DALY CITY JOINT POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY
City Hall
333 90t Street
DALY CITY, CALIFORNIA 94015

AGENDA
Regular Meeting - DCIJPFA
Monday, November 28, 2022 — 7:00 PM

To attend in person:

Monday, November 28, 2022 — 7:00 PM
City Hall Council Chambers — 2" Floor
333 90" Streett
Daly City, CA 94015

To attend virtually via Zoom:
https://bit.ly/dalycitynov28
To watch the live telecast:
Comcast Channel 27:
https://www.youtube.com/DalycityVideoMeetings, or https://www.dalycity.org/agendas

Public Participation: There are three ways to submit public comment: (1) send written comments by 4:00 pm on meeting day, (2)
attend the meeting in person, and (3) join to speak at the meeting via Zoom.

1. To submit a comment in writing to the Board Secretary, please email cityclerk@dalycity.org and write “Public Comment” in the
subject line. In the body of the email, include the item number and/or title of the item as well as your comments. All comments
received by 4:00 pm will be emailed to the Board members prior to the meeting. Those comments received after 4:00 pm will be
added to the record and shared with the Board members following the public meeting. Comments are not read aloud into the record.

2. To speak at the meeting in person, please complete a Speaker Card located at the entrance to the Council Chambers and submit to
a Staff Member as early in the meeting as possible.

3. To speak at the meeting via Zoom, join at https://bit.ly/dalycitynov28. Zoom will require an email address and name. The name
entered will be visible online and will be used to notify you that it is your turn to speak. You may also join by visiting
https://zoom.us/join. Enter meeting 1D: 827 8560 7175, then enter email address and name. The meeting may also be accessed by
telephone by dialing +1 669 900 6833 (Local). International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kAibLOyym. Enter the
meeting 1D 827 8560 7175, then press #.

When you would like to speak on an item during the public comment portion of the meeting, you will need to use the "raise hand"
feature in Zoom. Public comment is limited to two (2) minutes maximum, and speakers may only comment once per item. You must
familiarize yourself with Zoom prior to joining the meeting. The City will not be providing technical support.

If you do not wish to speak, the City requests that you watch the livestream of meeting on the City's YouTube Channel at
https://www.youtube.com/DalyCityVideoMeetings, the City's agenda website at https://www.dalycity.org/agendas or on local
Channel 27 (Comcast).

Persons with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in this meeting should call the office of
the Board Secretary at 991-8078 as soon as possible.

AVAILABILITY OF PUBLIC RECORDS: All public record to an open session item on this agenda, which are not exempt from
disclosure pursuant to the California Public Records Act, that are distributed to a majority of the legislative body will be available
for public inspection at the City Clerk’s Office, City Hall located at 333 90" Street, Daly City, CA during normal business hours,
at the same time that the public records are distributed or made available to the legislative body.
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CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

PUBLIC APPEARANCES/ORAL COMMUNICATIONS: Speakers are limited to two minutes, unless
modified by the Council. The Council cannot take action on any matter raised under this item.

CONSENT AGENDA: All items listed on the Consent Agenda are considered to be routine and may be
approved by one roll call vote of the City Council. There shall be no separate discussion of the matters on the
Consent Agenda unless requested by a member of the City Council. If discussion is required, that item will be
removed from the Consent Agenda and will be considered separately at the end of the agenda.
1. Approval of Minutes (No Minutes)
Resolutions:
2. Resolution Approving the Debt Management and Disclosure Policies
3. Resolution adopting Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement and
Adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Vista Grande Drainage Improvement Project
END OF CONSENT AGENDA
REGULAR AGENDA:

4. Resolutions Related to Clean Water State Revolving Fund Financing for the Vista Grande Drainage
Basin Improvement Project

STAFF: Joshua Cosgrove and Rose Zimmerman
RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolutions by Roll Call VVote

NEW BUSINESS
REPORTS
5. Board of Directors
6. Staff

ADJOURNMENT
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Item #
Agenda Report

~

The Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority

Meeting Date: November 28, 2022

Subject: APPROVAL OF DEBT MANAGEMENT POLICY AND DISCLOSURE POLICIES
AND PROCEDURES FOR THE DALY CITY JOINT POWERS FINANCING
AUTHORITY

Recommended Action
Consider adoption of a resolution approving a debt management policy and disclosure policies and
procedures for the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority.

Background
Formation of the Authority. The City of Daly City (the “City”) and the North San Mateo County

Sanitation District (the “Sanitation District”) are parties to a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement,
dated as of March 1, 2021, pursuant to which the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority (the
“Authority”) was established as a joint exercise of powers authority under the Joint Exercise of
Powers Act (Government Code §6500 et seq.) (the “Joint Powers Law”) for the purpose of providing
assistance to the City and the Sanitation District with their financing programs, and for any other
financing purposes authorized under Article 4 of the Joint Powers Law and other applicable law.

Debt Management Policy. Pursuant to Senate Bill 1029 (“SB 1029”), which was signed by the
California Governor on September 12, 2016, California public agencies that issue debt must adopt
debt management policies that include all of the following:

(A)  The purposes for which the debt proceeds may be used.
(B)  The types of debt that may be issued.

(C)  The relationship of the debt to, and integration with, the issuer’s capital improvement program
or budget, if applicable.

(D)  Policy goals related to the issuer’s planning goals and objectives.

(E)  The internal control procedures that the issuer has implemented, or will implement, to ensure
that the proceeds of the proposed debt issuance will be directed to the intended use.

Disclosure Policies and Procedures. The Securities and Exchange Commission (the “SEC”), the
federal government agency with regulatory power over the municipal bond market, recommends that
issuers of municipal bonds adopt policies and procedures to govern compliance and implement
training with respect to their initial disclosure and continuing disclosure undertakings.

)

Page 3 of 233



DCJPFA

Subject: APPROVAL OF DEBT MANAGEMENT POLICY AND DISCLOSURE POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
FOR THE DALY CITY JOINT POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY

Meeting: November 28, 2022

Page 2 of 2

Discussion

Debt Management Policy. Staff has prepared a debt management policy for the Authority that
complies with SB 1029 and is consistent with best practices for public agencies.

Adoption of a debt management policy is required for the Authority to undertake financings, and the
proposed policy reflects the fact that the Authority is expected to undertake financings as a conduit
issuer for the benefit of the City or the Sanitation District.

Disclosure Policies and Procedures. Staff has prepared disclosure policies and procedures for the
Authority, which is consistent with best practices for public agencies and reflects the fact that the
Authority is expected to undertake financings as a conduit issuer for the benefit of the City or the
Sanitation District.

Fiscal Impact
There will be no current cost incurred by the Authority as a result of the adoption of the two policies.

Summary/Conclusion
Staff recommends that the Board of Directors adopt (1) a debt management policy for the Authority
and (2) disclosure policies and procedures for the Authority.

Staff is available to provide any additional information desired by the Chair or the Directors.

Respectfully submitted,

A

Joshua Cosgrove Rose Zimmerman
Acting Deputy Director General Counsel

Attachments: Debt Management Policy
Disclosure Policies and Procedures
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DEBT MANAGEMENT POLICY

The City of Daly City (the “City”) and the North San Mateo County Sanitation District (the
“Sanitation District”) are parties to a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, dated as of March 1, 2021
(the “Agreement”), pursuant to which the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority (the “Authority”)
was established as a joint exercise of powers authority under the Joint Exercise of Powers Act
(Government Code §6500 et seq.) (the “Act”) for the purpose of providing assistance to the City and the
Sanitation District with their financing programs, and for any other purposes authorized under Article 4
of the Joint Powers Law (the “Bond Law”).

This Debt Management Policy (the “Debt Policy”) was approved by the Authority’s Board of
Directors on November 28, 2022. The Debt Policy may be amended by the Board of Directors as it
deems appropriate from time to time in the prudent management of the debt of the Authority. The Board
of Directors may approve debt that is not consistent with this Debt Policy without amending this Debt
Policy, and such approval shall constitute a waiver of this Debt Policy.

1. Definitions

The following terms, when capitalized herein, shall have the following meanings:

“Act” means the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, Chapter 5 of Division 7 of Title 1 of the California
Government Code, commencing with Section 6500.

“Agreement” means the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, dated as of March 1, 2021, by
and between the City and the Sanitation District, as the same may be amended from time to time.

“Authority” means the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority, a public entity organized and
existing pursuant to the Agreement and the Act.

“Board” or “Board of Directors” means the Authority’s Board of Directors.

“City” means the City of Daly City.

“Debt Policy” means this Debt Management Policy, as it may be amended from time to time.
“Sanitation District” means the North San Mateo County Sanitation District.

“State” means the State of California.

2. Findings

This Debt Policy is intended to comply with Government Code Section 8855(i), effective on
January 1, 2017, and shall govern all debt undertaken by the Authority.

3. Purposes of Debt

Debt financings are appropriate to assist the City or the Sanitation District in their
financing needs.

Debt financings must satisfy the following requirements:

Page 5 of 233



(@) The issuance of the debt must comply with the Agreement, the Act and
any other applicable state and federal law.

(b) The debt must be approved by the Board.
4. Types of Debt
@) The following types of debt are allowable under this Debt Policy:
(1) conduit revenue bonds, notes or loans
(i) general obligation bonds
(iii) bond or grant anticipation notes

(iv) leases, lease revenue bonds, installment sale or purchase agreements,
certificates of participation and lease-purchase transactions

(V) revenue bonds
(vi) tax and revenue anticipation notes

(vii)  land-secured financings, such as special tax revenue bonds issued under
the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982, as amended, and limited obligation
bonds issued under applicable assessment statutes, including PACE financings

(viii)  tax increment financing to the extent permitted under state law

(ix) enterprise bonds, notes or loans (such as debt payable from water,
wastewater, electric or stormwater enterprise revenues)

x) any other type of debt permitted under the Agreement and authorized by
the Act or other applicable law.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term “bonds” may include notes, warrants,
loans, leases, installment purchase agreements, certificates of participation, financing
agreements or any other evidence of an obligation to pay or repay money.

(© The Authority may from time to time find that other forms of debt would be
beneficial to further its public purposes and may approve such debt without an amendment of
this Debt Policy.

5. Relationship of Debt to Capital Improvement Program and Budget

Because the Authority’s primary purpose is to provide assistance to the City and the
Sanitation District with their financing programs, the Authority does not expect to have capital
improvement plans or budgets. The Authority expects the City and the Sanitation District to
analyze debt issues for consistency with their capital improvement programs or budgets.
Therefore, any consideration of the consistency of proposed debt to capital improvement
programs or budgets shall only apply if the Authority has such a program or budget in effect,
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and then such consideration shall be taken by the Board on a case by case basis.
6. Policy Goals Related to Planning Goals and Objectives

The Authority expects the City and the Sanitation District to engage in long-term financial
planning, maintenance of appropriate reserves levels and employment of prudent practices in
governance, management and budget administration. The Authority expects to issue debt for
the purposes stated in this Policy and to implement policy decisions incorporated in the City’s
or the Sanitation District’s capital improvement plans or budgets.

7. Internal Control Procedures
The Authority expects the City and the Sanitation District to implement internal control

procedures to ensure that the proceeds of any debt issued by the Authority will be directed to
the intended use.

Page 7 of 233



DALY CITY JOINT POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY

Disclosure Policies and Procedures

Article |
General

These Disclosure Policies and Procedures (the “Disclosure Procedures”) of the Daly
City Joint Powers Financing Authority (the “Authority”) are intended to ensure that the Authority
is in compliance with all applicable federal and state securities laws.

Article Il
Disclosure Coordinator

The Treasurer of the Authority shall be the disclosure coordinator of the Authority (the
“Disclosure Coordinator”).

Article 11l
Review and Approval of Official Statements

The Disclosure Coordinator of the Authority shall review any Official Statement prepared
in connection with any debt issuance by the Authority in order to ensure there are no
misstatements or omissions of material information in any sections that contain descriptions of
information prepared by the Authority.

In connection with its review of the Official Statement, the Disclosure Coordinator shall
consult with third parties, including outside professionals assisting the Authority, and all
members of Authority staff, to the extent that the Disclosure Coordinator concludes they should
be consulted so that the Official Statement will include all “material” information (as defined for
purposes of federal securities law).

As part of the review process, the Disclosure Coordinator shall submit all Official
Statements to the Authority’s Board of Directors for approval. The cover letter used by the
Disclosure Coordinator to submit the Official Statements shall be in substantially the form of
Exhibit A.

The approval of an Official Statement by the Board of Directors shall be docketed as a
new business matter and shall not be approved as a consent item. The Board of Directors shall
undertake such review as deemed necessary by the Board of Directors, following consultation
with the Disclosure Coordinator, to fulfill the Board of Directors’ responsibilities under applicable
federal and state securities laws. In this regard, the Disclosure Coordinator shall consult with the
Authority’s disclosure counsel to the extent the Disclosure Coordinator considers appropriate.
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Article IV
Continuing Disclosure Filings

Under the continuing disclosure undertakings that the Authority has entered into in
connection with its debt offerings, the Authority is required each year to file annual reports with
the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board’s Electronic Municipal Market Access (“EMMA”)
system in accordance with such undertakings. Such annual reports are required to include
certain updated financial and operating information, and the Authority’s audited financial
statements (if any).

The Authority is also required under its continuing disclosure undertakings to file notices
of certain events with EMMA.

The Disclosure Coordinator is responsible for establishing a system (which may involve
the retention or one or more consultants) by which:

0] the Authority will make the annual filings required by its continuing disclosure
undertakings on a complete and timely basis, and

(i) the Authority will file notices of enumerated events on a timely basis.

