linda Shaffer <ljshaffer1@comcast.net>
10/13/2010 12:49 PM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
ggppa@earthlink.net
bcc
Subject
Scoping for EIR/WSIP Westside Recycled Water Project

To: Mr. Bill Wycko, SF Planning Dept., 1650 Mission St., Suite 400,
SF CA 94102
From: Linda Shaffer, 1407 De Haro St., SF CA 94107
Dear Mr. Wycko:
This is a comment submitted as part of scoping for the EIR for the
WSIP Westside Recycled Water Project.
I very much like the proposal to plan for the use of recycled water
in city parks.
However, I am extremely concerned that the preferred alternative
seems to be to locate a recycled water treatment facility IN one of
our city parks (specifically, in Golden Gate Park).
Aside from very real legal issues related to possible violations of
both the City's General Plan and the GGP Master Plan, my concern is
simply that the city does not have enough useable park space as it
is. To take up any park space for this kind of facility would only
make the problem worse.
Moreover, it would set a terrible precedent.
I understand that other sites were also considered as locations for
the treatment plant, but were rejected. I urge that all alternative
sites not located on city parkland be included in the EIR and be
thoroughly evaluated.
Thank you,
LInda J. Shaffer
Representative from District 10 serving on PROSAC
VP, California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter
PS If, by virtue of having submitted a comment for scoping, I must
be sent a copy of the DEIR, I request that it be sent on CD, NOT hard
copy. Thank you.
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George Wooding <Mother_ed@bigeds.com>
10/13/2010 04:52 PM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject
case# 2008.0091E

Dear Ms. Dovzak,
The PUC will be running at least three or four pipes through or near
the Western Transport Tunnel underneath the great highway, north to
south and south to north.
Please have the EIR consider the impact
of these pipelines on the coastal environment. Ocean Beach is slowly
being washed away and eventually these pipes will either need to be
relocated or protected with revetments or walls. Why is so much
infrastructure being placed in an area that has already been declared
a "disaster zone" on January 11th. The Great Highway is still not
open and the ground surrounding the Lake Merced Tunnel was eroded
within ten yards of the tunnel. It is not wise nor prudent to place
these pipes in harms way.
Also...please have the EIR examine the alternative routes that were
proposed in the December 2008 project NOP and the December 30th, 2009
project NOP. These routes were considered viable less than a year
ago and we are now being told by the PUC that the Western Transport
is the only viable route for waste water pipes.
Thank you for your consideration.

George Wooding
11Dellbrook Avenue
San Francisco, CA.

94131

415 695-1393
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Linda Yacobucci <2ferally@att.net>
10/12/2010 05:14 PM
To
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
sgautier@sfwater.org
bcc
Subject
Comments: West Side Water Treatment Plant

I spoke at the Scoping Meeting on 9/30/10 to oppose the building of the
West Side Water Treatment Plant at the West end of Golden Gate Park. I
think there was extremely poor outreach to San Franciscans about this
project. I would have been involved much sooner if I had been aware of
this project. I am again disappointed in PUC's and San Francisco
Recreation & Park Departments lack of proper outreach to San Franciscans.
This whole project smacks of a stealth deal with S.F. Recreation and Park
department giving away public land to make money from the PUC.
I support the majority of the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
position. In summary I support: an in depth exploration of alternative
locations outside of Golden Gate Park. Also we don’t need a tertiary
process for water being used to irrigate plants; this is like watering
plants with diamonds since the process is so expensive. Also what is the
rationale for a Visitors Center, it is not needed.
I do not want a water treatment plant in Golden Gate Park or any park in
San Francisco. Our parks are to provide open space to get away from the
urban pressures and where wildlife can maintain habitat and be safe.
Linda Yacobucci
845 McAllister Street, Apt. C
San Francisco CA 94102
Mailing address:
P.O. Box 2067
Daly City CA 94017
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1.0 Introduction and Background
,QWURGXFWLRQ
The San Francisco Planning Department is the lead agency for implementation of California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for all projects sponsored by the City and County
of San Francisco or conducted within San Francisco. The San Francisco Planning Department is
preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission’s (SFPUC’s) proposed San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (SFWRWP, or
Project). The Draft EIR, which will assess the potential impacts of the SFWRWP on the physical
environment, is being prepared in accordance with CEQA. CEQA requires the preparation of an
EIR when a proposed project could significantly affect the physical environment.
As part of the Draft EIR process, the San Francisco Planning Department conducted a public
scoping effort in June 2008, soliciting comments from interested parties, State and natural
resource agencies, and the public to help determine the scope of the Draft EIR. This report
describes the scoping process and summarizes the public and regulatory agencies’ comments
received during scoping.

1RWLFHRI3UHSDUDWLRQ
The San Francisco Planning Department published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on June 5,
2008, announcing the preparation of the Draft EIR for the SFWRWP under CEQA. The NOP
summarized the goals, objectives, and elements of the project description for the proposed
SFWRWP. The NOP also described the scoping process and included information on the public
scoping meetings. The scoping process, notification procedures, and outcome of the scoping
meetings are described below, following a brief description of the SFWRWP.

6DQ)UDQFLVFR:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU3URMHFW
The proposed San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (SFWRWP) includes the
construction of recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities for recycled water
customers located in west San Francisco. It would involve construction of a new recycled water
treatment facility with an annual average production of approximately 2.0 million gallons per day
(mgd) of tertiary treated recycled water at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP)
in San Francisco. The new treatment facility would be located within the existing footprint of the
Oceanside WPCP, in, and adjacent to the West Gate entrance and berm area. The Project would
include construction of recycled water storage facilities, including the following: a new
1.5-million-gallon (mg) treated water reservoir at the Oceanside WPCP; expansion of the existing
2-mg underground reservoir in Golden Gate Park by approximately 2.0 mg; and a new 1.0-mg
reservoir at Lincoln Park. The proposed distribution facilities would consist of pump stations at
the recycled water treatment facility, the Golden Gate Park reservoir, and in Lincoln Park;
approximately seven miles of new pipeline to connect the proposed reservoirs and pump stations
to the recycled water treatment facility; and approximately five to six miles of new pipeline that
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would branch off of the main distribution line to serve irrigation and commercial customers
(e.g., Golden Gate Park and Stern Grove). The Project seeks to meet the level of service goals and
system performance objectives of the SFPUC’s proposed regional Water System Improvement
Program (WSIP) by diversifying regional water supplies through the development of recycled
water as an alternative water supply for non-potable uses.

2.0 Purpose of the Scoping Process
The purpose of the scoping requirement is to solicit input from the public, interested parties, and
natural resource agencies on the appropriate scope, focus, and content of the Draft EIR. The San
Francisco Planning Department will consider all of the input received during the scoping process
in the preparation of the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR will describe the existing environmental conditions of the area that could be
affected by the proposed project and evaluate the potential effects of the SFWRWP on the
environment in accordance with CEQA. The comments provided by the public and agencies
during scoping will help the San Francisco Planning Department identify pertinent issues,
methods of analyses, and level of detail that should be addressed in the Draft EIR. The scoping
comments will also provide the basis for developing a reasonable range of feasible alternatives
that will be evaluated in the Draft EIR.
The scoping comments will augment the information developed by the EIR project team, which
includes specialists in each of the environmental subject areas covered in the EIR. This combined
input will result in an EIR scope of work that is both comprehensive and responsive to issues
raised by the public and regulatory agencies, and that meets CEQA requirements. The Draft EIR
is scheduled to be available for public comment in 2009.
In addition to facilitating public and regulatory agency input on the scope and focus of the Draft
EIR, scoping allows the San Francisco Planning Department to explain the EIR process to the
public and to identify additional opportunities for public comment and public involvement during
the EIR process. CEQA requires that the public be informed about the significant environmental
effects of a proposed project, and the ways in which those environmental effects can be avoided
or reduced, before the project is approved.

3.0 Notification of Scoping
The scoping period began on June 5, 2008, with the issuance of the NOP. Scoping meetings were
conducted on June 16 and 17, 2008, and written comments were accepted through July 8, 2008.
The following methods were used to notify agencies and the public about the availability of the
NOP, the scoping meeting dates and locations, and details on the comment process:
x

Mailing List. A mailing list was compiled, including approximately 13,300 contacts
for affected federal, state, regional, and local agencies; federal, state, regional, and local
elected officials; regional and local interest groups; member agencies of the Bay Area
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Water Supply and Conservation Agency; other potentially affected water and irrigation
districts; SFPUC Community Advisory Committee members; information repositories;
media contacts; and individuals living within 300 feet of the proposed project limits.
x

x

Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting. Copies of the
NOP were distributed via certified mail to responsible and trustee agencies and 15 copies
were delivered to the State Clearinghouse. In addition, a notice of availability of the NOP
was distributed via first-class mail to the entire mailing list (approximately 13,300
addressees). (See Appendix A for a copy of the NOP and NOP Notice of Availability.)
-

Locations to obtain a copy of the NOP. The NOP was posted to the San Francisco
Planning Department's website (www.sfgov.org/site/planning). A printed copy of the
NOP was also provided to anyone who requested it from the SFPUC or the San
Francisco Planning Department.

-

SFPUC Website. A SFWRWP EIR webpage was developed for the SFPUC’s website
(www.sfwater.org). Information about the project was provided, along with a link to
the NOP posted on the San Francisco Planning Department website.

Meeting Notification. Notice of the scoping meetings was provided to individuals and the
general public through the following means (see Appendix A for copies of these materials):
-

Notice to entire mailing list. Notifications of the scoping meetings, including
information on the SFWRWP EIR and the scoping process, and instructions on how
to obtain a copy of the NOP and provide public comment were mailed to the entire
SFWRWP mailing list approximately two weeks prior to the first scoping meeting.
The notice included contact information for Chinese, Tagalog, and Spanish.

-

Legal notices. Notices of the scoping meetings and information on how to obtain a
copy of the NOP and provide public comment were placed in the legal classified
section of the San Francisco Chronicle (06/07/08), and the San Mateo Times
(06/07/08).

Table 1 presents an itemized list of mailings.

4.0 Scoping Meetings
The San Francisco Planning Department held public scoping meetings at two locations on June
16th and 17th, 2008, (approximately two weeks after publication of the NOP). The objective of the
meetings was to solicit input from the public on potential environmental impacts of the
SFWRWP, the appropriate scope of the EIR, potential mitigation measures, and potential
alternatives to the SFWRWP. The locations and dates of the meetings, and approximate number
of attendees, are listed below.
x

Janet Pomeroy Center (8 attendees) – Monday, June 16, 2008
207 Skyline Boulevard, San Francisco

x

Golden Gate Senior Center (10 attendees) – Tuesday, June 17, 2008
6101 Fulton Street, San Francisco
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TABLE 1
NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS ON MAILING LIST FOR NOP AND NOTICE OF SCOPING MEETINGS

Category

Number of NOP Recipients

Number of NOP Notice of
Availability Recipients

Owners and Occupants

0

12,062

Wholesale Customers

2

45

17

25

SFPUC Citizen's Advisory Committee

Responsible and Trustee Agencies, Other Agencies

0

14

Interested Parties

2

1,135

Local and Bordering Jurisdictions

0

8

Media, Libraries, and Individuals

8

6

29

13,295

TOTAL

The total attendance for the two scoping meetings was 18 (based on the meeting sign-in sheets
and excluding City and consultant staff). Meeting attendees primarily consisted of private
property owners residing near the proposed project area. A total of four (4) participants provided
oral comments at the meetings. Both scoping meetings were recorded by certified court reporters
that provided verbatim written transcripts of the proceedings. The transcripts can be found in
Appendix B of this report.
Each meeting included presentations on the environmental review process and the proposed
SFWRWP, followed by a formal public comment period. Attendees interested in presenting oral
comments submitted speaker cards and were allowed sufficient time to speak since there were so
few speakers. The meetings concluded with closing remarks. Following the formal meetings,
attendees were invited to review project display boards and ask questions of the project team.
(See Appendix C for copies of the scoping meeting presentation, handouts, comment/speaker
cards, and sign-in sheets.)

5.0 Overview of Comments Received
Agencies and members of the public utilized several different methods of providing input: oral
comments during the meetings, written comments submitted during the meetings or sent via U.S.
mail, email or fax, and voice mail messages left at the San Francisco Planning Department.
Table 2 lists agencies /parties that provided written comments on the proposed project. Table 3
lists individuals that commented at the scoping meetings held for the proposed project. Copies of
comment letters and emails are located in Appendix D, while scoping meeting transcripts are
located in Appendix B.
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6.0 Summary of Comments by Subject Area
This section summarizes the issues raised in both written and oral comments during the scoping
period. The comment summaries are presented in two categories: CEQA and SFWRWP. Table 4
provides a summary of scoping comments by commenter; while Table 5 provides a summary of
scoping comments by comment category. (Appendices B and D also contain all of the commenter
correspondence and copies of the scoping meeting transcripts.)
TABLE 2
INDEX OF WRITTEN COMMENTS
Comment
Letter No.

Commenter

1. Agencies
1A

State of California, Department of Fish and Game

1B

State of California, Department of Transportation

1C

State of California, Native American Heritage Commission

1D

State of California, Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region

1E

Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency

1F

City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department

1G

Coastal Commission

2. Individuals and Businesses
2A

Gibson, Dunn, & Crutcher LLP

2B

Russell Hardeman

2C

Calvin Wong

TABLE 3
INDEX OF ORAL COMMENTS
Oral
Comment
No.

Commenter

Written
Comment
No.

Organization Name
(if applicable)

Janet Pomeroy Center Meeting
3A

Dick Morten

NA

NA

Golden Gate Senior Center Meeting
3B

Richard Hansen

NA

NA

3C

Shirley Hansen

NA

NA

3D

Gloria Gross

NA

NA

NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE 4
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENTERS

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

1A

State of California, Department of
Fish and Game

Pg. 1,
Para 3; Pg.
2, Para 1

The EIR should include a description, map,
impact analysis, and mitigation measures for
biological resources within and adjacent to
the project area

1A

State of California, Department of
Fish and Game

Pg. 2,
Para 2

A CESA permit is required if the project has
the potential to result in take of a CESA listed
species

CDFG
Requirements

1A

State of California, Department of
Fish and Game

Pg. 2,
Para 3

A Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
may be required

CDFG
Requirements

1B

State of California, Department of
Transportation

Pg. 1,
Para 1

Mitigation measures, monitoring
requirements, and traffic impact fees should
be described in the EIR

1B

State of California, Department of
Transportation

Pg. 1,
Para 2;
Pg. 2,
Para 2

An encroachment permit is required for any
within a State ROW, and requires a
archaeological record search, District Design
Review approval, and inclusion of trafficrelated mitigation measures into construction
plans

1C

State of California, Native
American Heritage Commission

Pg. 1,
Para 1

The EIR assessment of archaeological
resources should include a records search,
inventory survey, and Native American
consultation

Archaeological
Resources

1C

State of California, Native
American Heritage Commission

Pg. 1,
Para 2

Mitigation for accidental discovery should be
included in the EIR

Archaeological
Resources

1D

State of California, California
Regional Water Quality Control
Board

Pg. 1,
Para 2 - Pg.
2, Para 3

The EIR should include the definition and
beneficial uses of recycled water consistent
with the California Water Code

1D

State of California, California
Regional Water Quality Control
Board

Pg. 2,
Para 4 - Pg.
3, Para 1

Determine whether the project qualifies for a
General Water Reuse Permit

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

Pg. 1,
Para 3-5;
Pg. 2,
Para 1 1-2

The EIR should clarify the project purpose,
particularly regarding benefits to SFPUC
wholesale customers

6

Other Project
Comments

Comments Not
Applicable to
Proposed
Project

Biological
Resources

Traffic and
Transportation
Cal DOT
Requirements

Recycled Water
Beneficial Uses
RWQCB Permits
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Purpose
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENTERS

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 2,
Para 3-4

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 2,
Para 5

Questions regarding the Lake Merced Project

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 2,
Para 6

The EIR should clarify treatment plant
capacities

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 2,
Para 7

Question regarding groundwater supply
availability

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 3,
Para 1

The EIR should address cross connection
controls

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 3,
Para 2

Requests correction of agency name

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 3,
Para 3

The EIR should address water quality impacts
and residual contaminants

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 2

The EIR should consider alternative "nonpark" locations for treatment facilities

Proposed
Treatment
Facility

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 3

EIR should address Zoo development plans
with preferred treatment plant location

Proposed
Treatment
Facility

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 4

Requests that new pump stations and Lincoln
Park reservoir be underground

Proposed
Distribution
System

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 5

The EIR should consider alternative locations
for the booster pump proposed at 40th and
Lincoln

Proposed
Distribution
System

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 6

The EIR should address transportation
related impacts with consideration to conflicts
with zoo or park activities.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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The EIR should address potential
groundwater quality impacts

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

Other Project
Comments

Comments Not
Applicable to
Proposed
Project

Water Quality
Lake Merced
Project
Proposed
Treatment
Facility
Groundwater
Availability
Proposed
Distribution
System
Corrections and
Clarifications

7

Water Quality,
Public Health

Traffic and
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENTERS

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 1

EIR should address odor impacts from tertiary
treatment plant and describe mitigation
measures

Air Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

Odor mitigation should have third party review

Air Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

The EIR should address construction and
operational impacts on Zoo animals

Biological
Resources

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

The EIR should address recycled water
quality and safety

Water Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 3

The EIR should analyze the long term
impacts of recyceled water on parks

Biological
Resources,
Geology/Soils

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 4

The EIR should describe mitigation measures
for removal of trees and landscaping

Biological
Resources

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 5

The EIR should address effects of salt and
mineral buildup on existing Golden irrigation
infrastructure and provide mitigation
measures to reduce impacts

Utilities and
Services

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 5

The EIR should address additional
infrastructure that would be necessary to
irrigate GGP

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 6

The EIR should evaluate the leakage rate
from the existing irrigation distribution system

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 7

The EIR should address adequate staffing
levels and training required for operation and
maintenance of the project

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 1

The EIR should address suitability of recycled
water use in locations that do not drain well
(GGP)

Water Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 1

The EIR should address effects of salt
buildup on vegetation and soils

Biological
Resources,
Geology/Soils

1F

City and County of San Francisco-

Pg. 3,

The EIR should analyze noise effects and
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENTERS

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

Recreation and Parks Department

Para 2

establish noise decibel standards

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 3

Requests that facility design and landscaping
should be developed in cooperation with
Recreation and Park Department

Aesthetics

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 4

The EIR should consider recycled water for
emergency supplies.

Utilities and
Services

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 5

The EIR should analyze all construction
related impacts on park resources and
describe best management practices and
mitigation measures

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 6

The EIR should analyze cumulative impacts
with respect to the Groundwater Well project

1G

California Coastal Commission

Pg. 1,
Para 1

Project will require a coastal development
permit (CDP) from both the City/County of SF
and the Coastal Comission

2A

Gibson, Dunn, & Crutcher LLP

Pg. 1,
Para 2

Requests inclusion of Parcmerced
development as a recycled water customer

2B

Russell Hardeman

Pg. 1,
Para 1

Expresses preference regarding pipeline
alignment

Proposed
Distribution
System

2C

Calvin Wong

Pa. 1,
Para 2

Expresses preference regarding pipeline
alignment

Proposed
Distribution
System

3A

Dick Morten

Pg. 17,
Para 4
through
Pg. 18,
Para 2; Pg.
17, Para 5

3A

Dick Morten

Pg. 18,
Para 3-4

3B

Richard Hansen

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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Pg. 18,

Other Project
Comments

Comments Not
Applicable to
Proposed
Project

Noise,
Recreation, Air
Quality,
Biological
Resources
Cumulative
Impacts
Coastal
Commission
Requirements
Recycled Water
Customers

Suggests additional recycled water customers Recycled Water
Customers

Suggests alternate pipeline locations

Proposed
Distribution
System

The EIR should include a cost analysis for the
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENTERS

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Para 2

proposed project

3B

Richard Hansen

Pg. 18,
Para 3

Suggests that the proposed project could
provide emergency water supply

3B

Richard Hansen

Pg. 19,
Para 5
through
Pg. 20,
Para 1

The EIR should address water quality and
residual contaminants

3B

Richard Hansen

Pg. 21, 3

Requests clarification regarding existing end
use of wastewater discharge from the
Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant

3C

Shirley Hansen

Pg. 19,
Para 5
through
Pg. 20,
Para 1

The EIR should address potential sea level
rise effects on the proposed project

3D

Gloria Goss

Pg. 20,
Para 5

Indicates that recycled water use already
occurs and the proposed project is
unnecessary

3D

Gloria Goss

Pg. 21,
Para 1

Expresses concern regarding the cost and
benefits of the proposed project
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EIR Resource
Topics

Other Project
Comments
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Existing
Wastewater
Treatment
Process
Climate Change
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Wastewater
Treatment
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TABLE 5
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENT CATEGORY

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

3B

Richard Hansen

Pg. 18,
Para 3

3B

Richard Hansen

Pg. 21, 3

3D

Gloria Goss

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

1E

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment
Suggests that the proposed project could
provide emergency water supply

Allowable
Recycled Water
Uses

Requests clarification regarding existing end
use of wastewater discharge from the
Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant

Existing
Wastewater
Treatment
Process

Indicates that recycled water use already
occurs and the proposed project is
unnecessary

Existing
Wastewater
Treatment
Process

Pg. 1, Para
3-5; Pg. 2,
Para1 1-2

The EIR should clarify the project purpose,
particularly regarding benefits to SFPUC
wholesale customers

Project
Purpose

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 3,
Para 1

The EIR should address cross connection
controls

Proposed
Distribution
System

2B

Russell Hardeman

Pg. 1,
Para 1

Expresses preference regarding pipeline
alignment

Proposed
Distribution
System

2C

Calvin Wong

Pa. 1,
Para 2

Expresses preference regarding pipeline
alignment

Proposed
Distribution
System

3A

Dick Morten

Pg. 18,
Para 3-4

Suggests alternate pipeline locations

Proposed
Distribution
System

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 5

The EIR should consider alternative locations
for the booster pump proposed at 40th and
Lincoln

Proposed
Distribution
System

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg.1,
Para 4

Requests that new pump stations and Lincoln
Park reservoir be underground

Proposed
Distribution
System

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

Other Project
Comments

Comments Not
Applicable to
Proposed
Project

ESA / D206166225
September 2008

Scoping Report

TABLE 5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENT CATEGORY

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Summary of Comment

Description of
the Project

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 5

The EIR should address additional
infrastructure that would be necessary to
irrigate GGP

Proposed
Distribution
System

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg.1,
Para 4

Requests that new pump stations and Lincoln
Park reservoir be underground

Proposed
Distribution
System

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 5

The EIR should consider alternative locations
for the booster pump proposed at 40th and
Lincoln

Proposed
Distribution
System

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 5

The EIR should address additional
infrastructure that would be necessary to
irrigate GGP

Proposed
Distribution
System

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg.2,
Para 7

The EIR should address adequate staffing
levels and training required for operation and
maintenance of the project

Proposed
Systems
Operation

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg.2,
Para 7

The EIR should address adequate staffing
levels and training required for operation and
maintenance of the project

Proposed
Systems
Operation

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 2,
Para 6

The EIR should clarify treatment plant
capacities

Proposed
Treatment
Facility

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 2

The EIR should consider alternative "nonpark" locations for treatment facilities

Proposed
Treatment
Facility

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg.1,
Para 3

EIR should address Zoo development plans
with preferred treatment plant location

Proposed
Treatment
Facility

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 2

The EIR should consider alternative "nonpark" locations for treatment facilities

Proposed
Treatment
Facility

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg.1,
Para 3

EIR should address Zoo development plans
with preferred treatment plant location

Proposed
Treatment
Facility
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TABLE 5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENT CATEGORY

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

1D

State of California, California
Regional Water Quality Control
Board

Pg. 1,
Para 2 Pg. 2,
Para 3

The EIR should include the definition and
beneficial uses of recycled water consistent
with the California Water Code

Recycled Water
Beneficial Uses

2A

Gibson, Dunn, & Crutcher LLP

Pg. 1,
Para 2

Requests inclusion of Parcmerced
development as a recycled water customer

Recycled Water
Customers

3A

Dick Morten

Pg. 17,
Para 4
through
Pg. 18,
Para 2;
Pg. 17,
Para 5

Suggests additional recycled water customers Recycled Water
Customers

1B

State of California, Department of
Transportation

Pg. 1,
Para 2;
Pg. 2,
Para 2

An encroachment permit is required for any
within a State ROW, and requires a
archaeological record search, District Design
Review approval, and inclusion of trafficrelated mitigation measures into construction
plans

Cal DOT
Requirements

1A

State of California, Department of
Fish and Game

Pg. 2,
Para 2

A CESA permit is required if the project has
the potential to result in take of a CESA listed
species

CDFG
Requirements

1A

State of California, Department of
Fish and Game

Pg. 2,
Para 3

A Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
may be required

CDFG
Requirements

1G

California Coastal Commission

Pg. 1,
Para 1

Project will require a coastal development
permit (CDP) from both the City/County of SF
and the Coastal Comission

Coastal
Commission
Requirements

1G

California Coastal Commission

Pg. 1,
Para 1

Project will require a coastal development
permit (CDP) from both the City/County of SF
and the Coastal Comission

Coastal
Commission
Requirements

1D

State of California, California
Regional Water Quality Control
Board

Pg. 2,
Para 4 Pg. 3,
Para 1

Determine whether the project qualifies for a
General Water Reuse Permit

RWQCB Permits
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TABLE 5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENT CATEGORY

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 3

EIR should analyze the long term impacts of
recyceled water on parks

Biological
Resources,
Geology/Soils

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 1

The EIR should address effects of salt
buildup on vegetation and soils

Biological
Resources,
Geology/Soils

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 3

The EIR should analyze the long term
impacts of recyceled water on parks

Biological
Resources,
Geology/Soils

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 1

The EIR should address effects of salt
buildup on vegetation and soils

Biological
Resources,
Geology/Soils

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 3

Requests that facility design and landscaping
should be developed in cooperation with
Recreation and Park Department

Aesthetics

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 3

Requests that facility design and landscaping
should be developed in cooperation with
Recreation and Park Department

Aesthetics

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 1

EIR should address odor impacts from tertiary
treatment plant and describe mitigation
measures

Air Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

Odor mitigation should have third party review

Air Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 1

EIR should address odor impacts from tertiary
treatment plant and describe mitigation
measures

Air Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

Odor mitigation should have third party review

Air Quality

1C

State of California, Native American
Heritage Commission

Pg. 1,
Para 1

The EIR assessment of archaeological
resources should include a records search,
inventory survey, and Native American
consultation
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TABLE 5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENT CATEGORY

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

1C

State of California, Native American
Heritage Commission

Pg. 1,
Para 2

Mitigation for accidental discovery should be
included in the EIR

Archaeological
Resources

1A

State of California, Department of
Fish and Game

Pg. 1,
Para 3;
Pg. 2,
Para 1

The EIR should include a description, map,
impact analysis, and mitigation measures for
biological resources within and adjacent to
the project area

Biological
Resources

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

The EIR should address construction and
operational impacts on Zoo animals

Biological
Resources

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 4

The EIR should describe mitigation measures
for removal of trees and landscaping

Biological
Resources

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

The EIR should address construction and
operational impacts on Zoo animals

Biological
Resources

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 4

The EIR should describe mitigation measures
for removal of trees and landscaping

Biological
Resources

3C

Shirley Hansen

Pg. 19,
Para 5
through
Pg. 20,
Para 1

The EIR should address potential sea level
rise effects on the proposed project

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 6

The EIR should analyze cumulative impacts
with respect to the SFPUC Groundwater Well
project

Cumulative
Impacts

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 6

The EIR should analyze cumulative impacts
with respect to the Groundwater Well project

Cumulative
Impacts

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 2

The EIR should analyze noise effects and
establish noise decibel standards

Noise

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 2

The EIR should analyze noise effects and
establish noise decibel standards

Noise

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 5

The EIR should analyze all construction
related impacts on park resources and
describe best management practices and
mitigation measures

Noise,
Recreation, Air
Quality,
Biological
Resources
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Other Project
Comments

Comments Not
Applicable to
Proposed
Project

Climate Change
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TABLE 5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENT CATEGORY

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 5

The EIR should analyze all construction
related impacts on park resources and
describe best management practices and
mitigation measures

Noise,
Recreation, Air
Quality,
Biological
Resources

1B

State of California, Department of
Transportation

Pg. 1,
Para 1

Mitigation measures, monitoring
requirements, and traffic impact fees should
be described in the EIR

Traffic and
Transportation

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 6

The EIR should address transportation
related impacts with consideration to conflicts
with zoo or park activities.

