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Acronyms and Abbreviations

2010 CAP
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AMP
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BAAQMD
BAWSCA
Bicycle Plan
Blue Book
BMPs
BOD
Brine
C-APE

CA ARNG
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CAA
CAAQS
CalEEMod

California Register

Caltrans

Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan
Microgram per Liter

Microgram per Cubic Meter
Association of Bay Area Governments
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Archaeological monitoring plan

Area of Potential Effect
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Before Present

Bioactivated Carbon

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency

San Francisco Bicycle Plan
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Clean Air Act

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
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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

CcCcC 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

CcO 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

1-280 Interstate 280

JRP JRP Historical Consulting, LLC

Landmarks Board Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board

Lan Day-Night Noise Level
LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Leq Steady-State Energy Level
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Lincoln Park
LOS

LSM
Master Plan
MEI

mgd

mg/L

MF

mL

MLD
MPN
MTC
MTBE
MUNI
NAAQS
NAHC
National Register
NHPA
NO2

NOP

NOx
NPDES
NPS

NSR
NWIC
Panhandle
PAWS
PEIR

PM

PMio

PMas

ppm

PRC

Project

Lincoln Park/Lincoln Park Golf Course
Level of Service

Less than Significant with Mitigation
Golden Gate Park Master Plan

Maximally Exposed Individual

million gallons per day

milligram per liter
Microfiltration/Ultrafiltration

milliliters

Most Likely Descendant

Most Probably Number

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Methyl Tertiary-Butyl Ether

San Francisco Municipal Railway
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Native American Heritage Commission
National Register of Historic Places
National Historic Preservation Act
Nitrogen Dioxide

Notice of Preparation

Nitrogen Oxides

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Park Service

New Source Review

Northwest Information Center

Golden Gate Panhandle

Project Alternatives Workshop Series
Program Environmental Impact Report
Particulate Matter

Particulate Matter, 10 microns or less in diameter
Particulate Matter, 2.5 microns or less in diameter
parts per million

Public Resources Code
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RO
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SERPD
SIL
SNRAMP
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SR

SVP
SWRCB
TAC
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TEP
TPZ
TST
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U.S. EPA
USFWS
uv
WPA
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WSIP
Zoo

Z00 Road

Reference Exposure Level

Reverse Osmosis

Reactive Organic Gases

Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

San Francisco Department of Public Works

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department
Significant Impact Level

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Sulfur Dioxide

Sunset-Parkside Action Committee

State Route

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology

State Water Resources Control Board

Toxic Air Contaminants

Transportation Advisory Staff Committee
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Tree Protection Zone
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Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Glossary

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, domesticc 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 (Lan). Another 24-hour noise descriptor, called the day-night noise level (Lan), 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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1. Summary

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.! 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.?

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 20083 The PEIR evaluated the

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.

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.*

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.?
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

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.

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.

J 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.

J 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.®

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 O'Shaughnessy 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

o 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.” 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.® 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
0 Clearinghouse No. 2007012002, Certified October 7, 2010.

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 PEIR? 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:

J Alternative A: No Project Alternative
. Alternative B: Project Design Alternative
L 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:

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

Less than
Significant
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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:

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.

Less than
Significant
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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.)

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.

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

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:

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.”

Less than
Significant
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impact

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

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

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).

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:

e 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;

e 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;

e 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;

Less than
Significant
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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-5 (cont.)

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

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

o Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures.
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Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)

Impact CP-5 (cont.)

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

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

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

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

e 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.

Significant

Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, M-CP-3, M-CP-4, and M-CP-5.

Less than
Significant
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-2: Closure of travel lanes during project Less than | None required
construction would temporarily reduce roadway Significant
capacity and increase traffic delays on area
roadways, causing temporary and intermittent
conflicts with all modes of travel, but the effects
would be of short duration and limited in
magnitude.
Impact TR-3: Project construction would cause Less than | None required
temporary increases in traffic volumes on area Significant
roadways, but would not cause substantial conflicts
with the performance of the circulation system
Impact TR-4: Project construction within roadways Less than | None required
would not substantially limit access to adjacent Significant
roadways and land uses.
Impact TR-5: Project construction would not Less than | None required
substantially impair access to alternative Significant
transportation facilities (public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities), although it could temporarily
deteriorate the performance of such facilities.
Impact TR-6: Project operations and maintenance Less than | None required
activities would cause some increases in traffic Significant
volumes on area roadways, but would not
substantially alter transportation conditions and
would not cause conflicts with alternative travel
modes, including vehicles, emergency vehicles,
transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic.
Impact C-TR: The proposed project, in combination Less than | None required
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable Significant
future projects, would not substantially contribute
to cumulative traffic increases on local and regional
roads.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Noise
Impact NO-3: Construction of the project would not | Less than | None required
result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient | Significant
noise levels at the closest residential receptors, and
would not expose persons to substantial noise levels
in excess of standards established in the Noise
Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).
Impact C-NO: The proposed project would not have | Less than | None required
significant cumulative noise impacts. Significant
Air Quality
Impact AQ-2: The proposed project’s construction Significant | Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization. Less than
activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria .. . . . . . Significant
air pollutants, and could violate an air quality A. Add%tlonal Exhaust C.ont.rol Measures. In addltl.on to comPlymg with the Clean (.fonstruct.lon Ordinance
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or requlrements (use of. biodiesel fuel grade B20 or .hlgher, and either meets or exceeds Tier 2 engines or operate
projected air quality violation. with the .most effectlve VDECS for off-road equipment), average construchon—relate?l NOx emlssmns.f.rorr.l 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.
Impact AQ-3: The proposed project’s construction Less than | None required
activities would generate TACs, including DPM, but | Significant
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.
Impact C-AQ: The proposed project could result in Less than | None required
cumulative air quality impacts associated with Significant
criteria pollutant and precursor emissions and
health risks, but the project’s contribution would not
be cumulatively considerable.
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HY-6: Project operation would not violate Less than | None required
water quality standards or otherwise substantially Significant
degrade water quality.
Impact C-HY-2: The proposed project, in Less than | None required
combination with other reasonably foreseeable past, | Significant
present, and future projects, would not contribute to
violations of water quality standards.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

TABLE 1-2

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Land Use and Land Use Planning
Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
physically divide an established community. Significant
Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, | Significant
or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.
Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have Less than | None required
a substantial impact upon the existing character of Significant
the vicinity.
Impact C-LU: The proposed project would not have Less than | None required
a significant cumulative impact on land use. Significant
Aesthetics
Impact AE-1: The proposed project would not have Less than | None required
a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, Significant
substantially damage scenic resources, or degrade
the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings.
Impact AE-2: The proposed project would not result | Less than | None required
in a substantial source of light and glare. Significant
Impact C-AE: The proposed project would not have | Lessthan | None required
a significant cumulative impact on aesthetics. Significant
Population and Housing
Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
induce substantial population growth, either Significant
directly or indirectly.
Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not No Impact | None required
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.
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Population and Housing (cont.)
Impact C-PH: The proposed project would not have | Less than | None required
a project-specific impact on population and housing | Significant
and, therefore, would not directly result in a
significant cumulative impact on population and
housing.
Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-1: The project would not result in Less than | None required
conflict with an applicable congestion management | Significant
program
Noise
Impact NO-1: The project would not result in Less than | None required
substantial groundborne vibration or groundborne Significant
noise levels.
Impact NO-2: Project operations would not resultin | Less than | None required
the exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise Significant
levels in excess of standards or a substantial increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.
Air Quality
Impact AQ-1: The project would not create Less than | None required
objectionable odors that would affect a substantial Significant
number of people.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would Less than | None required
generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels | Significant
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.
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Wind and Shadow
Impact WS-1: The proposed project would not alter Less than | None required
wind in a matter that substantially affects public Significant
areas.
Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
create new shadow in a manner that could Significant
substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or
other public areas.
Impact C-WS: The proposed project would not have | Less than | None required
significant cumulative wind and shadow impacts. Significant
Recreation
Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
increase the use of existing neighborhood parks or Significant
other recreational facilities resulting in, substantial
physical deterioration or degradation of the
facilities.
Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not No Impact | None required
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have a significant effect on the
environment.
Impact C-RE: The proposed project would not have Less than | None required
a significant cumulative impact on recreation. Significant
Utilities and Service Systems
Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed Less than | None required
project would not result in construction or expansion | Significant
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.
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Utilities and Service Systems (cont.)
Impact UT-2: The proposed project would have Less than | None required
sufficient water supply available, and would not Significant
require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements.
Impact UT-3: The proposed project would be served | Less than | None required
by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to Significant
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs.
Impact UT-4: The construction and operation of the | No Impact | None required
proposed project would comply with all applicable
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
Impact UT-5: Project construction would not result Less than | None required
in a substantial adverse effect related to disruption, Significant
relocation, accidental damage to existing utilities.
Impact C-UT: The proposed project would not have | Lessthan | None required
a significant cumulative impact on utilities and Significant
service systems.
Public Services
Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not No Impact | None required
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.
Impact C-PS: The proposed project would not result | Less than | None required
in a significant cumulative impact on public Significant
services.
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Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

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.