Article V
Public Statements Regarding Financial Information

Whenever the Authority makes statements or releases information to the public that are
reasonably expected to reach investors and the trading markets, the Authority is obligated to
ensure that such statements and information are complete, true, and accurate in all material
respects.

Article VI
Training

The Disclosure Coordinator shall ensure that the members of the Authority staff involved
in the initial or continuing disclosure process and the Board of Directors are properly trained to
understand and perform their responsibilities.

The Disclosure Coordinator shall arrange for disclosure training sessions conducted by
the Authority’s disclosure counsel. Such training sessions shall include education on these
Disclosure Procedures, the Authority’s disclosure obligations under applicable federal and state
securities laws and the disclosure responsibilities and potential liabilities of members of the
Authority’s staff and members of the Board of Directors. Such training sessions may be
conducted using a recorded presentation or may be in writing.

Page 9 of 233



EXHIBIT A
Form of Staff Report
To:  Members of the Board of Directors
From:

Date:

This Staff Report relates to the proposed issuance of (the “Obligations”) by the
Authority. The Board of Directors is asked to approve issuance of the Obligations and all
related documents. The near-final versions of these documents are attached.

The attached Preliminary Official Statement has been reviewed and approved for
transmittal to the Board of Directors by the Authority’s financing team. The distribution of the
Preliminary Official Statement by the Authority is subject to federal securities laws, including the
Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. These laws require the
Preliminary Official Statement to include all facts that would be material to an investor in the
Obligations. Material information is information that there is a substantial likelihood would have
actual significance in the deliberations of the reasonable investor when deciding whether to buy
or sell the Obligations. If the Board of Directors concludes that the Preliminary Official
Statement includes all facts that would be material to an investor in the Obligations, it must
adopt a resolution that authorizes staff to execute a certificate to the effect that the Preliminary
Official Statement has been “deemed final.”

The Securities and Exchange Commission (the “SEC”), the agency with regulatory
authority over the Authority’s compliance with the federal securities laws, has issued guidance
as to the duties of the Board of Directors with respect to its approval of the Preliminary Official
Statement. In its “Report of Investigation in the Matter of County of Orange, California as it
Relates to the Conduct of the Members of the Board of Supervisors” (Release No. 36761 /
January 24, 1996) (the “Release”), the SEC indicated that, if a member of the Board of Directors
has knowledge of any facts or circumstances that an investor would want to know about prior to
investing in the Obligations, whether relating to their repayment, tax-exempt status, undisclosed
conflicts of interest with interested parties, or otherwise, he or she should endeavor to discover
whether such facts are adequately disclosed in the Preliminary Official Statement. In the
Release, the SEC indicated that the steps that a member of the Board of Directors could take
include becoming familiar with the Preliminary Official Statement and questioning staff and
consultants about the disclosure of such facts.

Set forth below is a summary of the financing, including cross-references to specific
sections of the Preliminary Official Statement.

Section 1. Purpose of Financing.
Section 2. Documents for Approval; Security for the Obligations.
Section 3. Risks Relating to Repayment and Tax-Exempt Status of the Obligations.

Section 4. Requested Approvals.
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RESOLUTION NO:

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE DALY CITY
JOINT POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY APPROVING
A DEBT MANAGEMENT POLICY
AND DISCLOSURE POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

WHEREAS, the City of Daly City (the “City”) and the North San Mateo County Sanitation
District (the “Sanitation District™) are parties to a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, dated as
of March 1, 2021, pursuant to which the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority (the
“Authority”) was established as a joint exercise of powers authority under the Joint Exercise of
Powers Act (Government Code 86500 et seq.) (the “Joint Powers Law”) for the purpose of
providing assistance to the City and the Sanitation District with their financing programs, and for
any other financing purposes authorized under Article 4 of the Joint Powers Law and other
applicable law; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Senate Bill 1029 (“SB 1029”), which was signed by the California
Governor on September 12, 2016, California public agencies that issue debt must adopt debt
management policies that meet certain criteria; and

WHEREAS, in response to SB 1029 and in order to adhere to sound financial management
practices, the Board of Directors of the Authority wishes to adopt and maintain a debt
management policy; and

WHEREAS, there has been presented to this meeting a debt management policy (the “Debt
Management Policy”), which Debt Management Policy is attached to this Resolution as
Appendix A;

WHEREAS, the Securities and Exchange Commission (the “SEC”) recommends that issuers of
municipal bonds adopt policies and procedures to govern compliance and implement training
with respect to their initial disclosure and continuing disclosure undertakings; and

WHEREAS, in response to the SEC’s recommendations and in order to better monitor
compliance with its disclosure undertakings, the Board of Directors of the Authority wishes to
adopt and maintain disclosure policies and procedures; and

WHEREAS, there has been presented to this meeting a proposed form of disclosure policies and
procedures (the “Disclosure Policies and Procedures”), which is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Daly City Joint
Powers Financing Authority as follows:

Section 1. The Board of Directors hereby approves and adopts the Debt Management Policy
as the debt management policy for the Authority.

Section 2. The Board of Directors hereby approves and adopts the Disclosure Policies and
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Procedures as the disclosure policies and procedures for the Authority.

Section 3. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

| hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of a Resolution adopted by the Board of
Directors of the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority, at a regular meeting thereof held on
the 28th day of November, 2022,by the following vote of the members thereof:

AYES, and in favor thereof, Directors:

NOES, Directors:
ABSENT, Directors:

SECRETARY OF THE DALY CITY JOINT
POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY

APPROVED:

PRESIDENT OF THE DALY CITY JOINT
POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY
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EXHIBIT A

DEBT MANAGEMENT POLICY
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EXHIBIT B

DISCLOSURE POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
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Item #
Agenda Report

~

The Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority

Meeting Date: November 28, 2022

Subject: ADOPT FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT AND ADOPT A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATIONS AND A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM FOR THE VISTA GRANDE DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Recommended Action

Adopt the final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Vista Grande
Drainage Improvement Project (Attachment A).

Background
The Vista Grade Drainage Basin Improvement Project (Project) is a groundwater storage and

recovery project to improve stormwater drainage and reduce flooding risk, provide a water source for
Lake Merced, and improve recreational access and reduce litter deposition at the beach below Fort
Funston.

A primary source of funding for the Project is a loan from the California Clean Water State
Revolving Fund (CWSRF) Program. The final application with CWSRF will be from the Daly City
Joint Powers Authority and a requirement of the CWSRF Program is for the applicant to adopt the
environmental documents of the Project. Also, the CWSRF Program, Environmental Review Unit
(ERU) requires that, if a CEQA document is older than five years, the applicant prepare an updated
CEQA document or submit a letter that describes the current status of the environmental conditions
for the project location. The City Council of the City of Daly City certified the Final Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) for the Project in December 2017
and the five-year anniversary of certification will be December 2022.

Discussion

On December 11, 2017, the City Council of the City of Daly City approved the Vista Grande Project,
certified the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS),
and adopted Findings of Fact, a Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC), and a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) with Resolution No. 17-200. Once an EIR for a
particular project has been certified, that EIR is conclusively presumed valid unless a lawsuit to
challenge the EIR is timely filed. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21167.2.) Since the EIR/EIS was certified in
2017, no project or regulatory changes have occurred, and no new project impacts have been
identified since the EIR/EIS was certified. The Final EIR/EIS remains relevant and valid.

)
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Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority Agenda Report
Regular Meeting of November 28, 2022
Page 2 of 2

Fiscal Impact
There will be no current cost incurred by the Authority as a result of the adoption of these reports and

statements.

Summary/Conclusion

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors adopt (1) the Final Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Authority and (2) adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Authority and (3) a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Staff is available to provide any additional information desired by the Chair or the Members of the
Board.

Respectfully submitted,

Joshua Cosgrove Rose Zimmerman
Acting Director General Counsel
Department of Water and Wastewater Resources

Attachment A - Final EIR
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Final EIR/EIS (Responses to Comments)
Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project

The City of Daly City (Daly City), as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the
National Park Service (NPS), as the Lead Agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) have prepared a
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluating the environmental impacts
of, and alternatives to, the proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (Project). The Draft EIR/EIS
together with this Responses to Comments document constitutes the Final EIR/EIS for the Project in fulfillment of CEQA
requirements as consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, and in fulfillment of NEPA requirements as consistent
with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations Section 1503.4.

Responsible agencies for the proposed Project include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, California State Lands Commission, California Coastal Commission, San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board, County of San Mateo, and City and County of San Francisco.

The proposed Project is located in Daly City in San Mateo County, and in the City and County of San Francisco, as well
as in Fort Funston, part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area unit of NPS. The Project would improve stormwater
drainage and minimize flooding risk, provide a water source for Lake Merced management, improve recreational access
and reduce litter deposition at the beach below Fort Funston, and maximize the use of existing infrastructure and rights-of-
way. In addition to the proposed Project, this EIR/EIS considers two action alternatives consisting of variations of the
design and siting of Project components, and one No Project/No Action alternative. Analysis of environmental impacts
associated with the proposed Project identified potentially significant impacts in the following areas: aesthetics, air
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water
quality, noise and vibration, paleontological resources, and transportation and traffic. Growth inducement potential and
cumulative impacts are also addressed in the Final EIR/EIS. For environmental impacts determined to be significant or
potentially significant, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce those impacts. No mitigation would reduce
significant and unavoidable impacts on the historic Canal and Tunnel.

FURTHER INFORMATION: For further information about the proposed Project, contact the Project Manager for the
CEQA Lead Agency:

City of Daly City, Department of Water and Wastewater Resources
Attention: Patrick Sweetland, Director

153 Lake Merced Blvd.

Daly City, CA 94015

E-mail: psweetland@dalycity.org

DECISION PROCESS: Following the publication of the Final EIR/EIS, Daly City consider whether to certify the EIR
and approve the Project or an alternative to the Project. No fewer than 30 days after publication of the Notice of
Availability (NOA) for the Final EIR/EIS in the Federal Register, the NPS will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) for the
Project.

Page 21 of 233



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 Project Overview and Background

The City of Daly City (Daly City) is proposing the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement
Project (Project) to address storm-related flooding in the Vista Grande Drainage Basin (Basin)
while providing the additional benefit of augmenting the water level of Lake Merced. The Vista
Grande storm drain system drains the northwestern portion of Daly City and an unincorporated
portion of San Mateo County — areas originally within the watershed of Lake Merced. In the
1890s, the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel were built to divert stormwater away from the lake to
an outlet at the Pacific Ocean. The Ocean Outlet and a portion of the Tunnel are located within
Fort Funston, part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), which is operated
under the authority of the National Park Service (NPS). The existing Canal and Tunnel do not
have adequate hydraulic capacity to convey peak storm flows, and this periodically causes backup
of Tunnel flows into the Canal and flooding during peak storm events in adjacent low-lying
residential areas and along John Muir Drive.

As noted, the proposed Project has two primary, mutually supporting objectives: to address
storm-related flooding that periodically occurs as a result of inadequate storm drainage capacity
in Daly City’s Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel, and to augment water surface levels and manage
water quality in San Francisco’s Lake Merced. Both Daly City and San Francisco independently
are proposing to address these respective issues. The proposed Project and alternatives meeting
these objectives represent an approach that would jointly address both jurisdictions’ proposed
improvements while minimizing disturbance, maximizing the beneficial reuse of stormwater, and
reconnecting a significant portion of the Lake Merced watershed to Lake Merced.

ES.2 Agency Roles and Objectives
ES.2.1 CEQA Project Objectives

Daly City has identified the following objectives for the proposed Project:

. Improve stormwater drainage of the lower Vista Grande Basin to accommodate peak flows
generated by the 25-year design storm;

. Provide a sustainable source of stormwater, establish a target maximum water surface
elevation, and implement a Lake Management Plan (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR/EIS)
for management of Lake Merced water quality, groundwater, and surface water elevation;
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° Improve recreational access and reduce litter transfer and deposition along the beach below
Fort Funston; and

. Maximize use of existing rights-of-way (ROWSs), easements, and infrastructure to minimize
construction-related costs, habitat disturbance, and disruption to recreational users.

ES.2.2 National Park Service Federal Action

The federal action NPS is considering is whether to approve, approve with conditions, or deny
Daly City’s application for a special use permit for construction of the Tunnel and associated
structures (e.g., Ocean Outlet and wing walls), and staging areas within NPS land; whether to
amend existing easement(s) to accommodate the proposed expanded Tunnel and associated
structures within the easement(s) and to clarify the rights and obligations of the parties to the
easement(s); and possibly whether to issue a right-of-way permit or other authorization to
accommodate any portions of the Project that lie outside of the easement(s) (e.g., wing walls).

The purpose and need for the Project is to alleviate flooding in the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
and Canal and provide a sustainable source of water for management of Lake Merced water
levels and quality, and to ensure that the portion of the Project within federally managed lands, if
authorized, is constructed, operated, and maintained in a manner that is consistent with the
protection and enhancement of resources, values, and uses of lands and waters under federal
jurisdiction. In considering whether to authorize such activities, the federal government needs to
engage in transparent, integrated, and informed decision-making and ensure that any final
decision conforms to applicable laws and regulations. In achieving the purpose and need for the
Project, NPS’s objectives for implementation of the Project include the following:

. Avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental impacts to park natural and cultural resources;

. During construction, ensure the health and safety of park visitors and staff, maintain access
to and through Fort Funston, and minimize impacts to the visitor experience;

. Permanently improve public access along the beach below Fort Funston; and

. Minimize impacts on park assets and sustain or restore all park assets (e.g., facilities,
features, grounds) to pre-construction or better conditions.