Traffic and
Transportation,
Recreation

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 1,
Para 6

The EIR should address transportation
related impacts with consideration to conflicts
with zoo or park activities.

Traffic and
Transportation,
Recreation,

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 5

The EIR should address effects of salt and
mineral buildup on existing Golden irrigation
infrastructure and provide mitigation
measures to reduce impacts

Utilities and
Services

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg.2,
Para 6

Requests evaluation of leakage rate from the
existing irrigation distribution system

Utilities and
Services

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 4

The EIR should consider recycled water for
emergency supplies.

Utilities and
Services

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 5

The EIR should address effects of salt and
mineral buildup on existing Golden irrigation
infrastructure and provide mitigation
measures to reduce impacts

Utilities and
Services

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg.2,
Para 6

The EIR should evaluate the leakage rate
from the existing irrigation distribution system

Utilities and
Services

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 4

The EIR should consider recycled water for
emergency supplies.

Utilities and
Services

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

Pg. 2,
Para 3-4

The EIR should address potential
groundwater quality impacts

Other Project
Comments

Comments Not
Applicable to
Proposed
Project

Water Quality
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TABLE 5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY COMMENT CATEGORY

Commenter

Page (Pg.),
Paragraph
(Para)

Description of
the Project

Summary of Comment

Agency
Coordination
(Permits and
Approvals)

EIR Resource
Topics

Other Project
Comments

Comments Not
Applicable to
Proposed
Project

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

EIR should address recycled water quality
and safety

Water Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 1

The EIR should address suitability of recycled
water use in locations that do not drain well
(GGP)

Water Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 2,
Para 2

The EIR should address recycled water
quality and safety

Water Quality

1F

City and County of San FranciscoRecreation and Parks Department

Pg. 3,
Para 1

The EIR should address suitability of recycled
water use in locations that do not drain well
(GGP)

Water Quality

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 3,
Para 3

The EIR should address water quality impacts
and residual contaminants

Water Quality,
Public Health

3B

Richard Hansen

Pg. 19,
Para 5
through
Pg. 20,
Para 1

The EIR should address water quality and
residual contaminants

Water Quality,
Public Health

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 3,
Para 2

Requests correction of agency name

3B

Richard Hansen

Pg. 18,
Para 2

The EIR should include a cost analysis for the
proposed project

Cost Analysis

3D

Gloria Goss

Pg. 21,
Para 1

Expresses concern regarding the cost and
benefits of the proposed project

Cost Analysis

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 2,
Para 7

Question regarding groundwater supply
availability

Groundwater
Availability

1E

Bay Area Water Supply &
Conservation Agency

Pg. 2,
Para 5

Questions regarding the Lake Merced Project

Lake Merced
Project

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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Mayȱ27,ȱ2008ȱ
ȱ
ToȱResponsibleȱAgencies,ȱTrusteeȱAgencies,ȱandȱInterestedȱParties:ȱ
RE:ȱȱ

CASEȱNO.ȱ2008.0091Eȱ–ȱSANȱFRANCISCOȱWESTSIDEȱRECYCLEDȱWATERȱPROJECTȱ

ȱ

NOTICEȱOFȱPREPARATIONȱOFȱANȱENVIRONMENTALȱIMPACTȱREPORTȱANDȱ
NOTICEȱOFȱPUBLICȱSCOPINGȱMEETINGȱ

ȱ

Aȱ Noticeȱ ofȱ Preparationȱ (NOP)ȱ ofȱ aȱ draftȱ environmentalȱ impactȱ reportȱ (DEIR)ȱ pursuantȱ toȱ theȱ
Californiaȱ Environmentalȱ Qualityȱ Actȱ (CEQA)ȱ andȱ aȱ Noticeȱ ofȱ Publicȱ Scopingȱ Meetingȱ forȱ theȱ
aboveȬreferencedȱ projectȱ sponsoredȱ byȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Publicȱ Utilitiesȱ Commissionȱ (SFPUC),ȱ
describedȱ below,ȱ hasȱ beenȱ issuedȱ byȱ theȱ SanȱFranciscoȱ Planningȱ Department.ȱ Theȱ NOPȱ isȱ eitherȱ
attachedȱ orȱ isȱ availableȱ atȱ theȱ SanȱFranciscoȱ Planningȱ Department’sȱ websiteȱ
(www.sfplanning.org/mea),ȱ andȱ uponȱ requestȱ fromȱ CarrieȱDovzak,ȱ whoȱ mayȱ beȱ reachedȱ atȱ
(415)ȱ575Ȭ9030,ȱCarrie.Dovzak@sfgov.org,ȱorȱbyȱmailȱatȱtheȱaboveȱaddress.ȱThisȱnoticeȱisȱbeingȱsentȱtoȱ
youȱbecauseȱyouȱhaveȱbeenȱidentifiedȱasȱpotentiallyȱhavingȱanȱinterestȱinȱtheȱprojectȱorȱtheȱprojectȱ
area.ȱȱ
Projectȱ Description:ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Westsideȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Projectȱ (theȱ Project)ȱ
includesȱ theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatment,ȱ storage,ȱ andȱ distributionȱ facilitiesȱ forȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ customersȱ locatedȱ inȱ westȱ SanȱFrancisco.ȱItȱwouldȱinvolveȱconstructionȱofȱaȱnewȱ
recycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwithȱanȱannualȱaverageȱproductionȱofȱapproximatelyȱ2.0ȱmillionȱ
gallonsȱperȱdayȱ(mgd)ȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWaterȱPollutionȱControlȱPlantȱ(WPCP)ȱinȱSanȱFrancisco.ȱ
TheȱnewȱtreatmentȱfacilityȱwouldȱbeȱlocatedȱwithinȱtheȱexistingȱfootprintȱofȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP,ȱ
inȱ andȱ adjacentȱ toȱ theȱ Westȱ Gateȱ entranceȱ andȱ bermȱ area.ȱ Theȱ Projectȱ includesȱ constructionȱ ofȱ
recycledȱ waterȱ storageȱ facilities,ȱ potentiallyȱ includingȱ theȱ following:ȱ aȱ newȱ 1.5ȬmillionȬgallonȱ
(mg)ȱtreatedȱwaterȱreservoirȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP;ȱexpansionȱofȱtheȱexistingȱ2Ȭmgȱundergroundȱ
reservoirȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ byȱ approximatelyȱ 2.0ȱ mg;ȱ andȱ aȱ newȱ 1.0Ȭmgȱ reservoirȱ atȱ Lincolnȱ
Park.ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ distributionȱ facilitiesȱ wouldȱ consistȱ ofȱ pumpȱ stationsȱ atȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
treatmentȱfacility,ȱtheȱGoldenȱGateȱParkȱreservoir,ȱandȱinȱLincolnȱPark;ȱapproximatelyȱsevenȱmilesȱ
ofȱ newȱ pipelineȱ toȱ connectȱ theȱ proposedȱ reservoirsȱ andȱ pumpȱ stationsȱ toȱ theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ
treatmentȱfacility;ȱandȱapproximatelyȱfiveȱtoȱsixȱmilesȱofȱnewȱpipelineȱthatȱwouldȱbranchȱoffȱofȱtheȱ
mainȱdistributionȱlineȱtoȱserveȱirrigationȱandȱcommercialȱcustomersȱ(e.g.,ȱGoldenȱGateȱPark).ȱTheȱ
ProjectȱseeksȱtoȱmeetȱtheȱlevelȱofȱserviceȱgoalsȱandȱsystemȱperformanceȱobjectivesȱofȱtheȱSFPUC’sȱ
proposedȱ regionalȱ Waterȱ Systemȱ Improvementȱ Programȱ (WSIP)ȱ (seeȱ www.sfwater.org)ȱ byȱ
diversifyingȱregionalȱwaterȱsuppliesȱthroughȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱasȱanȱalternativeȱ
waterȱsupplyȱforȱnonȬpotableȱuses.ȱ
Pursuantȱ toȱ theȱ NOP,ȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ hasȱ determinedȱ thatȱ anȱ
environmentalȱimpactȱreportȱ(EIR)ȱmustȱbeȱpreparedȱforȱtheȱprojectȱpriorȱtoȱanyȱfinalȱdecisionȱbyȱ
theȱSFPUCȱregardingȱwhetherȱtoȱapproveȱorȱdisapproveȱtheȱproject.ȱTheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱEIRȱisȱtoȱ
provideȱ informationȱ aboutȱ anyȱ potentiallyȱ significantȱ adverseȱ environmentalȱ effectsȱ ofȱ theȱ
proposedȱ project,ȱ toȱ identifyȱ reasonableȱ andȱ feasibleȱ methodsȱ toȱ minimizeȱ anyȱ potentiallyȱ
significantȱ adverseȱ effects,ȱ andȱ toȱ describeȱ andȱ analyzeȱ feasibleȱ alternativesȱ toȱ theȱ proposedȱ
project.ȱPreparationȱofȱanȱNOPȱorȱEIRȱdoesȱnotȱindicateȱaȱdecisionȱbyȱtheȱCityȱofȱSanȱFranciscoȱtoȱ
approveȱ orȱ toȱ disapproveȱ theȱ project.ȱ However,ȱ priorȱ toȱ makingȱ anyȱ suchȱ decision,ȱ theȱ SFPUCȱ
mustȱreviewȱandȱconsiderȱtheȱinformationȱcontainedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱ

www.sfplanning.org

IfȱyouȱworkȱforȱanȱagencyȱthatȱisȱaȱResponsibleȱorȱaȱTrusteeȱAgency,ȱweȱneedȱtoȱknowȱtheȱviewsȱ
ofȱ yourȱ agencyȱ asȱ toȱ theȱ properȱ scopeȱ andȱ contentȱ ofȱ theȱ environmentalȱ informationȱ thatȱ isȱ
relevantȱtoȱyourȱagency’sȱstatutoryȱresponsibilitiesȱinȱconnectionȱwithȱtheȱproposedȱproject.ȱYourȱ
agencyȱmayȱneedȱtoȱuseȱtheȱEIRȱwhenȱconsideringȱaȱpermitȱorȱotherȱapprovalȱforȱthisȱproject.ȱWeȱ
willȱalsoȱneedȱtheȱnameȱofȱtheȱcontactȱpersonȱforȱyourȱagency.ȱIfȱyouȱhaveȱquestionsȱconcerningȱ
environmentalȱreviewȱofȱtheȱproposedȱproject,ȱpleaseȱcontactȱCarrieȱDovzakȱatȱ(415)ȱ575Ȭ9030ȱorȱ
Carrie.Dovzak@sfgov.org.ȱ
Theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ willȱ holdȱ twoȱ PUBLICȱ SCOPINGȱ MEETINGSȱ atȱ theȱ
locations,ȱ dates,ȱ andȱ timesȱ listedȱ below.ȱ Theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ theseȱ meetingsȱ willȱ beȱ toȱ receiveȱ oralȱ
commentsȱ thatȱ willȱ assistȱ theȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Departmentȱ inȱ reviewingȱ theȱ scopeȱ andȱ
focusȱofȱtheȱProject’sȱenvironmentalȱimpactȱanalysisȱandȱinformationȱtoȱbeȱcontainedȱinȱtheȱEIR.ȱ
Theȱpublicȱwillȱhaveȱtheȱopportunityȱtoȱcommentȱandȱofferȱtestimonyȱforȱconsideration.ȱInȱorderȱ
forȱyourȱconcernsȱtoȱbeȱfullyȱconsideredȱthroughoutȱtheȱenvironmentalȱreviewȱprocess,ȱtheyȱmustȱ
beȱ receivedȱ byȱ closeȱ ofȱ businessȱ onȱ Julyȱ 8,ȱ 2008.ȱ Writtenȱ commentsȱ shouldȱ beȱ sentȱ byȱ mailȱ toȱ
BillȱWycko,ȱ Actingȱ Environmentalȱ Reviewȱ Officer,ȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department,ȱ
1650ȱMissionȱ Street,ȱ Suiteȱ 400,ȱ Sanȱ Francisco,ȱ CAȱ ȱ 94103Ȭ2479;ȱ byȱ faxȱ toȱ (415)ȱ 558Ȭ6409;ȱ orȱ byȱ
eȬmailȱtoȱCarrie.Dovzak@sfgov.org.ȱȱ
ȱ
Janet Pomeroy Center - San Francisco

Golden Gate Park Senior Center - San Francisco

June 16, 2008

June 17, 2008

6:30 PM (starting promptly)

6:30 PM (starting promptly)

207 Skyline Boulevard (at Herbst Road)

6101 Fulton Street (at 37th Avenue)

ȱ

ȱȱȱ

ȱ
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND NOTICE OF
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
DateȱofȱthisȱNotice:ȱȱ

Mayȱ27,ȱ2008ȱ

LeadȱAgency:ȱȱ
ȱ
ȱ
AgencyȱContactȱPerson:ȱ
EȬmail:ȱȱ

SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱ
1650ȱMissionȱStreet,ȱSuiteȱ400,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCAȱ94103Ȭ2479ȱ
CarrieȱDovzakȱ
ȱ Telephone:ȱȱ(415)ȱ575Ȭ9030ȱ
Carrie.Dovzak@sfgov.orgȱȱȱ ȱ
Facsimile:ȱȱ(415)ȱ558Ȭ6409ȱ

ProjectȱTitle:ȱ
ProjectȱSponsor:ȱȱ
ȱ
ContactȱPerson:ȱȱ
EȬmail:ȱ

2008.0091Eȱ–ȱSanȱFranciscoȱWestsideȱRecycledȱWaterȱProjectȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPublicȱUtilitiesȱCommissionȱ
1145ȱMarketȱStreet,ȱ4thȱFloor,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCAȱ94103ȱ
AntoniaȱFairbanksȱȱ
ȱ Telephone:ȱȱ(415)ȱ554Ȭ3238ȱ
afairbanks@sfwater.orgȱȱ
ȱ
Facsimile:ȱȱ(415)ȱ934Ȭ5750ȱȱ

ProjectȱLocation:ȱȱ
Assessor’sȱParcelȱNos.:ȱ
County:ȱȱ
ȱ

Variousȱ
Variousȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱȱ

PROJECTȱ DESCRIPTION:ȱ ȱ Theȱ proposedȱ Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Westsideȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Projectȱ (theȱ
Project)ȱincludesȱtheȱconstructionȱofȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatment,ȱstorage,ȱandȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱ
forȱ recycledȱ waterȱ customersȱ locatedȱ inȱ westȱ Sanȱ Francisco.ȱ Itȱ wouldȱ involveȱ constructionȱ ofȱ aȱ
newȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ withȱ anȱ annualȱ averageȱ productionȱ ofȱ approximatelyȱ
2.0ȱmillionȱ gallonsȱ perȱ dayȱ (mgd)ȱ atȱ theȱ Oceansideȱ Waterȱ Pollutionȱ Controlȱ Plantȱ (WPCP)ȱ inȱ
SanȱFrancisco.ȱ Theȱ newȱ treatmentȱ facilityȱ wouldȱ beȱ locatedȱ withinȱ theȱ existingȱ footprintȱ ofȱ theȱ
OceansideȱWPCP,ȱinȱandȱadjacentȱtoȱtheȱWestȱGateȱentranceȱandȱbermȱarea.ȱTheȱProjectȱincludesȱ
constructionȱ ofȱ recycledȱ waterȱ storageȱ facilities,ȱ potentiallyȱ includingȱ theȱ following:ȱ aȱ newȱ
1.5ȬmillionȬgallonȱ(mg)ȱtreatedȱwaterȱreservoirȱatȱtheȱOceansideȱWPCP;ȱexpansionȱofȱtheȱexistingȱ
2Ȭmgȱ undergroundȱ reservoirȱ inȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ byȱ approximatelyȱ 2.0ȱ mg;ȱ andȱ aȱ newȱ 1.0Ȭmgȱ
reservoirȱatȱLincolnȱPark.ȱTheȱproposedȱdistributionȱfacilitiesȱwouldȱconsistȱofȱpumpȱstationsȱatȱ
theȱ recycledȱ waterȱ treatmentȱ facility,ȱ theȱ Goldenȱ Gateȱ Parkȱ reservoir,ȱ andȱ inȱ Lincolnȱ Park;ȱ
approximatelyȱsevenȱmilesȱofȱnewȱpipelineȱtoȱconnectȱtheȱproposedȱreservoirsȱandȱpumpȱstationsȱ
toȱtheȱrecycledȱwaterȱtreatmentȱfacility;ȱandȱapproximatelyȱfiveȱtoȱsixȱmilesȱofȱnewȱpipelineȱthatȱ
wouldȱ branchȱ offȱ ofȱ theȱ mainȱ distributionȱ lineȱ toȱ serveȱ irrigationȱ andȱ commercialȱ customersȱ
(e.g.,ȱGoldenȱ Gateȱ Park).ȱ Theȱ Projectȱ seeksȱ toȱ meetȱ theȱ levelȱ ofȱ serviceȱ goalsȱ andȱ systemȱ
performanceȱ objectivesȱ ofȱ theȱ SFPUC’sȱ proposedȱ regionalȱ Waterȱ Systemȱ Improvementȱ Programȱ
(WSIP)ȱ(seeȱwww.sfwater.org)ȱbyȱdiversifyingȱregionalȱwaterȱsuppliesȱthroughȱtheȱdevelopmentȱ
ofȱrecycledȱwaterȱasȱanȱalternativeȱwaterȱsupplyȱforȱnonȬpotableȱuses.

THISȱ PROJECTȱ MAYȱ HAVEȱ Aȱ SIGNIFICANTȱ EFFECTȱ ONȱ THEȱ ENVIRONMENT.ȱ ANȱ
ENVIRONMENTALȱIMPACTȱREPORTȱ(EIR)ȱISȱREQUIRED.ȱThisȱdeterminationȱisȱbasedȱuponȱ
theȱcriteriaȱgivenȱinȱtheȱfollowingȱsectionsȱofȱtheȱGuidelinesȱofȱtheȱStateȱSecretaryȱforȱResources:ȱȱ
15063ȱ (Initialȱ Study),ȱ 15064ȱ (Determiningȱ Significantȱ Effect),ȱ andȱ 15065ȱ (Mandatoryȱ Findingsȱ ofȱ
Significance).ȱ

www.sfplanning.org

PUBLICȱSCOPINGȱMEETINGSȱwillȱbeȱheldȱpursuantȱtoȱtheȱStateȱofȱCaliforniaȱPublicȱResourcesȱ
Codeȱ Sectionȱ 21083.9ȱ andȱ Californiaȱ Environmentalȱ Qualityȱ Actȱ Guidelinesȱ Sectionȱ 15201ȱ toȱ
receiveȱoralȱcommentsȱconcerningȱtheȱscopeȱofȱtheȱEIR.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱ
willȱholdȱtwoȱscopingȱmeetingsȱinȱJuneȱofȱ2008,ȱasȱfollows:ȱ
Janet Pomeroy Center - San Francisco

Golden Gate Park Senior Center - San Francisco

June 16, 2008

June 17, 2008

6:30 PM (starting promptly)

6:30 PM (starting promptly)

207 Skyline Boulevard (at Herbst Road)

6101 Fulton Street (at 37th Avenue)

TheȱpurposeȱofȱtheseȱmeetingsȱwillȱbeȱtoȱreceiveȱoralȱcommentsȱthatȱwillȱassistȱtheȱSanȱFranciscoȱ
Planningȱ Departmentȱ inȱ reviewingȱ theȱ scopeȱ andȱ focusȱ ofȱ theȱ Project’sȱ environmentalȱ impactȱ
analysisȱ andȱ informationȱ toȱ beȱ containedȱ inȱ theȱ EIR.ȱ Theȱ publicȱ willȱ haveȱ theȱ opportunityȱ toȱ
commentȱandȱofferȱtestimonyȱforȱconsideration.ȱTheȱSanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartmentȱwillȱalsoȱ
acceptȱ writtenȱ commentsȱ atȱ theȱ meetingsȱ orȱ byȱ mail,ȱemail,ȱorȱfaxȱuntilȱtheȱcloseȱofȱbusinessȱonȱ
Julyȱ 8,ȱ 2008.ȱ Writtenȱ commentsȱ shouldȱ beȱ sentȱ toȱ theȱ Sanȱ FranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment,ȱAttn:ȱ
Billȱ Wycko,ȱ Actingȱ Environmentalȱ Reviewȱ Officer,ȱ SFȱ Westsideȱ Recycledȱ Waterȱ Project,ȱ
1650ȱMissionȱStreet,ȱSuiteȱ400,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCAȱ94103Ȭ2479,ȱbyȱfaxȱtoȱ(415)ȱ558Ȭ6409,ȱorȱsentȱbyȱ
emailȱtoȱcarrie.dovzak@sfgov.org.ȱ
ȱ
ȱ

Documentsȱrelatingȱtoȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱareȱavailableȱforȱreview,ȱbyȱappointmentȱonly,ȱatȱtheȱ
Sanȱ Franciscoȱ Planningȱ Department’sȱ Majorȱ Environmentalȱ Analysisȱ office,ȱ 1650ȱ Missionȱ Street,ȱ
Suiteȱ 400.ȱ Pleaseȱ callȱ Carrieȱ Dovzakȱ atȱ (415)ȱ 575Ȭ9030ȱ toȱ makeȱ anȱ appointment.ȱ Documentsȱ areȱ
alsoȱavailableȱonlineȱat:ȱ

http://www.sfgov.org/planning/mea

ȱ
ȱ
ȱ
Dateȱ
ȱ
ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

BillȱWycko,ȱȱ
ActingȱEnvironmentalȱReviewȱOfficerȱ
SanȱFranciscoȱPlanningȱDepartment
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SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE
RECYCLED WATER PROJECT
&$6(12(
1.0 Overview
The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is proposing the San Francisco Westside
Recycled Water Project (the Project). To meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requirements, the San Francisco Planning Department’s Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) Division
will prepare and distribute an environmental impact report (EIR) to describe and analyze the
environmental effects of the Project. This Notice of Preparation (NOP) describes the proposed new
facilities and potential environmental effects of the Project, as well as announces scoping meeting dates
for public comment.
The Project includes the construction of recycled water treatment, storage, and distribution facilities for
recycled water customers located in west San Francisco. It is based on the SFPUC’s Recycled Water
Master Plan (SFPUC, 2006), which updates the 1996 Recycled Water Master Plan,1 reflects a
decentralized approach to water recycling within the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), and
addresses recent advances in water treatment technology. The Project is described in detail in Section 2.0,
below.
The Project is a component of SFPUC’s proposed Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) (see
www.sfwater.org), which includes facility improvement projects designed to: (1) ensure compliance with
existing and anticipated future water quality standards under a range of operating conditions; (2) upgrade
the seismic standards of critical facilities to improve seismic reliability and reduce the system’s
vulnerability to damage from earthquakes; (3) improve water delivery reliability under a variety of
operating conditions by improving overall operations of the system; and (4) ensure that SFPUC has an
adequate supply of water available to deliver to customers during both nondrought and drought periods
through the year 2030. A programmatic EIR is currently being prepared by the San Francisco Planning
Department to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the WSIP on a programmatic level and to
evaluate regional water supply alternatives. The Project, which is the subject of this NOP, is a component
of the WSIP; implementation of this project would contribute to meeting the overall WSIP goals and
objectives.

1

The SFPUC 1996 Recycled Water Master Plan EIR was certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission in August 1997.
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3URMHFW+LVWRU\DQG'HYHORSPHQW
As described above, the Project would help achieve the level of service goals and system performance
objectives identified in the WSIP. These goals include providing a total of 10 million gallons per day
(mgd) of conservation, recycled water, and groundwater to meet retail demand in San Francisco. To help
meet the 10 mgd goal, the original WSIP project description assumed that the Project would provide
approximately 4 mgd of recycled water to users in San Francisco through two subprojects: the Westside
Baseline and Harding Park/Lake Merced projects. Originally, the Westside Baseline Project proposed to
deliver 2.8 mgd of recycled water to customers in western San Francisco and the Harding Park/Lake
Merced Project proposed to deliver 1.3 mgd of recycled water for irrigation of Harding Park Golf Course
and recharge of Lake Merced. The scope of the proposed project, however, has been redefined to include
only the Westside Baseline Project, which is now referred to as the Project.2 However, the SFPUC is still
committed to meeting the 10 mgd of demand through conservation, recycled water, and groundwater
projects; the demand would simply be met by providing less recycled water and more groundwater (in the
case of the Lake Merced Project) and by providing recycled water through coordination with another
jurisdiction (in the case of the Harding Park Project).

1.1.1 Lake Merced Project
The Lake Merced Levels Restoration Alternatives Report (SFPUC, 2008a) recommended a combination
of wetlands-treated stormwater and groundwater as the preferred water source for Lake Merced rather
than recycled water. As a result, the Lake Merced component has been eliminated from the Project and
the amount of water that would have been supplied for Lake Merced restoration by recycled water is
proposed to be supplied by treated stormwater and groundwater.