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.

Less than
Significant
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Environmental Impact

Level of
Significance
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Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

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

1-24

March 2015



1. Summary

TABLE 1-2 (Continued)
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
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 Less than | None required
substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or Significant
other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
CDFW or USFWS.
Impact BI-3: The project would not have a Less than | None required
substantial adverse effect on federally protected Significant
wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act.
Impact BI-4: The project would not interfere Less than | None required
substantially with the movement of any native Significant
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.
Impact BI-5: The project would not conflict with No Impact | None required
applicable local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance.
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact M-C-BIO: The project, in combination with Significant | Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BI-1a through M-BI-1c. Less than
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future Significant
projects in the vicinity, could result in significant
cumulative impacts on biological resources.
Geology and Soils
Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
expose people or structures to potential substantial Significant
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving rupture of a known earthquake
fault, seismic groundshaking, or seismically induced
ground failure.
Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result | Less than | None required
in substantial erosion or loss of top soil. Significant
Impact GE-3: The project site would not be located Less than | None required
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that Significant
could become unstable as a result of the project.
Impact GE-4: The project site would not No Impact | None required
substantially change existing topography or unique
geologic features of the site.
Impact C-GE: The proposed project would not have | Lessthan | None required
a significant cumulative impact related to geologic Significant
hazards.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HY-1: Project construction would not violate | Less than | None required
water quality standards or otherwise substantially Significant
degrade water quality.
Impact HY-2: Project operation would not Less than | None required
contribute runoff water which would exceed the Significant
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.
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1. Summary

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

TABLE 1-2 (Continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere | Significant
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level.
Impact HY-4: The proposed project would not alter Less than | None required
the existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner | Significant
that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or
flooding on- or off-site.
Impact HY-5: The project would not expose people No Impact | None required
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.
Impact C-HY: The project would not have a significant | Less than | None required
cumulative hydrology and water quality impact. Significant
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HZ-1: The project would not create a Less than | None required
significant hazard through routine transport, use, or | Significant
disposal of hazardous materials.
Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would be Less than | None required
constructed on a site identified on a list of hazardous Significant
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 but excavation activities would
not expose workers and the public to adverse effects
from release of hazardous materials.
Impact HZ-3: Reconfiguration of the chemical Less than | None required
building interior would not expose workers and the | Significant
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.
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1. Summary

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT - DISCLOSED IN THE INITIAL STUDY

TABLE 1-2 (Continued)

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Environmental Impact Mitigation | Improvement/Mitigation Measure(s) Mitigation
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact HZ-4: Implementation of the project would Less than | None required
not result in adverse effects related to hazardous Significant
emissions or handling of acutely hazardous
materials within one-quarter mile of an existing
school.
Impact HZ-5: Implementation of the project would Less than | None required
not impair implementation of or physically interfere | Significant
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.
Impact HZ-6: The project would not expose people No Impact | None required
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving fires.
Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
have a significant cumulative impact related to Significant
hazardous materials.
Mineral and Energy Resources
Impact ME-1: The proposed project would not Less than | None required
encourage activities that result in the use of large Significant
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these
resources in a wasteful manner.
Impact C-ME: The proposed project would not have | Less than | None required
significant cumulative mineral and energy impacts. Significant
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1. Summary

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 1-3

Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C:
Impact Proposed Project No Project Project Design Alternative Reduced Project Alternative
Description Recycled water treatment and storage at the | Recycled water treatment, storage, Co-locates the treatment, storage, and Recycled water treatment and storage at

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.

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).

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

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

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.

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.

Operational capacity to serve peak-day
demands of up to 5 mgd (or 2 mgd
annual average).

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.

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).

Ability to Meet Project | Meets all of the Project Objectives
Sponsor’s Objectives

Would not meet any of the Project
Objectives

Meets all of the Project Objectives

Meets all of the Project Objectives; partially
meets the WSIP goals and objectives

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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1. Summary

TABLE 1-3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C:
Impact Proposed Project No Project Project Design Alternative Reduced Project Alternative
IMPACTS
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Archaeological Resources | Impact CP-2: The proposed project could No Impact Decreased Decreased

cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown

cultural resources would be avoided.

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by consolidating
treatment and storage facilities to one

The area of construction activities is
slightly reduced by reducing excavation
requirements at the Oceanside WPCP and

(No Impact) area, slightly reducing potential to Central Reservoir, and eliminating
Excavation, grading, and the movement of expose and cause impacts on unknown | construction of pipelines north of the
heavy construction vehicles and equipment archaeological resources. (Less than Central Reservoir; thereby reducing the
could expose and cause impacts on Significant with Mitigation) potential to expose and cause impacts on
unknown archaeological resources. unknown archaeological resources. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)
Paleontological Impact CP-3: The proposed project could No Impact Decreased Decreased
Resources directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Earth disturbing activities would not
occur; potential impacts to unknown

cultural resources would be avoided.

Eliminates potential impacts to
paleontological resources associated
with proposed treatment plant

Reduces excavation requirements at the
Oceanside WPCP; therefore, reduces
potential impacts to paleontological resources

(No Impact) construction by avoiding excavation in | associated with proposed treatment plant
At the recycled water treatment plant site, the Colma formation. (Less than construction and excavation in the Colma
excavation would extend approximately into Significant) formation. (Less than Significant with
the underlying Colma Formation, which has Mitigation)
the potential to include paleontological
resources.
Human Remains Impact CP-4: The proposed project could No Impact Decreased Decreased

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.

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)
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1. Summary

TABLE 1-3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C:
Impact Proposed Project No Project Project Design Alternative Reduced Project Alternative
Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Human Remains Impact CP-5: Construction of the proposed | No Impact No Change No Impact

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.

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)

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

No Impact

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)

Decreased

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)

Decreased

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)

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

No Impact

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

Decreased

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)

No Change

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)
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1. Summary

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 1-3 (Continued)

Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C:

Impact Proposed Project No Project Project Design Alternative Reduced Project Alternative
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 No Impact Decreased Decreased

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.

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)
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TABLE 1-3 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C:
Impact Proposed Project No Project Project Design Alternative Reduced Project Alternative
Biological Resources (cont.)
Cumulative Impacts Impact C-BI-1: The project, in combination No Impact Decreased Decreased

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.

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)
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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.!

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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 2-1 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



2. Introduction and Background

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 federal?> and state® “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.*
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.> 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.

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.

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.

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

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

e Continue to implement watershed protection measures.

Seismic Reliability — reduce e Design improvements to meet current seismic standards.

vulnerability to earthquakes e 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.

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

earthquake.
Delivery Reliability — e Provide operational flexibility to allow for planned maintenance shutdown of individual facilities
increase delivery reliability without interrupting customer service.

and improve the ability to °

F TP Provide operational flexibility to minimize the risk of service interruption from unplanned facility
maintain the system

upsets or outages.
e 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 e Meet average annual water demand of 265 mgd from the SFPUC watersheds for retail and
customer water needs in wholesale customers during nondrought years for system demands through 2018.
non'drought and drought e Meet dry-year delivery needs through 2018 while limiting rationing to a maximum 20 percent
periods systemwide reduction in water service during extended droughts.

e Diversify water supply options during nondrought and drought periods.

e Improve use of new water sources and drought management, including groundwater, recycled

water, conservation, and transfers.