ES.3 Proposed Project and Alternatives

ES.3.1 Comparison of Alternatives

In addition to the proposed Project, this EIR/EIS considers two action alternatives consisting of
variations on the design and siting of Project components, and one No Project/No Action
alternative. Each of the following is described in detail in Chapter 2, Project and Alternatives:

Proposed Project. The proposed Project would consist of improvements within the Vista Grande
Basin storm drain system upstream of the Vista Grande Canal; partial replacement of the existing
Canal to incorporate a gross solid screening device, an approximately 2.6-acre constructed
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treatment wetland, and diversion and discharge structures to route some stormwater (and
authorized non-stormwater) flows from the Canal to Lake Merced and to allow lake water to be
used for summer treatment wetland maintenance; modification of the existing effluent gravity
pipeline so that it may be used year round to convey treated effluent from the nearby North

San Mateo County Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to the existing outlet
and diffuser by gravity, and abandoning the force main pipeline; modification of the existing lake
overflow structure to include an adjustable weir and siphon that allows water from the lake to
flow into the Canal and Vista Grande Tunnel; replacement of the existing Tunnel to expand its
hydraulic capacity and extend its operating lifetime and replacement of the Lake Merced Portal to
the Tunnel; and replacement of the existing Ocean Outlet structure and a portion of the existing
33-inch submarine outfall pipeline that crosses the beach at Fort Funston. Operational
components of the Project would include management of water surface elevations in Lake
Merced and a Lake Management Plan that would include water quality best management
practices, including upstream improvements in the Basin and additional actions, the
implementation of which may be triggered during post-Project monitoring. In addition, the
Project includes NPS execution of a special use permit for construction activities within GGNRA
lands and the expansion of the ROW to accommodate the replacement Ocean Outlet structure.

Tunnel Alignment Alternative. The Tunnel Alignment Alternative would replace the proposed
Project’s Tunnel improvement and Lake Merced (East) Portal components with an entirely new
tunnel up to approximately 50 feet to the south of the existing Tunnel in an alignment to be
determined following additional geotechnical investigation, and a different east portal at a
location that would be determined by the final alignment. The new tunnel would run west from a
new east portal at the existing Canal to a new or rehabilitated Ocean Outlet structure. The
components of the Tunnel Alignment Alternative could be paired with the proposed Canal
components, or could be paired with the alternative Canal components described for the Canal
Configuration Alternative.

Canal Configuration Alternative. The Canal Configuration Alternative would minimize
changes to the existing Canal while still allowing for some discharges to Lake Merced. This
alternative would not construct the box culvert replacing the first 1,000 feet of the Canal; rather,
the diversion structure described for the proposed Project would be relocated to the southern
(upstream) end of the Canal. The box culvert under John Muir Drive also would be relocated and
would cross under John Muir Drive close to the southern end of the Canal. The design of the
diversion structure, box culvert under John Muir Drive, and Lake Merced Outlet would be
approximately the same as for the proposed Project. The diversion structure would replace the
first approximately 350 feet of the Canal, and the rest of the Canal would be unchanged except as
needed for the Lake Merced Tunnel Portal. Under the Canal Configuration Alternative, one
wetland cell of approximately 1.7 acres would be constructed, providing a reduced water
treatment capacity compared to the Project. The components of the Canal Configuration
Alternative could be paired with the proposed Tunnel or could be paired with the alternative
Tunnel and East Portal components described for the Tunnel Alignment Alternative.
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No Project/No Action Alternative. Under the No Project/No Action alternative, no physical
component of the proposed Project would be constructed and none of the proposed operational
changes to stormwater routing would be made. The Lake Management Plan would not be
implemented. The NPS would not grant the special use permit, and no construction could occur
within NPS-managed lands. Annual Canal sediment removal activities would continue, as well as
as-needed maintenance activities. Because Canal and Tunnel capacity would not be improved,
occasional flooding of the Canal and associated flooding of John Muir Drive into Lake Merced
and in local neighborhoods would continue.

ES.3.2 CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative and NEPA
Lead Agency Preferred Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢)(2) requires an EIR to identify an environmentally superior
alternative. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project/No Action Alternative,
the EIR also must identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other
alternatives. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is defined as that alternative with
the least adverse impacts to the project area and its surrounding environment.

The No Project/No Action Alternative would avoid all impacts of the Project and would not
create any new significant impacts of its own. However, improvements that address the storm-
related flooding in the Vista Grande Drainage Basin would not be implemented. The Basin would
continue to flood during storm events, resulting in flooding of residential areas along John Muir
Drive. The CEQA Guidelines define the environmentally superior alternative as that alternative
with the least adverse impacts to the project area and its surrounding environment. Determining
an environmentally superior alternative is difficult because of the many factors that must be
balanced. Although this Final EIR/EIS preliminarily identifies an environmentally superior
alternative, it is possible that, with additional information received in or developed during the
project approval process, Daly City could choose to balance the importance of each impact area
differently or reach a different conclusion. Daly City preliminarily has identified the proposed
Project as the environmentally superior alternative.

Under NEPA, the “preferred alternative” is a preliminary indication of the Lead Agency’s preference
of action among the Proposed Action and alternatives. A NEPA Lead Agency may select a preferred
alternative for a variety of reasons, including the agency’s priorities, in addition to the environmental
considerations discussed in the EIS. In accordance with NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14(e)) and based on
the assessment in the EIR/EIS, NPS has identified the proposed Project as the preferred alternative.

ES.4 Environmental Analysis

Table ES-1 summarizes the environmental impacts of the alternatives compared to those of the
proposed Project under CEQA. This table presents the significant impacts of the proposed Project
as well as less-than-significant impacts whose severity would be different under the alternatives
than under the proposed Project. Table ES-1 does not include less-than-significant impacts of the
proposed Project that would have the same significance determination and/or impact severity as
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those of the Canal Configuration Alternative or Tunnel Alignment Alternative. Similarly,
Table ES-2 summarizes the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the proposed
Project and alternatives by environmental impact under NEPA. The focus of the table is on
moderate to major adverse effects, but also lists some minor and negligible effects as well.

ES.5 Areas of Controversy

Comments were received during the scoping process for the Project. The scoping process is
described and public input received during that process is provided in Appendix B, Scoping
Memorandum. Based on input received from agencies, members of the public and others, areas of
controversy related to the Project include:

Aesthetics: Concerns related to changes in views from the beach at Fort Funston associated with
the Ocean Outlet structure. The long-term visual effects of the rehabilitated Ocean Outlet
structure are expected be beneficial as described in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.2, Aesthetics.

Biological Resources: Concerns related to impacts on fish in Lake Merced and on special-status
plants and wildlife, and impacts associated with raising lake water levels. See Draft EIR/EIS
Section 3.4, Biological Resources, as revised per Final EIR/EIS Chapter 4.

Cultural Resources: Concerns associated with the loss of historic structures (e.g., Vista Grande
Canal and Tunnel system). See Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, as revised per
Final EIR/EIS Chapter 4.

Hydrology and Water Quality: Concerns associated with water quality in Lake Merced, and
with maintaining Lake Merced surface water levels. See Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.9, Hydrology
and Water Quality, as revised per Final EIR/EIS Chapter 4. In addition, concerns with
maintaining Lake Merced surface water levels under the proposed project, while the SFPUC’s
San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project and Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project are
under operation, influencing the underlying groundwater basin. See Draft EIR/EIS Section
3.9.6.4, discussing the cumulative operational effects of these projects on lake levels.

Recreation: Concerns related to public uses of the Project area, particularly Fort Funston and
Lake Merced, and the potential impacts of the Project on public uses such as boating, swimming,
surfing, and bird watching. See Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.13, Recreation.
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TABLE ES-1

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Aesthetics

Day and Nighttime
Views

Impact AES-3: Project construction could
result in a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

It is anticipated that tunneling activities could
occur 24 hours per day in two to three shifts,
and construction of the replacement pipe
section and piers on the beach would
necessitate 24-hour work over a period of
several days to one week.

Construction would create a new temporary
source of nighttime lighting in the immediate
area and the light and glare effects from
Project construction could be substantial.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative
would include the same types of
temporary aboveground components
and activities during construction as
the proposed Project, and the
methods and duration required to
construct the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would be similar to the
Tunnel portion of the proposed
Project. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
the Canal Configuration Alternative
would not change compared to the
proposed Project. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

No physical component of the proposed
Project would be constructed, and there
would be no impacts to aesthetic
resources. (No Impact)

Scenic Vista, Scenic
Resource, Visual
Character, and Visual
Quality

Impact AES-2: Project operation would not
result in a substantial adverse impact on a
scenic vista, scenic resource, or on the
visual character or quality of the site or its
surroundings.

The design character of the treatment
wetland cells would integrate the treatment
wetlands and associated infrastructure with
the existing visual environment of the Project
site.

The Project would reduce the contrast of the
Ocean Outlet and the surrounding scenery
to a moderately low level by reducing the
size of the structure and would provide
better views of the area.

Approximately every 25 years, the Ocean
Outlet would be reconstructed and appear
similar to the initial rehabilitation of the
structure, and long-term impacts would be
as described for the proposed structure.
(Less than Significant)

Increased

If a new ocean outlet location is
selected, a third outlet structure (in
addition to the existing Ocean Outlet
structure and SFPUC's outlet
structure) would be present along the
beach and toe of the cliff below Fort
Funston within an area of
approximately 150 feet or less. This
would increase the overall level of
visual contrast in this location and
would not provide the benefit of
removing an obstruction to views.
Visual conditions would remain similar
to existing conditions in the vicinity of
the existing outlet structure; with an
additional outlet that would be moved
as bluff erosion continues, as under
the proposed Project. (Less than
Significant)

Similar

The design character of the treatment
wetland cell would integrate the
treatment wetland and associated
infrastructure with the existing visual
environment of the Project site. (Less
than Significant)

No Impact

Ongoing periodic maintenance activities
would not be noticeable or intrude on the
visual character and quality of the Project
area. Future uncontrolled flood events
could damage public facilities and private
properties in the vicinity of Lake Merced,
which could degrade the visual character
and quality of the area. (No Impact)
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Air Quality

Air Quality Standards

Impact AIR-1: The Project would not violate
any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation.

Without appropriate dust controls, dust
emissions generated within federally
administered areas could contribute to the
SFBAAB's existing PM10 and PM2.5 non-
attainment status, a potentially significant
impact. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative
would have similar construction
characteristics of the Project. The
construction methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change compared to the Tunnel
portion of the Project, except that a
micro tunnel boring machine would be
used in place of a mini excavator.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Decreased

The Canal Configuration Alternative
would have many similar construction
characteristics of the Project. The
construction methods for Canal
Configuration Alternative would not
change compared to the Project,
except that the collection box and box
culvert would not be constructed. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

No construction emissions would be
generated by this alternative. Regarding
operational emissions, there would be no
changes to the existing operations of the
project site. (No Impact)

Cumulative Emissions
Impacts

Impact AIR-2: The Project could result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of
ozone, PM10, or PM2.5 (for which the
SFBAAB is in non-attainment), including
releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors.

Construction activities would result in
cumulatively significant fugitive dust
emissions. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative
would have similar construction
characteristics of the Project. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The Canal Configuration Alternative
would have many similar construction
characteristics and nearly identical
methods as the Project. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

No construction emissions would be
generated and operational emissions would
not change. (No Impact)

Biological Resources

Special-Status Plant
Species

Impact BIO-1: Construction of the Project
could have a substantial adverse effect
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on plant species identified as
sensitive or special-status in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
CDFW or USFWS.

Project construction activities including
materials and equipment staging at multiple
sites within at Fort Funston associated with
the Vista Grande Tunnel and Ocean Outlet
replacement, maintenance on and use of the
Avalon Canyon Road beach access route,
and construction of the Impound Lake
discharge structure could result in impacts to
special-status plant populations and their
supporting vegetation communities. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change substantially compared to the
proposed Project, and similar impacts
on sensitive and special-status plant
species and sensitive vegetation
communities are expected. Similar to
the Project, potential impacts to
special-status plants and the sensitive
natural community central dune scrub
would be significant. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on special-
status plant species and sensitive
vegetation communities are expected.
Like with the Project, potential impacts
to special-status plants and the
sensitive natural community central
dune scrub would be significant. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to sensitive
natural and special-status plants in the
study area. (No Impact)
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Biological Resources (cont.)

Special-Status Reptile
Species

Impact BIO-2: Project construction could
have a substantial adverse effect either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
reptile species identified as special-status in
local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.

Construction of the Lake Merced overflow
structure in South Lake and the outlet
structure on the bank and within waters of
Impound Lake could adversely affect the
western pond turtle by direct mortality,
should it be present, which would be a
significant impact. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change substantially compared to the
proposed Project, and similar impacts
on special-status animal species are
expected. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on special-
status animal species are expected.
Like the Project, construction of the
Lake Merced outlet structure on the
bank and within waters of Impound
Lake could adversely affect western
pond turtle. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to special-status
reptile species in the study area. (No
Impact)

Migratory Bird Species
and Special-Status
Bird Species

Special-Status Bat
Species

Impact BIO-3: Construction of the Project
could have a substantial adverse effect
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on migratory birds and/or on
bird species identified as special-status in
local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.

Construction activities could disrupt birds
attempting to nest in the vicinity of the
Project site, disrupt parental foraging activity,
or displace mated pairs with territories in the
Project vicinity. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Impact B1O-4: Construction of the Project
could have a substantial adverse effect
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on bats identified as special-
status in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.