1.1.2 Harding Park Recycled Water Project
The Harding Park Recycled Water Feasibility Study (Daly City/SFPUC/SF Recreation and Parks, 2007)
concluded that the existing North San Mateo County Sanitation District recycled water treatment facility
in Daly City had sufficient capacity to provide recycled water for the irrigation of the Harding Park Golf
Course. The necessary infrastructure to serve Daly City’s recycled water to Harding Park would be
constructed through a project that is being implemented in partnership between the SFPUC and Daly
City. Although the Harding Park Recycled Water Project is part of the WSIP, it is being implemented
separately from the proposed project.

1.1.3 Recycled Water Demand
In addition to the changes to proposed customers under the Project, development of the Project included
refinement of the irrigation demands for proposed Westside customers, resulting in lower estimates for
irrigation water use demands. As a result, demand under the Project was reduced from an annual average
of 2.8 mgd to approximately 2.3 mgd. Project demand estimates will be revisited during the project
design process. As part of the Project, the SFPUC proposes service of recycled water to ten major
recycled water customers (see Section 2.2, Table 1), which have a combined demand of approximately
2

Changes to the original WSIP project description, including refinement of recycled water projects, are reflected in the
Revised 2007 WSIP Project Description (SFPUC, 2008b).
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2.0 mgd, or almost 90 percent of the total revised Project demand of 2.3 mgd. The remaining identified
potential Project customers would not be served as part of this project (such as San Francisco State
University), but may be served as part of a future project phase, or through continued partnerships with
neighboring utilities. The SFPUC proposes including an additional 0.8 mgd (annual average) treatment
and distribution capacity within the current project, for a total of 2.8 mgd (annual average) treatment
capacity, to accommodate potential future system build-out to Westside customers, and also to provide a
contingency to address uncertainties in current demand estimates. If additional customers are added to the
recycled water system in the future, separate environmental review under CEQA will be conducted by the
San Francisco Planning Department.

6DQ)UDQFLVFR:HVWVLGH5HF\FOHG:DWHU3URMHFW6XPPDU\
The facilities included as part of the Project are shown in Figure 1 and are described briefly below.
Treatment. A new recycled water treatment facility, with an annual average production of approximately
2.0 mgd and an annual average treatment capacity of 2.8 mgd, would be located at the Oceanside Water
Pollution Control Plant (Oceanside WPCP) in San Francisco near the San Francisco Zoo. The tertiary
treatment process would consist of membrane filtration followed by ultraviolet (UV) light disinfection.
The Oceanside WPCP would also provide chemical feed systems, including coagulant, acid and base, and
sodium hypochlorite that would assist the treatment process.
x

x

Storage. Recycled water storage facilities include:
1.

A new 1.5-million-gallon (mg) treated water reservoir at the Oceanside WPCP;

2.

Expansion of an existing 2-mg underground reservoir in Golden Gate Park by approximately
2.0 mg; and

3.

A new 1.0-mg reservoir at Lincoln Park.

Distribution. Distribution facilities include:
1.

Pump stations at the recycled water treatment facility (which would be located at the
Oceanside WPCP), at the Golden Gate Park reservoir, and in Lincoln Park;

2.

Approximately seven miles of new pipeline (between 6 – 24 inches in diameter) to connect
the proposed reservoirs and pump stations to the recycled water treatment facility; and

3.

Approximately five to six miles of new pipeline (between 4 – 24 inches in diameter) that
would branch off of the main distribution line to serve irrigation and commercial customers.

(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ3URFHVV
As the CEQA lead agency, MEA will prepare an EIR to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of
constructing and operating the proposed project. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15161, the
EIR will provide information about potential significant environmental impacts of the Project, identify
possible ways to minimize the any significant impacts, and describe and analyze possible alternatives to
the Project.
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Figure 1
Proposed Project Location and Distribution Pipeline Alignment

The first step in the environmental review process is the formal public scoping process (see Section 1.4,
below). During the 30-day public review of this NOP, MEA will hold scoping meetings to hear public
comment on the NOP. Written comments will also be accepted during this period. Following the public
scoping meeting, a Draft EIR will be prepared and circulated for a 45-day public review period. Public
comments on the Draft EIR will be accepted in writing during the review period or orally at a formal
public hearing to be held by the San Francisco Planning Commission. MEA will then prepare written
responses to comments on environmental issues raised during the public review period, and a Response to
Comments document will be prepared. This document will be considered by the San Francisco Planning
Commission, along with the Draft EIR and any revisions to the draft based on the responses to comments,
for certification as a Final EIR.

3XEOLF6FRSLQJ0HHWLQJV
The San Francisco Planning Department will hold two scoping meetings following release of this NOP in
June of 2008 as follows:

Janet Pomeroy Center – San Francisco

Golden Gate Park Senior Center – San Francisco

June 16, 2008

June 17, 2008

6:30 PM (starting promptly)

6:30 PM (starting promptly)

207 Skyline Boulevard (at Herbst Road)

6101 Fulton Street. (at 37 Avenue)

th

The purpose of these meetings will be to receive comments that will assist the San Francisco Planning
Department in determining the scope and focus of the Project environmental impact analysis to be
addressed the EIR. At the meeting, the public will have the opportunity to comment or hand in written
comments. The San Francisco Planning Department will also accept written comments by mail, email, or
fax until the close of business on July 8, 2008. Written comments should be sent to the San Francisco
Planning Department, Attn: Bill Wycko, Acting Environmental Review Officer, SF Westside Recycled
Water Project, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103-2479, by fax to (415) 558-6409,
or sent by email to carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org.

2.0 Project Description
3URMHFW/RFDWLRQ
The Project would be located on the west side of the City of San Francisco. Wastewater would be treated
to a tertiary level3 at the proposed recycled water treatment facility, which would be located at the
Oceanside WPCP (see Figure 1). The proposed recycled water treatment facility would be located within
the facility and berm area adjacent to the Oceanside WPCP’s west gate entrance (West Gate Berm) and
the Great Highway (see Figure 2).

3

Tertiary treatment, or advanced treatment, removes specific residual substances, trace organic materials, nutrients, and other
constituents that are not removed by biological processes.

MEA Case No. 08.0091E
NOP Project Description

5

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
May 2008

SFPUC WSIP Recycled Water Project . 206225

Figure 2
Proposed Recycled Water Treatment
Facility and Reservoir

From the Oceanside WPCP, a network of pipelines would distribute the treated recycled water to a series
of reservoirs and pump stations within San Francisco, including: (1) Golden Gate Park Reservoir and
Pump Station; (2) Booster Pump Station in Golden Gate Park near Spreckels Lake; and (3) Lincoln Park
Reservoir and Pump Station located in Lincoln Park.
The service area for the Project is described in Section 2.2.

3URMHFW3XUSRVH
The primary purpose of the Project is to reduce SFPUC’s reliance on potable water for nonpotable uses
such as irrigation. The project would meet the current demands of irrigation customers by distributing
recycled water to Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park and Golf Course, and other areas along the west side of
San Francisco. The Project is anticipated to produce and deliver an annual average of approximately
2.0 mgd of treated recycled water, with a peak output of about 4.9 mgd during the summer. The recycled
water treatment facility would be sized with additional capacity (annual average capacity up to 2.8 mgd
and total capacity up to 6.7 mgd) to address uncertainties in the estimates of the customer demands, and to
accommodate the demands of potential future recycled water customers that are in close proximity to the
main distribution pipelines. Table 1 summarizes the proposed major customers and their respective
demands that would be served by the Project.
TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED RECYCLED WATER CUSTOMERS
Proposed Customer

Annual Average (mgd)

July Peak (mgd)

Northern Customers
Golden Gate Park

1.12

2.69

Lincoln Park Golf Course

0.24

0.57

Lincoln Park

0.12

0.29

San Francisco Zoo

0.34

0.81

Stern Grove Park

0.05

0.12

Pine Lake Park

0.04

0.10

Parkside Park

0.01

0.03

Larsen Park

0.01

0.03

Sunset Blvd Median

0.09

0.21

Oceanside WPCP

0.01

0.02

Subtotal

2.0

4.9

Additional Treatment Plant Capacity

0.8

1.8

Total

2.8

6.7

Southern Customers

mgd = million gallons per day
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3URMHFW2EMHFWLYHV
A goal of the WSIP is to provide the required water supply to meet current and long-term customer water
needs by diversifying regional water supplies. The project would contribute to the WSIP goals of
diversifying regional water supplies through the development of recycled water as an alternative water
supply for nonpotable uses, and help meet regional system water demands.
The specific objectives of the Proposed Project include:
x

Diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies by developing recycled water to benefit the SFPUC regional
water system and help meet long-term water demands within the regional water system.

x

Develop a new water supply that is both reliable and drought-resistant and under SFPUC
jurisdiction.

x

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

3URSRVHG)DFLOLWLHV
2.4.1 Recycled Water Treatment Facility and Reservoir
Treatment Process
Oceanside WPCP secondary effluent4 water would be treated to a tertiary level5 using membrane
filtration to remove suspended solids and other particles and UV light disinfection technology to treat (kill
or render harmless) microorganisms. During the treatment process, a variety of chemicals would be used
to support the operation of the membrane filters, including coagulant, acid and base, and sodium
hypochlorite (i.e., chlorine). After UV disinfection, sodium hypochlorite would be added to the water
before it enters the distribution system to prevent biological re-growth in the pipeline system. Sodium
hydroxide, or another low-pH chemical, would be added to adjust the pH of the finished water to provide
corrosion control in the distribution system. The treatment process would generate water that meets the
regulatory requirements of California Department of Public Health Services Title 22 for disinfected
tertiary recycled water.6
4
5
6

Secondary effluent treatment is a process that reduces suspended solids and biological oxygen demand in wastewater by
approximately 90 percent.
Tertiary treatment, or advanced treatment, removes specific residual substances, trace organic materials, nutrients, and other
constituents that are not removed by biological processes.
The California Department of Health Services-established water quality criteria, treatment process requirements, and
treatment reliability criteria for water recycling operations, which are set forth in Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3, of the
California Code of Regulations. Under this regulation “Disinfected tertiary recycled water” means a filtered and subsequently
disinfected wastewater that meets the following criteria: (a) the filtered wastewater has been disinfected by either: (1) a
chlorine disinfection process following filtration that provides a CT (the product of total chlorine residual and modal contact
time measured at the same point) value of not less than 450 milligram-minutes per liter at all times, with a modal contact time
of at least 90 minutes, based on peak dry weather design flow; or (2) a disinfection process that, when combined with the
filtration process, has been demonstrated to inactivate and/or remove 99.999 percent of the plaque-forming units of F-specific
bacteriophage MS2, or polio virus in the wastewater. A virus that is at least as resistant to disinfection as polio virus may be
used for purposes of the demonstration. (b) The median concentration of total coliform bacteria measured in the disinfected
effluent does not exceed a most probably number (MPN) of 2.2 per 100 milliliters utilizing the bacteriological results of the
last seven days for which analyses have been completed and the number of total coliform bacteria does not exceed an MPN of
23 per 100 milliliters in more than one sample in any 30-day period. No sample shall exceed an MPN of 240 total coliform
bacteria per 100 milliliters.
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Process Equipment
Treatment process equipment would include membrane filtration units, UV modules, chemical storage
tanks, metering pumps, sampling/monitoring equipment, pumps, pipelines, backwash pumps, an air
compressor, and other appurtenant equipment. All of this equipment would be contained within the
Oceanside WPCP.

Recycled Water Treatment Facility and Reservoir Site
The proposed recycled water treatment facility would be located within the existing footprint of the
Oceanside WPCP, in and adjacent to the West Gate entrance and berm area. The West Gate Berm was
created during the construction of the Oceanside WPCP and is currently planted with non-native
vegetation. The recycled water treatment facility would house the membrane filtration equipment,
chemicals, UV equipment, electrical controls, some of the pumping equipment, and other appurtenant
equipment described above. The proposed building would be approximately 180 feet by 60 feet by 20 feet
and constructed of reinforced concrete. The building would extend into the berm as well as into the
existing roadway/open area inside of the Oceanside WPCP, with minimal visibility from outside of the
plant. The height and siting of the building would be designed so that the berm can be restored and
replanted to result in minimal visual change as seen from the Great Ocean Highway. In addition, a 1.5-mg
reservoir would be located either underneath or adjacent to the proposed recycled water treatment facility
to store the disinfected tertiary effluent (see Figure 2). All facilities in this location would be sited within
the Oceanside WPCP parcel.

Distribution Pumps
Two new sets of distribution pumps would be constructed as part of the Project. One set of low-pressure
pumps would distribute water to the southern customers outside of the Oceanside WPCP, while a second
set of higher-pressure pumps would transfer recycled water from the Oceanside WPCP to the existing
Golden Gate Park reservoir. The low-pressure pump would have a flow capacity of approximately 3,500
gallons per minute (gpm), and the high-pressure pump would have a flow capacity of approximately
1,070 gpm. The proposed distribution pumps would be located within the Oceanside WPCP footprint, and
would likely be outside near the proposed recycled water treatment facility building. Details regarding the
number and size of the pumps required for the Project are currently being developed and will be detailed
in the EIR.

2.4.2 Recycled Water Distribution System
Distribution Pipelines
Approximately seven miles of pipeline would be constructed to connect the proposed reservoirs and pump
stations. The pipes would be built primarily in public right of ways (streets). Pipe sizes would range
between 4 inches and 24 inches in diameter. A general proposed scheme for the pipeline network is
shown in Figure 1.
Oceanside WPCP to Golden Gate Park

The specific location of the distribution pipeline network to move treated recycled water from the
Oceanside WPCP to the Golden Gate Reservoir is still under development and will be detailed and
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analyzed in the EIR. The two alternative alignments for the main distribution pipeline currently under
consideration are described below and are shown in Figure 1.
Southern Distribution Alignment Alternative 1. Under Southern Alternative 1, the main line would

traverse the following streets:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

South along the Great Highway,
North along Skyline Boulevard,
West along Sloat Boulevard,
North on 43rd Avenue,
East on Vicente Street,
North on 41st Avenue,
North on Chain of Lakes Drive (east),
East on John F. Kennedy Drive,
South on Transverse Drive, and
West on Overlook Drive.

Additional smaller pipelines could potentially branch off this main distribution line to serve customers.
Southern Distribution Alignment Alternative 2. Under Southern Alternative 2, the main distribution

pipeline would run along the same alignment as Southern Alternative 1 until Vicente Street. At that point,
the pipeline alignment follows these streets:
x
x
x

North along Sunset Boulevard,
Martin Luther King Jr. Drive, and
John F. Kennedy Drive to the Golden Gate Reservoir.

Golden Gate Park to Lincoln Park

The Golden Gate Reservoir (an existing underground reservoir located at the Parks and Recreation
Maintenance yard in Golden Gate Park) would serve the Golden Gate Park irrigation system through the
existing Golden Gate Park distribution main pipeline. Two alternative distribution alignments from
Golden Gate Park to Lincoln Park are under consideration.
Northern Distribution Alignment Alternative 1. Under Northern Alternative 1, the proposed new reservoir

in Lincoln Park would be served from a distribution pipeline traversing the following streets:
x
x
x

John F. Kennedy Drive,
36th Avenue, and
Clement Street.

Northern Distribution Alignment Alternative 2. Alternatively, preliminary analysis indicates that the

Lincoln Park area also might be served directly from the Golden Gate Park reservoir (which would be
enlarged to accommodate the Lincoln Park demand) by installing a pipeline through these streets:
x
x
x

West along Fulton Street,
North along 39th Avenue, and
West along Clement Street.
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This new pipeline would connect directly to the Lincoln Park irrigation service pipeline and would
eliminate the need for a new reservoir in Lincoln Park.
Oceanside WPCP to Southern Costumers

Distribution pipelines for potential recycled water customers in the southern part of the project area (see
Table 1) would traverse through the following streets and highways:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

South along the Great Ocean Highway,
North on Skyline Boulevard,
East on Yorba Street,
North on Sunset Boulevard,
East on Wawona Street,
North on 33rd Street,
East on Vicente Street,
South on 24th Avenue,
East on Wawona Street,
South on 19th Avenue,
West on Sloat Boulevard (Highway 35),
West on Crestlake Drive, and
Connecting back to Wawona Street.

Smaller pipelines branching off this main distribution line would connect to the customer’s irrigation
service along portions of 20th and 19th Avenue and Vicente Street.
All pipelines would be kept within current roadway alignments and kept to as short a distance as feasible
to provide a connection between the Oceanside WPCP, Golden Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and other
smaller parks.

Reservoirs and Pump Stations
The Project includes the construction and/or upgrade of two reservoirs with associated pump stations and
a booster pump station. These proposed facilities are described below.
Golden Gate Park Underground Reservoir and Pump Stations at San Francisco Park and
Recreation Maintenance Area

An existing 2.0 mg underground reservoir in Golden Gate Park, located underneath the composting area
at a San Francisco Park and Recreation maintenance area, currently stores groundwater for the park’s
irrigation system. There is also a pump station at this facility that distributes water to this system. This
project would expand the underground reservoir by approximately 1.0 mg to a total of 3.0 mg and convert
the reservoir to recycled water storage. The existing pump station capacity might also need to be
expanded as part of this project. A new 1,200 square-foot pump station will be built adjacent to the
existing 2,400 square-foot pump station to house the additional required pumps.
Booster Pump Station near Model Boathouse Maintenance Area in Golden Gate Park

An approximately 600-square-foot, high-pressure booster pump station with a flow capacity of 600 gpm
would be required to pump recycled water from Golden Gate Park to the proposed Lincoln Park reservoir,
if this alternative is chosen (Lincoln Park is at a higher elevation than Golden Gate Park). This booster
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pump station would be located near the Model Boathouse Maintenance Area (near Spreckels Lake) in
Golden Gate Park.
Lincoln Park Underground Reservoir and Pump Station

Two options are currently under consideration for recycled water service in the Lincoln Park area:
(1) constructing a new underground reservoir and (2) increasing the proposed expansion of the existing
Golden Gate Park Reservoir from 1.0 mg to 2.0 mg and using a high-pressure pump system to deliver
recycled water to the Lincoln Park area. These options are discussed in detail below.
1.

Under Option 1, SFPUC would construct an approximately 1.0-mg underground reservoir located
near the Lincoln Park Golf Course at 35th Avenue and Clement Street. An above-ground pump
station with a flow capacity of 1,800 gpm would also be required in the vicinity of the Lincoln Park
reservoir to boost water pressure to the park’s service area.

2.

Under Option 2, SFPUC would increase the capacity at the Golden Gate Reservoir by 2.0 mg
instead of 1.0 mg (a total of 4.0 mg) and would not construct a new underground reservoir at
Lincoln Park. Under this option, the high-pressure booster pump station discussed above at the
Model Boathouse Maintenance Area would still be required, although the capacity would be
increased to approximately 1,800 gpm.

2.4.3 Customer Retrofits
The Project could also include the retrofit of certain customers’ irrigation systems (those at Lincoln Park
and Golden Gate Park, for example) to bring the systems into compliance with California Department of
Public Health Services Title 22 and Title 17 requirements, which regulates the production and use of
recycled water. Retrofit work could include installing limited sections of pipeline, installing backflow
preventors, and replacing noncompliant irrigation system components. The necessity of these upgrades is
currently being researched by the SFPUC and will be analyzed in the EIR as applicable.

2.4.4 System Operations
The systems used to supply water for irrigation and commercial uses would operate year-round, with peak
production occurring during the dry months of the year, which is usually April through October. When
demand is low, portions of the treatment facilities could be placed in standby mode or operate at reduced
output. Storage reservoirs in the distribution system would be used to balance daily demands.
The primary pump station at the new proposed recycled water treatment facility at the Oceanside WPCP
would operate as needed to meet demands and to fill reservoirs in the distribution system. The other pump
stations in the system would operate on an as-needed basis to maintain pressure in the system. The
reservoirs and pipes would be flushed periodically to maintain water quality. The flushed water would be
sent to the combined sewer system and re-treated at the Oceanside WPCP. Blowoff valves would be
placed at low points and dead ends of the distribution system to ease flushing.
Increases in energy demand from the new recycled facilities will be discussed in the EIR.
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$SSURYDOV5HTXLUHG
The SFPUC may be required to obtain the following approvals for project construction and operation:
x

Determination of consistency with Local Coastal Program from the San Francisco zoning
administrator and/or the California Coastal Commission for construction within the Coastal Zone;

x

Amendment of Golden Gate Park Master Plan (only needed for sites in Golden Gate Park) from the
San Francisco Planning Commission;

x

Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District;

x

Authorization under the General Construction Permit from the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB);

x

Waste discharge requirements and/or National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination System
(NPDES) authorization from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for potential
discharges into Waters of the State;

x

EIR certification from the San Francisco Planning Commission; and

x

Project approval from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.

6FKHGXOH
Construction of the Project is expected to begin in November 2010 and end in March 2013. Construction
hours would vary depending on location of construction. More specific information regarding work hours
would be presented in the EIR.

3.0 Environmental Analysis
(QYLURQPHQWDO,VVXHVWR%H$GGUHVVHG,QWKH(,5
The EIR will address all environmental issue areas required under CEQA. The EIR will address potential
impacts due to construction and operation activities and will propose mitigation measures for impacts
considered to be potentially significant. The following sections describe a few of the key environmental
issues that will be addressed by the EIR.

3.1.1 Surface Water Resources – Hydrology and Water Quality
Since the recycled water treatment facility would be located near the ocean and within the San Francisco
coastal zone, construction of the facility could affect coastal waters. Construction of storage and
distribution facilities at Golden Gate Park and Lincoln Park could have further water quality impacts. In
addition, the recycled water produced at the proposed recycled water treatment facility would have to
meet Title 22 requirements as required by the SWRCB and the California Department of Health Services.
Potential effects to be evaluated include:
x

Changes in surface water quality or flow from construction and operations activities

x

Alteration of existing drainage patterns

MEA Case No. 08.0091E
NOP Project Description
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x

Indirect effects (e.g., effects on other beneficial uses of the surface water, if applicable)

3.1.2 Groundwater Resources – Hydrogeology and Water Quality
Construction and operation of the Project could affect local groundwater resources in the project vicinity
and potential service areas. Potential effects to be evaluated include:
x

Changes in shallow groundwater levels and recharge rates

x

Changes in groundwater quality

x

Indirect effects (e.g., effects on other beneficial uses of the groundwater)

3.1.3 Biological Resources
The proposed project could temporarily affect terrestrial habitats and wildlife as a result of proximity to
construction activities, including noise, vibration, dust, and erosion effects. Operation of the recycled
water treatment facility and pumps could have long-term impacts on biological resources from noise.
Potential effects to be evaluated include:
x

Changes in the extent of habitat or habitat quality for plants and wildlife

x

Effects on special-status species

x

Effects on species populations and the ability to maintain self-sustaining levels

x

Interference with wildlife species movement corridors or migration

x

Effects on San Francisco Zoo animals from construction and operation of the new proposed
recycled water treatment facility within the Oceanside WPCP

3.1.4 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Construction of the new treatment facility, reservoirs, pumps, and distribution pipelines could result in
site-specific impacts on or from local geology and soils conditions. Potential effects to be evaluated
include:
x

Seismic hazards and/or increased exposure of people and structures to seismic hazards

x

Increased exposure of people or structures to geologic hazards (such as liquefaction, poor soil
conditions, or unstable slopes) from construction of the facilities in identified hazard zones

x

Erosion potential from construction excavation

3.1.5 Cultural Resources
Construction (mainly excavation) of the Project facilities could affect historical or cultural resources.
Potential effects to be evaluated include:
x

Effects on archaeological and paleontological resources

x

Effects on nearby historic/architectural resources

x

Effects on Indian Trust assets and Native American resources

MEA Case No. 08.0091E
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3.1.6 Land Use, Plans, and Policies
Construction and operation of the proposed project could affect adjacent land uses. The majority of
project construction would occur in residential areas. The EIR will provide an overview of the potential
land use impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project. Potential effects to be evaluated
include:
x

Conflict (if any) with established local, regional, state, or federal plans, policies, and/or guidelines

x

Disruption of an established community

x

Inconsistency or incompatibility with existing or planned land uses

x

Short-term disruption of neighboring land uses during construction

x

Operations effects on adjacent land uses, such as the San Francisco Zoo

3.1.7 Recreation
Construction could temporarily disrupt recreational uses in the vicinity of Golden Gate Park, Lincoln
Park, and other smaller parks in the area as a result of noise, dust, and temporary access restrictions. The
EIR will evaluate the effects of the Project on such recreational resources, including effects of recycled
water use at recreation sites. Potential effects to be evaluated include:
x

Effects on recreational facilities within and adjacent to the proposed facilities and recycled water
customer sites

x

Effects on access to recreational areas during construction

3.1.8 Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation
Construction of the proposed project could have temporary effects on traffic, transportation, and
circulation resulting from construction activities. Potential effects to be evaluated include:
x

Effects on the regional and local transportation network

x

Effects of adding new vehicle trips (from construction machinery and workers) and contributing to
increased traffic congestion during construction and/or operation of proposed facilities

x

Effects on traffic safety in the vicinity of the construction site

x

Effects on emergency access in the vicinity of the construction site

3.1.9 Air Quality
Effects on air quality from the proposed project would largely be associated with construction activities
and, as such, would be temporary and short term. However, operation of the proposed recycled water
treatment facility and the associated pumping could result in long-term air quality impacts. Potential
effects to be evaluated include:
x

Effects of construction emissions, including dust, and greenhouse gases (GHG)

x

Consistency with regional air quality plans

x

Consistency with state laws regarding GHG, and compliance with Assembly Bill 32

MEA Case No. 08.0091E
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3.1.10 Noise and Vibration
Noise and vibration effects from implementation of the Project would be associated with facility and
pipeline construction activities and, as such, would be temporary and short term. However, operation of
the proposed pumps and the new treatment facility could create permanent noise impacts. Potential effects
to be evaluated include:
x

Effects of construction noise and vibration on sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the construction
activities, as well as on historic buildings and architecture

x

Effects of operation and maintenance activities on noise levels in the area adjacent to the
construction

3.1.11 Public Services, Utilities, and Energy
The EIR will review the potential effects of the Project on utilities, public services, and energy resulting
from both construction and operation and maintenance of the project. Potential effects to be evaluated
include:
x

Increases in energy demands and potential need for expansion of power facilities

x

Disruption of services (such as water or power) during construction

x

Disruption of fire and police services during construction, if any

x

Relocation of utilities (if necessary)

x

Effects of solid waste disposal on nearby landfills

3.1.12 Hazards and Public Safety
Construction of the proposed project could require use of hazardous materials. Use of recycled water in
publicly accessible locations could raise concerns about water quality and health. Potential effects to be
evaluated include:
x

Potential to encounter hazardous materials or waste during construction or the potential to release
hazardous materials during construction or operation

x

Potential health and safety issues related to use of recycled water (for nonpotable uses)

3.1.13 Visual Quality
Effects on visual quality in the project area associated with construction and implementation of the
Project could result from construction activities that would remove vegetation or otherwise alter the
existing landscape, and from potential effects caused by introducing additional built features within scenic
areas. Potential effects to be evaluated include:
x

Degradation or obstruction of scenic views and designated scenic resources due to construction of
the new recycled water treatment facility, reservoirs, and pump stations

MEA Case No. 08.0091E
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3.1.14 Other Environmental Issues
The EIR will evaluate any potential growth-inducement impacts that could result from implementation of
the Project. The EIR will also address whether the Project could result in impacts that would be
significant when combined with the impacts of other SFPUC or non-SFPUC projects occurring in the
same geographic area as the Project and at the same time.