Sustainability — enhance e Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect watershed ecosystems.
sus'ta{n'abllzty in all system ® Meet, at a minimum, all current and anticipated legal requirements for the protection of fish and
activities wildlife habitat.

e Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect public health and safety.

Cost effectiveness — achieve a | ® Ensure the cost-effective use of funds.
cost-effective, fully operational | o

Maintain a gravity-driven system.
system

e 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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2. Introduction and Background

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.° 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

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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2. Introduction and Background

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.

J 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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 2-8 March 2015
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2. Introduction and Background

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.

o EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

Expresses concern about contaminants of emerging
concern.

e EIR, Section 3.4.1, Facility Descriptions

e Initial Study, Hydrology and Water
Quality Impact HY-2

o EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Craig Middleton (Presidio

Describes the purpose of the Presidio Trust and its

EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

Trust) (August 14, 2014) relation to the proposed project.
Requests that compliance with the Presidio Trust’s e EIR, Section 3.1.1, Recycled Water
permit to use recycled water be addressed. Demand and Related Projects
e EIR, Section 5.1.4, Approach to
Cumulative Impact Analysis and
Cumulative Projects
Recommends confirming whether additional pumping | e EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description
facilities would be necessary.
Requests an evaluation of the impacts of constituents |  EIR, Section 3.4.1, Facility Descriptions
in recycled water on water bodies. e Initial Study, Hydrology and Water
Quality Impact HY-2
o EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant
Dan Murphy (Golden Gate Requests that impacts on bird species be addressed, o Initial Study, Biological Resources Impact

Audubon Society) (August 9,
2014)

and recommends mitigation measures for affected bird
species.

BI-1 and Impact BI-4
e 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
o 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.

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

Recommends increasing the delivery capacity of the
project.

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

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

o EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

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

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

Recommends a vegetation plan be developed for each
new building.

e 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.

o Initial Study, Biological Resources
Impact BI-1 and Impact BI-4

o EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Disagrees with the impact determination on
amphibians.

o Initial Study, Biological Resources
Impact BI-1

o EIR, Chapter 6.3, Effects found not to be
Significant

Recommends the appropriate duration for bird
nesting, and questions impact determinations for some
bird species.

o Initial Study, Biological Resources
Impact BI-1 and Impact BI-4

o 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.

e EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description

Steve Lawrence (July 18, 2014)

Recommends project alternatives, including
desalination.

EIR, Chapter 7, Alternatives
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2. Introduction and Background

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.

e 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
impacts.

e Initial Study, Aesthetics Impact AE-1
and Impact AE-2

e 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.

o Initial Study, Biological Resources Impact
BI-5

o 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.

e Initial Study, Aesthetics, Impact AE-1
and Impact AE-2;

e Initial Study, Biological Resources Impact
BI-1, Impact BI-4, and Impact BI-5

e EIR, Chapter 5.2, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

o 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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2. Introduction and Background

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.” Referenced materials are available for review at the Planning Department's 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).!

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.?

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 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.
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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 5mgd (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 Peak-Day Demand

End User Annual Demand (mgd) (mgd)
Golden Gate Park

Irrigation/California Academy of Sciences 0.94 241

Lake Fill 0.4 0.4
Lincoln Park Golf Course

Irrigation ‘ 0.11 ‘ 0.30
Presidio (All)

Irrigation ‘ 0.19 ‘ 0.89
Capacity for Potential Future Users

Irrigation 0.4 1
Total (rounded) 2 5

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.?
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.

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:

J 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

o 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 WPCP® (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.® 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.

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).” 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.?

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.

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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3. Project Description

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.?

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

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.!!

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.1?

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
valves!? 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/

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.

12 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report,
October 2013.

13" A multipurpose bi-directional shutoff valve used for commercial and industrial applications.

14 SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report, October
2013.
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3. Project Description

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.!> The proposed recycled water treatment process includes microfiltration/ultrafiltration (MF),
reverse osmosis (RO), and ultraviolet light (UV) disinfection.!® 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.!” 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.

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

lemerging/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.

16

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 3-14 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



3. Project Description

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.!8

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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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:

o 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

J Northeast along Skyline Boulevard to Sloat Boulevard

) East along Sloat Boulevard to 37th Avenue

J North along 37th Avenue to Vicente Street

J 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
J Northeast along Middle Drive West to Overlook Drive

J 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:

o 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

J Northwest along Crossover Drive to 25th Avenue

o North along 25th Avenue to Cabrillo Street

o West along Cabrillo Street to 36th Avenue

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 3-18 March 2015
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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
o 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.!® 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.?

;3 SFPUC, Personal Communication regarding 2014 SF Zoo Concepts, February 13, 2014.
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:

o 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.

o 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.).1.22

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 SEPUC, 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.??, 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, 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.?

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 Measures?” that would be implemented as part of all
WESIP 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:

o The SFPUC will require that all contractors maintain tire inflation to the manufacturers’ inflation
specifications.
o 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 1In the event that haul trucks associated with distribution pipeline construction (average 5 trucks per day) near the

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.

26 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.

24
25
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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.?® 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.?’

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,3® which would prevent

;g SFPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual Engineering Report, October 2013.
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.3! 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).3? 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.

APPROXIMATE EQUIPMENT USAGE FOR CONSTRUCTION AT OCEANSIDE WPCP

TABLE 3-2

Equipment

Number of Each
Equipment Type

Pavement breaker or concrete saw
Front-end loader

Large Excavator
Rubber-tired dozer
Regular dozer

Drill rig

Small roller compactor
Forklift

Small crane

Truck mounted drill rig
Generator

Mortar mixer

Asphalt paver

Concrete truck
Flatbed/pickup truck
Dump truck

Pickup or small vehicle

Ul N W R = R m m m em m = = NNE

—_
o]

@ 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.3* Some imported or existing site materials stored offsite would
be brought onsite for the structural backfill.3>

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.3¢ 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.

3 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).3” 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

Equipment

Number of Each
Equipment Type

Pavement breaker or concrete saw
Frontend loader
Excavator
Rubber-tired dozer
Regular dozer

Small roller compactor
Forklift

Small crane

Generator

Asphalt paver
Concrete truck
Flat-bed truck

Dump truck

Pickup trucks or small vehicles

(& I N R O R = T T = T S I ST
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@ 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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
Case No. 2008.0091E

3-26

March 2015



3. Project Description

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

Pipeline Segment/Location

Construction Task

Construction Area?®

Depth of Excavation

Recycled Water Treatment Plant to
Central Reservoir

e Install 16-inch-diameter ductile iron pipeline
using open-cut excavation

20,330 linear feet x 3-foot-wide trench

6 feet

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

e 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

e 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 e Install 16-inch-diameter ductile iron pipeline | 2,728 linear feet x 3-foot-wide trench 6.5 feet
Cabrillo Street to a wyeP at intersection using open-cut

excavation
25th Avenue and Cabrillo Street to e Install 8-inch-diameter ductile iron pipeline | 7,120 linear feet x 3-foot-wide trench 6.5 feet

Lincoln Park

using open-cut excavation

25th Avenue and Cabrillo Street to
Presidio

e Install 16-inch-diameter ductile iron pipeline
using open-cut excavation

7,490 linear feet long

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

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

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

6 feet

@ “Construction Area” refers to the areas of construction disturbance associated with pipeline construction.
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.
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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.’

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.?04142 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.*? 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.*

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
Engineering Report, July 2014.

40 Tbid.

g SFPUC, Personal Communication Regarding Westside Recycled Water Project Information Request, January 27, 2015.
Ibid.

43 Tbid.

44 SEPUC, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project-Distribution System (Project No. CUW 30201), Draft Conceptual
Engineering Report, July 2014.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 3-29 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



3. Project Description

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.#> 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.#¢ 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. 4 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.*8

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
Engineering Report, July 2014.