Clearing vegetation (including trees) and
removing structures in support of Project
construction could result in direct mortality of
special-status bats roosting in tree cavities,
under bark, and in structures within the

Similar

The methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change substantially compared to the
proposed Project, and similar impacts
on migratory and special-status bird
species are expected. Like with the
Project, adverse effects on special-
status and migratory birds associated
with construction during the breeding
birds season, the use of nighttime
lighting, and increased noise and
visual disturbance would be
significant. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change substantially compared to the
proposed Project, and similar impacts
on bat species are expected. Adverse
effects on special status bats
associated with tree removal and
structure modification would be similar
to the Project. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to this
alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on
migratory and special-status bird
species are expected. Like with the
Project, adverse effects on special-
status and migratory birds associated
with construction during the breeding
birds season, the use of nighttime
lighting, and increased noise and visual
disturbance would be significant. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on bat
species are expected. Adverse effects
on special-status bats associated with
tree removal and structure modification
would be similar to the Project. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to special-status
bird species in the study area. (No Impact)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to special-status
bat species in the study area. (No Impact)
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Biological Resources (cont.)

Special-Status Bat
Species (cont.)

Project site. Direct mortality of special-status
bats would be a significant impact.
Additionally, common bats may establish
maternity roosts in these same locations
which are protected under CEQA. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Central Dune Scrub

Upland Vegetation
Communities

Impact BIO-5: Project construction could
have a substantial adverse effect on central
dune scrub, a sensitive natural community
identified by the CDFW.

Impacts to central dune scrub are expected
to occur during Project-related
improvements to the Avalon Canyon access
road and through use of the proposed
staging area at Fort Funston where
approximately 0.497-acre of central dune
scrub is present on the eastern and southern
boundaries. In addition, restored central
dune scrub has been established near
Impound Lake where the outlet structure is
proposed; however, the Project facilities are
not located in areas where central dune
scrub has been mapped. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Impact B10-6: Project construction would
not have a substantial adverse effect on
upland vegetation communities identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations,
or by the CDFW or USFWS.

Trees that may be impacted by the Project
during construction occur in an area
managed by the San Francisco Department
of Public Works (SFDPW) or located on San
Francisco owned land. Such areas are
subject to Article 16, Section 808 of the
Public Works Code as designated street or
significant trees. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change substantially compared to the
proposed Project, and similar impacts
on sensitive vegetation communities
are expected. Similar to the Project,
removal of central dune scrub
vegetation would be considered a
significant impact. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change substantially compared to the
proposed Project, and similar impacts
on upland vegetation communities are
expected. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on
sensitive vegetation communities are
expected. Like with the Project,
potential impacts to the sensitive
natural community central dune scrub
would be significant. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on upland
vegetation communities are expected.
During construction, trees could be
removed within the Project area during
construction. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to a sensitive
natural community in the study area. (No
Impact)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to an upland
vegetation community in the study area.
(No Impact)
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Biological Resources (cont.)

Sensitive Communities | Impact BIO-7: Construction of the Project
would have a substantial adverse effect on
sensitive communities identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by

CDFW or USFWS through the introduction

or spread of invasive plants.

Project construction activities could
contribute to the spread of invasive plants
and introduce new invasive plants to the
study area through earth moving, transport
of vehicles, equipment and materials, and
unanticipated sediment dispersal during rain
events which would be a significant impact.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on
sensitive vegetation communities are
expected. Like with the Project, work
areas, staging areas, and access roads
cleared of non-sensitive upland
vegetation could contribute to the
spread of invasive plants and introduce
new invasive plants to the Project study
area through earth moving, transport of
vehicles, equipment and materials, and
unanticipated sediment dispersal
during rain events. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on
sensitive vegetation communities are
expected. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to a sensitive
community in the study area. (No Impact)

Wetlands and Other
Jurisdictional Waters

Impact B1O-8: Project construction could
have a substantial adverse effect on
wetlands and other jurisdictional waters.

Project impacts to these potential
jurisdictional features would involve
temporary and permanent discharges of
structures and/or fill within waters and
wetlands, and/or alterations of the bed
and/or banks of a lake or stream, to
accommodate Project activities. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Native Resident Fish
Species

Impact B1O-9: Construction of the Project
could impede movement of native resident
fish species.

A variety of common fish species reside in
Lake Merced and could be adversely
affected by in-water work at the lake
associated with the Project. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on potential
federally jurisdictional wetlands and
other waters are expected. As under the
Project, there are no impacts to
potential jurisdictional features from the
tunnel component itself. Impacts to
potential jurisdictional waters associated
with rehabilitating the existing Ocean
Outlet would not exceed those
described under the Project. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change substantially compared to the
proposed Project, and similar impacts
on fish species are expected. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Decreased

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on potential
federally jurisdictional wetlands and
other waters are expected. Impacts to
potential jurisdictional wetlands and
waters associated with constructing the
new facilities at Lake Merced would be
less than those described under the
Project due to the reduced
modifications to the Canal. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on fish
species are expected. Like the Project,
construction of the Lake Merced outlet
structure on the bank and within waters
of Impound Lake could adversely affect
common fish species. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to wetlands and
other jurisdictional waters in the study area.
(No Impact)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to fish species in
the study area. (No Impact)
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Biological Resources (cont.)

Native Resident or
Migratory Species

Impact BIO-10: Construction of the Project
could interfere substantially with the
movement of native resident or migratory
species or with established native resident or
migratory corridors, or impede the use of
nursery sites.

Construction activities associated with the
Ocean Outlet and the submarine outfall on
Ocean Beach and those associated with the
Fort Funston tunnel shaft staging and work
area could adversely impact birds migrating
along the Pacific Flyway and nearby resident
wildlife with the introduction of night lighting
into an otherwise dark environment. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to
construct this alternative would not
change substantially compared to the
proposed Project, and similar impacts
on resident and migratory species are
expected. Like with the Project,
adverse effects on special-status and
migratory birds associated with
construction during the breeding birds
season, the use of nighttime lighting,
and increased noise and visual
disturbance would be significant.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The methods and duration to construct
this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the proposed
Project, and similar impacts on resident
species, migratory species, and wildlife
nursery sites are expected. Like with
the Project, adverse effects on special-
status and migratory birds associated
with construction during the breeding
bird season, the use of nighttime
lighting, and increased noise and visual
disturbance would be significant. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to resident
species, migratory species, and wildlife
nursery sites in the study area. (No Impact)

Lake Merced Plant
Species

Impact B1O-12: Project operation could
adversely affect central dune scrub,
thimbleberry, wax myrtle, and canyon live
oak scrub, and Vancouver rye grassland
associated with Lake Merced.

Loss of central dune scrub would be less
than 1 percent under the Project and canyon
live oak would be unaffected. Wax myrtle
scrub would be unaffected by increased lake
levels up to 9 feet City Datum but would
incur a 12.50 percent loss at a 10 feet City
Datum WSE, which would be considered
significant. Thimbleberry scrub occurs above
13 feet City Datum and would not be
inundated by rising water surface elevations
under any scenario. Vancouver rye
grassland would incur losses below 10
percent with an increase in lake levels up
through 9 feet City Datum but would
experience significant impacts at 10 feet
where there would be a 46.15 percent loss
(i.e., if the target maximum of 9.5 WSE was
selected). (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative
would not change operational impacts
on special-status plant species
associated with Project
implementation. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Similar

Operation of the Canal Configuration
Alternative would result in similar
impacts on special-status plant species
as the proposed Project. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to special-status
plant species in the study area. (No Impact)
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Biological Resources (cont.)

Lake Merced Wildlife

Impact B1O-15: Project operation could
adversely affect native wildlife nursery sites
associated with Lake Merced.

Water level increases above 9 feet City
Datum under the Project that persist for
more than one month (i.e., with a target
maximum WSE of 9.5 feet) would result in
the change in habitat attributed to the Project
in excess of 10 percent which would be
considered a significant impact on these
wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Similar

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative
would not change operational impacts
on wildlife nursery sites associated
with Project implementation. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Increased

Operation of the Canal Configuration
Alternative would result in similar
impacts on wildlife nursery sites as the
proposed Project. A smaller treatment
wetland would offer 0.4 acre less
habitat to wildlife than the treatment
wetlands proposed under the Project.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

With the No Project/No Action Alternative
there would be no change to wildlife
nursery sites in the study area. (No Impact)

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Historical Resource

Impact CUL-1: The Project would cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource because
it would demolish the majority of the historic
Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel.

Construction would substantially affect the
vast majority of the historic Vista Grande
Canal and Tunnel as an entire drainage
system. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Decreased

The Canal improvements under the
proposed Project paired with the
Tunnel Alignment Alternative would
adversely affect most of the Vista
Grande Canal and Tunnel system as
a whole, though less than the
proposed Project.

The Canal Configuration Alternative
paired with the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would adversely affect
most of the Vista Grande Canal and
Tunnel as a whole. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

Decreased

The Tunnel improvements under the
proposed Project paired with the Canal
Configuration Alternative would have
an adverse impact on most of the Vista
Grande Canal and Tunnel system as a
whole, though less than the proposed
Project.

The Canal Configuration Alternative
paired with the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would adversely affect most
of the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel
as a whole. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

No Impact

No new construction or ground-disturbing
activities would occur under the No
Project/No Action Alternative. (No Impact)

Archaeological
Resource

Impact CUL-2: The Project could cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource,
including shipwrecks.

While unlikely, ground-disturbing activities
could expose and cause impacts on
unknown archaeological resources or
shipwrecks, which would be a potentially
significant impact. The existing outlet is
approximately 900 feet north of the
shipwreck remains. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Increased

Similar to the proposed Project, ground
disturbing activities for the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative would have the
potential to uncover previously
unknown archaeological resources.
The Ocean Outlet structure associated
with the Tunnel Alignment Alternative
could be slightly closer to the 1882
schooner Neptune that wrecked in
1900 than the proposed Project. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Similar to the proposed Project, ground
disturbing activities for the Canal
Configuration Alternative would have
the potential to uncover previously
unknown archaeological resources.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

No new construction or ground-disturbing
activities would occur under the No
Project/No Action Alternative. (No Impact)
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)

Human Remains

Impact CUL-3: Project construction could
disturb human remains.

Project construction could result in direct
impacts to previously undiscovered human
remains during earthmoving activities. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Similar to the proposed Project,
ground disturbing activities for the
Tunnel Alignment Alternative would
have the potential to uncover human
remains. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

Similar to the proposed Project, ground
disturbing activities for the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative would have the
potential to uncover human remains.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

No new construction or ground-disturbing
activities would occur under the No
Project/No Action Alternative. (No Impact)

Geology and Soils

People and Structures

Impact GEO-1: Construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Project could expose
people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects involving strong seismic
ground shaking and/or seismic-related ground
failure.

Holocene slip was observed in trench
exposures of the Serra Fault and geotechnical
investigation concluded there is a high
potential for rupture as a result of faulting
within the proposed tunnels alignment.

Groundshaking during an earthquake in the
Project area has the potential to be strong,
with peak ground acceleration around 0.6 g,
which could result in significant groundshaking
effects on the proposed facilities.

Also, seismic damage due to liquefaction and
related phenomena could occur along the
pipeline and at other facilities. In particular, the
new tunnel portal and Lake Merced overflow
inlet are planned in an area of potentially
liquefiable soil. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar
As with the Project, structural damage

to facilities could occur as a result of
strong seismic groundshaking.

As with the Project, the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative also has the
potential for seismic-related ground
failure resulting from liquefaction and
lateral spreading. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Structural damage to facilities could
occur as a result of strong seismic
groundshaking and/or seismic-related
ground failure.

As with the Project, the Canal
Configuration Alternative has the
potential to encounter liquefaction and
lateral spreading. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
improvements that address the storm-related
flooding in the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
would not be implemented. The Project site
would continue to experience existing levels
of geologic and seismic hazards. (No Impact)

Soil Erosion and Loss
of Topsaoil

Impact GEO-2: The Project could result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

Construction activities such as excavating,
trenching, and grading can remove
stabilizing vegetation and expose areas of
loose soil that, if not properly stabilized during
construction, can be subject to erosion by
wind and stormwater runoff, potentially

Similar

As with the Project, the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative construction
could result in erosion from wind and
stormwater runoff. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

As with the Project, the Canal
Configuration Alternative construction
could result in erosion from wind and
stormwater runoff. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
improvements that address the storm-related
flooding in the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
would not be implemented. Daly City would
continue to use the existing ocean outlet
structure at Fort Funston which would
continue to contribute to erosion of the cliff
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Geology and Soils (cont.)

Soil Erosion and Loss
of Topsaoil (cont.)

resulting in a significant impact with respect to
soils. Also, during operation of the project,
erosion and improper water flow could occur
within the retaining wall backdrain systems if
they are not properly maintained. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

face where it is located. The Project site
would continue to experience existing levels
of geologic and seismic hazards. (No Impact)

Unstable Soil

Impact GEO-3: The Project may be located
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the
Project.

The outlet structure is in an area where the
potential for shallow or wedge failures up to
about 10 to 15 feet thick under static
conditions is moderate to high. During large
seismic events, the potential for relatively
large-scale landsliding is high. In addition,
there is landslide potential at Avalon Canyon
which would provide beach access during
construction of the outlet structure. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

As with the Project, excavations could
trigger slope failures that could result
in landslides, slumps, soil creep, or
debris flows. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Similar

As with the Project, excavations could
trigger slope failures that could result in
landslides, slumps, soil creep, or debris
flows. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
improvements that address the storm-related
flooding in the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
would not be implemented. The Project site
would continue to experience existing levels
of geologic and seismic hazards. (No Impact)

Life and Property

Impact GEO-4: The proposed Project would
not create substantial risks to life or property
due to expansive or corrosive soils.