$OWHUQDWLYHV
CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, that would attain most of the basic project objectives but that could avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. The EIR will identify the potentially
significant impacts of the proposed project. The findings of the EIR impact analysis will guide the
refinement of an appropriate range of alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR that would avoid or
substantially lessen significant impacts, while still meeting the project objectives. Any alternatives
suggested during the public scoping period would also be considered. The EIR will also include a
discussion of impacts associated with the No Project Alternative.
_________________________

5HIHUHQFHV
City of Daly City, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Department of Parks and
Recreation (Daly City/SFPUC/SF Recreation and Parks), Harding Park Recycled Water Feasibility
Study, 2007)
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), Recycled Water Master Plan for the City and
County of San Francisco, 2006.
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), Lake Merced Water Level Restoration Alternatives
Analysis Report, January 2008a.
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), Revised Internal Draft of San Francisco Westside
Recycled Water Project Alternatives Analysis Report, January 2008b.
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San Francisco Planning Department
Major Environmental Analysis Division
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
San Francisco Westside Recycled
Water Project
Environmental Impact Report
June 16th and 17th, 2008

Meeting Agenda
San Francisco Planning Department
Major Environmental Analysis Division
June 16th and 17th, 2008
• Introductions
• Overview
¡
¡

¡
¡

Environmental review process
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Water System
Water System Improvement Program (WSIP)
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project

• Public comments
• Closing remarks

Project Scoping Meeting

• Sign in at the table near the entrance
• Pick up copies of meeting materials
• If you would like to speak tonight, fill out a
speaker card
• To make written comments, pick up comment
cards
¡
¡

Drop off at the end of the meeting
Mail or fax later

• Please hold all comments until the end of the
presentation

Meeting Objectives

• SF Planning Department will receive public
comments on the proposed scope and focus
of the Environmental Impact Report for the
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water
Project
• Gather public comment on:
¡
¡
¡

¡

Environmental effects of the proposed project
Methods of assessment for the proposed project
Mitigation measures to reduce impacts of the
proposed project
Alternatives to the proposed project

Project Team Introductions

• San Francisco Planning Department
¡

Carrie Dovzak, CEQA Coordinator

• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC)
¡
¡
¡
¡

Barbara Palacios, Project Manager
Lesley Wong (SF DPW), Project Engineer
Steve Brown, Environmental Project Manager
Suzanne Gautier, Communications

ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW PROCESS

California Environmental Quality Act

Projects require environmental review under
the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) before they can be considered for
approval
For San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission projects, CEQA is implemented
by the San Francisco Planning Department

CEQA Objectives

• Present environmental impacts of
proposed projects
• Identify ways to avoid or reduce
environmental impacts
• Support the agency decision-making
process
• Promote interagency coordination
• Encourage public participation

Environmental Impact Report

• Provide a detailed description of the
project and surrounding environment
• Identify potential environmental effects of
the project
• Identify ways to avoid or reduce
significant environmental effects through
mitigation or alternatives to the proposed
project

San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System

Project
Location

SFPUC Service Area

Water System Improvement Program

• Approved by San Francisco voters in
November 2002
• $4.3 billion capital improvement program
to be completed in mid-2014
• Over 70 projects in 7 counties
• Goal: To ensure a reliable source of high
quality drinking water to the Bay Area for
the future

Water System Improvement
Program

San Francisco Westside
Recycled
Water Project

Developing recycled water for
non-drinking uses would ensure
that the purest sources of water
will be available for the highest
use – drinking water

What is Recycled Water?

• Highly treated wastewater that has been
purified to remove contaminants so that the
water can be reused
• Can be used for a variety of non-drinking
uses:
¡
¡
¡
¡
¡
¡
¡

Landscape irrigation
Irrigation of golf courses and parks
Lake and pond recharge
Toilet and urinal flushing (commercial)
Concrete mixing and dust control
Industrial and commercial air-conditioning
Agricultural irrigation

Recycled Water is Widely Used in
California
In California: 160 California cities used over
63 billion gallons of recycled water in 2002.
Examples of cities/utilities using recycled
water for landscaping:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Redwood City
East Bay Municipal Utility District Service Area
Daly City
San Jose / Santa Clara
Irvine
Los Angeles
Others: Palo Alto, Milpitas, Santa Rosa,
Windsor, Marin County, Long Beach

Recycled Water is Regulated

• Strict Recycled Water Regulations
¡

¡
¡

California Code of Regulations
(Title 22 & Title 17)
California Water Code
California Health and Safety Code

• Strict Enforcement
¡
¡
¡
¡
¡

US Environmental Protection Agency
California Department of Public Health
Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Department of Public Health
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection

Why Recycled Water?

• Limited drinking water sources
• Provides water of appropriate
quality for non-drinking uses
• Drought-resistant
• Investment in the future

Project Objectives

• Diversify the SFPUC’s water supplies
and meet long-term water demands
within the regional water system
• Develop a new water supply that is
both reliable and drought-resistant
and under SFPUC jurisdiction
• Reduce the use of drinking water and
groundwater for irrigation and other
non-drinking uses

Proposed Recycled Water Uses

• The Proposed Project would
produce recycled water for
irrigation and other non-drinking
purposes
• The Proposed Project would not
provide recycled water to
residential customers

Proposed Recycled Water Customers

• Golden Gate Park
• Lincoln Park and Lincoln Park
Golf Course
• San Francisco Zoo
• Selected Street Medians &
Other Landscaped Areas

Proposed Westside Recycled Water
Project Components

The Project would include the
following:
• Treatment
• Storage
• Distribution

Recycled Water Treatment

• The Project would produce disinfected
tertiary water
• Source water from Oceanside Plant
• Proposed treatment process:
membrane filtration & UV disinfection
Treated
Wastewater
From

OWPCP

Membrane
Filtration

UV
Disinfection

Residual
Disinfection

To
Recycled
Water
Users

Oceanside Plant – Proposed Treatment
and Storage Facility (West Gate Berm)

ay
Great Highw
Oceanside Plant

Proposed Storage Reservoirs

• Three new and/or expanded reservoirs
currently anticipated:
¡
¡

¡

Oceanside Plant – 1.5 MG reservoir
Lincoln Park – 1.0 MG underground
reservoir
Golden Gate Park Reservoir – addition of
2.0 MG to existing underground reservoir

• Reservoir volumes are sized to
accommodate daily peaks in demand

Golden Gate Park Reservoir Site

Proposed Site

Lincoln Park Reservoir Site

Proposed Distribution System

• System is separate from drinking
water system
• Distribution system components:
¡
¡

Pump stations
Distribution pipelines

Proposed Distribution System
Alignments

Proposed Construction Schedule

• Construction from 2010 to 2013
• Proposed Work Hours
¡

Mon – Fri 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Safe Application of Recycled Water

• Recycled water would be
used in accordance with
applicable regulations,
including:
¡

¡

¡

Signage, identification,
and markings
Certified site
supervisor responsible
for managing on-site
operations
Cross connection
control

Developing recycled water for
non-drinking uses would ensure
that the purest sources of water
will be available for the highest
use – drinking water

Environmental Review Schedule

Release of NOP
• Notice of Preparation – June 2008
• Public Scoping Meetings – June 16th and
17th, 2008
• Scoping Period Ends – July 8th, 2008

EIR schedule
• Public Review of Draft EIR – Summer 2009
• Certification of Final EIR – February 2010

CEQA Objectives

• Present environmental impacts of
proposed project
• Identify ways to avoid or reduce
environmental impacts
• Support the agency decision-making
process
• Promote interagency coordination
• Encourage public participation

Comment Session Ground Rules

• Submit speaker cards to speak
• Wait until your name is called
• State your name and speak clearly
• Limit comments to 3 minutes
• Use comment forms for more
extensive input

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Where to send comments

• Scoping comments accepted through:
July 8, 2008
• Send by email to:
carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
• Send by fax to (415) 558-6409
• Send by U.S. mail to:
Attn: Bill Wycko, Acting Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department (Westside Recycled
Water Project)
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, Ca 94103

For More Information

About the Environmental Review Process:
Carrie Dovzak, San Francisco Planning Department,
Major Environmental Analysis Division
(415) 575-9030, carrie.dovzak@sfgov.org
The Notice of Preparation is available online at
www.sfgov.org/planning/mea

About the Westside Recycled Water Project
Suzanne Gautier, SFPUC
(415) 554-3204, sgautier@sfwater.org

Public Scoping Meeting

Proposed San Francisco
Westside Recycled Water Project
Janet Pomeroy Center - San Francisco, CA – June 16, 2008
Golden Gate Park Senior Center – San Francisco, CA – June 17, 2008

AGENDA
Starting promptly at 6:30 PM
Introductions – Carrie Dovzak, San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Review Process Overview – Carrie Dovzak, San Francisco Planning Department
Project Overview – Barbara Palacios, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Public Comment
Closing Remarks – Carrie Dovzak, San Francisco Planning Department

SFPUC: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
MEA: Major Environmental Analysis Division, San Francisco Planning Department
CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act

Glossary

EIR: Environmental Impact Report
WSIP: Water System Improvement Program

Documents Currently Available
http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning/mea

- Project Notice of Preparation for the SF Westside Recycled Water Project
- Draft PEIR for the SFPUC Water System Improvement Program (WSIP)
For Project: Suzanne Gautier at SFPUC, (415) 554-3204 or SGautier@sfwater.org

For More Information

For EIR: Carrie Dovzak at SF Planning, (415) 575-9030 or Carrie.Dovzak@sfgov.org
Planning Department Web Site: http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning/mea

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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----- Forwarded by Carrie Dovzak/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 07/14/2008 11:09 AM ----CalvinWong@aol.co
m
To
06/21/2008 08:04
PM

Carrie.Dovzak@sfgov.org
cc
Subject
Proposed Westside Recycled Water
Project

Dear Ms. Dovzak,
I am writing concerning the Proposed Westside Recycled Water Project that would use
treated waste water from the plant on the far side of the zoo from us to irrigate Golden
Gate Park, Lincoln Park, and the greenway along Sunset Boulevard. According to the plan,
a pipeline must be dug from the treatment plant and pumping station all the way to Golden
Gate Park and Lincoln Park.
I definitely urge that you use the preferred route (east parallel to Sloat to Sunset
Boulevard, then along Sunset Boulevard to Golden Gate Park) and not the alternatives.
Thank you for reading this e-mail.
Sincerely,
Calvin Wong

Gas prices getting you down? Search AOL Autos for fuel-efficient used cars.
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APPENDIX B
WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis and Mitigation
Measures, Applicability to the Proposed Project
WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis
The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (project) was analyzed at a program‐level in the
Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)1 as one of
the facility improvement projects under the WSIP. The project details presented in the PEIR were based
on the best information available at that time with respect to project design and construction. Details
regarding project design, facility layout, construction, staging areas, etc, were not available at the time the
PEIR was prepared.
The project EIR (File No. 2008.00912E) provides a detailed, project‐level analysis of the proposed project
based on site‐specific and up‐to‐date information developed subsequent to the preparation of the PEIR.
Table B‐1 evaluates the consistency of the project‐level impact analysis in the San Francisco Westside
Recycled Water Project EIR with the program‐level impact analysis previously conducted in the PEIR.
Where significance determinations vary between these documents, a brief explanation of the rationale for
this determination is provided.

1

San Francisco Planning Department, Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, File No. 2005‐0159E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026. Certified
October 30, 2008.
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WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis and Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the Proposed Project

TABLE B‐1
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Land Use
Impact 4.3‐1: Temporary disruption or
displacement of existing land uses
during construction.

See Impact LU‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not physically divide an
established community.
The PEIR assumed that construction activities could disrupt sensitive land uses such as schools
and close to residences but implementation of SFPUC Construction Measures #1, #3, #5, #6, #10,
and mitigation measures identified in Chapter 6 would reduce the impact to less than significant.
Since publication of the PEIR, it has been determined that access to neighborhoods, commercial
areas, industrial uses, schools, and parks to be temporarily modified by pipeline construction and
lane closures (Refer to Impact LU‐1 in the Initial Study). Also, after construction, sections of the
pipeline installed during the project would be underground; and new facilities would be
relatively small in size, would be constructed in areas that are not commonly used by the public,
and would not block access between adjacent land uses.

Impact 4.3‐2: Permanent displacement
or long‐term disruption of existing
land uses.

PSU

LS

N

See Impact LU‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not physically divide an
established community.
The PEIR conservatively assumed that the project could require additional right‐of‐way to
accommodate new facilities, which would have resulted in significant‐and‐unavoidable impacts
on existing uses, even with the implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #6 (compliance
with local noise ordinances to the extent feasible) and Construction Measure #10 (locating staging
areas away from public view and directing nighttime lighting away from residential areas) as
wells as recommendations of facility siting studies (Measure 4.3‐2).
Since publication of the PEIR, it has been determined that all new pipelines would be below
ground and all aboveground facilities would be constructed adjacent to existing facilities with
similar uses (Refer to Impact LU‐1 in the Initial Study). Also, the new aboveground facilities
would be relatively small in size, would be constructed in areas that are not commonly used by
the public. Operation of the new pipelines and facilities would not result permanent displacement
or long‐term disruption of existing land uses.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Visual Quality
Impact 4.3‐3: Temporary construction
impacts on scenic vistas or visual
character.

See Impact AE‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not have a substantial
temporary adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources, or degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
The PEIR assumed that temporary effects on visual character would be less than significant with
implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #10 (Project Site).
The project‐level analysis determined that construction impacts on scenic vistas or visual
character would be less than significant due to the location, low visibility and/or short duration of
construction activities, regardless of implementing SFPUC Construction Measure #10.

Impact 4.3‐4: Permanent adverse
impacts on scenic vistas or visual
character.

PSM

LS

N

See Impact AE‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not have a substantial
permanent adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources, or degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
The PEIR conservatively assumed that the project could be within the viewsheds of the Great
Highway and Skyline Boulevard (Highway 35) as well as Golden Gate Park. Implementation of
PEIR Measures Measure 4.3‐4a (Architectural Design), Measure 4.3‐4b (Landscaping Plans),
Measure 4.3‐4c (Landscape Screens), and Measure 4.3‐4d (Tree Removal) would reduce these
potentially significant impacts to a less‐than significant level.
Since publication of the PEIR, the project‐level analysis determined that the Recycled Water
Project would not result in any adverse impacts on scenic resources nor would it degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings. New pipelines would be below
ground and the sites would be returned to their general pre‐construction conditions. For proposed
upgrades to existing structures, there is no substantial change in visual character; the facility type
and structure size would remain consistent with the existing structure. For new above‐ground
structures, visibility is generally limited. See discussion under Impact AE‐1 in the Initial Study for
details. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on scenic vistas
and the scenic character of the area.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Visual Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.3‐5: New permanent sources
of light or glare.

See Impact AE‐2 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not result in a substantial source of
light and glare.
The PEIR conservatively assumed that all WSIP projects that include aboveground improvements
could include a new source of light or glare and required implementation of design measures
(Mitigation Measure 4.3‐5) to reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level.
The project‐level analysis determined that the recycled water treatment plant would be mostly
within the existing Oceanside WPCP, and not visible from public areas. The facility would not
include rooftop or other lighting that could project beyond the existing interior areas of the WPCP.
Lighting associated with the Central Reservoir, if required, would be within a fenced area that is not
in the vicinity of light‐sensitive receptors such as residential areas. New operational lighting would
be consistent with existing security lighting over doorways, which are operated on timers. Due to the
restrictions on intensity, barriers to projection, distance from light‐sensitive receptors, and/or
duration of lighting, the project would not have new permanent sources of light or glare.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Impact 4.4‐1: Slope instability during
construction.

PSM

LS

N

See Impact GE‐3 in the Initial Study: The project site would not be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project.
The WSIP PEIR assumed construction of a storage tank in Lincoln Park where the CGS has mapped a
zone of landslide susceptibility. However, with the implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure
#2 (seismic and geotechnical studies) and preparation of a quantified landslide analysis (Measure 4.4‐
1), the PEIR determined that the potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less‐than‐
significant level.
The project no longer includes the construction of a storage tank in Lincoln Park. Implementation of
excavation safety requirements specified in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, would
ensure that potential impacts related to slope instability are less than significant.

Impact 4.4‐2: Erosion during
construction.

LS

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

LS

Y

See Impact GE‐2 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not result in substantial erosion
or loss of top soil.

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

NI

Y

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (cont.)
Impact 4.4‐3: Substantial alteration of
topography.

See Impact GE‐4 in the Initial Study: The project would not substantially change existing
topography or unique geologic features of the site.
The PEIR assumed that the project would be located in previously disturbed areas, or the grading or
excavation associated with the projects is not expected to significantly alter the topography, and that
SFPUC Construction Measure #10 (project site) would require construction contractors to return the
WSIP project sites to the general condition that existed before construction. Therefore, the PEIR
analysis conservatively determined impacts related to substantial changes to topography would
be less than significant.
The project area has no unique topographic, geologic, or physical features. Also, construction of
the recycled water treatment plant at the Oceanside WPCP, underground storage reservoir at the
Central Reservoir site, and the buried distribution pipelines would not substantially alter the
topography of the area.

Impact 4.4‐4: Squeezing ground and
subsidence during tunneling.

N/A

NI

Y

As described in the EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, trenchless construction (auger boring, pipe
ramming or jack‐and‐bore) would be used to tunnel under the light rail lines and potentially at
other intersections. Tunneling resulting in subsidence would not occur.

Impact 4.4‐5: Surface fault rupture.

LS

LS

Y

See Impact GE‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not expose people or structures
to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced ground
failure.

Impact 4.4‐6: Seismically induced
groundshaking.

LS

LS

Y

See Impact GE‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not expose people or structures
to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced ground
failure.

Impact 4.4‐7: Seismically induced
ground failure, including liquefaction
and settlement.

LS

LS

Y

See Impact GE‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not expose people or structures
to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced ground
failure.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS/NI

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (cont.)
Impact 4.4‐8: Seismically induced
landslides or other slope failures.

See Impact GE‐3 in the Initial Study: The project site would not be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project. Also, none of the
proposed project facilities would traverse areas of mapped earthquake‐induced landslide
susceptibility (See Section E.14, Geology and Soils, in the Initial Study).
The PEIR identified many projects that were in areas that were susceptible to landslides, but
assumed that the project would be designed and constructed to withstand or avoid seismically
induced landslides in accordance with the General Seismic Design Requirements. Therefore,
impacts were determined to be less than significant.
Since the PEIR, the project‐level analysis determined that the project sites are not located in
earthquake‐induced landslide susceptibility areas or on soil units that are unstable, or that could
become unstable as a result of the project. Also, implementation of excavation safety requirements
specified in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations would ensure that excavation activities
under the proposed project do not result in unstable soils or geologic units. Therefore, the impacts
from seismically induced landslides or other slope failures would be not applicable and less than
significant, respectively.

Impact 4.4‐9: Expansive or corrosive
soils.

PSM

LS

N

Based on regional mapping reviewed for the PEIR, expansive and corrosive soils occur in the
project area, and impacts related to these soils were considered potentially significant. Impacts
would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with implementation of SFPUC Construction
Measure #2 (seismic and geotechnical studies) and characterization of the extent of expansive and
corrosive soils (Measure 4.4‐9), including conformance with CBC requirements.
The analysis presented in the PEIR was based on the preliminary project information available at that
time. Since preparation of the PEIR, it was determined a combination of electrical isolation,
bonding of mechanical/push‐on joints, cathodic protection and polyethylene encasement would
be included in the project for corrosion protection. Furthermore, the project‐level analysis
determined the project would not be located on expansive soils.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS

Y

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact 4.5‐1: Degradation of water
bodies as a result of erosion and
sedimentation or a hazardous
materials release during construction.

See Impact HY‐1 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not violate water quality
standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
Although final location of project components was not determined at the time of publication of
the WSIP PEIR, the PEIR indicated that implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #3
(onsite air and water quality measures during construction) and implementation of control
measures in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, impacts related
to the degradation of water bodies as a result of erosion and sedimentation during construction
would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level.
Similar to the PEIR, the project‐level analysis indicates that through compliance with Article 4.1 of
the San Francisco Public Works Code, the SFPUC would be required to develop and implement an
erosion and sediment control plan. Also, the implementation of construction site stormwater and
dewatered groundwater requirements that comply with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code
would be followed. Therefore, water quality impacts related to stormwater runoff and dewatered
groundwater during construction would be less than significant.

Impact 4.5‐2: Depletion of
groundwater resources.

LS

LS

N

See Impact HY‐3 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.
The PEIR conservatively assumed that the project would require construction dewatering.
However, it was determined that only shallow groundwater resources would be affected, which
would result in a less‐than‐significant impact.
The project‐level analysis determined the project would not result in a depletion or prevent a
recharge of groundwater resources. Other than the possibility of temporary dewatering during
construction, the project would not involve the extraction of groundwater. Given that the project would
not include long‐term extraction of groundwater and would only result in a very small increase in
impervious surfaces that could reduce groundwater recharge, impacts related to the depletion of
groundwater resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than
significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS

Y

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.5‐3a: Degradation of water
quality due to construction
dewatering discharges.

See Impact HY‐1 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not violate water quality
standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
The PEIR assumed that the project could involve construction dewatering. However, with project
compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and SFPUC Construction
Measure #4 (groundwater) , the impacts associated with construction dewatering would be less than
significant.
The project‐level analysis indicates that, in accordance with discharge requirements to the
combined sewer system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code,
the quality of the discharges would be within the discharge limitations established for the
combined sewer system and water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality
standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater during construction
would be less than significant.

Impact 4.5‐3b: Degradation of water
quality due to construction‐related
discharges of treated water.

N/A

LS

N

See Impact HY‐1 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not violate water quality
standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
The PEIR assumed the project would not involve construction‐related discharges of chlorinated or
chloraminated water. Therefore, this impact was determined to not apply.
The project‐level analysis indicates that, in accordance with discharge requirements to the
combined sewer system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code,
the quality of the discharges would be within the discharge limitations established for the
combined sewer system and water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality
standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater during construction
would be less than significant.

Impact 4.5‐4: Flooding and water
quality impacts associated with
impeding or redirecting flood flows.

N/A

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

NI

Y

Similar to the PEIR, project‐level analysis determined that the project area is not within a flood
prone area (See Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Initial Study). Therefore, this
impact is not applicable.

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS/LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.5‐5: Degradation of water
quality and increased flows due to
discharges to surface water during
operation.

See Impact HY‐2 in the Initial Study: Project operation would not contribute runoff water that
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water
quality.
The PEIR assumed advanced treatment of water added to Lake Merced. Therefore, impacts
related to eutrophication of Lake Merced would be less than significant if recycled water were
used to augment water levels.
Since the PEIR, the program‐level determined that implementation of stormwater controls in
compliance with the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines and Article 4.2 of the San
Francisco Public Works Code would ensure a reduction in the rate and volume of stormwater
flows to the sewer system after project. Also, any excavations for the distribution pipeline and at
the Oceanside WPCP would be backfilled and returned to existing conditions once pipelines are
installed. Therefore, these efforts would result in a less‐than‐significant impact to Lake Merced
water quality.

Impact 4.5‐6: Degradation of water
quality due to an alteration of
drainage patterns or an increase in
impervious surfaces.

LS

LS/LS

N

See Impact HY‐2 in the Initial Study: Project operation would not contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water
quality. Also, see Impact HY‐4 in the Initial Study: The project would not alter the existing
drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or
flooding on‐ or off‐site.
At the time the PEIR was prepared, it was assumed that the project would replace mostly existing
impervious surfaces, and any new impervious surfaces would have no impact. Furthermore, the
project would implement erosion control measures in accordance with SFPUC Construction
Measure #3 (onsite air and water quality measures during construction) and Article 4.1 of the San
Francisco Public Works Code. Therefore, the PEIR determined a less‐than‐significant impact on
water quality due to an alteration of drainage patterns or an increase in impervious surfaces.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.5‐6 (cont.)

Since the PEIR, the program‐level determined that implementation of stormwater controls in
compliance with the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines and Article 4.2 of the San
Francisco Public Works Code would ensure a reduction in the rate and volume of stormwater
flows to the sewer system after project. Also, any excavations for the distribution pipeline and at
the Oceanside WPCP would be backfilled and returned to existing conditions once pipelines are
installed. Therefore, these efforts would result in a less‐than‐significant impact to water quality.

Biological Resources
Impact 4.6‐1: Impacts on wetlands
and aquatic resources.

PSM

LS/LS

N

See Impact BI‐3 in the Initial Study: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Also, see Impact
BI‐2 in the Initial Study: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS.
At the time the PEIR was prepared, it was assumed that the project could affect wetlands and
stream crossings at undetermined locations but implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure
#8 (biological screening survey) would help determine whether wetland and aquatic resources
would be affected. If such resources were identified, Measures 4.6‐1a and 4.6‐1b would be
applicable.
Since publication of the PEIR, the project‐level analysis determined the project does not include
activities or project facilities in the vicinity of wetlands, riparian habitat (specifically, willow
riparian scrub) or other sensitive natural communities. Also, although the analysis determined
that Lake Merced may be indirectly affected by the proposed project, compliance with Article 4.1
of the Public Works Code and Best Management Practices, would ensure water quality impacts
related to stormwater runoff would be less than significant (See Section E.13, Biological Resources,
in the Initial Study). Therefore, impacts on wetlands and aquatic resources would be less than
significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

NI/LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.6‐2: Impacts on sensitive
habitats, common habitats, and
heritage trees.