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

48 Tbid.

47
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TABLE 3-5
APPROXIMATE EQUIPMENT USAGE FOR PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION

Construction Usage Per Segment - Number of
Each Equipment Type

Concrete saw

Large trucks/dump trucks
Backhoe/excavator?®
Front-end loader
Rubber-tired dozer
Regular dozer

Handheld compactor

Small crane

N NN == W W o w

Asphalt paver
b

—_
N

Pickups or small vehicles
Sheeting driver

Air compressor

Grader

Paving equipment

=

Tandem roller

Street sweeper

Asphalt profiler

Static roller

Brush chipper

Vacuum sweeper

Water truck

Equipment for trenchless pipeline construction®

_ = = NN

3 An excavator would be used for excavating and backfilling the pits needed for the trenchless pipeline construction.

Pickup use is for short haul trips at construction areas, and does not include worker commute trips.

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.

C

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.* 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://stdpw.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.>?

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);°! 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 properties®® 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).5? 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.

Those parcels adjacent to the work area.

SFPUC, S. MacPherson, Environmental Project Manager, Personal Communication with J. Gillman, SFPUC, December 22,

2014 (Presented to ESA on December 23, 2014).

52
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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.>* 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.>® 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.>%), 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.

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.

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.

55
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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.”” 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

Volume (gallons, Days of Storage/
Chemical Concentration future demand) Delivery Frequency
Sodium Hypochlorite 12.5% 6,400 14
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 ammeonia. 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.>®

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
Golden Gate Park Westside Project
Parameter Groundwater Oceanside Effluent Objective

Sodium (mg/L) 27 104 27
Chloride (mg/L) 41 134 41
Total Nitrogen (mg-N/L) 8.5 38 10
Phosphorus, Ortho-P (mg/L) NA 5.0 1
Ammonia (mg-N/L) 0.07 38

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.®® 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 17.5
Facility Piping 50
Facility Piping Valves 50
Underground Piping 45
Underground Valves 45
Electrical Switchgear 22.5
Solid-State Starters and Variable-Frequency Drive Equipment 9
Instrumentation and Controls 12.5
Communications Equipment (Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition) 10
Chemical Treatment Equipment 12.5
Laboratory/Monitoring Equipment 6
Structures — Concrete 50
Membrane Filters 20
Reverse-Osmosis Filters 20
Ultraviolet Reactors 20
Decarbonators 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

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

J 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

o 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.

o 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.

o 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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o 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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 4-2 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



4. Plans and Policies

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.! 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.? Related to the Master Plan for Golden Gate

L SFPUC, Strategic Sustainability Plan, March 2011.
2 SERPD, 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 Areas® 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

o 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.* Strategic Goal 3.6 of the Presidio Trust 2005-2009 Strategic Plan also
calls for increasing the use of recycled water for landscape irrigation.?

The project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any environmental plan or policy adopted for the
purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.

4 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.

5 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

51 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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5.1 Overview

. 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,! 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.? Because the proposed project is a component of the WSIP, the project would also contribute to the
WHSIP’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

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.

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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.1-4 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

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
(except Biological Key Special- Other Species of | Common Habitats

Impact Resources) Sensitive Habitats |  Status Species Concern and Species Mitigation Measures

STREAM FLOW

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

None required.

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

None required.

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

None required.

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

None required.

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

None required.

GEOMORPHOLOGY

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

None required.

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

LS None required.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories

NA = Not Applicable or No Impact B = Beneficial

LS = Less than Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.1-5 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES -

TABLE 5.1-1 (Continued)

TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES

Significance Determination

All Impacts
(except Biological
Impact Resources)

Biological Resource Impacts

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special-
Status Species

Other Species of
Concern

Common Habitats
and Species

Mitigation Measures

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.

SURFACE WATER SUPPLIES

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

None required.

Impact 5.3.4-2: Effects on Delta

LS
water users.

None required.

GROUNDWATER

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

None required.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories

NA = Not Applicable or No Impact B = Beneficial

LS = Less than Significant

SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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TABLE 5.1-1 (Continued)

TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES

5.1 Overview

Significance Determination

Biological Resource Impacts

All Impacts
(except Biological Key Special- Other Species of | Common Habitats
Impact Resources) Sensitive Habitats | Status Species Concern and Species Mitigation Measures
GROUNDWATER (cont.)
Impact 5.3.5-2: Alteration of
stream flows along the Tuolumne .
River, which could affect local LS None required.
groundwater quality.
FISHERIES
Impact 5.3.6-1: Effects on fishery
resources in Hetch Hetchy LS None required.
Reservoir.
Impact 5.3.6-2: Effects on fishery
resources along the Tuolumne LS None required
River between Hetch Hetchy ! ’
Reservoir and Don Pedro Reservoir.
Impact 5.3.6-3: Effects on fishery LS None required.

resources in Don Pedro Reservoir.

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

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

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.

**1f Measure 5.3.6-4a proves to be
infeasible, the SFPUC will implement
Measure 5.3.6-4b.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact

LS = Less than Significant

PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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5.1 Overview

SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES -

TABLE 5.1-1 (Continued)

TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES

Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
(except Biological Key Special- Other Species of | Common Habitats
Impact Resources) Sensitive Habitats Status Species Concern and Species Mitigation Measures
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
Impact 5.3.6-4 (cont.) consistent with the Lower Tuolumne
P e ’ 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 5.3.6-5: Effects on fishery
resources along the San Joaquin LS None required.
River.
TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY
Impact 5.3.7-1: Impacts on riparian
habitat and related biological
resources in Hetch Hetchy
Reservoir and along the bedrock LS LS LS LS None required.
channel portions of the Tuolumne
River from O’Shaughnessy Dam to
Don Pedro Reservoir.
Impact 5.3.7-2: Impacts on alluvial The SFPUC will implement
features that support meadow Measure 5.3.7-2 to reduce adverse
and r1par1an.hab1tat along the PSM PSM PSM PSM 1mpa'cts on sensmye habitats, key
Tuolumne River from special-status species, other species of
O’Shaughnessy Dam to Don concern, and common habitats and
Pedro Reservoir. species to a less-than-significant level.

NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation
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TABLE 5.1-1 (Continued)

TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES

5.1 Overview

Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts
(except Biological Key Special- Other Species of | Common Habitats
Impact Resources) Sensitive Habitats | Status Species Concern and Species Mitigation Measures
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
Impact 5.3.7-2 (cont.) during Fhe 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 5.3.7-3: Impacts on
biological resources in Lake LS LS LS LS None required.
Eleanor and along Eleanor Creek.
Impact 5.3.7-4: Impacts on
biological resources in Lake Lloyd LS LS LS LS None required.
and along Cherry Creek.
Impact 5.3.7-5: Impacts on
biological resources in Don Pedro LS LS LS LS None required.
Reservoir.
NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact B = Beneficial
LS = Less than Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES -

TABLE 5.1-1 (Continued)

TUOLUMNE RIVER SYSTEM AND DOWNSTREAM WATER BODIES

Impact

Significance Determination

All Impacts
(except Biological
Resources)

Biological Resource Impacts

Sensitive Habitats

Key Special-
Status Species

Concern

Other Species of

Common Habitats
and Species

Mitigation Measures

TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY (cont.)

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

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.

Measure 5.3.6-4a, Avoidance of Flow
Changes by Reducing Demand for
Don Pedro Reservoir Water — see
description above.

**1f 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

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

5.1 Overview

Impact

Significance Determination

Biological Resource Impacts

All Impacts
(except Biological Key Special- Other Species of | Common Habitats
Resources) Sensitive Habitats | Status Species Concern and Species

Mitigation Measures

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.

ENERGY RESOURCES

Impact 5.3.9-1: Effects on
hydropower generation at
facilities along the Tuolumne
River.