Project area soils have a mild to moderate
corrosion potential which could corrode the
micropiles. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

Similar

Like with the Project, the area soils
have a mild to moderate corrosion
potential. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

As with the Project, the area soils have a
mild to moderate corrosion potential.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
improvements that address the storm-related
flooding in the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
would not be implemented. The Project site
would continue to experience existing levels
of geologic and seismic hazards. (No Impact)

Greenhouse gas
emissions during
construction

Impact GHG-1: Project construction could
generate GHG emissions above regulatory
thresholds.

If tunnel drives are constructed concurrently,
and/or if tunneling occurs on a 24-hour
basis, total short-term construction-related
GHG emissions would be above BAAQMD's
quantitative threshold of 1,100 metric tons
CO2e for non-stationary sources during
construction year 2, a significant impact.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative
would include similar construction
characteristics and any differences in
equipment used would result in a
similar level of GHG emissions as the
proposed Project during Construction
year 2. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

Although construction of the collection
box and box culvert would be
eliminated, thereby reducing GHG
emissions compared to the proposed
Project, tunnel construction would
occur, which would result in a
significant impact during construction
year 2. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

No Impact

No construction emissions would be
generated, and operational emissions
would not change. (No Impact)

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project
Final EIR/EIS (Responses to Comments)

ES-14

ESA /207036.01
August 2017

Page 35 of 233



Executive Summary

TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER CEQA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Public and Environment

Impact HAZ-2: Project construction could
result in a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment.

Lead is a known contaminant within 0.25 mile
of the Project site.

During construction, ground-disturbing
activities could unearth UXO, which would
pose a safety risk to workers on-site. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Like with the Project, construction
activities could expose the
environment, public or construction
personnel to contaminated soils or
groundwater or to UXO. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Like with the Project, construction
activities could expose the environment,
public or construction personnel to
contaminated soils, or groundwater.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
the Project would not be implemented;
therefore, no hazards or hazardous
materials-related impacts would occur. The
Project site would continue to experience
existing levels of public safety hazards. (No
Impact)

Emergency Response
Plan and Emergency
Evacuation Plan

Impact HAZ-3: Project construction would not
impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

Construction could affect the availability of
travel lanes when construction occurs within
or adjacent to John Muir Drive, due to the
presence of large, slow-moving trucks that
may cause delays. These delays could
interfere with implementation of the
Emergency Response Plan, which would be a
significant impact. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

Construction activities associated with
the Tunnel Alignment Alternative would
result in impacts on emergency access
similar to those identified for the
Project. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

Like the Project, construction could
interfere or disrupt the evacuation route
along John Muir Drive, as identified in
San Francisco’'s Emergency Response
Plan, due to the presence of large, slow-
moving trucks that may cause delays.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
the Project would not be implemented;
therefore, no hazards or hazardous
materials-related impacts would occur. The
Project site would continue to experience
existing levels of public safety hazards. (No
Impact)

Hydrology and Water Quality

Water Quality Standards

Impact HYD-1: Project construction could
violate water quality standards and/or waste
discharge requirements, provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff, or
otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Construction of the Lake Merced outlet
structure on the bank and within waters of
Impound Lake and of the Lake Merced
overflow structure in South Lake could result in
discharges of pollutants to Lake Merced
directly, resulting in substantial water quality
effects. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

The construction methods and
duration to construct this alternative
would not substantially differ as
compared to the Tunnel portion of the
proposed Project, and impacts
associated with the Canal portion
would either be identical to the
proposed Project or the Canal
Configuration Alternative. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

As with the proposed Project,
construction of the Lake Merced
overflow structure in South Lake and
the outlet structure on the bank and
within waters of Impound Lake could
result in discharges of pollutants to
Lake Merced directly. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
the Project would not be implemented;
therefore, no construction related water
quality impacts would occur. (No Impact)
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Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

Alteration of Coastal
Landforms or Processes

Impact HYD-9: The Project could conflict with
plans, policies, or regulations related to
alteration of coastal landforms or processes
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

The alteration of coastal processes would
result in a potentially significant impact relating
to coastal processes such as bluff retreat and
alterations to the beach profile. In addition, the
proposed Project could conflict with California
Coastal Act Sections 30235 and 30253 and/or
NPS Management Policies (described in Draft
EIR/EIS Section 3.9.2.1) should bluff erosion
rates an patterns alter as a result of the
proposed d Project, including a local decrease
of the sediment availability at the site due to
diminished sand supply. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

Similar

Under this alternative, the new tunnel
would terminate in a new or
rehabilitated Ocean Outlet structure. If
the option to connect to the existing
Ocean Outlet location is selected,
construction and long-term
maintenance of the Ocean Outlet
structure would be as described for
the proposed Project. However, under
this alternative, a new tunnel would be
constructed to meet the terminus of
the existing tunnel at the current
extent of the bluff face. As the bluff
recedes, both the existing abandoned-
in-place tunnel and the new tunnel
would become exposed, resulting in
an adverse effect related to alterations
of coastal landforms and coastal
processes. Also, the exposure and
rehabilitation of structures under this
alternative could conflict with the
California Coastal Act Section 30235
and 30253 and/or NPS Management
Policies. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Similar

Impacts associated with the Canal
portion would either be identical to the
proposed Project or the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
the Project would not be implemented;
therefore, no alteration of coastal processes
or conflicts with plans, policies, or regulations
would occur. (No Impact)

Land Use

Land Use Policies

Impact LU-1: The Project could be
inconsistent with some of the sub-policies of
the Coastal Act and with portions of the NPS
Management Policies regarding coastal
processes. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Increased

The development of a new tunnel and
potentially a new Ocean Outlet to the
south of the existing structures may
conflict with NPS Management Policies
for coastal processes by introducing
new developments in an area subject to
wave erosion or active shoreline
processes when a practicable
alternative. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

Similar

Impacts associated with the Canal
portion would either be identical to the
proposed Project or the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

No Impact

Because the Project would not be
implemented, no potential conflict with the
Coastal Act or NPS Management Policies
would occur. (No Impact)

Noise and Vibration

Temporary Noise

Impact NOI-1: Project construction could
temporarily expose persons to or generate
noise levels in excess of local noise

Similar
The location of the tunnel shaft would
be somewhat farther from the nearest

Increased

Impact ALT-NOI-1: This alternative
would not construct a collection box and

No Impact

Because no new construction would occur
under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
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Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Noise and Vibration (cont.)

Temporary Noise
(cont.)

ordinances or create a substantial temporary
increase in ambient noise levels. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

sensitive receptor compared to Tunnel
portion of the Project. However, the
location of the Lake Merced Portal
would be farther from the nearest
residential receiver than under the
proposed Project. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

box culvert, which would reduce the
duration of construction activity.
However, it would decrease the distance
between the location of impact pile
driving and the nearest residential
receptors, resulting in noise levels up to
82 dBA and exceeding the 70 dBA Leq
speech interference threshold for greater
than two weeks.

A noise reduction of at least 12 dBA may
not be achieved with mitigation, and,
therefore noise impacts associated with
construction-related activities could
remain significant. (Potentially Significant
and Unavoidable)

no construction noise would be generated by
this alternative, which would result in no
impact. (No Impact)

Groundborne Vibration
and Noise Levels

Paleontological Resources

Impact NOI-2: Project construction could
result in the exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels. The
vibration levels at the Missile Assembly
Building in Fort Funston would be above the
FTA's building damage threshold for
susceptible buildings. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Increased

The nearest vibration-sensitive
receiver to the where pile driving
activities would take place is the
Mission Assembly Building located in
Fort Funston. The vibration levels
would be above both the FTA's
construction vibration and building
damage thresholds for historic land
uses. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Increased

Impact ALT-NOI-2: Project-related
vibration levels at the nearest residential
building located approximately 200 feet
south-east from the John Muir Drive
crossing and diversion structure would
remain significant and unavoidable after
mitigation. (Significant and Unavoidable)

No Impact

Because no new construction would occur
under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
no ground-borne vibration would be
generated by this alternative, which would
result in no impact. (No Impact)

Paleontological
Resource,
Paleontological Site,
Unigue Geological
Feature

Impact PAL-1: The Project would directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unigue geological feature.

Because new disturbance would occur within
geologic units with moderate to high
potential for paleontological resources,
potentially significant fossils could be
adversely affected during construction,
particularly within the Merced Formation.
Furthermore, ground-disturbing activities
could expose and cause impacts on
unknown paleontological resources, which
would be a potentially significant impact.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Similar to the proposed Project,
ground disturbing activities for the
Tunnel Alignment Alternative would
have the potential to uncover
previously unknown paleontological
resources or damage unique geologic
features. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Similar

Similar to the proposed Project, ground
disturbing activities for the Canal
Configuration Alternative would have
the potential to uncover previously
unknown paleontological resources or
damage unique geologic features.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Because no new construction or ground-
disturbing activities would occur under the No
Project/No Action Alternative, undiscovered
paleontological resources would not be
encountered. (No Impact)
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Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Transportation and Traffic

Plans, Ordinances, and
Policies

Impact TRA-1: Project construction would
cause temporary increases in traffic volumes
on area roadways, which could cause
substantial conflicts with the performance of
the circulation system, but would not conflict
with applicable plans, ordinances, or policies
pertaining to the performance of the
circulation system.

The increased local congestion/delay and
potential conflicts involving Project trucks is
considered to be a significant impact. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Similar to the Project, the increase in
traffic volume on local roads would be
noticeable, especially due to the
slower movements of trucks
compared to passenger vehicles, and
the increased local congestion/delay
and potential conflicts involving trucks
is considered to be a significant
impact. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Decreased

Daily traffic generated by construction
workers and haul/delivery trucks
accessing the work site would be
somewhat less than for the proposed
Project. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action alternative,
no physical component of the proposed
Project would be constructed, and there
would be no construction-related impacts to
existing transportation conditions on area
roadways. (No Impact)

Designated Haul
Routes

Impact TRA-5: Project construction would
result in increased wear-and-tear on the
designated haul routes.

The wear-and-tear effects on road conditions
and driving safety is considered to be a
significant impact. Local streets (e.g., Avalon
Drive and Fort Funston Road) generally are
not built with a pavement thickness that will
withstand substantial truck traffic volumes.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Like with the Project, the use of large
trucks to transport equipment and
material to and from the Project work
site(s) for construction could affect
road conditions and driving safety on
the designated haul routes by
increasing the rate of road wear,
which would be considered a
significant impact. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar

Like with the Project, the use of large
trucks to transport equipment and
material to and from the Project work
site(s) for construction could significantly
affect road conditions and driving safety
on the designated haul routes by
increasing the rate of road wear, which

would be considered a significant impact.

(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

No Impact

Under the No Project/No Action alternative,
no physical component of the proposed
Project would be constructed, and there
would be no construction-related impacts to
existing transportation conditions on area
roadways. (No Impact)
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER NEPA

Impact Proposed Project Tunnel Alignment Alternative Canal Configuration Alternative | No Project/No Action Alternative
Aesthetics The extended presence of Tunnel Alignment Alternative visual Like the Project, changes would not | Under the No Project/No Action
construction equipment and activities | resource impacts (construction appreciably alter important landscape | alternative, no physical component of
at the Fort Funston staging area activities, lighting, and permanent characteristics, and views would the proposed Project would be
would be readily noticeable from structures) would contribute to visual | change only slightly, so as not to constructed, and there would be no
passive recreation areas adjacent to | change in the landscape, particularly | negatively affect scenic quality. Thus, | impacts to aesthetic resources.
this site and from trails. Also, views related to construction activities at there would be a short-term, minor, Ongoing periodic maintenance
of the dunes in this area would be the Fort Funston staging area. With adverse effect on scenic quality after | activities would not be noticeable or
temporarily replaced by equipment mitigation, changes would not mitigation. intrude on the visual character and
and fencing. Furthermore, appreciably alter important landscape quality of the Project area.
construction activities on the beach characteristics, and views would
would be visible to hang gliders change only slightly, so as to result in
passing overhead. Mitigation would short-term, minor, adverse effect on
reduce visual intrusion of scenic quality.
construction activities and Impacts to visual character and views
equipment, so as to result in a short- | fom restoring the Ocean Outlet and
term, minor adverse effect on scenic | tnnel as well as restoring the
quality. abandoned, existing Ocean Outlet
The visual impacts from temporary would be moderate, site-specific,
demolition and construction impacts | long-term, and, thus, greater than the
from restoring the Ocean Outlet and | proposed Project.
Tunnel approximately every 25 years
would be similar to those described
for initial demolition of the existing
structure and construction of the
rehabilitated Ocean Outlet.
Air Quality Construction emissions of NOX, The Tunnel Alignment Alternative The Canal configuration Alternative Because no new construction would

ROG, and PM2.5 are estimated to be
well under the annual de minimis
threshold levels applicable to the
Project area The Project therefore
would be exempt from General
Conformity determination
requirements and would have a
minor adverse impact on air quality.

would require a reduced volume of
materials to be off-hauled as
compared to the Project, which would
reduce the number of truck trips
required and their associated
emissions. Consequently,
construction emissions would be well
under annual de minimis threshold
levels applicable to the SFBAAB, and
have a minor adverse impact on air
quality.

would not construct the collection box
and box culvert, which would result in
a reduced duration of construction
activity. Also, truck transport of
40,000 cubic yards of excavated
materials and clean fill would no
longer be needed as would be
needed for the proposed Project.
Consequently, construction
emissions would be well under
annual de minimis threshold levels
applicable to the SFBAAB, and have
a minor adverse impact on air quality.

occur under the No Project/No Action
Alternative, no construction emissions
would be generated by this alternative.
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER NEPA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Vegetation

Construction

Project construction would have
short-term, minor adverse impacts on
vegetation communities within the
Project site. Adverse effects on
vegetation would be mitigated
through avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures.