See Impact BI‐5 in the Initial Study: The project would not conflict with applicable local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Also,
see Impact BI‐2 in the Initial Study: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS.
At the time the PEIR was prepared, the location of project components was not specified. Thus,
the PEIR conservatively assumed that the project could affect heritage trees and sensitive habitats.
However, the PEIR determined that SFPUC Construction Measure #8, Measure 4.6‐1b, and Measure
4.6‐2 effects would ensure impacts to sensitive habitats and heritage trees would be less than
significant.
Since publication of the PEIR, the project‐level analysis determined the project does not include
activities or project facilities in the vicinity of riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communities. Also, trees in the project vicinity would be protected compliance with including
Article 16, Section 808 of the Public Works Code (see Section A.6.2, Construction, in the Initial
Study). Therefore, there would a less‐than‐significant impact on sensitive habitats.

Impact 4.6‐3: Impacts on key special‐
status species – direct mortality
and/or habitat effects.

LS

LSM

N

See Impact BI‐1 in the Initial Study: The project could affect species identified as candidate,
sensitive, or special‐status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
CDFW or USFWS.
At the time the PEIR was prepared, it was assumed that all proposed project facilities would be
located in previously disturbed areas that do not support key‐special‐status species, and that
SFPUC Construction Measure #8 (biological screening survey) would be used to confirm this
conclusion about the presence of habitat for key special‐status species.
Since publication of the PEIR, the project‐level analysis performed a field reconnaissance of the
project area; a review of biological resource surveys of the project area and relevant surrounding
vicinity; and a review of lists derived by from the CNDDB, USFWS, CDFW, and CNPS. Impact BI‐
1 indicated that trees affected by the project could support nesting birds and roosting bats. Also, a
portion of the project area could support special status reptiles and/or

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.6‐3 (cont.)

Impact 4.6‐4: Water discharge effects
on riparian and/or aquatic resources.

amphibians. However, implementation of mitigation measures M‐BI‐1a (Nesting Bird Protection
Measures), M‐BI‐1b (Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special‐Status Bats), and M‐BI‐1c
(Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red‐Legged Frog and Western Pond
Turtle) would avoid or substantially minimize the project’s effect on special‐status species;
therefore, the project would result in less than significant impacts on key special‐status species.
N/A

LS

N

See Impact HY‐1 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not violate water quality
standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Also see Impact HY‐2 in the Initial
Study: Project operation would not contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
At the time the PEIR was prepared, no construction or operational discharges of system water was
expected. Therefore, the PEIR determined impacts from water discharge effects would not be
applicable.
Since publication of the PEIR, the project‐level analysis determined the project does not include
activities or project facilities in the vicinity of wetlands, riparian habitat (specifically, willow
riparian scrub) or other sensitive natural communities. Also, although the analysis determined
that Lake Merced may be indirectly affected by the proposed project, compliance with Article 4.1
of the Public Works Code and Best Management Practices, would ensure water quality impacts
related to stormwater runoff would be less than significant (See Section E.13, Biological Resources,
in the Initial Study). Therefore, impacts on wetlands and aquatic resources would be less than
significant.

Impact 4.6‐5: Conflicts with adopted
conservation plans or other approved
biological resources plans.

N/A

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

NI

Y

See Section E.13, Biological Resources, in the Initial Study.

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

LSM

Y

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cultural Resources
Impact 4.7‐1: Impacts on
paleontological resources.

See Impact CP‐3 in the EIR: The project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.
The WSIP PEIR assumed that since the project would involve excavation, the likelihood that this
project could affect paleontological resources was considered potentially significant but suspending
work if a paleontological resource was identified and implementing PEIR Measure 4.7‐1 would
reduce the impact to less than significant.
The EIR Section 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resource, describes that the potential to
encounter and adversely impact paleontological resources at the recycled water treatment plant
site could result in a significant impact. However, the implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐
CP‐3 Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources would reduce potential impacts to a less‐
than‐significant level.

Impact 4.7‐2: Impacts on
archaeological resources.

PSM

LSM

Y

See Impact CP‐2 in the EIR: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5(f). Also, see Impact CP‐4 in
the EIR: The proposed project could accidently disturb unknown human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries. Furthermore see Impact CP‐5 in the EIR: Construction of the
proposed project along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th Avenue on the south side of
Lincoln Park could disturb human remains associated with the historic‐period Golden Gate
Cemetery.
The WSIP PEIR assumed that since the location of project components and amount of increase in
the water level at Lake Merced was unknown, that the project could adversely affect
archaeological resources, but that impact would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with
implementation of archaeological testing, monitoring, and treatment of human remains
(Measure 4.7‐2a) and accidental discovery measures (Measure 4.7‐2b).
As described in EIR Section 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, excavation, grading, and
the movement of heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and cause impacts on
unknown archaeological resources or human remains, particularly along Clement Street from 36th
Avenue to 39tthAvenue on the south side of Lincoln Park, which would be a

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.7‐2 (cont.)

Impact 4.7‐3: Impacts on the historical
significance of a historic district or a
contributor to a historic district.

significant impact. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 (Accidental Discovery
of Archaeological Resources) the potentially significant impact to archeological resources would
be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level. Also implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐4
(Accidental Discovery of Human Remains) and Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐5 (Archeological
Monitoring Program) would reduce potentially significant impacts to human remains to a less‐
than‐significant level.
N/A

LS

Y

See Impact CP‐1 in the EIR: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5,
including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.
The WSIP PEIR concluded that the project would add new facilities to the WSIP system or upgrade
existing non‐historic facilities; therefore, the project would not affect historic components of the
regional system.
As described in the EIR Chapter 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, the construction of
the proposed Oceanside WPCP facilities and the new recycled water distribution pipeline would
not affect any historical resources, including those within the Golden Gate Park National Historic
District. Thus, no significant impact would result.

Impact 4.7‐4: Impacts on the historical
significance of individual facilities
resulting from demolition or
alteration.

LS

LS

Y

See Impact CP‐1 in the EIR: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including
those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.
At the time of PEIR publication, the locations of project components were unknown. Therefore,
the PEIR concluded, if after determining the location, it was found that historic resources could be
adversely affected, implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #9 (cultural resources) would
ensure that significant impacts on historical resources would be less than significant.
As described in the EIR Chapter 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, construction would
not affect any historical resources, including those within the Golden Gate Park National Historic
District.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.7‐5: Impacts on adjacent
historic architectural resources.

See Impact CP‐1 in the EIR: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including
those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.
At the time of PEIR publication, the PEIR assumed that the San Francisco Zoo would be the site
for the recycled water treatment facility, and would indirectly affect historic resources in the area.
However, the PEIR stated that implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #9 (cultural
resources), and measures requiring the preparation of historic resources surveys and protection
plans and historical documentation (Measures 4.7‐4a through 4.7‐4f) would ensure the impacts on
adjacent historic architectural resources would be less than significant.
As described in the EIR Chapter 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, construction would
not affect any historical resources. Therefore, no mitigation measures were necessary.

Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation
Impact 4.8‐1: Temporary reduction in
roadway capacity and increased
traffic delays.

PSM

LS

Y

See Impact TR‐2 in the EIR: Closure of travel lanes during project construction would temporarily
reduce roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing temporary and
intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be of short duration and limited
in magnitude.
The PEIR assumed that construction within or across local roadways would affect traffic operations,
but implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #5 (traffic control plan) and additional traffic
control measures identified in Measure 4.8‐1a would ensure impacts of a temporary reduction in
roadway capacity and increased traffic delays would be less than significant.
The project‐level analysis (EIR Section 5.3, Transportation and Circulation) indicates that a
Construction Management Plan would be implemented to minimize temporary effects on traffic in
the vicinity of the construction areas and to inform city agencies of project construction. Due to the
short duration and limited magnitude of traffic disruptions and required coordination and review of
the project’s Construction Management Plan by the multi‐agency Transportation Advisory Staff
Committee (TASC) to address localized construction effects, construction impacts related to a
temporary reduction in roadway capacity and increased traffic delays would be less than significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation (cont.)
Impact 4.8‐2: Short‐term traffic
increases on roadways.

PSM

See Impact TR‐3 in the EIR: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic
volumes on area roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the
circulation system.
The PEIR assumed that a great amount of construction traffic would be generated due to the
project. However, implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #5 (traffic control plans),
additional traffic control measures identified in Measure 4.8‐1a, and coordination of individual
traffic control plans (Measure 4.8‐1b) would ensure impacts of increased traffic volumes would be
less than significant.
As described in the EIR, the project‐level analysis determined that the addition of the project
traffic on local roads due to concurrent construction activities may be noticeable. The analysis also
determined that impacts related to temporary increases in traffic volumes during project
construction would have a minor lessening of roadway traffic‐carrying capacities, which could
affect traffic and transit operations. However, due to the temporary nature and limited
magnitude, the construction related increase in traffic would not be substantial. Furthermore, the
Construction Management Plan and coordination of construction with SFMTA Muni Operations
could further reduce any impacts. Therefore, short‐term traffic increases on roadways would be
less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 4.8‐3: Impaired access to
adjacent roadways and land uses.

PSM

LS

N

See Impact TR‐4 in the EIR: Project construction within roadways would not substantially limit
access to adjacent roadways and land uses.
The WSIP PEIR assumed that the project would have the potential to result in impacts on adjacent
land uses and on pedestrian and bicycle circulation, especially in a densely populated area.
Implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #5 (traffic control plan) and additional control
measures identified in PEIR Measure 4.8‐1a were thought to reduce this impact to a less‐than‐
significant level.
According to the EIR, given the pace of work, impaired access to adjacent land uses, driveways,
and cross‐streets along the pipeline constructions routes would be limited to 1 or 2 days at any

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation (cont.)
Impact 4.8‐3 (cont.)

one location. During non‐construction hours access would be restored whenever feasible.
Furthermore, pursuant to the Construction Management Plan and/or SFPUC’s Standard Construction
Measures, emergency vehicles would be given priority access during lane closures; emergency service
providers would be notified prior to lane closures; and detour signs and flaggers would be in place
during land closures. For these reasons, the impact determination is less than significant.

Impact 4.8‐4: Temporary
displacement of on‐street parking.

PSM

NI

N

Since publication of the PEIR, the significance criterion specifically pertaining to displacement of
on‐street parking has been deleted from the San Francisco Planning Department’s initial study
checklist.

Impact 4.8‐5: Increased traffic safety
hazards during construction.

PSM

LS/LS

N

See Impact TR‐2 in the EIR: Closure of travel lanes during project construction would temporarily
reduce roadway capacity and increase traffic delays on area roadways, causing temporary and
intermittent conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects would be of short duration and
limited in magnitude. Also, see Impact TR‐5 in the EIR: Project construction would not
substantially impair access to alternative transportation facilities (public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities), although it could temporarily decrease the performance of such facilities.
The PEIR conservatively assumed that the WSIP projects in all regions would increase safety
hazards but implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #5 (traffic control plan) and
additional traffic control measures identified in Measure 4.8‐1a would reduce this impact to a less‐
than‐significant level.
According to the EIR, the project‐level analysis indicates that pipeline installation in roadways
would result in traffic disruptions and affect alternative transportation facilities. However, traffic
disruptions and impacts on alternative transportations would be short in duration and of limited
magnitude. Furthermore, required coordination and review of the project’s Construction
Management Plan by the multi‐agency TASC and required compliance with SFMTA Blue Book
regulations would result in a less‐than‐significant traffic safety hazards during construction.

Impact 4.8‐6: Long‐term traffic
increases during facility operation.

LS

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

LS

Y

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

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LSM

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Air Quality
Impact 4.9‐1: Construction emissions
of criteria pollutants.

See Impact AQ‐2 in the EIR: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate fugitive
dust and criteria air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.
The PEIR determined that air pollutant emissions would result due to construction activities at the
project site, but that the impact of construction emissions of criteria pollutants would be less than
significant due to implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #3.
According to EIR Chapter 5.5, the project level analysis determined that during construction NOx
emissions could exceed the 54 pounds/day significance criterion. However, with the
implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) the
emissions of equipment and vehicle exhaust associated with project construction could be
reduced sufficiently to result in less‐than‐significant impacts due to criteria pollutants.

Impact 4.9‐2: Exposure to diesel
particulate matter during
construction.

LS

LS

N

See Impact AQ‐3 in the EIR: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate toxic
air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
At the time of the WSIP PEIR publication, the PEIR assumed that the project and routes for haul
and delivery truck traffic would located near or adjacent to sensitive receptors, however it was
determined through the calculation of cancer risk that diesel particulate matter emissions
generated by haul truck traffic would be less than significant.
According to EIR Chapter 5.5, the project‐level analysis determined that during construction
emissions would be short‐term and variable in nature and would not be expected to expose
sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants in areas outside Air Pollutant Exposure Zones,
which only includes Oceanside WPCP facility. Also, the analysis determined that there are no
sensitive receptors located near the Oceanside WPCP. Furthermore, the project would be subject
to, and would comply with, California regulations limiting idling to no more than 5 minutes.
Thus, exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter during construction would be
less than significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

NI

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Air Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.9‐3: Exposure to emissions
(possibly including asbestos) from
tunneling.

See Impact AQ‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not create objectionable odors that would
affect a substantial number of people.
The PEIR analysis conservatively assumed that the project could require the use of jack‐and‐bore
construction, which could result in exposure of nuisance odors, but determined that the impact of
exposure to emissions would be less than significant with the implementation of tunnel gas odor
control measures (Measure 4.9‐3).
Since the PEIR publication, the project‐level analysis determined that the project would entail
trenchless construction (most likely auger boring, but perhaps pipe ramming or jack‐and‐bore) to
tunnel under MUNI rail lines and potentially other intersections (See EIR Chapter 3, Project
Description). No emissions are expected due to these activities. In general, diesel exhaust from
construction equipment would generate some odors. However, these odors would be temporary and
would not persist after project completion. Also, the proposed above‐ground facilities would not be
within proximity to sensitive receptors. Therefore, impacts to exposure from emissions would be less
than significant.

Impact 4.9‐4: Air pollutant emissions
during project operation.

LS

LS

Y

At the time of the WSIP PEIR publication, the PEIR determined that during operation the project
would generate minimal maintenance‐related traffic at proposed facilities and use grid power, but
during an emergency would use a permitted generator. The permitted generator would comply
with applicable air quality standards; therefore, air pollutant emissions during project operation
would be less than significant.
As described in Initial Study Section E.7, the project‐level analysis determined that the project
operation would not result in the generation of substantial pollutant concentrations or otherwise
result in air quality impacts. Operation would not result in any new stationary point sources
associated with the project. Also, mobile emissions would only be emitted from portable diesel
generators during an emergency and from few vehicle and truck trips. Furthermore, under
normal conditions, any increase in electricity that could result in the generation of air pollutant
emissions would come from renewable energy (i.e. Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System).

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

NI

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Air Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.9‐5: Odors generated during
project operation.

See Impact AQ‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not create objectionable odors that would
affect a substantial number of people.
At the time of the WSIP PEIR publication, the PEIR determined that all project components would
be enclosed and that the water would have low biological content, and therefore odor potential
would be less than significant. Also, the generator used at the project site during an emergency
would be permitted and compliance would ensure that the odor would be less than significant.
Since the time of the publication of the PEIR, the project‐level analysis determined there would be
no new stationary point sources associated with the project. Also, the project‐level analysis
determined that though sources of odor including from diesel exhaust may result, they would be
temporary and/or not within proximity to sensitive receptors. Therefore, the analysis concluded
there would be no impact from exposure emissions.

Impact 4.9‐6: Secondary emissions at
power plants.

LS

LS

Y

See Impact ME‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not encourage activities that result in the
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources in a wasteful manner.
The Initial Study was consistent with the PEIR analysis: The project‐level analysis determined that
although treatment and the use of a pump station to convey recycled water would consume
incrementally more energy than under existing conditions, these expanded uses would not result
in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner because of the project
design elements described in the Initial Study Section A.6.3. Furthermore, for all WSIP facility
improvement projects, the PEIR analysis assumed any incremental increase in power demand
would not result in significant secondary air quality impacts. Thus, this PEIR impact was not
specifically called‐out in the project‐level analysis.

Impact 4.9‐7: Conflict with
implementation of applicable regional
air quality plans addressing criteria
air pollutants and state goals to limit
greenhouse gas emissions.

LS

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

LSM/LS

N

See Impact AQ‐2 in the EIR: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate fugitive
dust and criteria air pollutants, and could violate an air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Also, see Impact C‐GG‐1 in the Initial
Study: The proposed 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.

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
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San Francisco
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Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Air Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.9‐7 (cont.)

At the time of the publication of the PEIR, the PEIR analysis determined that the WSIP would be
consistent with the BAAQMD’s Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy (BAOS); therefore the WSIP would
have less‐than‐significant impact on regional air quality planning efforts related to criteria pollutants
in the Bay Area. Also, given the small amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that would be
emitted from WSIP projects during construction and operation, continuing implementation of GHG
reduction actions by the CCSF and SFPUC and additional GHG reductions actions that SFPUC
would implement as part of the WSIP, the WSIP projects would not conflict with the State’s goals of
reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Therefore, the conflict with implementation of state
goals to limit GHG emissions is less than significant.
According to Initial Study Section E.8, the project‐level analysis determined that the project would
not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations. The project would
be subject to and required to comply with several regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as
identified in the GHG Reduction Strategy. Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would
not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations without mitigation.
With regards to the emission of criteria pollutants, the project‐level analysis determined that during
construction NOx emissions could exceed the 54 pounds/day significance criterion (See EIR Section
5.5). However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 (Construction Emissions
Minimization), the emissions of equipment and vehicle exhaust associated with project construction
could be reduced sufficiently to result in less‐than‐significant impacts due to criteria pollutants.

Noise and Vibration
Impact 4.10‐1: Disturbance from
temporary construction‐related noise
increases.

PSU

LS

N

See Impact NO‐3 in the EIR: Construction of the project would not result in a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and would not
expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards established in the Noise
Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).
The PEIR conservatively assumed that the project would generate construction noise audible to
nearby receptors beyond the hours specified in local noise ordinances or that could not meet local
noise limits for these hours. Also, the PEIR conservatively assumed that construction would be

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation

B‐21

March 2015

Appendix B
WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis and Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the Proposed Project

TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project
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Notes
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Noise and Vibration (cont.)
Impact 4.10‐1 (cont.)

located within 75 feet of noise sensitive receptors. Therefore, disturbance from temporary
construction‐related noise increases would be potentially significant and unavoidable, even with
mitigation Measure 4.10‐1a.
According to EIR Section 5.4, project‐level review indicates that project construction would
comply with limits of the noise ordinance and be conducted primarily during daytime hours, five
days a week on nonholiday week days. No sensitive residential receptors are nearby the
Oceanside WPCP or the Central Reservoir. Along the pipeline route, noise impacts to nearby
sensitive receptors would be for a short duration (approximately 2 weeks). Therefore, project
construction activities would not result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels
resulting in disturbances.

Impact 4.10‐2: Temporary noise
disturbance along construction haul
routes.

PSU

LS

N

See Impact NO‐3 in the EIR: Construction of the project would not result in a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and would not
expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess of standards established in the Noise
Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).
The PEIR assumed that any nighttime truck operations greater than 1 truck per hour could exceed
the sleep interference criterion during construction of the project. Implementation Mitigation
Measures 4.10‐2a (limiting hourly truck volumes during the day) and 4.10‐2b (restricting of
nighttime truck operations) could reduce the impact but even with implementation of this measure,
the impact would be potentially significant and unavoidable.
According to EIR Section 5.4, project‐level analysis indicates that project construction would be
conducted primarily during daytime hours, five days a week on nonholiday weekdays.
Furthermore, the Construction Management Plan would minimize the use of local roadways and
residential streets to the extent possible (See Impact TR‐1 in Initial Study Section E.5), provide
advanced public notification, and provide provision of contact information for filing noise
complaints. Therefore, temporary noise disturbance along construction haul routes would be less
than significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSU

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Noise and Vibration (cont.)
Impact 4.10‐3: Disturbance due to
construction‐related vibration.

See Impact NO‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not result in substantial groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels.
The PEIR assumed that potentially significant vibration effects could result if there are any
sensitive receptors located within 100 feet of proposed facilities but implementation of vibration
controls (Measures 4.10‐31 and 4.10‐3b) would help reduce impacts. Also, the analysis
conservatively assumed that construction could occur during nighttime hours; therefore, the
impact was considered potentially significant and unavoidable.
The project‐level analysis applied a 0.5‐in/sec PPV vibration significance threshold for adjacent
buildings from construction equipment and determined that equipment proposed for use at the
project site would have vibrational effects well below the threshold. Therefore, disturbances due
to construction‐related vibration would be less than significant.

Impact 4.10‐4: Disturbance due to
long‐term noise increases.

LS

LS

Y

See Impact NO‐2 in the Initial Study: Project operations would not result in the exposure of
persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity.

PSM

LS

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse
effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to existing utilities.

Public Services and Utilities
Impact 4.11‐1: Potential temporary
damage to or disruption of existing
regional or local public utilities.

The PEIR analysis conservatively assumed the project would encroach on existing utilities, and
project construction would result in temporarily disrupting utility services, but that implementation
of SFPUC Construction Measure #1 (neighborhood noticing) and identification of public utility lines
prior to commencing construction (Measures 4.11‐1a through 4.11‐1h) would reduce the impacts on
public utilities to a less‐than‐significant level.
Since the PEIR publication, the program‐level analysis determined that the project could result in
accidental damage to utilities including underground and above ground, but that project compliance
with relevant provisions of Public Works codes, Cal/OSHA requirements, and SFDPW’s Envista
Utility Coordination tool would ensure impacts on public utilities would be less than significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Public Services and Utilities (cont.)
Impact 4.11‐2: Temporary adverse
effects on solid waste landfill capacity.

See Impact UT‐3 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs.
At the time of the PEIR publication, the exact quantity and quality of disposed material and daily
disposal rates were not known; however, the PEIR concluded impacts on solid waste landfill
capacity were considered less than significant with the implementation of a waste management or
recycling plan (Measure 4.11‐2).
Since the PEIR publication, the project‐level analysis determined although the proposed project
could incrementally increase total waste generation from San Francisco, the project would not
result in either landfill exceeding its permitted capacity or non‐compliance with federal, State, and
local statutes and regulations related to solid waste; therefore, temporary adverse effects on solid
waste landfill capacity would be less than significant.

Impact 4.11‐3: Impacts related to
compliance with statutes and
regulations related to solid waste.

PSM

NI

N

See Impact UT‐4 in the Initial Study: The construction and operation of the proposed project
would comply with all applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
The PEIR was conservative in assuming that large amounts of spoils could be disposed of off‐site
for all WSIP projects and required preparation of a waste management or recycling plan to
achieve a less‐than‐significant impact on compliance with applicable statutes and regulations.
The project‐level analysis found that the project would comply with the San Francisco
Construction and Demolition (Ordinance No. 27‐06) and the Mandatory Recycling and
Composting Ordinance (Ordinance 100‐09), in addition to landfills’ requirement to meet federal,
state, and local solid waste regulations; therefore, the project would have no impact on
compliance with all applicable statues and regulations related to solid waste.

Impact 4.11‐4: Impacts related to the
relocation of utilities.

PSM

LS

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse
effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to existing utilities.
The WSIP PEIR assumed that because extent of a potential utility relocation could not be
determined at the time of PEIR publication, the impacts associated with relocation could be
temporary or permanent; but that the implementation of SFPUC Construction Measure #1

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Public Services and Utilities (cont.)
(neighborhood noticing) and identification of public utility lines prior to commencing construction
(Measures 4.11‐1a through 4.11‐1h) would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level.

Impact 4.11‐4 (cont.)

Since the time of PEIR publication, the project‐level analysis found that although installation of the
project pipelines could require the temporary relocation of utility lines that are owned and operated
by other utility companies, compliance with relevant provisions of Public Works codes, Cal/OSHA
requirements, and SFDPW’s Envista Utility Coordination tool, would ensure a less‐than‐significant
impact on utilities.
Recreational Resources
Impact 4.12‐1: Temporary conflicts
with established recreational uses
during construction.

PSM

LS

N

See Impact RE‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing
neighborhood parks or other recreational facilities resulting in, substantial physical deterioration
or degradation of the facilities.
At the time of publication of the PEIR, the PEIR conservatively assumed the use of the existing
reservoir at Golden Gate Park in addition to a storage facility that would be built in the vicinity of
Lincoln Park, but that the implementation of SFPUC Construction Measures #1, #3, #5, and #6
(neighborhood notice, air quality, traffic, and noise), mitigation measures identified in Chapter 6
(under 4.8, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation; 4.9, Air Quality; and 4.10, Noise and
Vibration), as well as coordination with golf course facility managers and provision of temporary
access if applicable (Measure 4.12‐1) would reduce potential impacts on recreational uses to a less‐
than‐significant level.
Since the PEIR publication, the project no longer includes a new facility at Lincoln Park. The
project‐level analysis determined project construction activities could require short‐term closure
of a trail located north of Lincoln Way/34th Avenue, between Lincoln Way and Middle Drive
West, for approximately one week, and potential closure of narrow park roadways, such as
Overlook Drive, during pipeline construction. However, these areas would be restored to
conditions similar to pre‐project conditions following pipeline construction (see Section A.6.2,
Construction, in the Initial Study); therefore, the project would have a less‐than‐significant impact
on recreational resources during construction.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation

B‐25

March 2015

Appendix B
WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis and Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the Proposed Project

TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Recreational Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.12‐2: Conflicts with
established recreational uses due to
facility siting and project operation.

See Impact RE‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing
neighborhood parks or other recreational facilities resulting in, substantial physical deterioration
or degradation of the facilities.
The PEIR conservatively assumed that the project would use the existing reservoir at Golden Gate
Park and at a new facility at Lincoln Park, but that implementation of architectural design,
landscaping, and tree removal measures to reduce visual impacts (Measures 4.3‐4a, 4.3‐4b, 4.3‐4c,
and 4.3‐4d), as well as appropriate siting of proposed facilities to minimize the direct loss of
recreational access (Measure 4.12‐2) would reduce potential impacts to recreational uses to a less‐
than‐significant level.
Since the PEIR publication, the project no longer includes a new facility at Lincoln Park. The
project‐level analysis found that the proposed project would not permanently affect existing
recreation resources. The fenced area surrounding the existing Central Reservoir facility in Golden
Gate Park may be slightly enlarged, but would not affect Golden Gate Park recreational use areas.
Also, any increase in demand for parks or recreational facilities generated by the approximately
four employees of the project would be negligible and met by existing recreational facilities.
Therefore, the project impacts on recreational uses would be less‐than‐significant.

Agricultural Resources
Impact 4.13‐1: Temporary conflicts
with established agricultural
resources.

N/A

NI

Y

As described in Section E.18, Agricultural and Forest Resources, in the Initial Study, the project
would result in no impact related to agricultural resources.