None required.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact

LS = Less than Significant

PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation

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 Key Special Other Common
(except Biological Sensitive Status- Species of Habitats
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern | and Species | Mitigation Measures
STREAM FLOW
Impact 5.4.1-1: Effects on flow along
Calaveras Creek below Calaveras LS None required.
Reservoir.
Measure 5.4.1-2, Diversion Tunnel Operation: The
Impact 5.4.1-2: Effects on flow along SFPUC will implement operational criteria for the
Alameda Creek below the diversion LSs? diversion dam requiring that water not needed to fill
dam. 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 LS None required.
San Antonio Creek.
GEOMORPHOLOGY
Impact 5.4.2-1: Effects on channel
formation and sediment transport along LS None required.
Calaveras Creek.
Impact 5.4.2-2: Effects on channel
formation and sediment transport along
Alameda Creek downstream of the LS None required.
diversion dam and downstream of the
San Antonio Creek confluence.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact

LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation

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)

5.1 Overview

SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED

Significance Determination

Biological Resource Impacts

All Impacts Key Special Other Common
(except Biological Sensitive Status- Species of Habitats
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern | and Species | Mitigation Measures
GEOMORPHOLOGY (cont.)
Impact 5.4.2-3: Effects on channel
formation and sediment transport along .
San Antonio Creek downstream of LS None required.
San Antonio Reservoir.
SURFACE WATER QUALITY
.Impact 5.4.3-1: Effect§ on water quality LS None required.
in Calaveras Reservoir.
.Impact 5.4.3-?: Effects on water quality LS None required.
in San Antonio Reservoir.
Impact 5.4.3-3: Changes in water quality
along Calaveras, San Antonio, and LS None required.
Alameda Creeks.
GROUNDWATER BODIES
Impact 5.4.4-1: Changes in groundwater .
levels, flows, quality, and supplies. LS None required.
FISHERIES
Impact 5.4.5-1: Effects on flshery B None required.
resources in Calaveras Reservoir.
Impact 5.4.5-2: Effects on fishery resources
along Calaveras Creek below Calaveras .
B None required.

Dam and along Alameda Creek below
confluence with Calaveras Creek.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories

NA = Not Applicable or No Impact

LS = Less than Significant

PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation

B = Beneficial

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

5.1-13

March 2015



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED

TABLE 5.1-2 (Continued)

Significance Determination

Biological Resource Impacts

All Impacts Key Special Other Common
(except Biological Sensitive Status- Species of Habitats
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern | and Species | Mitigation Measures
FISHERIES (cont.)
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.

Impact 5.4.5-3: Effects on fishery ** If monitoring results for Measure 5.4.5-3a indicate the

resources along Alameda Creek PSM m . ful. the SFPUC will impl ¢

downstream of Alameda Creek easure is unsuccessful, the will implemen

. . Measure 5.4.5-3b.

Diversion Dam.
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 . B None required.

resources in San Antonio Reservoir.

Impact 5.4.5-5: Effects on fishery

resources along San Antonio Creek LS None required.

below San Antonio Reservoir.

Impact 5.4.5-6: Effects on fishery

resources along Alameda Creek below LS None required.

confluence with San Antonio Creek.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact

LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation

B = Beneficial

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

5.1-14

March 2015



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

TABLE 5.1-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED

5.1 Overview

Significance Determination

Biological Resource Impacts

All Impacts Key Special Other Common
(except Biological Sensitive Status- Species of Habitats
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern | 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 Measure 5.4.6-1, Compensation for Impacts on

habitat and related biological resources PSM PSM LS LS Terrestrial Biological Resource§: The SFPUC w1ll.

in Calaveras Reservoir. 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

Impact 5.4.6-2: Effects on riparian to reduce adverse impacts on key special-status species

habitat and related biological resources to a less-than-significant level.

along Alameda Creek, from below the LS PSM LS N/A Measure 5.4.1-2, Diversion Tunnel Operation — see

diversion dam to the confluence with description above.

Calaveras Creek. 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-

Impact 5.4.6-3: Effects on riparian than-significant level.

habitat and related biological resources Measure 5.4.6-3, Operational Procedures for Calaveras

along Calaveras Creek, from Calaveras LS PSM LS LS Dam Releases: The SFPUC will manage releases from

Reservoir to the confluence with Calaveras Reservoir to mimic a more natural hydrologic

Alameda Creek. 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

B = Beneficial

SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED

TABLE 5.1-2 (Continued)

Significance Determination

Biological Resource Impacts

All Impacts Key Special Other Common
(except Biological Sensitive Status- Species of Habitats
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern | and Species | Mitigation Measures
TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY (cont.)
The SFPUC will implement Measures 5.4.6-3 and 5.4.5-3a
Impact 5.4.6-4: Effects on riparian to reduce adverse impacts on key special-status species
habitat and related biological resources to a less-than-significant level.
along Alameda Creek, from the LS PSM LS LS Measure 5.4.6-3, Operational Procedures for Calaveras
confluence with Calaveras Creek to the Dam Releases — see description above.
confluence with San Antonio Creek. Measure 5.4.5-3a, Minimum Flows for Resident Trout
on Alameda Creek — see description above.
Impact 5.4.6-5: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources LS LS LS LS None required.
in San Antonio Reservoir.
Impact 5.4.6-6: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources
along San Antonio Creek between LS LS LS N/A None required.
Turner Dam and the confluence with
Alameda Creek.
Impact 5.4.6-7: Effects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources .
along Alameda Creek below the LS LS LS N/A None required.
confluence with San Antonio Creek.
Impact 5.4.6-8: Conflicts with the
provisions of adopted conservation IS None required.

plans or other approved biological
resources plans.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact
LS = Less than Significant

PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation

B = Beneficial

SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

TABLE 5.1-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED

5.1 Overview

Significance Determination

Biological Resource Impacts

All Impacts Key Special Other Common
(except Biological Sensitive Status- Species of Habitats
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern | and Species | Mitigation Measures
RECREATIONAL AND VISUAL RESOURCES
ImP?Ft 5.4.7-1: Effe'ct.s on recreational LS None required.
facilities and/or activities.
Impact 5.4.7-2: Visual effects on scenic
resources or visual character of the LS None required.

water bodies.

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

B = Beneficial

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
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

TABLE 5.1-3
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - PENINSULA WATERSHED
Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts Key
(except Special- Other Common
Biological Sensitive Status Species of | Habitats and
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern Species Mitigation Measures
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.
GEOMORPHOLOGY
Impact 5.5.2-1: Changes in sediment
transport and channel morphology in LS None required.
the Peninsula watershed.
WATER QUALITY
Impact 5.5.3-1: Effects on water quality in
Crystal Springs Reservoir, San Andreas LS None required.
Reservoir, and San Mateo 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
Impact 5.5.3-2: Effects on water quality o .
A . . reduced to reservoir inflow earlier in the summer than under the
in Pilarcitos Reservoir and along PSM - o . .
Pilarcitos Creek 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.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories

NA = Not Applicable or No Impact

LS = Less than Significant

PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

5.1-18
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

TABLE 5.1-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - PENINSULA WATERSHED

5.1 Overview

Significance Determination
Biological Resource Impacts
All Impacts Ke}’
(except Special- Other Common
Biological Sensitive Status Species of | Habitats and
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern 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
Impact 5.5.3-2 (cont.) Pilarcitos Reservoir. The SFPUC will operate the aeration
system as necessary to avoid anoxic conditions and maintain
good water quality conditions at the reservoir.
GROUNDWATER
Impact 5.5.4-1: Alteration of stream
flows along Pilarcitos Creek, which .
could affect groundwater levels and LS None required.
water quality.
FISHERIES
Measure 5.5.5-1, Create New Spawning Habitat Above
Impact 5.5.5-1: Effects on fishery Crystal S.prmgs. Reservm.r: The SFPUC will survey the e.xtent
. . . and quality of fish spawning habitat lost due to inundation
resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir PSU . . . . .
(Upper and Lower) and, if feasible, create new spawning habitat at a higher
PP ' elevation. The specifics of this mitigation measure will be
determined as part of project-level CEQA review.
Impact 5.5'.5-2: Effects on fishery ' LS None required.
resources in San Andreas Reservoir.
Impact 5.5.5-3: Effects on fishery .
resources along San Mateo Creek. LS None required.
Impact 5.5.5-4: Effects on fishery PSM Measure 5.5.3-2b, Aeration System at Pilarcitos Reservoir —
resources in 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

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

TABLE 5.1-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - PENINSULA WATERSHED

Impact

Significance Determination

All Impacts
(except
Biological
Resources)

Biological Resource Impacts

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.

Ls?

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.