Operation

Project-related lake level increase
would have effects on vegetation
surrounding Lake Merced that would
be measurable or perceptible in
elevation at which certain
communities are present, but
localized in context of the vegetation
communities as a whole which
surround the lake. Following
mitigation, all impacts would be
minor, but long-term.

Construction

Impacts on sensitive natural
community plant populations within
the Project site are expected to be at
most moderate and short-term, and
would be minimized with mitigation.

Operation
Same as for the proposed Project.

Construction

Impacts to vegetation communities
within the Project site would be at
most minor and short-term, and
would be reduced with mitigation.

Operation
Same as for the proposed Project.

With this alternative, there would be no
change to vegetation in the study area.
Also, the beneficial effects of
implementation of the Project or
Alternatives on the biological resources
of the watershed, resulting from
increases to open water habitat under
the Project or Alternatives, would not
occur.

Potential Federally
Jurisdictional
Wetlands and Other
Waters and Riparian
Habitat

Construction

Moderate temporary permanent
impacts to potential federally
jurisdictional wetlands and other
waters and to riparian habitat would
occur as a result of construction of
the Lake Merced outlet structure in
Impound Lake and installation of the
new facilities within the Canal.
Temporary impacts would be
restored to pre-project conditions.

Unavoidable permanent impacts to
potentially jurisdictional other waters
would include 1,350 linear feet of
replacement associated with
modifications to the Canal,
Unavoidable permanent adverse
impacts would be mitigated by on-
site or off-site creation, restoration, or
enhancement of previously lost or
degraded waters, wetlands, and/or
riparian habitats, or payment to a
mitigation bank for in-kind credits.

Construction

Same as for the proposed Project.
Operation

Same as for the proposed Project.

Construction

Moderate temporary permanent
impacts to potential federally
jurisdictional wetlands and other
waters and to riparian habitat would
occur as a result of construction of the
Lake Merced outlet structure in
Impound Lake and installation of the
new facilities within the Canal.
Temporary impacts would be restored
to pre-project conditions.

Unavoidable permanent impacts to
potentially jurisdictional other waters
would include 350 linear feet of
replacement associated with
modifications to the Canal,
Unavoidable permanent adverse
impacts would be mitigated as
described for the proposed Project.

Operation

Operational impacts related to
increasing the water level at Lake
Merced would be as described for the
proposed Project.

With the No Project/No Action
Alternative there would be no change
to jurisdictional wetlands or other
waters in the study area. Also, the
beneficial effects of implementation of
the Project or Alternatives on the
biological resources of the watershed,
resulting from increases to open water
habitat under the Project or
Alternatives, would not occur.
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER NEPA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Potential Federally
Jurisdictional
Wetlands and Other
Waters and Riparian
Habitat (cont.)

Operation

Project operations would have minor,
long-term effects on wetlands
resulting from increasing the water
level at Lake Merced above existing
conditions to a target WSE of 7.5 to
9.5 feet City Datum.

Impacts associated with the periodic
removal of the protruding tunnel and
outlet and reconstruction of the outlet
would be moderate and require
similar methods described under
construction for the proposed Project.

Terrestrial Wildlife
and Aquatic Wildlife

Construction

Adverse impacts on common
terrestrial wildlife are expected and
include temporary disturbance of
habitat or perhaps the loss of a
limited number of individuals of a
common species. With mitigation,
adverse impacts on common
terrestrial and aquatic wildlife would
be minor and short-term.

Operation

There would be negligible or minor
effects on terrestrial wildlife and
aquatic habitat resulting from
operation of the Project. Beneficial
effects on aquatic habitat would likely
occur as a result of the increased
water volume available to Lake
Merced fish species and the
maintenance or improvement of
water quality.

Construction

Same as for the proposed Project or
Canal Configuration Alternative.

Operation

Same as for the proposed Project or
Canal Configuration Alternative.

Construction

Impacts to terrestrial wildlife and
aquatic wildlife would be at most
minor and short-term, and would be
reduced with mitigation.

Operation

The alternative would offer less
habitat for local wildlife due to the
smaller size of the treatment capacity
of the wetland cell compared to the
Project; however, the increase in
open waters of Lake Merced
resulting from implementation of this
alternative would be similar to the
proposed Project.

With the No Project/No Action
Alternative there would be no change
to terrestrial wildlife and aquatic wildlife
in the study area. Also, the beneficial
effects of implementation of the Project
or Alternatives on the biological
resources of the watershed, resulting
from increases to open water habitat
under the Project or Alternatives,
would not occur.
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER NEPA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Special-Status
Species

Construction

Impacts to special-status species
such as the Northern coastal scrub
communities, Western pond turtles,
and various resident and migratory
birds would be detectable, but they
would not be expected to be outside
the natural range of variability of
species’ populations, their habitats,
or the natural processes sustaining
them. Adverse effects would be short
term and minor, and would be
avoided, minimized, or offset by
mitigation.

Operation

Rising water levels in Lake Merced
resulting from operation of the
Project would have minor short-term
and long-term effects on special-
status plants and animal species in
the study area.

Construction

Like the Project, impacts to special-
status plant communities and wildlife
would be detectable, but they would
not be expected to be outside the
natural range of variability of species’
populations, their habitats, or the
natural processes sustaining them.
Adverse effects would be reduced
with mitigation. Effects would be at
most minor and short-term.

Operation
Same as for the proposed Project.

Construction

Impacts on special-status species
would be at most minor and short-
term, and would be reduced with
mitigation.

Like the Project, impacts to special-
status species would be detectable,
but they would not be expected to be
outside the natural range of variability
of species’ populations, their
habitats, or the natural processes
sustaining them.

Operation
Same as for the proposed Project.

With the No Project/No Action
Alternative there would be no change
to special-status plants and animals in
the study area. Also, the beneficial
effects of implementation of the Project
or Alternatives on the biological
resources of the watershed, resulting
from increases to open water habitat
under the Project or Alternatives,
would not occur.

Cultural Resources

The Project would have a major
adverse impact on a historic property
(the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel),
even with mitigation.

Construction activities could result in
a minor to major impact by modifying
or altering previously unknown
archaeological resources, but the
impact would be reduced with
mitigation.

Impacts to known archeological
resources, including the Neptune
shipwreck, would be negligible after
mitigation.

The Canal improvements under the
proposed Project paired with the
Tunnel Alignment Alternative would
adversely affect approximately 69
percent of the Vista Grande Canal
and Tunnel system as a whole. The
Canal Configuration Alternative
paired with the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would adversely affect
approximately 61 percent of the Vista
Grande Canal and Tunnel as a
whole.

The Ocean Outlet structure
associated with the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative could be closer to the
wreckage of the schooner Neptune
than the proposed Project.

This alternative would have the same
adverse effect determinations as the
proposed Project.

The Tunnel improvements under the
proposed Project paired with the
Canal Configuration Alternative
would have an adverse impact on 53
percent of the Vista Grande Canal
and Tunnel system as a whole. The
Canal Configuration Alternative
paired with the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would adversely affect
approximately 61 percent of the Vista
Grande Canal and Tunnel as a
whole.

This alternative would have the same
adverse effect determinations as the
proposed Project.

Under the No Project/No Action
alternative, no physical component of
the proposed Project would be
constructed and the Vista Grande
Canal and Tunnel would be retained.
Therefore, no impact on historical
resources and archeological resources
would occur.
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER NEPA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Geology and Soils

Construction activities would result in
exposing areas of loose soil that
could be subject to erosion by wind
and stormwater runoff, but after
mitigation the Project would have
minor adverse effects on soil erosion.

The Project also has a potential for
liquefaction and lateral spreading to
occur during seismic events. After
mitigation, adverse effects from
seismic events would be minor.

Furthermore, the potential for
landslides in the Project area is
relatively high. However, with
mitigation, the adverse effects from
landslides would be minor.

Same as for the proposed Project.

Same as for the proposed Project.

Under this alternative the Project site
would continue to experience existing
levels of geologic and seismic hazards.

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and
Climate Change

The Project would have a minor
adverse impact with regard to
construction related GHG emissions.
Operational GHG emissions would
be negligible.

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative
would require a reduced volume of
materials to be off-hauled as
compared to the Project, which would
reduce the number of truck trips
required and their associated
emissions.

Like the Project, this alternative
would have a minor adverse impact
with regard to GHG emissions during
construction, and a negligible impact
during operation and maintenance.

Construction emissions under this
alternative would be reduced
compared to the Project because of
the reduced amount of excavation
and construction associated with the
elimination of the collection box and
box culvert.

Like the Project, this alternative
would have a minor adverse impact
with regard to GHG emissions during
construction, and a negligible impact
during operation and maintenance.

Because no new construction would
occur under this alternative, no
construction-related GHG emissions
would be generated by this alternative,
and no changes to existing GHG
emissions associated with operation
and maintenance activities. Short-term
increases in GHG emissions would
result from occasional emergency
repairs and other activities that would
occur during canal flooding.

Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

The Project would result in minor
adverse effects on public safety after
adhering to hazardous materials and
stormwater regulations and the
NPDES Construction Permit.

Following mitigation, safety risks from
encountering unexploded ordnance
(UXO) and threats to the public from
impeding emergency access,
including the Fort Funston area and
the evacuation route on John Muir
Drive, would be minor.

This alternative would result in minor
adverse effects on public safety after
adhering to hazardous materials and
stormwater regulations and the
NPDES Construction Permit.

Following mitigation, safety risks from
encountering UXO would be minor.

This alternative would result in minor
adverse effects on public safety after
adhering to hazardous materials and
stormwater regulations and the
NPDES Construction Permit.

Similar to the Project, potential
human exposure to vector-borne
diseases and threats to the public
from impeding emergency access,
including the evacuation route on
John Muir Drive, would be minor.

Under this alternative the Project would
not be implemented,; therefore, no
hazards or hazardous materials-
related impacts would occur. The
Project site would continue to
experience existing levels of public
safety hazards.
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER NEPA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Hydrology and
Water Quality

Construction of the Lake Merced
outlet structure on the bank and within
waters of Impound Lake and the Lake
Merced overflow structure in South
Lake could result in discharges of
pollutants (sediment) to Lake Merced
directly. With implementation of
mitigation, Project construction would
result in short-term, minor effects to
water quality.

Also, the proposed Project could result
in an adverse effect related to
alterations of coastal landforms and
coastal processes and could conflict
with California Coastal Act Sections
30235 and 30253, even after
implementation of mitigation.
Following mitigation, the impact could
remain moderate to major.

Under this alternative, a new tunnel
would be constructed to meet the
terminus of the existing tunnel at the
current extent of the bluff face. As the
bluff recedes, both the existing
abandoned-in-place tunnel and the
new tunnel would become exposed,
resulting in an adverse effect related
to alterations of coastal landforms and
coastal processes. Also, the exposure
and rehabilitation of structures under
this alternative could conflict with the
California Coastal Act Section 30235
and 30253, even after implementation
of mitigation. Following mitigation, the
impact could remain moderate to
major.

As with the proposed Project,
construction of the Lake Merced
overflow structure in South Lake and
the outlet structure on the bank and
within waters of Impound Lake could
result in discharges of pollutants to
Lake Merced directly. With mitigation,
construction of the alternative would
result in minor adverse effects.

Under the No Project/No Action
Alternative, the Project would not be
implemented; therefore, no adverse
effects on water quality, from altering
coastal processes, or from conflicting
with plans, policies, or regulations
would occur.

Land Use and
Planning

The Project would have short-term,
minor effects on existing land uses at
Fort Funston due to the presence of
construction activities in an area used
primarily for public recreation. During
operation and maintenance, the
Project could conflict with the Coastal
Act and/or NPS Management Policies
related to coastal processes resulting
in a moderate to major impact.

Construction of the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would have short-term,
minor effects on existing land uses at
Fort Funston due to the presence of
construction activities in an area used
primarily for public recreation. During
operation and maintenance, the
Project could conflict with the Coastal
Act and/or NPS Management Policies
related to coastal processes and siting
development in areas previously
disturbed, resulting in a moderate to
major impact.

Same as for the proposed Project or
Tunnel Alignment Alternative,
depending on the tunnel component
selected.

Under this alternative, no physical
component of the Project would be
constructed. Therefore, there would
be no change in land use and no
impact to existing land use uses or
conflicts with applicable land use
plans, policies or regulations.

Noise and Vibration

Noise impacts associated with
construction-related activities would
result in a short-term, minor adverse
impact, and would be reduced with
mitigation.

After mitigation, vibration impacts
associated with construction-related
activities, such as at the Missile
Assembly Building, would resultin a
short-term minor adverse impact.

Noise impacts associated with
operation-related activities would
result in a negligible impact.

Like the Project, the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would have a short-term,
minor adverse impact with respect to
construction noise, and would be
reduced with mitigation.

Construction vibration impacts and
noise impacts associated with
operation-related activities from this
alternative would have the same
impact determination as the proposed
Project.

This alternative would have a short-
term, minor adverse impact with
respect to construction noise.

After mitigation, vibration impacts
associated with construction-related
activities would remain as a short-
term, major adverse impact.

Noise impacts associated with
operation-related activities from this
alternative would have the same
impact determination as the proposed
Project.

Because no new construction would
occur under this alternative, no
construction noise or ground-borne
vibration would be generated by this
alternative, which would result in no
impact. Noise generated by the
operation and maintenance of these
components would not change.
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER NEPA

Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Geologic and
Paleontological

The loss of up to 16,000 cubic feet of
soils within the Colma and Merced

The loss of up to 20,000 cubic feet of
soils within the Colma and Merced

Same as for the proposed Project.