Impact 4.13‐2: Conversion of
farmlands to nonagricultural uses.

N/A

NI

Y

As described in Section E.18, Agricultural and Forest Resources, in the Initial Study, the project
would result in no impact related to agricultural resources.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hazards
Impact 4.14‐1: Potential to encounter
hazardous materials in soil or
groundwater.

See Impact HZ‐2 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would be constructed on a site identified
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 but
excavation activities would not expose worker and the public to adverse effects from release of
hazardous materials.
At the time of the publication of the PEIR, because no database review had been conducted to
identify potentially hazardous materials in soil or groundwater, the impacts related to the potential
to encounter hazardous materials in soil and groundwater were considered potentially significant.
However, the impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of SFPUC
Construction Measure #7 (hazardous materials), preparation of a site health and safety plan
(Measure 4.14 1a) and materials disposal plan (Measure 4.14 1b) if contamination is identified by the
site assessment conducted in accordance with Construction Measure #7, discharge regulations
discussed in Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, and implementation of a dewatering plan in
accordance with SFPUC Construction Measure #4 (groundwater).
The project‐level analysis determined based on historic land uses and the presence of historic and
current USTs along the distribution pipeline routes, workers and the public could be exposed to
hazardous material during construction, and previously unidentified USTs may be encountered
during excavation. Also, the analysis determined that the soil and groundwater could require special
handling/disposal procedures. However, compliance with Article 21 of the San Francisco Health
Code would ensure that hazardous materials impacts associated with encountering previously
unidentified USTs would be less than significant. Also, implementation of Article 22A of the San
Francisco Public Health Code would ensure the proposed project would result in less‐than‐
significant impacts related to construction within contaminated materials, and implementation of
state and federal regulations regarding disposal of contaminated waste would result in less‐than‐
significant impacts from this source. Furthermore, if discharge of groundwater dewatering would be
required, the impacts from discharge released to the combined sewer system would be less than
significant by releasing in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code as
supplemented by Order No. 158170. Therefore, the impact from the potential to encounter hazardous
materials in soil or groundwater would be less than significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS

Y

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hazards (cont.)
Impact 4.14‐2: Exposure to naturally
occurring asbestos during construction.

See Impact HZ‐2 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would be constructed on a site
identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 but excavation activities would not expose workers and the public to adverse effects from
release of hazardous materials.
At the time of the PEIR, naturally occurring asbestos were determined to not likely be
encountered. However, the PEIR conservatively determined that compliance with the asbestos
ATCM would ensure that impacts related to exposure to naturally occurring asbestos would be
less than significant.
Since the PEIR, the program‐level analysis agreed with the PEIR analysis finding that the project
area would not contain naturally occurring asbestos. Therefore, there would be less‐than‐
significant impacts from exposure to naturally occurring asbestos.

Impact 4.14‐3: Risk of fires during
construction.

LS

NI

N

See Impact HZ‐6 in the Initial Study: The project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires.
At the time the WSIP PEIR was prepared, PEIR determined that the assumed that the project
could be located within the Urban‐Wildland Interface at Golden Gate Park, but that compliance
with the Public Resource Code, impacts related to fires would be less than significant.
The program‐level analysis determined that the project area was not within very high or high fire
hazard zones. Therefore, the project would have no impact on risk of fires during construction.

Impact 4.14‐4: Gassy conditions in
tunnels.

LS

NI

N

The PEIR analysis was based on a project design that could require tunneling using jack‐and‐bore
construction at roadway crossings, but by maintaining compliance with Tunnel Safety Orders and
any additional requirements of the Department of Industrial Safety would ensure that impacts
related to a potential explosion were less than significant.
Since the PEIR publication, the project‐level analysis determined that the project would entail
trenchless construction (most likely auger boring, but perhaps pipe ramming or jack‐and‐bore) to
cross under MUNI rail lines and potentially other intersections (See EIR Chapter 3, Project
Description). Gassy conditions are not expected.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

PSM

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hazards (cont.)
Impact 4.14‐5: Exposure to hazardous
building materials.

See Impact HZ‐3 in the Initial Study: Reconfiguration of the chemical building interior would
expose workers and the public to hazardous building materials including asbestos‐containing
materials, lead‐based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), bis(2‐ethylhexyl) phthalate
(DEHP), and mercury, or result in a release of these materials into the environment during
construction.
At the time of the publication of the PEIR, the demolition of existing buildings and presence of
hazardous building materials in structures that could be demolished was unknown. However, the
PEIR determined that the potentially significant impacts due to exposure to hazardous building
materials would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with implementation of hazardous
materials building surveys and abatement (Measure 4.14‐5).
The project‐level analysis determined the interior of the existing chemical building (Building 510)
at the Oceanside WPCP would be reconfigured to house chemical storage tanks and feed systems
for the recycled water process, which could result in exposure to hazardous material. Also, the
pump station which would be expanded at the Central Reservoir site may also include these
materials. However, a SFPUC hazardous building materials survey would be required. If
hazardous materials are present, the project would follow procedures required by the Lead in
Construction Standard (8 CCR Section 1532.1); be in compliance with BAAQMD asbestos
abatement requirements; and remove and dispose of electric transformers that contain PCBs,
fluorescent light ballasts that contain PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light tubes in accordance
with the established regulatory framework.

Impact 4.14‐6: Accidental hazardous
materials release from construction
equipment.

LS

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

LS

Y

See Impact HZ‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not create a significant hazard through
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
The PEIR assumed that the project would store and use hazardous materials at construction sites,
which could result in the accidental release of hazardous materials such as oil, grease, or fuel.
However impacts related to a potential release would be less than significant with implementation
of SFPUC Construction Measure #3 (onsite air and water quality measures during construction)
and Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code.

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hazards (cont.)
Impact 4.14‐6 (cont.)

Impact 4.14‐7: Increased use of
hazardous materials during operation.

Similar to the PEIR, the project‐level analysis determined construction efforts would use common
hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, and solvents needed for the fueling and
maintenance of construction equipment. However, the analysis determined that with compliance
with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code the potential impact from the use of
hazardous materials during construction would be less than significant.
LS

LS

N

See Impact HZ‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not create a significant hazard through
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
The PEIR analysis determined that the project could require the use of chlorination or
chloramination treatment chemicals, such as sodium hypochlorite or ammonia, and other water
treatment chemicals, as well as propane or diesel for backup power. However, the PEIR
determined that the impact from increased use of hazardous materials during operation would be
less than significant with preparation and implementation of a legally required HMBP or RMP for
new uses of hazardous materials, and revision of the existing HMBP for changes in hazardous
materials uses at existing facilities.
Similar to the PEIR, the project‐level analysis also recognized impacts from the use of treatment
chemicals during operation. However, the analysis determined compliance with Article 21 of the
San Francisco Health Code would ensure the impact from increased use of hazardous materials
during operation would be less than significant.

Impact 4.14‐8: Emission or use of
hazardous materials within 1/4 mile of
a school.

LS

LS

N

See Impact HZ‐4 in the Initial Study: Implementation of the project would not result in adverse
effects related to hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within one‐
quarter mile of an existing school.
At the time of the PEIR publication, the location of project components was unknown. However,
the PEIR determined that future regulatory‐approved HMBPs and RMPs would ensure the impact
on schools within a ¼ of a mile would be less than significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Hazards (cont.)
Impact 4.14‐8 (cont.)

The project‐level analysis determined that the project would use hazardous materials and that,
during construction, hazardous air emissions would be emitted, while also identifying many
schools within a ¼ mile distance from the project. However, the project would not use extremely
hazardous materials; and hazardous air emissions would be temporary and would not result in
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of hazardous emissions. Therefore,
the project would have a less than significant impact on emission or use of hazardous materials
within 1/4 mile of a school.

Energy Resources
Impact 4.15‐1: Construction‐related
energy use.

PSM

LS

N

See Impact ME‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not encourage activities that result in the
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources in a wasteful manner.
The PEIR analysis assumed that during construction activities, fuel use for construction activities,
including worker commute trips, the excessive idling and other inefficient site operations could
result in the wasteful use of fuels, a potentially significant impact. Implementation of exhaust
control measures specified in PEIR Section 4.9, Air Quality, and exhaust control measures
(Measures 4.9‐1b and 4.9‐1d) would reduce the impact to less‐than‐significant levels.
Similar to the PEIR, the project‐level analysis recognized the potential impacts of energy use by
petroleum use from construction activities. However, the energy use would not be expected to
have a measurable effect on local and regional energy supplies. Therefore, the impacts of
construction‐related energy use would be less than significant.

Impact 4.15‐2: Long‐term energy use
during operation.

PSM

LS

N

See Impact ME‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not encourage activities that result in the
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources in a wasteful manner.
The PEIR estimated that the project would require up to 7,000,000 kWh for project operations. The
PEIR determined that implementation of this project in addition to other WSIP projects in the San
Francisco region (e.g., San Andreas Pipeline 3 Installation and Recycled Water Project) would
increase energy use in the San Francisco region by approximately 87 percent, a potentially
significant impact, but that incorporation of energy efficiency measures (Measure 4.15‐2) would
reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Energy Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.15‐2 (cont.)

The project‐level analysis recognized the potential impact of the project of long‐term energy use
during operation. However, the project demand would be typical for a development of similar
scope and nature and would comply with current State and local codes concerning energy
consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations enforced by the Department
of Building Inspection and San Francisco Green Building Ordinance (Ordinance No. 180‐08),
which includes energy efficiency requirements. Therefore, the impact from long‐term energy use
during operation would be less than significant.

Collective Facilities Impacts (Consider these to be potential cumulative impacts)
Impact 4.16‐1a: Collective temporary
and permanent impacts on existing
land uses in the vicinity of proposed
facility sites.

N/A

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐1b: Collective temporary
and permanent impacts on the visual
character of the surrounding area.

LSM

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐2: Collective exposure of
people or structures to geologic and
seismic hazards.

N/A

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐3: Collective WSIP
impacts related to flooding hazards
and the degradation of surface waters.

LSM

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐4: Collective loss of
sensitive biological resources.

N/A

NI

N/A

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Collective Facilities Impacts (Consider these to be potential cumulative impacts) (cont.)
Impact 4.16‐5: Collective increase in
impacts related to archaeological,
paleontological, and historic
resources.

N/A

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐6: Collective traffic
increases on local and regional roads.

PSM

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐7: Collective increases in
construction and operational
emissions in the region.

LS

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐8: Collective increases in
construction‐related and operational
noise.

PSU

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐9: Collective impacts on
utilities and landfill capacity.

N/A

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐10: Collective effects on
recreational resources during
construction.

LSM

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐11: Collective conversion
of farmland to nonagricultural uses.

N/A

NI

N/A

Impact 4.16‐12: Collective effects
related to hazardous conditions and
exposure to or release of hazardous
materials.

LSM

NI

N/A

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Collective Facilities Impacts (Consider these to be potential cumulative impacts) (cont.)
Impact 4.16‐13: Collective increases in
the use of nonrenewable energy
resources during operation.

LSM

NI

N/A

LS

LS/LS

N

Cumulative Facilities Impacts
Impact 4.17‐1: Cumulative disruption
of established communities, changes
in existing land use patterns, and
impacts on the existing visual
character.

See Impact C‐LU in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not have a significant cumulative
impact on land use. Also see Impact C‐AE in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not have
a significant cumulative impact on aesthetics.
The PEIR determined that cumulative development in the vicinity of WSIP projects could disrupt
established communities and significantly alter existing land use patterns. However, implementation
of SFPUC construction measures and PEIR Measures 4.3‐1 and 4.3‐2 would ensure that the WSIP’s
contribution to cumulative land use and visual impacts would be less than significant.
The project‐level analysis of the cumulative impacts on the existing character of the project vicinity or
existing visual character did not identify known cumulative projects that would include substantial
changes to the land use character or to the aesthetic resources of areas immediately adjacent to
proposed project facilities. Because all of the proposed project elements would be constructed
underground or adjacent to existing infrastructure facilities in areas not visible from public areas, or
would entail improvements to existing facilities, the proposed project would not result in adverse
effects on the existing aesthetic resources and long‐term adverse effects on the existing character of
the project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant cumulative
impact on land use and aesthetics.

Impact 4.17‐2: Cumulative exposure
of people or structures to geologic and
seismic hazards.

LS

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

LS

N

See Impact C‐GE in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not have a significant
cumulative impact related to geologic hazards.
The PEIR determined that cumulative geologic and seismic impacts would be site‐specific and
would be less than significant or mitigated through implementation of PEIR Measures 4.4‐1, 4.4‐4,
and 4.4‐9.

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cumulative Facilities Impacts (cont.)
Impact 4.17‐2 (cont.)

Impact 4.17‐3: Cumulative impacts
related to the degradation of water
quality, alteration of drainage
patterns, increased surface runoff, and
flooding hazards.

The project‐level analysis also determined that geologic and seismic hazards would be localized
or site‐specific. Implementation of safety requirements specified in Title 8 of the California Code
of Regulations for the proposed project, and cumulative projects would ensure that proposed
construction activities do not result in unstable soils or geologic units. Furthermore, the proposed
project, and cumulative projects. would be designed and constructed in accordance with the most
current building code requirements and engineering standards for seismic safety. Therefore,
cumulative exposure of people or structures to geologic and seismic hazards would be less than
significant.
Beneficial/LS

LS

N

See Impact C‐HY in the Initial Study: The project would not have a significant cumulative
hydrology and water quality impact. Also, see Impact C‐HY‐2 in the EIR: The proposed project, in
combination with other reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future projects, would not
contribute to violations of water quality standards.
The PEIR determined that the WSIP projects in conjunction with other projects would not result in
cumulative water quality and hydrology effects related to increased erosion and sedimentation,
construction‐related discharges of treated water or groundwater produced during dewatering, or
operational discharges of treated water with implementation of proper BMPs for temporary and
permanent erosion control.
The project‐level analysis determined whether there could be an impact on water quality by
generating sedimentation through soil erosion,accidentally releasing hazardous materials by
discharging contaminated groundwater dewatering, or releasing of contaminated effluent from
the Oceanside WPCP. Also, the analysis considered the potential impacts on combined sewer
overflows and storm sewer capacity as well as an increase in surface runoff. The analysis
determined the project and the cumulative projects within the vicinity and throughout San
Francisco would discharge to the combined sewer system, and the discharge would be subject to
Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Code (supplemented by SFDPW Order No. 158170), and
adhere to the SFPUC’s NPDES permit stipulations to ensure compliance with water quality
objectives. Similarly, the project and a cumulative project in the vicinity would adhere to SFPUC’s
NPDES permit when discharging effluent to the Pacific Ocean. With regards to combined sewer

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation

B‐35

March 2015

Appendix B
WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis and Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the Proposed Project

TABLE 1 (Continued)
PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cumulative Facilities Impacts (cont.)
Impact 4.17‐3 (cont.)

Impact 4.17‐4: Cumulative loss of
sensitive biological resources.

overflows and storm sewer capacity, compliance with San Francisco’s Stormwater Ordinance and
Stormwater Design Guidelines, the project and other development projects in the City would
decrease combined stormwater and wastewater flows to the combined sewer system.
Furthermore, any increase in impervious surfaces due to the project would be a minuscule portion
of the total groundwater basin area. Therefore, the project would have a less‐than‐significant
cumulative hydrology and water quality impact.
LS

LSM

N

See Impact C‐BI‐1 in the Initial Study: The project, in combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant cumulative
impacts on biological resources.
The PEIR determined that cumulative impacts on biological resources would be less than
significant through implementation of PEIR Measures 4.6‐1 through 4.6‐3as well as Measure 4.16‐
4a.
The project‐level analysis determined potential project impacts on biological resources could include
impacts on special‐status species . Conservatively, the analysis assumed that there could be a
significant cumulative impact on biological resources from the combination of these projects,
given the historical impacts on biological resources in the vicinity. However, implementing
Mitigation Measures M‐BI‐1a through M‐BI‐1c would avoid or substantially minimize the
project’s effect on special‐status species. As a result, these measures would reduce the project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources to a less‐than‐cumulatively
considerable level.

Impact 4.17‐5: Cumulative increase in
impacts on archaeological,
paleontological, and historical
resources.

PSU

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

LSM

N

See Impact C‐CP in the EIR: The proposed project could result in cumulatively considerable
impacts related to historical, archeological, or paleontological resources or human remains.
The PEIR conservatively assumed that, in combination, projects in the Sunol Valley and Peninsula
regions could result in significant impacts on individual historical resources or on potential historic
districts (if historic districts were determined to be present). The PEIR did not describe cumulative
impacts on cultural resources in the San Francisco region.

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cumulative Facilities Impacts (cont.)
Impact 4.17‐5 (cont.)

Impact 4.17‐6: Cumulative traffic
increases on local and regional roads.

According to EIR Section 5.2, the project level analysis determined that the proposed project as well
as adjacent cumulative projects could encounter previously unrecorded archaeological resources,
paleontological resources, or human remains, a potentially significant cumulative impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 (Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources),
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3 (Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources) Mitigation
Measure M‐CP‐4 (Accidental Discovery of Human Remains), and Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐5
(Archaeological Monitoring Program) would ensure the project’s contribution to this cumulative
impact would not be cumulatively considerable.
PSU

LS

N

See Impact C‐TR in the EIR: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not substantially contribute to cumulative traffic
increases on local and regional roads.
The PEIR cumulative analysis determined that significant cumulative impacts could occur during
concurrent construction of nearby projects, including non‐SFPUC projects, and based on the
conservative assumption that interagency coordination of construction traffic might not always be
possible; this impact was determined to be potentially significant and unavoidable.
According to EIR Section 5.3, the project‐level analysis determined that the proposed project in
combination with construction activities from cumulative projects could result in temporary and
intermittent travel lane or road closures near work sites and increased construction traffic on local
and regional roadways. However, the project would be required to implement a Construction
Management Plan and requirements specified in the Blue Book,. In addition, the SFPUC would
require its contractor to coordinate with the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department to
manage construction traffic within Golden Gate Park. Thus, the project would have a less‐than‐
significant impact on cumulative traffic increases on local and regional roads.

Impact 4.17‐7: Cumulative increases
in construction and/or operational
emissions in the region.

PSU

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

LS

N

See Impact C‐AQ in the EIR: The proposed project could result in cumulative air quality impacts
associated with criteria pollutant and precursor emissions and health risks, but the project’s
contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cumulative Facilities Impacts (cont.)
Impact 4.17‐7 (cont.)

The PEIR determined that cumulative impacts due to emissions of criteria pollutants would be
PSU because the WSIP projects in combination with the cumulative projects would result in
regionwide cumulative increases in air emissions during project operations and the residual
contribution from each project would contribute to the region’s nonattainment status for ozone
and particulate matter. Cumulative impacts related to exposure to diesel particulate matter would
also be potentially significant and unavoidable because of the lack the lack of certainty about the
timing of many of the cumulative projects that might use common haul routes.
According to EIR Section 5.5, the project‐level analysis determined that construction‐related criteria
pollutant and precursor exhaust emissions associated with the project could exceed the significance
thresholds and therefore could result in cumulative construction‐related air quality impacts.
However, construction‐related combined criteria pollutant and precursor exhaust emissions
associated with the project would not exceed these thresholds with the implementation of Mitigation
Measure M‐AQ‐1. The analysis also determined no project facility sites are located within any
identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zones, excluding the proposed treatment facility at the Oceanside
WPCP. No sensitive receptors are located nearby the Oceanside WPCP; thus no cumulative
construction‐related health risk impact would occur.

Impact 4.17‐8: Cumulative increases
in construction‐related and
operational noise.

PSU

LS

N

See Impact C‐NO in the EIR: The proposed project would not have significant cumulative noise
impacts.
The PEIR determined that cumulative impacts related to noise from truck traffic could occur if the
cumulative projects generated truck traffic and used the same delivery/haul/access routes at the same
time as the WSIP projects, causing localized cumulative construction‐related noise increases. Given
the lack of certainty about the timing of many of cumulative projects, this cumulative impact was
considered potentially significant and unavoidable.
According to EIR Section 5.4, construction schedules of cumulative projects could coincide with
the construction schedule of the proposed project, resulting in cumulative traffic noise increases.
However, all construction projects will be required to comply with ordinance noise and time

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cumulative Facilities Impacts (cont.)
Impact 4.17‐8 (cont.)

Impact 4.17‐9: Cumulative impacts
related to the disruption of utility
service or the relocation of utilities.

limits and to travel on designated truck routes. Also, of all the cumulative projects, none are
located immediately adjacent to facility sites at the Oceanside WPCP or Central Reservoir, except
for upgrades at the Oceanside WPCP and the Central Reservoir well facility. which have
construction activities not within the vicinity of sensitive receptors and construction finished
before the proposed project construction, respectively. Therefore, cumulative noise increases in
the site vicinity or cumulative truck noise increases along haul routes from concurrent
construction activities would be less than significant. Thus, the project’s contribution to
cumulative noise effects would not be cumulatively considerable.
LS

LS

N

See Impact C‐UT in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not have a significant
cumulative impact on utilities and service systems.
The PEIR determined that construction of the WSIP projects could disrupt utility services or
require temporary or permanent relocation of utilities. However, PEIR determined that these
potential impacts would be site‐specific rather than additive and would be mitigated on a site‐
specific basis and, thus, this cumulative impact was considered less than significant.
The project‐level analysis determined that the quantity of wastewater that would be produced by
the project and those within the vicinity would be minimal and would not likely be of a quality
that could exceed the SFPUC’s wastewater treatment requirements (since it can be reasonably
assumed that they were designed specifically for this type of waste), and there would be no
additional stormwater runoff/drainage. Also, increased waste generation from the project and
cumulative development would be partially offset by existing San Francisco ordinances and
policies regarding waste reduction. Furthermore, implementation of relevant regulatory
requirements for the project and those within the vicinity would ensure that existing utilities are
accurately located and protected during construction and that emergency response procedures are in
place to address the situation if an existing utility is damaged during construction. Therefore,
cumulative impacts on utilities systems would be less than significant.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR IMPACTS – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cumulative Facilities Impacts (cont.)
Impact 4.17‐10: Cumulative effects on
recreational resources during
construction.

Impact C‐RE in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not have a significant cumulative
impact on recreation.
The PEIR determined that construction activities associated with some WSIP facilities could
temporarily disrupt access to or use of recreational facilities during construction. However,
implementation of SFPUC construction measures (including advanced notification) and
coordination with recreational facility managers and schools (PEIR Measures 4.12‐1a and 4.12‐1b)
would reduce the WSIP’s impact to a less‐than‐significant level.
The project‐level analysis determined that cumulative impacts could occur if additional recreation
facilities would be required as a result of the cumulative projects or if increased use of existing
facilities could result in the degradation or deterioration of existing facilities. However, the
proposed project and currently planned or proposed cumulative projects would not result in direct
physical deterioration of physical resources. The proposed project would not include increases in
housing or population that would result in substantial increase in the use of parks or other
recreational facilities in the area. Other currently planned or proposed cumulative projects do not
include substantial increases in housing (with the exception of the Parkmerced project and the 800
Brotherhood Way project), or other aspects that would result in substantial increases in the use of
parks or other recreational facilities in the project vicinity. With regards to the Parkmerced project,
the 800 Brother Brotherhood Way project, and other future projects, they would be subject to the
Planning Code open space requirements regarding provision of public and/or private open space.
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant cumulative impact on recreation.

Impact 4.17‐11: Cumulative
conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses.

LS

NI

N

The PEIR determined that the WSIP would not contribute to any regionwide cumulative loss of
farmland in the Bay Area but could incrementally contribute to the regional cumulative loss of
farmland in the San Joaquin Region. Siting WSIP facilities to avoid prime agricultural lands or to
offset any loss of such lands (PEIR Measure 4.13‐2) reduce the WSIP’s contribution to this impact
to a less‐than‐significant level.
The project‐level analysis determined that the proposed project would not result in any adverse
effects on agricultural resources; therefore no cumulative impacts on agricultural resources would
occur.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cumulative Facilities Impacts (cont.)
Impact 4.17‐12: Cumulative effects
related to hazardous conditions and
exposure to or release of hazardous
materials.

See Impact C‐HZ‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not have a significant cumulative
impact related to hazardous materials.
The PEIR determined that due to the site‐specific nature of hazardous materials impacts and
mitigation measures, there would be no potential for cumulative effects from construction of
WSIP projects in conjunction with other cumulative developments. The PEIR determined that
compliance with applicable laws and regulations, and with implementation of SFPUC
construction measures, this cumulative impact would be less than significant.
The project‐level analysis investigated the potential for cumulative impacts to the project area and
immediate vicinity related to use of hazardous materials, exposure to hazardous materials in soil
and groundwater, hazardous buildings materials, and interference with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The analysis determined the proposed project and
all reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would comply with Articles 21, 21A, and 22 of the
San Francisco Health Code which would ensure potential exposure of site personnel and the public to
any accidental releases of hazardous materials or waste and would also protect against potential
environmental contamination (See Impact HZ‐1 in the Initial Study). With implementation of the
regulatory requirements discussed in Impact HZ‐2 in the Initial Study and the Maher Program
requirements, including preparation of a Phase I ESA and implementation of a SMP, as necessary,
exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater would not be cumulatively
considerable. Also, any encounter with potentially hazardous building materials would be
localized to the reconfiguration of the existing chemical facility at the Oceanside WPCP or
expansion of the pump station at the Central Reservoir site, and none of the cumulative,
reasonably foreseeable future projects would be constructed at those locations (See Impact HZ‐3
in the Initial Study). Furthermore, the implementation of the Construction Management Plan for
the project and cumulative, reasonably foreseeable future projects would ensure the project’s
contribution to the interference with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan would not be cumulatively considerable (See Impact HZ‐4 in the Initial Study).
Therefore, the project would not have a significant cumulative impact related to hazardous
materials.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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PEIR Impact

PEIR Significance
Determination for
San Francisco
Westside Recycled
Water Project

Project‐Level
Significance
Determination

Same
Rationale for
Significance
Determination
as PEIR? (Y/N)

LS

LS

N

Notes
(Explain difference in significance determinations
and/or rationale for determinations)

Cumulative Facilities Impacts (cont.)
Impact 4.17‐13: Cumulative increases
in the use of nonrenewable energy
resources.

See Impact C‐ME in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not have significant cumulative
mineral and energy impacts.
Because the net loss in available hydroelectric energy as a result of WSIP implementation would
be less than 0.1 percent of the estimated total energy usage in the counties within the WSIP study
area, the PEIR determined the WSIP’s contribution to cumulative increases in long‐term energy
demand would not be considerable. Also, a cumulative increase in construction‐related energy
consumption would not be considerable with the implementation of exhaust control measures
(Measures 4.9‐1b and 4.9‐1d).
The project‐level analysis determined that the project and other regional projects would comply
with California Green Building Standards Code, at a minimum, and would also be subject to local
green building ordinances. The analysis expects compliance would result in a reduction in energy
consumption. Therefore, the project would not have significant cumulative energy impacts.