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

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

TABLE 5.1-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - PENINSULA WATERSHED

5.1 Overview

Significance Determination

Biological Resource Impacts

All Impacts Ke}’
(except Special- Other Common
Biological Sensitive Status Species of | Habitats and
Impact Resources) Habitats Species Concern Species Mitigation Measures
TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY (cont.)

Measure 5.5.6-1c, Compensation for Serpentine Seep-
Related Special-Status Plants: The SFPUC will protect,

Impact 5.5.6-1 (cont.) 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 5.5.6-2: Impacts on b1010g1f:al LS PSM LS LS None required.

resources in San Andreas Reservoir.

Impact 5.5.6-3: Impacts on biological

resources along San Mateo Creek below LS LS LS LS None required.

Lower Crystal Springs Dam.

Impact 5.5.6-4: Impacts on biological Measure 5.5.3-2c, Habitat Monitoring and Compensation:

resources in Pilarcitos Reservoir. The SFPUC will protect, restore, and enhance existing habitat

LS PSM LS LS 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 LS LS LS LS None required.

Pilarcitos Reservoir.

Impact 5.5.6-6: Impacts along Pilarcitos .

Creek below Stone Dam. LS LS LS LS None required.

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

B = Beneficial
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

5.1-21

March 2015



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

TABLE 5.1-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - PENINSULA WATERSHED

Impact

Significance Determination

All Impacts
(except
Biological
Resources)

Biological Resource Impacts

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 LS None required.

water bodies.

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

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

TABLE 5.1-4
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - WESTSIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN

Significance Determination

North Westside | South Westside
Groundwater Groundwater

Impact Basin 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 Measure 5.6-1, Groundwater Monitoring to Determine Basin Safe Yield: The SFPUC

the Westside Groundwater Basin. PSM LS 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.
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 Measure 5.6-1, Groundwater Monitoring to Determine Basin Safe Yield — see

and other surface water features, including Pine description above.

Lake, due to decreased groundwater levels in the PSM N/A

i grou Measure 5.6-2, Implementation of a Lake Level Management Plan: The SFPUC will

Westside Groundwater Basin. 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.

) . The SFPUC will implement Measure 5.6-1 to reduce adverse impacts on the North

Impact 5.6-3: Seawater intrusion due to decreased Westside Groundwater Basin to a less-than-significant level.

groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater PSM LS . i i .

Basin. Measure 5.6-1, Groundwater Monitoring to Determine Basin Safe Yield - see
description above.

Impact 5.6-4: Land subsidence due to decreased

groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater LS LS None required.

Basin if the historical low water levels are exceeded.

NOTES:

PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact

LS = Less than Significant
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation

B = Beneficial
SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

TABLE 5.1-4 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - WESTSIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN

Significance Determination
North Westside | South Westside
Groundwater Groundwater
Impact Basin 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 Measure 5.6-5, Drinking Water Source Assessments for Groundwater Wells: The
grogndwater pumping in the Westside Groundwater PsM PSM SFPUC will develop and implement a source water protection program for wells
Basin. 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.
Impact 5.6-6: Drinking water contaminants above
maximum contaminant levels and adverse effects of LS LS None required
adding treated groundwater to the distribution ! ’
system.
NOTES:
PEIR Significance Categories
NA = Not Applicable or No Impact B = Beneficial
LS = Less than Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
PSM = Potentially Significant impact with Mitigation PSU = Potentially Significant and Unavoidable, even with mitigation
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.1-24 March 2015
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5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

TABLE 5.1-5

5.1 Overview

SUMMARY OF WSIP WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - CUMULATIVE WATER SUPPLY

Cumulative Impact Significance Determination

&

S |8 & ~ £

=] =1 - " =
> < — <
o0 '& 3 g 2] & g 5
=} - 9] = = O
— =) [T -] o 2 |
2] o = = =) h o8| 8 =
g E |E%| 8 2 |82 g%

i > ] 5 B 2 e 59| 9.2 e
Cumulative Water Supply Impact e & aal 0 = PEES Mitigation Measures
I .7.2-1: Tuol River — Hetch Hetchy R ir t

mpact 5 uolumne River — Hetch Hetchy Reservoir to LS LS LS LS LS LS LS | None required.
Don Pedro Reservoir.
I .7.2-2: Tuol River — Don Pedro R« ir to thy

mpact 5 /-2-2: Tuolumne River — Don Pedro Reservoir to the LS LS LS LS LS LS LS | None required.
San Joaquin River.
Impact 5.7.2-3: San Joaquin River, Stanislaus River, and the LS LS LS LS LS LS LS | None required.
Delta.

Impact 5.7.3-1: Alameda Creek watershed. 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.
Impact 5.7.5-1: North Westside Groundwater Basin. LS None required.

LS None required.

Impact 5.7.5-2: South Westside Groundwater Basin.

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

B = Beneficial
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

5.1-25

March 2015



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.1 Overview

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

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.1-26 March 2015
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5.1 Overview

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.>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.

J 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 upland® 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

San Francisco Planning Department, “Parkmerced Project.” Available online at http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page
=2529, Accessed January 23, 2014.

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.

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.
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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, scientificc 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[1]). 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.! 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 Pleistocene* 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.>® 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

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.” 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,® 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.?

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.! 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;!! 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.!? 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.

Schlocker, Julius, Geology of the San Francisco North Quadrangle, California, U.S. Geological Survey, Professional Paper 782,

Washington D.C., 1974.

Meyer, Jack; Rosenthal, Jeffrey, Geoarcheological Overview of the Nine Bay Area Counties in Caltrans District 4, Prepared for

Caltrans District 4, 2007.

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.

Shoup, Lawrence, Cultural Resources Overview: Lake Merced Transport, San Francisco Clean Water Program, San Francisco,

California, January, 1981, pg 8.

11 Graymer, RW.; 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.
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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.!> 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.!#

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.!®> 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., "Punctuated Culture Change in the San Francisco Bay Area," Prehistoric California: Colonization,

5 Culture, and Complexity, Edited by T.L. Jones and K. A. Klar, AltaMira Press. 2007, Ch. 8, pp. 99-124.
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Ethnographic Context

This ethnohistorical review has been adapted from Meyer et al.1®

The C-APE is within the traditional territory of the Costanoan people, also referred to as Ohlone, Mutsun,
and Rumsun.l” 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.!?
Thus, information applicable to the Ramaytush Costanoan ethnographic record must be taken from
secondary sources?92! and from Milliken’s work?>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.”?* In particular,
J.P. Harrington’s field notes provided Levy with “the most extensive single body of Costanoan
ethnographic and linguistic material.”?> 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

Seismic Retrofit Project, Edited by Mary Praetzellis. Prepared by Anthropological Studies Center. Prepared for Caltrans
District 4, Oakland, 2001.
17 Levy, Richard, "California: Costanoan," edited by Robert F. Heizer, Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, William C.
18 Sturtevant, General Editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C., 1978, pp. 485-495.
Ibid.
19 Ibid.
20 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.
21 Levy, Richard, "California: Costanoan," edited by Robert F. Heizer, Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. §,
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, 5-9580, California Archaeological Inventory,
Northwest Information Center (NWIC), Rohnert Park, California, 1983.
23 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.
24 Levy, Richard, "California: Costanoan," 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.?® 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.?’

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.?® 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).??
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, Milliken3® 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.3! 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.3?

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.3*

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.3® 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 Tbid. pp. 494.

28 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, 5-9580, California Archaeological Inventory,
NWIC, Rohnert Park, California, 1983.

29 Tbid. pp. 72-74.

30 Ibid. pp. 74.

31 Ibid. pp. 72.

32 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.

33 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.

34 Bancroft, Hubert Howe, History of California, Seven Volumes, The History Company, San Francisco, 1884-1890, pp. 374.

35 Levy, Richard, "California: Costanoan," edited by Robert F. Heizer, Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, William C.
Sturtevant, General Editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C., 1978, pp. 486.
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labor on surrounding ranchos.3¢ 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.3”
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.3®

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.3? 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.*! 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.