Under the No Project/No Action
alternative, no physical component of

Resources Formations would be negligible to Formations would be negligible to the proposed Project would be

minor. minor. constructed and the Vista Grande
e . . . Canal and Tunnel would be retained.

A_fter mitigation, the |nadvqrtent Paleontological resources impacts Therefore, no impact to geologic and
discovery of a paleontological would be the same as for the paleontological resources would
resource would result in a negligible | proposed Project. oceur.
impact.

Recreation Due to construction activities, the Like the Project, the Tunnel Like the Project, the Canal Under this alternative, no physical

Project would affect a small area
(less than 5 percent) of Fort Funston,
and would result in short-term,
moderate adverse impacts to
recreation at Fort Funston.

Operation of the Project would result
in long-term, minor beneficial impacts
to recreation associated with
improved beach access provided by
the rehabilitated Ocean Outlet
structure.

Alignment Alternative would result in
short-term, moderate adverse
impacts to recreation associated with
construction and long-term, minor
beneficial impacts to recreation
associated with improved beach
access provided by the rehabilitated
Ocean Outlet structure.

Configuration Alternative would result
in short-term, minor adverse impacts
to recreation.

component of the proposed Project
would be constructed, and there
would be no impact to recreation.

Environmental
Justice

Given the limited nature of
construction-related impacts in terms
of both duration and intensity, any
disproportionate adverse effect on a
minority population would be
negligible. Furthermore,
disproportionate adverse effects on
minority populations associated with
odors or mosquitoes would be
negligible.

Same as for the proposed Project.

Same as for the proposed Project.

Under this alternative, the Project
would not be constructed. Therefore,
there would be no beneficial effect on
minority populations from improved
conditions due to reduced flooding
and no disproportionate adverse
effects on minority populations
associated with temporary
construction impacts or with odors or
mosquitoes due to wetland creation.

Socioeconomics

Any adverse or beneficial
socioeconomic effects resulting from
reduced flooding due to Project
improvements would be minor

Same as for the proposed Project.

Same as for the proposed Project.

Under this alternative, the Project
would not be constructed. Therefore,
there would be no adverse or
beneficial socioeconomic effects as a
result of reduced flooding.
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Impact

Proposed Project

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

Canal Configuration Alternative

No Project/No Action Alternative

Transportation and
Traffic

With mitigation, the Project would
have short-term, minor effects on
regional roads, and short-term,
moderate effects on local roads. The
Project would have short-term, minor
effects on access and negligible
effects on parking.

With mitigation, the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would have short-term,
minor effects on regional roads, and
short-term, moderate effects on local
roads.

With mitigation, the Canal
Configuration Alternative would have
short-term, minor effects on regional
roads, and short-term, moderate
effects on local roads.

Under this alternative, no physical
component of the proposed Project
would be constructed, and there would
be no construction-related impacts to
existing transportation conditions on
area roadways. However,
maintenance activities would continue
as well as occasional emergency
repairs and other traffic-generating
activities when the canal floods.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the Responses to Comments Document

This Responses to Comments document completes the Final Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) analyzing potential environmental
effects associated with the proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (Project).
The Project would improve stormwater drainage and minimize flooding risk, provide a water
source for Lake Merced management, and improve recreational access and reduce litter
deposition at the beach below Fort Funston. Operational components of the Project would include
management of water surface elevations in Lake Merced and a Lake Management Plan that
includes operations and water quality monitoring protocols. Project components would be located
in northwest Daly City on land managed by the City of Daly City, on the west side of San
Francisco on land managed by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and within Fort
Funston, part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area which is operated under the authority
of the National Park Service (NPS).

The North San Mateo County Sanitation District, a subsidiary of the City of Daly City (Daly
City), the Lead Agency responsible for administering the environmental review of the Project
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and NPS, the Lead Agency under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), published a Draft EIR/EIS on the proposed Project
on April 28, 2016. The public comment period ended on July 1, 2016. Thus, the Draft EIR/EIS
review met the CEQA 45-day minimum and NPS’s NEPA 60-day minimum public review period
(CEQA Guidelines 815105; NPS Director’s Order No. 12 Handbook 4.8(c)). This Responses to
Comments document provides written responses to comments received during the public review
period.

The Draft EIR/EIS together with this Responses to Comments document constitutes the Final
EIR/EIS for the Project in fulfillment of CEQA requirements as consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15132, and in fulfillment of NEPA requirements as consistent with Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations Section 1503.4. This Responses to Comments
document contains the following: (1) a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies
commenting on the Draft EIR/EIS; (2) copies of comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS;

(3) Daly City’s and the NPS’s responses to those comments; and (4) revisions to the Draft
EIR/EIS to clarify or correct information. See Section 1.3, below, for a description of the overall
contents and organization of the Responses to Comments document.
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The EIR/EIS has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA (Pub. Res. Code §21000
et seq.); the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. 8815000 to 15387); NEPA (42 USC §4341
et seq.); the CEQ NEPA regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508);
and the NPS NEPA Guidelines (Director’s Order No.12 and Handbook). The EIR/EIS is an
informational document for use by (1) governmental agencies (in addition to Daly City and the
NPS) and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the
physical environmental effects of the project and identifying possible ways of reducing or
avoiding the potentially significant impacts; and (2) Daly City and the NPS prior to their decision
to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project. If Daly City approves the proposed
project, it would be required to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program (MMRP) to ensure that mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR are implemented.
See Section 1.2, below, for further description of the environmental review process.

In accordance with CEQA and NEPA, the responses to comments address environmental issues
raised in public comments that concern the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR/EIS. These
issues include physical impacts or changes attributable to the project rather than any social or
financial implications of the project. Therefore, this document provides limited responses to
comments received during the public review period that do not relate to the adequacy or accuracy
of the Draft EIR/EIS.

1.2 Environmental Review Process

1.2.1 Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping

On February 28, 2013, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS, Daly City sent a Notice of Preparation
and Notice of Intent to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the
Project (see Appendix B in the Draft EIR/EIS). During the approximately 60-day public scoping
period that ended on April 26, 2013, Daly City and the NPS accepted comments from agencies
and interested parties identifying environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Public scoping meetings were held on March 19, 2013 at the General’s Residence at Fort Mason
and on March 28, 2013 at the Doelger Senior Center to receive oral comments and solicit written
comments on the scope of the EIR/EIS.

1.2.2 Draft EIR/EIS Public Review

The Draft EIR/EIS for the Project was published on April 28, 2016 and circulated to federal, state,
and local agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for a 60-day public review period
that ended on July 1, 2016. Both Daly City and NPS made the Draft EIR/EIS available for
download on their respective project websites, the addresses for which were included in each
agency’s public notices. Paper copies of the Draft EIR/EIS were made available for public review at
the following locations: (1) the Daly City Office of the City Clerk, 333 90th Street, Daly City,
California; and (2) the Westlake Branch of the Daly City Public Library, 275 Southgate Avenue,
Daly City, California. On April 28, 2016, Daly City also distributed notices of availability of the
Draft EIR/EIS, published notification of its availability in a newspaper of general circulation in
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Daly City and San Francisco, and posted notices at locations within the project area. The United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the NPS also published notices of
availability (NOAs) in the Federal Register on April 29, 2016 (81 FR 25666; 81 FR 25707).

During the 60-day public review period, Daly City conducted a public meeting to provide an
opportunity for the public and regulatory agencies to learn about the Project and be informed
about how to submit comments on the adequacy and accuracy of the Draft EIR/EIS. The public
meeting was held on May 26, 2016 at City Council Chambers, 333 90th Street, Daly City.

During the Draft EIR/EIS public review period, the lead agencies received four comment letters
from public agencies and three from non-governmental organizations.

1.2.3 Responses to Comments and Final EIR/EIS

Daly City and the NPS distributed this Responses to Comments document for review to the North
San Mateo County Sanitation District Board of Directors and the USEPA, respectively, as well as
to the agencies and organizations that commented on the Draft EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS is intended
to be used by the Sanitation District Board and the NPS, when considering selection and
implementation of one of the project alternatives.

Following completion of the Final EIR/EIS, the Sanitation District Board will consider
certification of the Final EIR, and will decide whether to approve or deny the proposed project.
CEQA also requires the adoption of findings prior to project approval in cases where the certified
EIR identifies significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines §815091 and 15092) and a
MMRP (815097). If the EIR identifies significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to
less-than-significant levels and the project is approved, the findings must include a statement of
overriding considerations for those impacts (CEQA Guidelines §15093[b]). Daly City is required
to adopt CEQA findings and the MMRP prior to approving the proposed project.

Concurrent with the distribution of the Responses to Comments document, the NPS will submit
the Final EIR/EIS to the USEPA and publish a NOA in the Federal Register. No fewer than 30
days after publication of this NOA, the NPS will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) for the
Project documenting its consideration of the Final EIS and its decision whether to approve, deny,
or modify the Project.

1.3 Agency-Initiated Project Description Revisions

As described in Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.5.3.4, Construction Power and Emergency Generators,
in Chapter 2, Project and Alternatives, “Temporary construction power would be provided to the
staging area at Fort Funston via a temporary Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) service connection.
An emergency power supply (generator) with the capacity to provide 1,000 kVA would be
located on-site during construction.” Following publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, Daly City
determined that the provision of temporary construction power via a PG&E service connection
may be infeasible, for example, if no power distribution lines of adequate voltage are within close
enough proximity to the staging area to make a temporary connection. Daly City is continuing to
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pursue the opportunity to provide construction power to the Fort Funston staging area via a
PG&E electrical service connection. However, to provide flexibility in the event that this is
infeasible, Daly City is including an option to provide temporary construction power at the Fort
Funston staging area using a portable diesel-powered generator in the description of the proposed
Project. This option also would be relevant to construction of the Tunnel Alignment Alternative.

Additional analysis of this option is provided in Chapter 4, Draft EIR/EIS Revisions, in which
staff-initiated text changes are shown for Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 2 and Sections 3.3, Air Quality;
3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change; 3.11, Noise and Vibration; and 4.2, Energy
Conservation.

Briefly, the use of a portable generator would exchange one source of power and type of fuel
consumption for another by reducing the need for construction power from PG&E, while
increasing the use of diesel fuel on site. A description of the mix of electrical power sources
delivered to PG&E retail customers was provided in Draft EIR/EIS Section 4.2.1.2, Local Energy
Systems (p. 4-3).

As described in revisions to Section 3.3, Air Quality, on the project site within Fort Funston, this
change would increase average daily construction criteria pollutant exhaust emissions, but would
not increase emissions of any criteria pollutant to a level that would exceed applicable CEQA
significance thresholds or result in increased impact intensity under NEPA for air quality. As
described in revisions to Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, the use of
a generator also would increase on-site emissions of greenhouse gases during construction such
that during the second year of construction, the total emissions would exceed the applicable
CEQA significance threshold, resulting in a significant impact. This impact would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 (see Chapter 4, Draft
EIR/EIS Revisions). No change in the impact intensity under NEPA would occur with respect to
greenhouse gas emissions. Daly City notes that the use of a generator on-site would result in
reduced criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions from the production of electrical
power that would otherwise be needed to serve Project construction. However, the methodologies
used in Sections 3.3 and 3.7 focus on quantification of on-site emissions, consistent with
applicable CEQA significance thresholds and NEPA impact intensity thresholds for this Project.

As described in revisions to Section 3.11, Noise and Vibration, while the use of a generator
within the staging area at Fort Funston would increase the overall construction-related noise at
that location, after implementation of Draft EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures 3.11-1 and 3.11-2,
combined construction noise levels would not exceed applicable thresholds. Under the
requirements of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, the generator would be enclosed in a noise-
attenuating acoustical enclosure. No new significant impact or increased impact intensity would
occur with respect to noise.

Additionally, the use of a generator instead of a temporary PG&E connection would exchange the
consumption of electricity for on-site consumption of diesel fuel. Revisions to Section 4.2,
Energy Conservation, include a revised discussion of the energy consumption requirements of the
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Project and alternatives. No new significant impact or increased impact intensity would occur
with respect to energy consumption or conservation.

The revisions described above related to the potential use of a generator instead of a temporary
PG&E power connection represent a minor change to the analysis in the EIR/EIS and do not
constitute significant new information. Although the CEQA significance conclusion with respect
to greenhouse gas emissions (Impact GHG-1) has been revised to disclose that a potentially
significant impact could occur in the second year of construction, this impact would be reduced to
a less-than-significant level with implementation of feasible mitigation measures. Daly City, as
the Project proponent, does not decline to adopt this mitigation; rather, Daly City is committed to
implementing all feasible mitigation measures required to reduce Project impacts to a level that is
less than significant. No new significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified as a result
of the minor change in construction equipment described in these staff-initiated revisions.

1.4 Document Organization

This Responses to Comments document consists of four chapters, plus supplemental attachments,
as follows:

. Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter summarizes the purpose of the Responses to
Comment and the ongoing and environmental review process to date.

. Chapter 2, List of Persons Commenting. This chapter summarizes the federal, state, and
local agencies, as well as the non-governmental organizations, that commented on the Draft
EIR/EIS.

. Chapter 3, Comments and Responses. This chapter presents the comment letters received
during the Draft EIR/EIS comment period, summarizes the substantive comments, and
responds to those comments.

. Chapter 4, Draft EIR/EIS Revisions. This chapter displays the changes made to the text
of the Draft EIR/EIS in response to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS or included to clarify
the Draft EIR/EIS text.
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CHAPTER 2

List of Persons Commenting

This Responses to Comments document is organized to respond to all comments received on the
Draft EIR/EIS, including written comments submitted by letter, fax, or email. This section lists all
individuals and organizations that submitted comments on the Draft EIR/EIS. Commenters are
grouped according to whether they commented as individuals or represented a public agency or
non-governmental organization.