PEIR Significance Categories
N/A = Not Applicable or no impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

EIR Significance Categories
NI = No Impact or not applicable (equivalent to N/A)
LS = Less than Significant
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (equivalent to PSM)
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, no feasible mitigation is available
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with Mitigation
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WSIP PEIR Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the
Proposed Project
The San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (project) was analyzed at a program‐level in the
Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)2 as one of
the facility improvement projects under the WSIP. The PEIR identified programmatic mitigation
measures, and under Resolution No. 08‐200, the SFPUC adopted the WSIP Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program that applies the programmatic mitigation measures to the WSIP facility
improvements projects, including the project. This project Environmental Impact Report (EIR) provides a
detailed, project‐level analysis of the proposed project based on site‐specific and up‐to‐date information
developed subsequent to the preparation of the PEIR. This section identifies the applicability of the WSIP
PEIR mitigation measures to the proposed project based on the project‐level impact analysis.
Table B‐2 lists the programmatic mitigation measures identified in the WSIP PEIR and indicates which of
these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. For the programmatic mitigation
measures that are applicable, the table identifies the comparable project‐level mitigation measure
identified in the project EIR that either relies on the programmatic measures or identifies an equivalent or
better site‐specific mitigation measure to replace the programmatic mitigation measure. The table also
provides an explanation for those programmatic mitigation measures that are not applicable to the
proposed project.

2

San Francisco Planning Department, Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, San Francisco Planning Department File No. 2005.0159E, State
Clearinghouse No. 2005092026. Certified October 30, 2008.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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TABLE B‐2
PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

Discussion

Land Use
Measure 4.3‐2, Facility Siting Studies: Conduct project‐specific facility siting studies for
non‐SFPUC land and implement these studies’ recommendations to avoid or minimize
impacts on existing land uses.

N

Not applicable; all project facilities are sited on land owned by the City and County of
San Francisco. As described in the Project Description in the Initial Study, the proposed
recycled water treatment plant would be located at the SFPUC’s Oceanside Water
Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), and within a portion of the adjacent California Army
National Guard site. The existing Central Reservoir and pump station in Golden Gate
Park would be expanded to include additional storage and pumping capacity. Also, all
proposed pipelines would be underground after construction and would not impact
existing land uses. No additional mitigation would be required.

Measure 4.3‐4a, Architectural Design: Design permanent new, aboveground facilities to
be compatible with existing visual character of the site and surrounding area.

N

For new above‐ground structures, visibility is generally limited and would be
consistent with existing use. The recycled water treatment plant project area would be
within the existing Oceanside WPCP and a portion of the adjacent area leased to the
California Army National Guard and would not be visible from public areas. The new
underground storage reservoir adjacent to the existing Central Reservoir would not be
visible following completion of construction. The new pump station building would be
within the fenced Central Reservoir and park maintenance area. Although the new
pump station would be slightly taller than the adjacent existing pump station, the
Central Reservoir site is not located in an area that is highly used by park visitors. In
addition, the type, size and building materials would be consistent with the existing
facilities. See discussion under Impact AE‐1 in the Initial Study for more information.
For these reasons, no additional mitigation would be required.

Measure 4.3‐4b, Landscaping Plans: Prepare and implement landscaping plans to
restore (recontour, revegetate, landscape) sites to preconstruction conditions. Monitor
landscape plantings.

N

See discussion under Impact AE‐1 in the Initial Study. Most of the project area is
covered with impervious surfaces, including streets, sidewalks, and trails, which
would be returned to similar conditions following construction. Vegetation removal
may be required adjacent to the existing entrance to the Central Reservoir facility area
in Golden Gate Park and on the north side of Overlook Drive; however, the adjacent
areas are heavily vegetated and it is unlikely that removal of vegetation would
substantially alter views of the area. For these reasons, no additional mitigation for
landscaping plans or planting would be required.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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TABLE B‐2 (Continued)
PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

Discussion

Land Use (cont.)
Measure 4.3‐4c, Landscape Screens: Include new plantings and landscape berms to
screen views of new structures and equipment from scenic roads.

N

The project sites would not be visible from scenic roads. For upgrades to existing
structures, there is no substantial change in visual character; the facility type and
structure size would remain consistent with the existing structure. For new above‐
ground structures, visibility is generally limited. See Impact AE‐1 in the Initial Study:
The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista,
substantially damage scenic resources, or degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings. For these reasons, no additional mitigation
would be required.

Measure 4.3‐4d, Minimize Tree Removal: Minimize or avoid the removal of trees that
screen existing and proposed WSIP facility sites; implement tree replacement plan.

N

The project includes several measures to protect trees adjacent to work areas (see
Section A.6.2, Construction, in the Initial Study). Also, see Impact BI‐5 in the Initial
Study: The project would not conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. For
these reasons, no additional mitigation would be required.

Measure 4.3‐5, Reduce Lighting Effects: Use cut‐off shields and nonglare fixture
design, direct lighting onsite and downward, prevent use of highly reflective building
materials or finishes.

N

The recycled water treatment plant facility would not include rooftop or other lighting
that could project beyond the existing interior areas of the WPCP. The lighting
associated with the Golden Gate Central Reservoir, if required, would be within a
fenced area that is not in the vicinity of light‐sensitive receptors such as residential
areas. Any new operational lighting would be consistent with existing security lighting
over doorways, which are operated on timers.
Nighttime construction is not proposed. For these reasons, no additional mitigation
would be required. See Impact AE‐2 in the Initial Study, The proposed project would
not result in a substantial source of light and glare.

Geology
Measure 4.4‐1, Quantified Landslide Analysis: Avoid sites with landslide hazards;
where they cannot be avoided, conduct site‐specific slope stability analyses and
implement recommendations.

N

Since the PEIR, the project‐level analysis determined that the project was not in
mapped earthquake‐induced landslide susceptibility areas or located in soil that is
unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project (See Section E.14,
Geology and Soils, in the Initial Study for more information). Also, see Impact GE‐3 in
the Initial Study: The project site would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project.

Measure 4.4‐4, Subsidence Monitoring Program: Monitor subsidence and implement
corrective actions as warranted.

N

Not applicable; the project only involves trenchless construction (auger boring, jack‐
and‐bore, or pipe ramming). See EIR Chapter 3, Project Description.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

B‐45

March 2015

Appendix B
WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis and Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the Proposed Project

TABLE B‐2 (Continued)
PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

Discussion

Geology (cont.)
Measure 4.4‐9, Characterize Extent of Expansive and Corrosive Soil: Characterize the
presence of expansive/corrosive soils; implement recommendations.

N

The artificial fill and dune sand beneath the project area are not considered to be
expansive soil types. A combination of electrical isolation, bonding of
mechanical/push‐on joints, cathodic protection and polyethylene encasement as
appropriate would be used for corrosion protection of the new ductile iron pipelines
and appurtenances between the facilities, reservoir, pump stations, and end users.

Measure 4.5‐2, Site‐Specific Groundwater Analysis and Identified Measures: Conduct
project‐specific analysis of dewatering and implement measures to ensure that
groundwater resources and the beneficial uses of groundwater are not adversely affected.

N

Not applicable. See Impact HY‐3 in the Initial Study: During construction, any project‐
related effects on the shallow groundwater table would be temporary in nature, as
dewatering would be required only during certain phases of construction and only if
groundwater is encountered. The proposed project would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level.

Measure 4.5‐4a, Flood Flow Protection Measures: Preclude exposure of stockpiled soils,
hazardous materials, and construction materials to flood flows.

N

The project area is not located within a known flood risk area (see Section E.15,
Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Initial Study). No additional mitigation is
necessary.

Measure 4.5‐4b, Site‐Specific Flooding Analysis and Identified Measures: Implement
design measures to preclude projects from causing flooding or damage from redirected
flood flows.

N

The project area is not located within a known flood risk area (see Section E.15,
Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Initial Study). The project would not alter the
existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial
erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site.

Measure 4.5‐5, Stormwater Treatment and Groundwater Monitoring: If treated
stormwater is used to maintain Lake Merced water levels, monitor surface water and
groundwater quality in the vicinity of Lake Merced. Identify and implement corrective
actions (e.g., treatment).

N

The proposed project does not propose using treated stormwater to maintain Lake
Merced water levels (See Section A.2, Project History and Development, in the Initial
Study).

Measure 4.5‐6, Appropriate Source Controls and Site Design Measures: For projects
located in areas not covered by a municipal stormwater permit and disturbing less than
one acre of land during construction, implement appropriate source control and site
design measures. These measures will ensure compliance with applicable water quality
criteria and goals and protect the beneficial uses of the receiving water.

N

Consistent with the Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, and the
SFPUC’s Water Pollution Prevention Program, the SFPUC would be required to
implement an erosion and sediment control plan, which includes provisions to prevent
stormwater pollution and control runoff at each site during project construction. In
addition, SFPUC would be required to obtain a permit in accordance with Article 4.1 of
the San Francisco Public Works Code, for groundwater dewatering discharges to the
combined sewer system.

Hydrology

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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TABLE B‐2 (Continued)
PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

Discussion

Biology
Measure 4.6‐1a, Wetlands Assessment: Wetland scientist will determine whether
wetlands could be affected by the project, and, if so, perform a wetland delineation and
develop mitigation.

N

See Impact BI‐3 in the Initial Study: The project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act. The project‐level analysis determined the project does not include activities or
project facilities in the vicinity of riparian habitat (specifically, willow riparian scrub)
or other sensitive natural communities. Also, although the analysis determined that
Lake Merced may be indirectly affected by the proposed project, implementation of
plans in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code and Best Management
Practices would ensure water quality impacts related to stormwater runoff would be
less than significant (See Section E.13, Biological Resources, in the Initial Study).

Measure 4.6‐1b, Compensation for Wetlands and Other Biological Resources: If a
WSIP project will affect jurisdictional wetlands, implement avoidance measures,
restoration procedures, and compensatory creation or enhancement to ensure no net
loss of wetland extent or function. Compensate for sensitive riparian and upland
habitats supporting key special‐status species. Obtain permits for each project and
comply with applicable regulations addressing sensitive habitats and species. The
Habitat Reserve Program is an alternative for implementing offsite habitat
compensation.

N

No compensation habitat is needed for the proposed project. The project‐level analysis
determined the project does not include activities or project facilities in the vicinity of
riparian habitat (specifically, willow riparian scrub) or other sensitive natural
communities. Also, implementation of M‐BI‐1a (Nesting Bird Protection Measures), M‐
BI‐1b (Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special‐Status Bats), and M‐BI‐1c
(Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red‐Legged Frog and Western
Pond Turtle) would eliminate or substantially minimize the project’s effect on special‐
status species

Measure 4.6‐2, Habitat Restoration/Tree Replacement: Restore temporarily affected
sensitive habitats. Replace trees designated as heritage trees (or similar local
designation) consistent with requirements of local ordinances. Minimize loss of sensitive
habitats by coordinating WSIP projects.

N

Trees in the project area would be protected by compliance with Article 16, Section 808
of the Public Works Code. See Impact BI‐5 in the Initial Study: The project would not
conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Also, see Impact BI‐2 in the Initial
Study: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS.

Measure 4.6‐3a, Protection Measures During Construction for Key Special‐Status
Species and Other Species of Concern: Where key special‐status species and other
species of concern are potentially present, implement general practice measures
(preconstruction surveys, worker awareness program, environmental inspector,
minimization of habitat loss).

Y

See mitigation measures M‐BI‐1a (Nesting Bird Protection Measures), M‐BI‐1b
(Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special‐Status Bats), and M‐BI‐1c
(Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red‐Legged Frog and Western
Pond Turtle).

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

The project‐level measures are consistent with the PEIR measure and provide
additional site‐ and project‐specific details where key special‐status species and other
species of concern are potentially present. An environmental inspector is not required,
but a biological monitor is required under Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1c.

B‐47

March 2015

Appendix B
WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis and Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the Proposed Project

TABLE B‐2 (Continued)
PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT
Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Discussion

Biology (cont.)
Measure 4.6‐3b, Standard Mitigation Measures for Key Special‐Status Plants and
Animals: Implement measures to reduce impacts on key special‐status species.
See below for specific species and corresponding sub‐PEIR mitigation number.
Invertebrates
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

I.1

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

Vernal Pool Crustaceans (Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp;
Conservancy Fairy Shrimp; Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp)

I.2

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

Bay Checkerspot Butterfly; Callippe Silverspot Butterfly

I.3

N

Species have a low potential to occur within the project vicinity. No mitigation
required.

Central Valley Fall‐ and Late‐Fall‐Run DPS Chinook Salmon;
Central Valley DPS Steelhead; Green Sturgeon Southern District DPS;
Central Coast DPS Steelhead; Rainbow Trout

F.1

N

The central coast steelhead has a low potential to occur within the project vicinity. No
mitigation required. Other species not identified in project vicinity.

RA.1

Y

See Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1c (Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California
Red‐Legged Frog and Western Pond Turtle) in the Initial Study.

Reptiles and Amphibians
California Red‐Legged Frog; Foothill Yellow‐Legged Frog

The project‐level measures are consistent with the PEIR measure and include site‐
specific protection measures for all special status species potentially present in the
project area.
Foothill Yellow‐Legged Frog have a low potential to occur within the project vicinity.
No mitigation required.
California Tiger Salamander

RA.2

N

Species has a low potential to occur within the project vicinity. No mitigation required.

San Francisco Garter Snake

RA.3

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

Alameda Whipsnake

RA.4

N

Species has a low potential to occur within the project vicinity. No mitigation required.

B.1

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

B.2 and B.3

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

Birds
Swainson’s Hawk
Western Burrowing Owl

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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TABLE B‐2 (Continued)
PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT
Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Discussion

Biology (cont.)
Raptors (including Bald Eagle)

B.4

Y

See Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1a (Nesting Bird Protection Measures) in the Initial
Study.
The project‐level measures are consistent with the PEIR measure and include site‐
specific protection measures for all special status species potentially present in the
project area.

Least Bell’s Vireo

B.5

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

California Black Rail, California Clapper Rail

B.6

N

Species has a low potential to occur within the project vicinity. No mitigation required.

Western Snowy Plover

B.7

N

Species has a low potential to occur within the project vicinity. No mitigation required.

Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse

M.1

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

San Joaquin Kit Fox

M.2

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

Riparian Woodrat

M.3

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

P.1

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

Delta Button‐Celery

P.2

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

Large‐Flowered Fiddleneck

P.3

N

Species not identified in project vicinity.

San Mateo Woolly Sunflower; Marin Western Flax; Fountain Thistle

P.4

N

The Marin Western Flax has a low potential to occur within the project vicinity. No
mitigation required. The other species were not identified in project vicinity.

N

The project does not include planned discharges to water bodies, with the exception of
contributions to effluent discharge from the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant,
which would be regulated by NPDES permit requirements..

Mammals

Plants
Vernal Pool Plants (Succulent Owl’s Clover; Hoover’s Spurge;
Colusa Grass; San Joaquin Valley Orcutt Grass;
Greene’s Tuctoria; Hairy Orcutt Grass)
Riparian Plants

Measure 4.6‐4, Pipeline and Water Treatment Plant Treated Water Discharge
Restrictions: Design planned discharges from the WSIP pipelines and water treatment
plants to natural water bodies to minimize impacts on riparian and aquatic resources
and to avoid or minimize temperature effects on aquatic resources.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E
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TABLE B‐2 (Continued)
PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

Discussion

Cultural
Measure 4.7‐1, Suspend Construction Work if Paleontological Resource Is Identified:
Suspend work and notify a qualified paleontologist when a paleontological resource is
discovered at any of the project sites. The paleontologist will document the discovery as
needed, evaluate the potential resource, and assess the significance of the find under
CEQA criteria. Temporarily halt or divert excavation within 50 feet of a fossil find until
the discovery is examined by a paleontologist. If avoidance is not feasible, the
paleontologist will prepare an excavation plan.

Y

As detailed in EIR Section 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, the project‐level
analysis determined that there is a high potential to encounter and adversely impact
paleontological resources within the Colma Formation that underlies part of the project
site. The project‐level measure is consistent with the PEIR measure and includes
instructions to suspend construction work if a paleontological resource is identified
(see Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐3: Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources).
Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the paleontologist may record
the find and allow work to continue, or recommend salvage and recovery of the fossil.
Also, the mitigation measure for the project‐level analysis includes identification
training of the SFPUC by a qualified paleontologist.

Measure 4.7‐2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, and Treatment of Human
Remains: Determine if implementation of an archaeological testing or archaeological
monitoring program or both is the appropriate strategy for avoidance of potential
adverse effects on significant archaeological resources. Review any requirements
approved by the State Historic Preservation Officer. Prepare an archaeological testing
plan, archaeological monitoring plan, final archeological resources report and, if
applicable, an archaeological data recovery plan. The treatment of human remains and
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil‐disturbing
activity will comply with applicable state laws.

Y

See Mitigation Measures M‐CP‐4 (Accidental Discovery of Human Remains) and
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐ 5 (Archeological Monitoring Program) in EIR Section 5.2,
Cultural and Paleontological Resources.

Measure 4.7‐2b, Accidental Discovery Measures: Distribute archaeological resource
“ALERT” sheet to contractors. If an archaeological resource may be present within the
project site, an archaeological consultant will evaluate it and make a recommendation as
to what action (e.g., preservation in situ) is warranted. The SFPUC will implement
appropriate measures.

Y

See Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2 (Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources) in
EIR Section 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources.

Measure 4.7‐3, Protection of Historic Districts: A qualified historian will assess the city’s
water system facilities affected by WSIP facility projects for their potential contribution to a
historic district. If a historic district would be affected by one or more proposed WSIP
facility project(s), develop and implement mitigation measures for effects with attention to
the potential district as a whole. If a historic district is identified at the project level, it
should be recorded as such, using National/California Register criteria of significance.
Document the district by completing the State of California Department of Parks and
Recreation Form 523 and submit to the State Historic Preservation Officer.

N

As described in the EIR Chapter 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, the
construction of the proposed Oceanside WPCP facilities and the new recycled water
distribution pipeline would not affect any historical resources, including those within
the Golden Gate Park National Historic District.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

As described in EIR Section 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, earth moving
activities could expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources or
human remains, particularly along Clement Street from 36th Avenue to 39th Avenue
on the south side of Lincoln Park, which would be a significant impact.

B‐50

March 2015

Appendix B
WSIP PEIR Consistency Analysis and Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the Proposed Project

TABLE B‐2 (Continued)
PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

Discussion

Cultural (cont.)
Measure 4.7‐4a, Alternatives Identification and Resource Relocation: Identify feasible
project alternatives to eliminate or reduce the need for demolition or removal of a
historic resource to the greatest extent possible. If preservation of the affected historical
resource at the current site is determined to be infeasible, the structure will be stabilized
and relocated to other appropriate nearby sites, if feasible. After relocation, the resource
will be treated according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties. If the affected historic resource is to be demolished, consult with local
historical societies and governmental agencies regarding salvage of materials for public
information or reuse in other locations.

N

No historic resources would be demolished or removed as a result of the project.

Measure 4.7‐4b, Historical Resources Documentation: Prepare documentation of
historic resources prior to any construction work associated with demolition or removal.
The appropriate level of documentation will be selected by a qualified professional who
meets the standards for history, architectural history, and/or architecture (as appropriate)
set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR 61)
in consultation with a preservation specialist assigned by the San Francisco Planning
Department and the local jurisdiction, if deemed appropriate by the Planning
Department.

N

No historic resources would be demolished or removed as a result of the project.

Measure 4.7‐4c, Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties: Prepare materials describing and depicting the proposed project. Review the
proposed project for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties. If a project is determined to be inconsistent with the
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, pursue and implement redesign of the
project such that consistency with the standards is achieved.

N

No historic properties would be altered as a result of project implementation.

Measure 4.7‐4d, Historic Resources Survey and Redesign: Undertake a historic
resources survey to identify and evaluate potential historic resources that may exist in
the project’s area of potential effect. If a survey identifies one or more historical
resources, assess the impact the project may have on those historical resources. If the
project will cause a substantial adverse change to a historic resource, assign a
preservation specialist to review the proposed project for compliance with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. If the project is
determined to be inconsistent with those standards, pursue and implement redesign of
the project such that consistency with the standards is achieved.

N

The historic resources survey was conducted as part of background technical study for
the project and is documented in EIR Section 5.2, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

Discussion

Cultural (cont.)
Measure 4.7‐4e, Historic Resources Protection Plan: A qualified historian will prepare a
plan that specifies procedures for protecting and monitoring historic resources during
construction.

N

No historic properties would be altered as a result of project implementation.

Measure 4.7‐4f, Preconstruction Surveys and Vibration Monitoring: Include
geotechnical investigations if vibration‐related impacts could affect historic resources.
Follow recommendations of the final geotechnical reports. Conduct a preconstruction
survey of existing conditions and monitor the adjacent buildings for damage during
construction, if recommended.

N

Not applicable; no historic resources would be affected as a result of project
construction.

Measure 4.8‐1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures: Elements of the traffic control plan
could include: circulation and detour plans, designated truck routes, sufficient staging
area, access to driveways, use of standard construction specifications for controlling
construction vehicle movements, restrictions on truck trips during peak morning and
evening commute hours, lane closure restrictions, maintenance of alternate one‐way
traffic flow, detour signing, pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation, equipment
and materials storage, construction worker parking, roadside safety protocols,
considerations for sensitive land uses, coordination with local transit service providers,
roadway repair, and conformance with the state’s Manual of Traffic Controls for
Construction and Maintenance Work Areas.

N

Not applicable; as described in EIR Section 5.3, to minimize temporary effects on traffic
in the vicinity of the construction area, the SFPUC would implement a Construction
Management Plan as part of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority’s
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) process. The SFPUC would
coordinate with appropriate jurisdictional agencies through the Street Construction
Coordination Center of the San Francisco Department of Public Works and the TASC.

Measure 4.8‐1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans: In the event that
more than one construction contract is issued for work along existing or new pipelines,
and where construction could occur within and/or across multiple streets in the same
vicinity, coordinate the traffic control plans in order to mitigate the impact of traffic
disruption by including measures that address overlapping construction schedules and
activities, truck arrivals and departures, lane closures and detours, and the adequacy of
on‐street staging requirements.

N

Not applicable. Implementation of a project‐specific Construction Management Plan
would require the project to address potential transportation impacts and would
require the SFPUC to engage in ongoing coordination with appropriate jurisdictional
agencies through the TASC. See Impact C‐TR in EIR Section 5.3: The proposed project,
in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would
not substantially contribute to cumulative traffic increases on local and regional roads.

Measure 4.8‐4, Accommodation of Displaced Public Parking Supply for Recreational
Visitors: Include an additional measure in the traffic control plans to accommodate any
anticipated visitor parking demand that would be displaced by proposed projects at
public recreational facilities.

N

Since publication of the PEIR, the significance criterion specifically pertaining to
displacement of on‐street parking has been deleted from the San Francisco Planning
Department’s initial study checklist.

Traffic
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PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)
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Proposed Project
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Air Quality
Measure 4.9‐1a, SJVAPCD Dust Control Measures: Include San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Basic Control Measures in contract specifications for
all construction sites. Include SJVAPCD Enhanced Control Measures in contract
specifications when required to mitigate significant PM10 impacts. Include SJVAPCD
Additional Control Measures in contract specifications for construction sites that are large
in area, located near sensitive receptors, or which for any other reason warrant additional
emissions reductions. Include SJVAPCD Rule 9510, Indirect Source Review, Section 6.1,
Construction Equipment Emissions in contract specifications for any project subject to
discretionary approval by a public agency that ultimately results in the construction of a
new building, facility, or structure or reconstruction of a building, facility, or structure for
the purpose of increasing capacity or activity and also involving 9,000 square feet of space.

N

The project is not located within the jurisdiction of the SJVAPCD.

Measure 4.9‐1b, SJVAPCD Exhaust Control Measures: Include SJVAPCD Exhaust
Control Measures in contract specifications, where applicable, for heavy‐duty
equipment to limit exhaust emissions within the San Joaquin Region.

N

The project is not located within the jurisdiction of the SJVAPCD.

Measure 4.9‐1c, BAAQMD Dust Control Measures: For projects in the Sunol Valley,
Bay Division, Peninsula, and San Francisco Regions, include Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) Basic Control Measures in contract specifications for
all construction sites. Include BAAQMD Enhanced Control Measures in contract
specifications for sites over four acres. Include BAAQMD Optional Control Measures in
contract specifications for sites that are large in area, located near sensitive receptors, or
which for any other reason warrant additional emissions reductions.

N

Not applicable; the SFPUC would comply with the San Francisco Construction Dust
Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176‐08), which requires the project sponsor to
designate an individual to monitor compliance with dust control requirements.

Measure 4.9‐1d, BAAQMD Exhaust Control Measures: For projects in the Sunol Valley,
Bay Division, Peninsula, and San Francisco Regions, include BAAQMD Exhaust Control
Measures to limit exhaust emissions, where applicable.

Y

See Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) in EIR
Section 5.5.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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Air Quality (cont.)
Measure 4.9‐2a, Health Risk Screening or Use of Soot Filters: Complete a health risk
screening if truck volumes associated with a particular project along a particular haul
route exceed 40,000 truck trips over the entire construction period. If a potentially
significant impact is indicated, complete a site‐specific health risk assessment. Consider
diesel particulate matter (DPM) emission rates in separate project‐level analysis at the
time of construction. Develop a mitigation program based on the site‐specific health risk
assessment implementing methods of reducing DPM emission or exposure to a less‐
than‐significant level.

N

See Impact AQ‐3 in EIR Section 5.5: The proposed project’s construction activities
would generate TACs, including DPM, but would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.

Measure 4.9‐2b, Vacate SFPUC Land Managers’ Residences in Sunol Valley: Vacate
the two SFPUC Land Managers’ residences in the Sunol Valley during construction of
the Calaveras Dam or SVWTP – Treated Water Reservoirs projects or complete a health
risk screening (and, if warranted, a health risk assessment) to determine health risks at
these residences from either of these two projects.

N

The project is not located in the Sunol Valley.

Measure 4.9‐3, Tunnel Gas Odor Control: Add water scrubbers and appropriate
chemicals to tunnel ventilation systems if odorous gases become a nuisance odor
problem (i.e., odor complaints are received).

N

The project‐level analysis determined that the project would entail trenchless
construction (most likely auger boring, but perhaps pipe ramming or jack‐and‐bore) to
cross under MUNI rail lines (See EIR Chapter 3). No tunnel emissions are expected due
to these activities. Therefore, this measure is not necessary.