36 Ibid.
37 Rudo, Mark Ogden, The Prehistory of San Francisco, Unpublished Master’s thesis, Department of Anthropology,
San Francisco State University, On file (5-6160), California Archaeological Inventory, NWIC, Rohnert Park, California,
1982, pp. 10, 21.
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.
ESA, San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, Final Historic Resources Evaluation. Prepared for San Francisco Planning
Department Environmental Planning Division and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, September 2014.
40 VerPlanck, Christopher, “Social and Architectural History of the Richmond District,” The Western Neighborhoods
ul Project. Available online at http://www.outsidelands.org/richmond_arch.php, Accessed January 17, 2013.
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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.*?

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.*3
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.#* Additional burials
have been uncovered at Clement Street and 32nd Avenue.*?

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.4

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 1pid.

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.

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.

Dean, Randall, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division Archeologist, Personal
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44

45

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.2-9 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

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.#

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.*®

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.#

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 Tbid.
48 Thid.
49 1bid.
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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.>!

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.>?

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

:(1) National Park Service (NPS), National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, Golden Gate Park, October 2004.
Ibid.
52 Ibid.
53 Ibid.
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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.>*

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.>

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.>

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.%”

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.

>4 Ibid.

> Ibid.

% Ibid.

57" Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK), Historic Context Statement of the Oceanside: A Neighborhood of
the Sunset District, San Francisco, Updated March 2010.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.2-12 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

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.>8

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.>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.6t1

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.®?

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.®3 The homes produced by the various
builders were remarkably similar.

58 Rose, Evelyn, "Explosive Revelation: Glen Canyon Ties to the Nobel Prize," Glan Park News, Winter 2007-2008, Available
online at http://foundsf.org/index.php?title=Giant_Powder_Company, Accessed February 20, 2015.

59 Unagaretti, Lorri, "The Changing Physical Landscape of the Sunset District: The Late 1800s through the Mid-1900s, 2004,"
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www.sthistoryencyclopedia.com/articles/c/chanSunsetDistr.html, Accessed January 17, 2013.

SPEAK, The Oceanside Neighborhood of San Francisco’s Sunset District, Historic Resources Inventory, San Francisco, CA,

Updated May 2010.
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Henry Doelger Enterprises built about 25,000 houses in San Francisco, mostly in the Sunset District.t4
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.®

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.%

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.®”

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, Ken, "The Sunset Developers,’ The Western Neighborhoods Project. Available online at http://
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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.®® 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 1925.6970

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 Zo0o.”1
The pool house existed until 2012, when it was partially destroyed by fire and torn down.”? 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.

68 Tbid.
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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 state's 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.”4 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.
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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.”® 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.

J 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:””

. 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.

;? Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Standards and Guidelines, News Bulletin Number 163, January 1995.
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,’® 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.”” 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.8? Nevertheless, vertebrate fossils, including parts
of mammoths and bison, have been found in the Colma Formation in San Francisco, near the base of
Telegraph Hill8! 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

79 A loose deposit of rock debris accumulated through the action of gravity at the base of a cliff or slope.

Schlocker, Julius, Geology of the San Francisco North Quadrangle, California, U.S. Geological Survey, Professional Paper 782,
Washington D.C., 1974.

University of California Museum of Paleontology, Collections Database http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/science/
collections.php, February 20, 2015.

Rodda, Peter U.; Baghai, Nina, "Late 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.

Transbay Transit Center, "Archaeology." 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,% 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.8* 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 | Shoup and Baker 1981
Water management Program

On file, Great Highway West Side Transport Archeological Report Heid 1976

SFPUC

5-22657 Phase 1 Archeological Survey Along Onshore Portions of the Global West | Science Applications 2000
Fiber Optic Cable Project International Corporation

S-17662 Cultural Resources Evaluation and Monitoring of Construction of Cisterns Flynn, Leven, and 1994
Nos. 16, 17, 18, and 19 in the Sunset/Richmond District, San Francisco Bacchetti

5-3242 San Francisco Water Management Archeological Report Heid n.d.

5-3240 Archeological Survey of Proposed Southwest Outfall and Southwest Albee and Miller 1976
Water Pollution Control Plant

S-19127 Cultural Resources Investigation for the Bayside Phase III Discharge Hupman and Chavez 1993
Alternatives EIR

5-32271 Archeological Survey Report Pine Lake Trail EDAW 2006

S-18364 Preliminary Cultural Resources Evaluations of the Richmond Transport Chavez and Ramsey 1979
Sewer Alternatives

S-33041 Archeological Research Issues for the Point Reyes National Seashore — Anthropological Studies 2003
Golden Gate National Recreation Area Center

5-23344 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.
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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 I1I 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/2000/0f00-444/; 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
1 Golden Gate Park 1871-1943 National Register Historic District Golden Gate Park, San Francisco
National Historic District
1.1 | John F. Kennedy Drive 1872, 1895 Part of the Circulation System that Between Stanyan Street to
(Main Drive) (altered) contributes to the Golden Gate Park | Martin Luther King Jr. Drive
National Register Historic District
1.2 | Middle Drive West 1890 (altered) Part of the Circulation System which | Between Overlook Drive to
contributes to the Golden Gate Park | Martin Luther King Jr. Drive
National Register Historic District
1.3 | Transverse Drive 1909 (altered) Part of the Circulation System that Between John F. Kennedy Drive
contributes to the Golden Gate Park | and Martin Luther King Jr. Drive
National Register Historic District near Crossover Drive
1.4 | Overlook Drive 1895 (altered) Part of the Circulation System that Between Middle West Drive and
contributes to the Golden Gate Park | Transverse Drive
National Register Historic District
1.5 | Crossover Drive 1936 (altered) Part of the Circulation System that Between Transverse Drive and
contributes to the Golden Gate Park | Fulton Street
National Register Historic District
1.6 | Golden Gate Park 1872 (altered) Contributor to the Golden Gate Park | Between Oak and Fell Streets, and
Panhandle National Register Historic District Stanyan and Baker Streets
2 | Doggie Diner Sign 1966 San Francisco Landmark #254 Median of Sloat Boulevard and
45th Avenue

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.
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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.®> 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.8¢ 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.” 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 1pid.
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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.2-30 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

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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o 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;

J 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

o 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:

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

o 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:

0 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;

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

o 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
Impact Determination

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 LS
10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an

archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. L5SM
Impact CP-3: The proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or LSM
site or unique geological feature.

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

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 LSM
cemeteries

Impact C-CP: The proposed project could result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to historical, LSM

archeological, or paleontological resources or human remains.

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.® 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 1bid.
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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.”
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.°! 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, "Late 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.

92 Transbay Transit Center, "Archaeology." Available online at http://transbaycenter.org/project/archaeology, Accessed on
February 11, 2015.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.2-40 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

TABLE 5.2-4
SURFACE GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE POTENTIAL

Geologic Unit & Map Abbreviation Known Fossils Age PFYC Ranking SVP Ranking
t lass 1
Artificial Fill (Qaf) None Quaternary Class . Low Potential
(Holocene) (very low potential)
Quaternary Class 2 .
Dune Sand (Qd) None (Holocene) (low potential) Low Potential
. . Class 3a . .
Colma Formation (Qc) Vertebrates Pleistocene High Potential

(moderate potential)

SOURCES: Bonilla, M.G., Preliminary Geologic Map of the San Francisco South 7.5" Quadrangle and Part of the Hunters Point 7.5 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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.2-42 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

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.”* 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/10.2307/256172457?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

(@)(0)-

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:

J 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;

o 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;

J 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:

o Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and
operations.
o Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact

analysis procedures.
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o Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and
deaccession policies.

o Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during
the course of the ADRP.
o Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource

from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities.
o Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.

o 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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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.!

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 1-80
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).