Measure 4.10‐1a, Noise Controls: For all WSIP projects located within 500 feet of any
noise‐sensitive receptors, implement appropriate noise controls to reduce daytime
construction noise levels to meet the 70‐dBA daytime speech interference criterion to the
extent feasible. For all WSIP projects involving nighttime construction and located
within 3,000 feet of any noise‐sensitive receptors, implement appropriate noise controls
to maintain noise levels at or below any applicable ordinance nighttime noise limits or
the 50‐dBA nighttime sleep interference criterion to the extent feasible.

N

See Impact NO‐3 in the EIR: Construction of the project would not result in a
substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential
receptors, and would not expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess of
standards established in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code). Therefore,
this measure is not necessary.

Measure 4.10‐1b, Vacate SFPUC Caretaker’s Residence at Tesla Portal: Vacate
caretaker’s residence at Tesla Portal during construction of the Advanced Disinfection
and Tesla Portal Disinfection Station projects as well as those portions of the San
Joaquin Pipeline System and Rehabilitation of Existing San Joaquin Pipelines projects
located at Tesla Portal.

N

The project is not located at the Tesla Portal.

The project‐level analysis determined that during construction emissions would be
short‐term and variable in nature and would not be expected to expose sensitive
receptors to substantial air pollutants in areas outside Air Pollutant Exposure Zones,
which only includes Oceanside WPCP. Also, the analysis determined that there are no
sensitive receptors located near the Oceanside WPCP. Furthermore, the project would
be subject to, and would comply with, California regulations limiting idling to no more
than 5 minutes. Therefore, this measure is not necessary.

Noise/Vibration
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Noise/Vibration (cont.)
Measure 4.10‐2a, Limit Hourly Truck Volumes: Haul and delivery truck routes for all
WSIP projects will, to the extent feasible, avoid local residential streets and follow local
designated truck routes. Total project‐related haul and delivery truck volumes on any
particular haul truck route will be limited to 80 trucks per hour.

N

See Impact NO‐3 in EIR Section 5.4: Construction of the project would not result in a
substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the closest residential
receptors, and would not expose persons to substantial noise levels in excess of
standards established in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).
The project would implement a Construction Management Plan that would minimize
the use of local roadways and residential streets. Also, project construction would
occur primarily during daytime hours, five days a week on nonholiday weekdays.
Therefore, this measure is not necessary.

Measure 4.10‐2b, Restrict Truck Operations: Prohibit haul and delivery trucks from
operating within 200 feet of any residential uses during the nighttime hours. For
receptors beyond 200 feet from a haul route, limit noise levels to the 50‐dBA sleep
interference criterion at the closest receptor.

N

Not applicable; project‐level analysis indicates that project construction would be
conducted primarily during daytime hours, five days a week on nonholiday weekdays
(See EIR Section 5.4).

Measure 4.10‐2c, Vacate SFPUC Land Manager’s Residence: Vacate Land Manager’s
residence adjacent to Alameda East Portal during offsite truck operations associated
with the New Irvington Tunnel project, if truck operations occur during the nighttime
hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) and are estimated to exceed the 50‐dBA sleep interference
criterion at this residence.

N

Not applicable; the project is not located in the vicinity of the Alameda East Portal.

Measure 4.10‐3a, Vibration Controls to Prevent Cosmetic or Structural Damage:
Incorporate restrictions into all contract specifications (primarily for sheetpile driving,
pile driving, or tunnel construction activities), whereby surface vibration will be limited
to 0.2 inch/second peak particle velocity (PPV) for continuous vibration (e.g., vibratory
equipment and impact pile drivers) and 0.5 inch/second PPV for controlled detonations
at the closest receptors to ensure that cosmetic or structural damage does not occur.

N

See Impact NO‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not result in substantial
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. The project‐level analysis applied
a 0.5‐in/sec PPV vibration significance threshold for adjacent buildings from
construction equipment and determined that equipment proposed for use at the
project site would have vibrational effects well below the threshold.

Measure 4.10‐3b, Limit Vibration Levels At or Below Vibration Perception Threshold:
Maintain vibration levels at or below the vibration perception threshold at adjacent
properties to the extent feasible during nighttime. If vibration complaints are received,
operational adjustments will be made to reduce vibration annoyance effects.

N

See Impact NO‐1 in the Initial Study: The project would not result in substantial
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. The project‐level analysis applied
a 0.5‐in/sec PPV vibration significance threshold for adjacent buildings from
construction equipment and determined that equipment proposed for use at the
project site would have vibrational effects well below the threshold. No additional
mitigation is necessary.

Measure 4.10‐3c, Limit Tunnel‐Related Detonation to Daylight Hours: Limit
controlled detonation associated with tunnel construction to daylight hours, Monday
through Saturday.

N

Not applicable; project‐level analysis indicates that project construction would be
conducted primarily during daytime hours, five days a week on nonholiday weekdays
(see EIR Section 5.4).
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Services/Utilities
Measure 4.11‐1a, Notify Neighbors of Potential Utility Service Disruption: Notify
residents and businesses in project area of potential utility service disruption two to four
days in advance of construction.

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to
existing utilities. The project‐level analysis determined the project would be in
compliance with relevant provisions of the Public Works codes, Cal/OSHA
requirements, and SFDPW’s Envista Utility Coordination tool. No additional measures
would be necessary.

Measure 4.11‐1b, Locate Utility Lines Prior to Excavation: Locate overhead and
underground utility lines prior to excavation work.

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to
existing utilities. Prior to construction activities, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) would
determine the locations of overhead and underground utility lines, such as natural gas,
electricity, sewer, telephone, cable, fuel, water, and MUNI lines, that may be
encountered during construction work. The project‐level analysis determined the
project would be in compliance with relevant provisions of Public Works codes,
Cal/OSHA requirements, and SFDPW’s Envista Utility Coordination tool.

Measure 4.11‐1c, Confirmation of Utility Line Information: Find the exact location of
underground utilities by safe and acceptable means. Confirm information regarding the
size, color, and location of existing utilities before construction activities commence.

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to
existing utilities. Utilities may be located by customary techniques such as geophysical
methods and hand excavation. Pursuant to State law, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) is
required to notify USA North so that utility companies may be advised of the work
and may field‐mark or otherwise protect and warn the contractor of their existing
utility lines. The project‐level analysis determined the project would be in compliance
with relevant provisions of Public Works codes, Cal/OSHA requirements, and
SFDPW’s Envista Utility Coordination tool. No additional measures would be
necessary.

Measure 4.11‐1d, Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to
Underground Utilities: While any excavation is open, protect, support, or remove
underground utilities as necessary to safeguard employees.

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to
existing utilities. As required by Cal/OSHA (Section 1926.651), while any excavation is
open, the SFPUC or its contractors would protect, support, or remove underground
utilities as necessary to safeguard employees.
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Services/Utilities (cont.)
Measure 4.11‐1e, Notify Local Fire Departments: Notify local fire departments any time
damage to a gas utility results in a leak or suspected leak, or whenever damage to any
utility results in a threat to public safety.

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to
existing utilities. As required by Cal/OSHA, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) would
develop an emergency response plan prior to commencing construction activities. In
response to a leak, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) would notify the appropriate
emergency response department whenever damage to any utility results in a threat to
public safety. No additional measure is necessary.

Measure 4.11‐1f, Emergency Response Plan: Develop an emergency response plan in
the event of a leak or explosion prior to commencing construction activities.

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to
existing utilities. As required by Cal/OSHA, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) would
develop an emergency response plan prior to commencing construction activities. In
response to a leak or explosion, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) would notify the
appropriate emergency response department whenever damage to any utility results
in a threat to public safety.

Measure 4.11‐2g, Prompt Reconnection of Utilities: Promptly reconnect any
disconnected utility lines.

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to
existing utilities. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) would promptly notify utility
providers to reconnect any disconnected utility lines as soon as it is safe to do so.

Measure 4.11‐1h, Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities:
Coordinate final construction plans and specifications with affected utilities.

N

See Impact UT‐5 in the Initial Study: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect related to disruption, relocation, accidental damage to
existing utilities. No additional measure would be necessary. The project‐level analysis
determined the project would be in compliance with relevant provisions of Public
Works codes, Cal/OSHA requirements, and SFDPW’s Envista Utility Coordination
tool.

Measure 4.11‐2, Waste Reduction Measures: Incorporate into contract specifications for
each WSIP project the requirement to obtain any necessary waste management permits
prior to construction and to comply with conditions of approval attached to project
implementation.

N

See Impact UT‐4 from the Initial Study: The construction and operation of the
proposed project would comply with all applicable statutes and regulations related to
solid waste. The project would be in compliance with San Francisco Construction and
Demolition Ordinance (Ordinance No. 27‐06), which requires that a minimum of 65
percent of all construction and demolition debris be recycled and diverted from
landfills. The project would also be in compliance with the Mandatory Recycling and
Composting Ordinance (City’s Ordinance 100‐09). No additional measures would be
necessary.
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Recreation
Measure 4.12‐1, Coordination with Golf Course/Recreational Facility Managers:
Coordinate with managers of golf courses or other recreational facilities directly affected
by pipeline construction to minimize adverse impacts on golfers and other recreational
users.

N

See Impact RE‐1 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would not increase the use
of existing neighborhood parks or other recreational facilities resulting in, substantial
physical deterioration or degradation of the facilities. Project construction activities
could require short‐term closure of a trail located north of Lincoln Way/34th Avenue,
between Lincoln Way and Middle Drive West, for approximately one week, and
potential closure of narrow park roadways, such as Overlook Drive, during pipeline
construction. However, these areas would be restored to conditions similar to pre‐
project conditions following pipeline construction (see Section A.6.2, Construction).
Additional measures would be necessary.

Measure 4.12‐2, Appropriate Siting of Proposed Facilities: Locate WSIP project
facilities on park and recreation properties in consultation with park planning staff to
minimize the direct loss of recreation and play space and to minimize inconvenience to
park and recreation users.

N

Not applicable. The proposed project would not permanently affect existing recreation
resources. The proposed facilities would not be located on active play fields or high
visitor use areas of Golden Gate Park. The fenced area around the existing Central
Reservoir facility in Golden Gate Park may be slightly enlarged under the proposed
project, but would not affect recreation use areas. All areas where pipeline would be
installed through recreation areas would be restored to conditions similar to pre‐
project condition after construction. All other proposed facilities would not affect park
or recreation properties. No additional measures would be necessary.

Measure 4.13‐1a, Supplemental Noticing and Soil Stockpiling: For the San Joaquin
Pipeline projects (San Joaquin System and Rehabilitation of Existing San Joaquin
Pipeline), stockpile and replace topsoil in mapped areas of Prime and Unique Farmland
and Farmland of Statewide Importance that would be temporarily disturbed by pipeline
construction, unless other actions are required under specific agreements with
individual landowners.

N

The project is not located in the San Joaquin Region.

Measure 4.13‐1b, Avoidance or Soil Stockpiling: Minimize any potential impacts on
agricultural lands in the Sunol Valley by avoiding these resources wherever possible.
Where this is not possible, stockpile, replace, and hydroseed topsoil to prevent erosion,
unless other actions are required as a result of contracts affecting use of the property or
under specific agreements with individual landowners.

N

The project is not located in the Sunol Valley Region.

Measure 4.13‐2, Siting Facilities to Avoid Prime Farmland: Avoid areas identified as
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. If avoidance
is not feasible, adopt a permanent set‐aside for an equivalent acreage of similarly valued
farmland in the area.

N

Not applicable; the project would not affect agricultural resources. See Section E.18,
Agriculture and Forest Resources, in the Initial Study.

Agriculture
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Hazards
Measure 4.14‐1a, Site Health and Safety Plan: For all projects where the site assessment
indicates the potential to encounter hazardous materials, prepare a site health and safety
plan identifying the chemicals present, potential health and safety hazards, monitoring,
soil‐handling methods, appropriate personnel protective equipment, and emergency
response procedures.

N

See Impact HZ‐2 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would be constructed on a
site identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 but excavation activities would not expose worker and the public
to adverse effects from release of hazardous materials. If a previously unidentified UST
were encountered, the SFPUC would be required to close the UST in accordance with
Article 21 of the San Francisco Health Code. The SFPUC would be required to submit a
corrective action plan, including a community health and safety plan, to SFDPH and
the RWQCB if a release occurred. Other impacts from exposure to hazardous materials
would be less than significant with the project in compliance with Article 22a of the
San Francisco Public Health Code, Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Health Code
(supplemented by Order No. 158170); and state and federal regulations regarding
disposal of contaminated waste.

Measure 4.14‐1b, Materials Disposal Plan: For all projects where the site assessment
indicates the potential to encounter hazardous materials in the soil, prepare a materials
disposal plan that specifies the disposal method and approved disposal site for the soil.

N

See Impact HZ‐2 in the Initial Study: The proposed project would be constructed on a
site identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 but excavation activities would not expose worker and the public
to adverse effects from release of hazardous materials. As the generator of the
hazardous wastes, the project sponsor would be required to follow state and federal
regulations for manifesting the wastes, using licensed waste haulers, and disposing the
materials at a permitted disposal or recycling facility. Also groundwater produced by
dewatering would be discharged to the combined sewer system in compliance with
Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code as supplemented by Order No. 158170.

Measure 4.14‐1c, Coordination with Property Owners and Regulatory Agencies: Based
on regulatory agency file reviews, assess the potential to encounter unacceptable levels
of hazardous materials at known environmental cases, for construction activities to
cause groundwater plume migration or interfere with ongoing remediations at known
environmental cases, and for increased water levels in reservoirs or lakes to inundate
known environmental cases. Modify construction or remediation activities.

N

The project is not expected to interfere with the investigation or remediation of a
known environmental case. The project‐level analysis identified environmental cases
within the project area (see Impact HZ‐2 in the Initial Study). Compliance with Article
21 of the San Francisco Health Code would ensure that hazardous materials impacts
associated with encountering previously unidentified USTs would be less than
significant. Also, compliance with Article 22A of the San Francisco Public Health Code
would ensure the proposed project would result in less‐than‐significant impacts
related to construction within contaminated materials. No additional measures are
necessary.

Measure 4.14‐2, Health Risk Screening and Airborne Asbestos Monitoring Plan: For
tunneling projects where soil or rock may contain naturally occurring asbestos, conduct
a health risk screening assessment to identify acceptable levels of asbestos in tunnel
emissions. Prepare an airborne asbestos monitoring plan for approval by the BAAQMD.

N

The project would not disturb a rock unit or soil that contains naturally occurring
asbestos.
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Hazards (cont.)
Measure 4.14‐5, Hazardous Building Materials Surveys and Abatement: For all WSIP
projects involving demolition or renovation of existing facilities, perform a hazardous
building materials survey for each structure prior to demolition or renovation activities.
If any friable asbestos‐containing materials, lead‐containing materials, or hazardous
components of building materials are identified, implement adequate abatement
practices prior to demolition or renovation.

N

The project‐level analysis determined the interior of the existing chemical building
(Building 510) at the Oceanside WPCP would be reconfigured to house chemical
storage tanks and feed systems for the recycled water process, which could result in
exposure to hazardous material. Also, the pump station which would be expanded at
the Central Reservoir site may also include these materials. The project would conduct
a SFPUC hazardous building materials survey. If hazardous materials are present, the
project would follow procedures required by the Lead in Construction Standard (8
CCR Section 1532.1); be in compliance with BAAQMD asbestos abatement
requirements; and remove and dispose of electric transformers that contain PCBs,
fluorescent light ballasts that contain PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light tubes in
accordance with the established regulatory framework explained under Impact HZ‐3
in the Initial Study.

N

See Impact ME‐1 in the Initial Study : The project would not encourage activities that
result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources in a
wasteful manner. The project‐level analysis determined the project energy demand
would be typical for a development of similar scope and nature and would comply
with current State and local codes concerning energy consumption, including Title 24
of the California Code of Regulations enforced by the Department of Building
Inspection and San Francisco Green Building Ordinance (Ordinance No. 180‐08), which
includes energy efficiency requirements. No additional measures are necessary.

N

The project is not located at the Irvington Portal.

Energy
Measure 4.15‐2, Incorporation of Energy Efficiency Measures: Consistent with the
Energy Action Plan II priorities for reducing energy usage, ensure that energy‐efficient
equipment is used in all WSIP projects. Prepare a repair and maintenance plan for each
facility to minimize power use. Evaluate the potential for use of renewable energy
resources.

Collective Impacts (These are considered cumulative mitigation measures in project‐
level CEQA documents)
Measure 4.16‐1a, Construction Coordination at Irvington Portal: If construction
schedules of multiple WSIP projects occurring at and near Irvington Portal coincide or
overlap, the SFPUC will coordinate with construction contractor(s) and neighbors to
minimize disturbance of residents in the adjacent neighborhood to the extent
practicable. Such coordination will need to balance the duration of construction with the
magnitude of construction‐related impacts on the same sensitive receptors.
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Collective Impacts (These are considered cumulative mitigation measures in project‐
level CEQA documents) (cont.)
Measure 4.16‐4a, Bioregional Habitat Restoration Measures: Address the following
bioregional effects and implement conservation principles when implementing habitat
compensation mitigation required for individual WSIP facility projects: compound
impacts on functional units of habitat as WSIP projects simplify vegetation structure and
increase “edge” (the boundary between two different habitats); increased habitat
impacts due to the spread of weedy, non‐native plant species; genetic diversity impacts
on small populations; impacts on wildlife movement due to habitat fragmentation;
suppression of natural disturbance regimes; and reduced population recovery
opportunities from stochastic events.

N

See Impact C‐BI‐1 in the Initial Study: The project, in combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in significant
cumulative impacts on biological resources. The project’s contribution to cumulative
effects on biological resources would be mitigated with project‐specific mitigation
measures and therefore would not require implementation of bioregional habitat
restoration measures.

Measure 4.16‐4b, Coordination of Construction Staging and Access: Coordinate
construction contractor(s) to minimize surface disturbance when construction schedules
for WSIP projects affecting the same areas overlap.

N

Not required. As described under Impact HZ‐5 in the Initial Study and in EIR Section
5.3, Transportation and Circulation, as part of the TASC process, the SFPUC would
develop a Construction Management Plan. As part of this plan, SFPUC would be
required to engage in ongoing coordination with appropriate jurisdictional agencies
through the TASC. Also see EIR Section 5.3 for more information about the
Construction Management Plan.

Measure 4.16‐6a, SFPUC WSIP Projects Construction Coordinator: Identify a qualified
construction coordinator to coordinate project‐specific traffic control plans; develop a
public information campaign to inform the public of construction activities, detour
routes, and alternate routes; and work with local and regional agencies to pursue
additional traffic mitigation measures and incorporate such measures into the
project‐specific traffic control plans.

N

Not required. As described under Impact HZ‐5 in the Initial Study and in EIR Section
5.3, Transportation and Circulation, as part of the TASC process, the SFPUC would
develop a Construction Management Plan. As part of this plan, SFPUC would be
required to engage in ongoing coordination with appropriate jurisdictional agencies
through the TASC. See EIR Section 5.3 for more information about the Construction
Management Plan.

Measure 4.16‐6b, Combined San Joaquin Traffic Control Plan: Develop a San Joaquin
Traffic Control Plan that coordinates the project‐specific traffic control plans and
identifies additional measures (consistent with the standards of San Joaquin County,
Stanislaus County, and Caltrans) to minimize the combined impacts of multiple WSIP
project construction traffic on I‐580, Chrisman Road, and Vernalis Road.

N

The project is not located in San Joaquin County.

Measure 4.16‐6c, Combined Sunol Valley Traffic Control Plan: Develop a Sunol Valley
Traffic Control Plan that coordinates the project‐specific traffic control plans and identifies
additional measures (consistent with the standards of Alameda County and Caltrans) to
minimize the impacts of construction traffic on Calaveras Road and I‐680.

N

The project is not located in the Sunol Valley.
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PEIR MITIGATION MEASURES – CONSISTENCY REVIEW FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO WESTSIDE RECYLED WATER PROJECT

PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)

Applicable to
Proposed Project
(Y/N)?

Discussion

Collective Impacts (These are considered cumulative mitigation measures in project‐
level CEQA documents) (cont.)
Measure 4.16‐7a, Dust and Exhaust Control Measures for All WSIP Projects: Require
implementation of Air Quality Measures 4.9‐1a thru 4.9‐1d for all WSIP projects to
address collective construction‐related air quality impacts.

N

Regarding fugitive dust, compliance with the Dust Control Ordinance would ensure
that construction‐related fugitive dust impacts associated with the project would be
less than significant (see EIR Section 5.5).

Measure 4.16‐7b, Health Risk Screening or Use of Soot Filters for All Projects in the
San Joaquin and Sunol Valley Regions: Require Measure 4.9‐2a for all WSIP projects in
the San Joaquin and Sunol Valley Regions to address collective DPM impacts. When this
requirement is applied to the New Irvington Tunnel project, it will be applied to both
the Sunol Valley and Fremont tunnel portals, taking into account truck traffic from other
WSIP projects in the vicinity of both portals.

N

The project is not located in the San Joaquin or Sunol Valley Regions.

Measure 4.16‐7c, Vacate SFPUC Land Managers’ Residences for All Projects in the
Sunol Valley Region: Require Measure 4.9‐2b for all WSIP projects in the Sunol Valley
Region to address collective DPM impacts.

N

The project is not located in the Sunol Valley Region.

Measure 4.16‐8a, Limiting Hourly Truck Volumes and Restricting Truck Operations
on Haul Routes for Multiple WSIP Projects: Apply Measures 4.10‐2a and 4.10‐2b to
total haul and delivery truck volumes attributable to all WSIP projects on any particular
haul truck route (including haul routes in the Tesla Portal, Irvington Portal, and Lower
Crystal Springs Dam vicinities as well as haul routes in the San Francisco Region) to
address collective truck‐related noise impacts.

N

Not applicable; See Impact C‐NO in EIR Section 5.4: The proposed project would not
result in a significant cumulative noise impact.

Measure 4.16‐8b, Vacate Land Manager’s Residence for All Projects in Sunol Valley
Region: To address collective noise impacts, vacate Land Manager’s residence adjacent to
Alameda East Portal during construction truck operations associated with all WSIP
projects in this region if collective daytime truck volumes exceed the 70‐dBA speech
interference criterion or nighttime truck volumes exceed the 50‐dBA sleep interference
criterion.

N

The project would not be located in the Sunol Valley Region.

N

Not required. As described under Impact HZ‐5 in the Initial Study and in EIR Section
5.3, Transportation and Circulation , as part of the TASC process, the SFPUC would
develop a Construction Management Plan. As part of this plan, SFPUC would be
required to engage in ongoing coordination with appropriate jurisdictional agencies
through the TASC.

Cumulative Effects
Measure 4.17‐6, SFPUC WSIP Projects Construction Coordinator – Other Agencies:
The SFPUC WSIP construction coordinator designated in accordance with
Measure 4.16‐6a will also consider the effects of any traffic generated by SFPUC
maintenance activities and other SFPUC projects; and coordinate with Caltrans, other
county agencies, and local jurisdictions regarding construction of other private and
public development projects so as to minimize traffic impacts on local access roads.
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PEIR Mitigation Measure(s)
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Proposed Project
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Cumulative Effects (cont.)
Measure 4.17‐8, Coordination of Truck Traffic on Local Streets: The SFPUC WSIP
construction coordinator designated in Measure 4.17‐6 will also be responsible for
coordinating truck traffic generated on these same streets by SFPUC maintenance
activities and other SFPUC projects so that SFPUC‐related truck noise increases are
maintained at or below threshold levels specified in Measures 4.10‐2a and 4.10‐2b to the
extent feasible.

N

Not required. As described under Impact HZ‐5 in the Initial Study and in EIR Section
5.3, Transportation and Circulation, as part of the TASC process, the SFPUC would
develop a Construction Management Plan. As part of this plan, SFPUC would be
required to engage in ongoing coordination with appropriate jurisdictional agencies
through the TASC.

Measure 5.6‐1, Groundwater Monitoring to Determine Basin Safe Yield: The SFPUC
will continue ongoing studies, including the existing groundwater and lake level monitoring
programs, to determine the safe yield of the North Westside Groundwater Basin in order
to avoid overdraft and associated effects including adverse effects on surface water features
and seawater intrusion. Using this data, the SFPUC will develop and implement a plan
identifying appropriate pumping patterns to avoid overdraft and the undesirable effects
associated with overdraft. The plan will establish both a regular (average annual) and
an intermittent (dry year or emergency) yield as well as a strategy for modifying
pumping patterns such that the pumping levels can be sustained as an ongoing reliable
water supply without depletion of groundwater storage or degradation of water quality.

N

See Impact HY‐3 in the Initial Study: The project would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level. One of the goals of the project is to use of recycled water to replace use of
groundwater currently used for irrigation and lake/pond fill at Golden Gate Park. Any
dewatering that may be necessary due to excavation for the project, would be limited
and would not affect groundwater flows in the underlying aquifer. There would be no
long‐term extraction of groundwater.

Measure 5.6‐2, Implementation of a Lake Level Management Plan:The SFPUC will
develop and implement a lake level management plan identifying strategies for altering
pumping patterns or lake augmentation to maintain Lake Merced water levels within
the desired long‐term range should monitoring conducted under Measure 5.6‐1 indicate
the potential for adverse effects on lake levels due to groundwater pumping. The
SFPUC will coordinate the implementation of this measure with Measure 5.6‐1.

N

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

Measure 5.6‐5, Drinking Water Source Assessments for Groundwater Wells: As required
by the California Department of Health Services and incorporated as part of the WSIP,
the SFPUC will prepare drinking water source assessments for groundwater wells
constructed under the Local and Regional Groundwater Projects (SF‐2) and will update
these assessments every five years. If the assessment indicates no potential for
contamination, then no mitigation is required. However, for wells that are considered
vulnerable to contamination on the basis of the drinking water source assessment, the
SFPUC will develop and implement a source water protection program specifying actions
and a program to be implemented to prevent contamination of the drinking water source.

N

The project does not propose use of any new or existing groundwater wells.

Westside Groundwater Basin Resources
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Westside Groundwater Basin Resources (cont.)
Measure 5.6‐5 (cont.)
The source water protection program could include nonregulatory components such as
watershed restoration, stormwater monitoring, groundwater monitoring, and public
education to protect drinking water quality. Land use planning, permitting, and
possibly more restrictive regulatory methods may also be implemented by the local
municipality where a threat to drinking water quality is indicated, and management of
potential sources of microbiological or direct chemical contamination to eliminate or
reduce the risk of contamination of the water supply may be considered. The SFPUC
will encourage public participation in the development of the program and will update
the program every five years along with the drinking water source assessments.
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