; 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
On-Street Public
No. of Bicycle Parking Transit
Roadway / Segment Lanes Route?? Permitted? Lines?
1. Recycled Water Treatment Plant to Central Reservoir
Skyline Boulevard:
e Harding Road to Four Yes No Yes (18 46th Painted median and left-turn lanes
lanes+ (Route 91) Avenue)
Sloat Boulevard
Sloat Boulevard: .
e Skyline Boulevard Six b Yes Yes,. Yes (23 Raised median and left-turn lanes
lanes+ (Route 50) north side Monterey)
to 37th Avenue
37th Avenue: Two Yes
e Sloat Boulevard lanes No both si’des No
to Vicente Street
Vicente Street: Two Yes Yes
e 37th Avenue to lanes+? (Route 60) both sides No Left-turn lane
36th Avenue
36th Avenue: .
e Vicente Street to Two No Yes, No Trenchless construction under Taraval
lanes both sides
Lawton Street
Lawton Street: Two Yes
e 36th Avenue to lanes No both si’des No
34th Avenue
34th Avenue: Two Yes Yes, Trenchless construction under Judah
o Lawton Street to . No
. lanes (Route 85) both sides
Lincoln Way
Martin Luther King Jr. Dr.: Two Yes Park Park shuttle operates on weekends and
e Sunset Boulevard No
lanes (Route 34) Shuttle
to Metson Road
Middle Drive West: Two y
e Metson Road to 1 €s No No
Overlook Drive anes (Route 34)
Overlook Drive: o
o Middle Drive West laEEez No No No
to Central Reservoir
2. Central Reservoir to 25th Avenue / Cabrillo Street
Overlook Drive: One
e Central Reservoir lane No No No
Transverse Drive
JFK Drive:
o Central Reservoir Two Yes Yes No
. lanes (Route 30)
Transverse Drive
San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.3-2 March 2015
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ROADWAYS IN THE PROJECT AREA
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On-Street Public
No. of Bicycle Parking Transit
Roadway / Segment Lanes Route?? Permitted? Lines? Comments
2. Central Reservoir to 25th Avenue / Cabrillo Street (continued)
Transverse Drive: T
e Opverlook Drive to la¥1ve(; No No No
Crossover Drive
Crossover Drive: Three or Yes (29
e Transverse Drive to F 1 No No S
Fulton Street our lanes unset)
25th Avenue:
o Fulton Street to 1 Two b No b ﬂ\ieg,d g{es (29 Two-way left-turn lane median
Cabrillo Street anes+ oth sides unset)
3. 25th Avenue / Cabrillo Street to Lincoln Park Golf Course
Cabrillo Street:
* 25th Avenue to e (Roﬁfes 20) both cdes No
36th Avenue
36th Avenue:
. Two Yes, Lafayette school bus stop fronts on
¢ g?ebr;lgr?tssttﬁiittto lanes No both sides No 36th Avenue between Balboa and Anza
Clement Street: Two Yes Yes
e 36th Avenue to lanes (Routes 10 both si,des No Speed humps
39th Avenue and 95)
4. Central Reservoir to Presidio
Cabrillo Street:
e 25th Avenue to ITWO R Yes b Ees_,d No
24th Avenue anes (Route 20) oth sides
24th Avenue: Two Yes
e Cabrillo Street to 1 No both /d No
Anza Street anes oth sides
Anza Street: .
e 24th Avenue to 1Two No b ies',d No Tracflﬁc circle at Anza Street/
16th Avenue anes oth sides 23rd Avenue
16th Avenue: Two Yes
e Anza Street to 1 No both ,d No
Lake Street anes oth sides
Lake Street:
e 16th Avenue to lTWO R Yesw b ies.,d No
14th Avenue anes (Route 10) oth sides
14th Avenue: Two No Yes, No
o North of Lake Street lanes both sides
5. Panhandle Distribution System
John F. Kennedy Drive: Two
e Conservatory Drive ) Yes Yes, No
East to Kezay Drive anes (Route 30) north side
John F. Kennedy Drive: Six
e Kezar Drive to Yes No No
Stanyan Street lanes (Route 30)
Oak Street:
e Stanyan Street to Three or No Yes', \liIeosr(ilg.);
Central Avenue four lanes both sides Express)

left-turn lane on Vicente Street, and a two-way left-turn median on 25th Avenue).

SOURCE: Field reconnaissance by ESA, 2014.

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.
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
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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 NXJudah 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.*

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: 1-280, 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.”®> 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)® 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 Caltrans, California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Amended January 13, 2012.
6 SEMTA, 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.

J 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.

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

o 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.”
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.® 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:

0 Conlflict 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);

J 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 screenlines’ 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.

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

J 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,!? 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 gee 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.

J 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.

J 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.

o 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
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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
Impact Determination

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 LS
the effects would be of short duration and limited in magnitude.

Impact TR-3: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes on area roadways, but would

. . . . . LS
not cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the circulation system.
Impact TR-4: Project construction within roadways would not substantially limit access to adjacent roadways and LS
land uses.
Impact TR-5: Project construction would not substantially impair access to alternative transportation facilities (public LS

transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities), although it could temporarily deteriorate the performance of such facilities.

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 LS
alternative travel modes, including vehicles, emergency vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicycle traffic.

Impact C-TR: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,

. . . . . . LS
would not substantially contribute to cumulative traffic increases on local and regional roads.
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.!! 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 SEMTA 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 SEMTA,
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 Segment3 (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 Segment4 (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.

J 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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o 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.

o Truck trips shall be scheduled during hours of the day other than the peak morning and evening
commute hours to the extent possible.

J 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.

o 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:

J 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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.3-16 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.3 Transportation and Circulation

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.!? 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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.3-17 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.3 Transportation and Circulation

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., SR35 and SR1) 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 SEFEMTA/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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.3-23 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.3 Transportation and Circulation

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.

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.3-25 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

5.3 Transportation and Circulation

This page intentionally left blank

San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project 5.3-26 March 2015
Case No. 2008.0091E



5. Environmental Setting and Impacts

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.! Table 5.4-1 shows some representative noise
sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.2

Leg, CNEL, Lan

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

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/hg/env/noise/pub/tens_complete.pdf.

2 US. 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, Subjective
Easily Recognized Sounds Decibels (dBA) Evaluations
Near Jet Engine 140
Threshold of Pain 130

Deafening
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 Very Loud
Noisy Factory 852
School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces 80

Loud

Stenographic Room 70P
Near Freeway Auto Traffic 60P

Moderate
Average Office 50b
Soft Radio Music in Apartment 40

Faint

Average Residence without Stereo Playing 30
Average Whisper 20
Rustle of Leaves in Wind 10

Very Faint
Human Breathing 5
Threshold of Audibility 0

@ 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, Lan 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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5.4 Noise
TABLE 5.4-2
SUMMARY OF NOISE MONITORING AT THE PROJECT FACILITY SITES
Measurement Location Time Period Leq (dBA) Noise Sources
Recycled Water Treatment Plant at Oceanside WPCP
Long-term Zo0o Road across the street from the 10/23/08-10/25/08 Hourly Leq (Long-term noise
Measurement 1: Janet Pomeroy Center entrance, 24-hour CNEL 52-56 measurements do not

50 feet from the center of the
roadway

Measurements
Thursday: 61 dBA
Friday: 62 dBA
Saturday: 59 dBA

specifically identify noise
sources.)

Short-term Z00 Road across the street from 10/08/08 5-minute Leq | Traffic on Zoo Road:
Measurement 1: | the Janet Pomeroy Center 12:10-12:15 p.m. 56 dBA 61-72 dBA

entrance, 50 feet from the center Truck noise on Zoo

of the roadway property
Short-term Intersection of Armory Road and 10/08/08 5-minute Leq | Traffic: 66-70 dBA
Measurement 2: | Skyline Boulevard, 50 feet from 12:20-12:25 p.m. 64 dBA Shooting Range at Lake

the center of the intersection

Merced: 56 dBA

Short-term Zoo Road across the street from 10/08/08 5-minute Leq | Monkeys: 48-50 dBA
Measurement 3: | the Janet Pomeroy Center 12:31-12:36 p.m. 55 dBA Person: 48 dBA
entrance, 50 feet from the center Traffic on Zoo Road: 68 dBA
of the roadway
Central Reservoir Pump Station at Golden Gate Park
Long-term Northwest corner of the Golden 10/09/08-10/11/08 Hourly Leq (Long-term noise
Measurement 1: Gate Park project site 24-hour CNEL 49-68 measurements do not

Measurements
Thursday: 63 dBA
Friday: 63 dBA
Saturday: 63 dBA

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 alighment 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 s