2.1 Federal, State, and Local Agencies and
Commissions

. United States Environmental Protection Agency; Letter, July 1, 2016

. California State Lands Commission; Letter, July 1, 2016

° California State Transportation Agency, Department of Transportation; Letter, July 1, 2016

. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission; Letter, July 6, 2016

2.2 Organizations

. California Trout; Letter, July 1, 2016

° Golden Gate Audubon Society; Letter, July 1, 2016
. The Olympic Club; Letter, June 30, 2016
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CHAPTER 3
Comments and Responses

3.1 Comments and Responses

This section presents the comment letters received during the Draft EIR/EIS comment period,
summarizes the substantive comments, and responses to those comments. The comments and
responses are organized as listed in Chapter 2.

Responses have been numbered corresponding to bracketed numbers printed on the comment
letters.. Responses are provided to address issues raised in the comment concerning the adequacy
or accuracy of the EIR/EIS and to clarify or augment information in the Draft EIR/EIS as
appropriate. Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS are shown as indented text. New or revised text is
double underlined; deleted material is shown in strikethrough.
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3. Comments and Responses

3.1 Comments and Responses
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July 1, 2016

Christine Lehnertz

General Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, California 94123

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (DEIR/EIS) for the Vista Grande Drainage
Basin Improvement Project, Golden Gate National Recreation Area, San Francisco and
San Mateo Counties, California (CEQ # 20160082)

Dear Ms. Lehnertz:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act.

According to the DEIR/EIS, the proposed project would address storm-related flooding in Daly City by
expanding the capacity of the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel, while allowing for diversion of
stormwater to Lake Merced to augment lake water levels. The project includes a Lake Managment Plan
that identifies additional in-lake management actions to improve water quality, with a focus on
addressing dissolved oxygen and pH levels, since Lake Merced is listed on the Clean Water Act Section
303(d) list of impaired waters for these criteria.

Based on our review, we are rating the Proposed Project and alternatives as Environmental Concerns —
Insufficient Information (EC-2) (see enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions™). Our concerns regard
the quality of water released into the Lake during the up-to-3-year construction phase, the level of
commitment to in-lake management actions to improve water quality, and the adaptive management
strategy, which is not well defined. We recommend Scenario 2 be implemented for the construction
phase, which would route stormwater to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
combined sewer system, and that the capability to treat flows prior to direct release into Lake Merced be
included, should the SFPUC system be unable to accommodate larger storm flows or should Scenario 1
be selected. Please see our enclosed detailed comments for additional recommendations for the project
and Final EIR/EIS.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIR/EIS. When the Final EIR/EIS is released for
public review, please send one copy to the address above (mail code: ENF-4-2). If you have any
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questions, please contact me at (415) 972-3521, or contact Karen Vitulano, the lead reviewer for this /]\
project, at 415-947-4178 or vitulano.karen@epa.gov.

Sincéréb;

O:H\_, Q_.) / GLT\"

Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager
Environmental Review Section

Enclosure:  Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
EPA’s Detailed Comments

ge: Xavier Fernandez, S.F. Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

Patrick Sweetland, City of Daly City Department of Water and Wastewater Resources
Obi Nzewi, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS*

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) level of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for
evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the
adequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

“LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

“EC” (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred aternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency
to reduce these impacts.

“EO" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project aternative (including the no action alternative or
anew dternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU” (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentialy unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality

(CEQ).

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category “1” (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and
those of the aternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category “ 2" (Insufficient I nfformation)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of aternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion
should beincluded in thefinal EIS.
Category “ 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of aternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions
are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions | mpacting the Environment.
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE VISTA GRANDE DRAINAGE BASIN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT (DEIR/EIS), GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION
AREA, SAN FRANCISCO AND SAN MATEO COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA, JULY 1, 2016

Water Quality and Hydrology

The project purpose is to reduce storm-related flooding in the Vista Grande Drainage Basin while
providing the additional benefit of augmenting the water level of Lake Merced. Once the project is
constructed, it would allow diversion of some stormwater to Lake Merced, while maintaining the current
discharge of stormwater to the Pacific Ocean via an expanded subterranean tunnel with increased
conveyance capacity.

As the DEIR/EIS notes, Lake Merced currently does not meet the Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives
for dissolved oxygen (DO) and pH, and, in 2003, EPA included Lake Merced on the Clean Water Act
Section 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies for these criteria (p. 3.9-23). Because of this, the project
aims to address these water quality impairments while raising lake levels over time (p. 3.9-127).

Construction-phase impacts

According to the DEIR/EIS, construction of the expanded tunnel would take between 17 and 37 months
to complete, during which time stormwater and non-stormwater flows (car-washing, irrigation, etc.)
would have no discharge conduit. These flows would either all be directed to Lake Merced, untreated
(Scenario 1) or, with agreement by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), base flows
and the first hour of storm flows following a defined antecedent dry period would be routed to the
SFPUC combined sewer system (Scenario 2) (p. 3.9-67-69). The DEIR/EIS evaluates both scenarios
since Daly City and SFPUC do not have an agreement for such diversions.

The DEIR/EIS provides the results of stormwater sampling that was conducted in the Vista Grande
Canal during 2011 and 2012 wet and dry periods to characterize the baseline water quality. These
results showed elevated levels of bacteria, certain metals, and nutrients compared to baseline
concentrations in the Lake, and it does not appear that stormwater was sampled for other stormwater
pollutants, such as pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), or other metals. We have concerns

regarding potential water quality impacts from the discharge of untreated storm flows directly into the
Lake, particularly under Scenario 1. Under Scenario 2, this concern would be alleviated by the routing
of base flows and first flush stormwater flows to the SFPUC combined sewer system during
construction.

Recommendation: Provide an update on the diversion agreement between Daly City and SFPUC
in the Final EIR/EIS (FEIR/EIS). We strongly recommend Scenario 2 be implemented for the
construction phase of the project to address water quality concerns. In addition, we recommend
that treatment for solids, via settling tanks, occur to the maximum extent possible, prior to any
direct release into the Lake (i.e. the storm flows that discharge to the Lake after the “first flush”
under Scenario 2, and all flows under Scenario 1). If Scenario 1 is selected, we also recommend
additional sampling occur for the other common stormwater pollutants mentioned above, so that
the impacts from Scenario 1 are fully disclosed to decision-makers in the Final EIR/EIS.

Operation-phase impacts

The project includes creation of a small treatment wetland that is predicted to treat base flows and low-
volume stormwater flows and reduce levels of bacteria, metals, and nutrient concentrations. The
DEIR/EIS concludes that operation of the project would improve Lake Merced water quality over the
duration of operations (p. 3.9-106); however, this conclusion depends to a considerable degree on the

1
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successful operation of the treatment wetlands and the accuracy of their estimated performance. The
water quality impact assessment is based largely on predictive modeling, and clarifications are needed
regarding the assumptions used to project wetland performance.

Recommendations: We recommend clarifying information, as discussed below, be included in
the FEIR/EIS:

e For the direct algae filtration of Lake surface waters using the treatment wetlands (p. 3.9-
103), the DEIR/EIS refers to certain calculations (which are not provided in the document) to
assess the feasibility of using the treatment wetlands in such a manner. We recommend that
the FEIR/EIS include an appendix that summarizes the feasibility calculations and
considerations. It is also not clear whether the algae filtration was included in modeling
results, such as those shown in Figure 3.9-19. Page 3.9-106 refers to further improvements
in water quality from lake management actions, and such improvements may be above and
beyond those displayed in the modeling results; however, this is not clear and should be
clarified.

e The FEIR/EIS should discuss the assumed removal rates for nitrogen in the treatment
wetlands (basic and advanced wetlands) and the basis for those assumptions.

e Appendix A (Lake Management Plan) notes that the treatment capacity of the wetlands
would be about 1.4 cubic feet per second (cfs). The wetlands would be used to treat “low
volume” stormwater flows and, after the initial storm event of the winter season, if screened
storm flows meet diversion criteria, flows exceeding the capacity of the treatment wetlands
would be routed directly to the Lake. Presumably the capacity limitations of the treatment
wetlands were included in the modeling, but this should be clarified in the FEIR/EIS. The
Lake Management Plan also indicates that criteria for diverting stormwater into the Lake
remain to be developed. The FEIR/EIS should explain the criteria that were used for the
modeling, and how the conclusions concerning water quality impacts could be affected if
different criteria are ultimately used in the future.

Lake Management Plan/Adaptive Management

In general, the conclusions regarding water quality impacts to Lake Merced appear to have substantial
uncertainty. The project’s Lake Management Plan includes in-lake management actions and an adaptive
management strategy. The DEIR/EIS notes that continued analysis and reporting under the Lake
Management Plan would reduce uncertainty relating to long-term water quality trends, allow adjustment
of operational protocols, and inform BMPs to maximize water quality improvements (p. 3.9-106). This
adaptive management approach is an important component of the project, yet there is little information
regarding how it would be implemented.

Additionally, it is not clear that the in-lake treatment actions, which are important to address water
quality, will definitely occur, since the DEIR/EIS sometimes presents them as optional (“Should the
additional in-lake treatment components of the Lake Management Plan be implemented...” p. 3.4-97).
These in-lake management actions are important and are presented as part of the basis, along with the
treatment wetlands, for a less-than-significant impact determination for water quality in the DEIR/EIS.

Recommendation: Include an outline of the adaptive management approach for the Lake
Management Plan. ldentify general administration/personnel who will implement the Plan,
including roles and responsibilities; the financial, technical, and human resources needed to
perform the monitoring and respond to the results; funding sources for plan implementation; the

2
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process for altering management decisions based on monitoring results; the data management
system; and the process for communicating results.

Include, in the FEIR/EIS, a firm commitment to implement the in-lake treatment actions
identified in the DEIR/EIS, including the removal of algae and the flushing of the Lake to reduce
the elevated background pH. Coordinate in-lake treatment actions with the Demonstration
Aeration Mixing System project described on page 31 of the Lake Management Plan that SFPUC
will be implementing in Lake Merced’s South Lake. Continue to work closely with the Regional
Water Quality Control Board towards approval of the Lake Management Plan.

Water Quality Assessment

A Water Quality Assessment (WQA) was prepared for Lake Merced and the Vista Grande Canal to
document existing hydrologic and water quality conditions and provide analysis of potential changes to
those existing conditions as a result of project operations (p. 3.9-13). The impact assessment references
this document over 40 times, however it was not included as an appendix to the DEIR/EIS. The Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) advises that the appendix should include material that pertains to
preparation of the EIS and that lengthy technical discussions of modeling methodology, baseline studies,
or other work are appropriately placed here. CEQ indicates that, if at all possible, the appendix should
accompany the EIS, or if too voluminous to circulate, should be placed in a conveniently accessible
location or furnished upon request. While the WQA was provided upon request, it is not a formal
appendix to the DEIR/EIS, nor was it made available on the project websites.

Recommendation: We recommend including the WQA in the formal appendices of the
FEIR/EIS and making it available on the project websites.

Upstream Watershed BMPs

The project description includes “A prioritized suite of best management practices that may be
implemented within the Vista Grande Basin storm drain system upstream of the Vista Grande Canal
and/or within the Lake Merced watershed” (p. 2-5), which are described in the Lake Management Plan
in Appendix A. These Watershed BMPs include “Detention and Filtration” which involves building
infrastructure for stormwater filtration, such as bioretention/rain gardens, vegetated filter strips, sand
filters, and vegetated swales throughout the Vista Grande Watershed (App A, p. 24). We agree that
adding upstream filtration is valuable and recommend that it be coupled with a BMP to disincentivize
actions, such as the replacement of residential lawns with pavement, that increase impervious surfaces in
the watershed. Unlike the eliminated Downspout Disconnection BMP, such a BMP would involve Daly
City policy and planning actions, and would not be solely dependent upon homeowner participation.

Recommendation: Describe, in the FEIS, any existing local or regional policy or planning rule
that limits the extent of impervious surfaces on residential and other properties. If no such policy
or rule applicable to Daly City or the watershed exists, discuss options for the establishment of
same to create disincentives for the addition of impervious surfaces to existing residential and
other property in the watershed. Determine and disclose whether other cities in the Bay Area
have such a policy or rule. Include, as a BMP in the Lake Management Plan, a measure, such as
the establishment of a policy or planning rule, to reduce the addition of new impervious surfaces
in the watershed.

3-8
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Rainwater Harvesting BMP

The Lake Management Plan eliminates the watershed BMP of installing rain barrels and cisterns in the
Vista Grande/Lake Merced watershed for rainwater harvesting, which could reduce peak stormwater
flows and conserve water for later non-potable use. Rainwater harvesting was eliminated because it
could reduce the amount of water available for diversion to the Lake, thus conflicting with the Lake
Management Plan’s objective of increasing surface water input to the Lake (Appendix A, p. D-3). The
DEIR/EIS anticipates that considerable stormwater would still flow through the Vista Grande Tunnel to 10
the Pacific Ocean after project completion. This suggests that sufficient water may be available for
diversion to the Lake along with some rainwater harvesting in the watershed, thereby maximizing the
reuse potential of the available water.

Recommendation: Explain, in the FEIR/EIS, why no rainwater harvesting at all would be
feasible, given the anticipated post-construction volume of stormwater flow to the ocean.

Impacts to Wetlands during Construction

The DEIR/EIS states that project construction could have a substantial adverse effect on wetlands and
other jurisdictional waters from “temporary and permanent discharges of structures and/or fill within
waters and wetlands, and/or alterations of the bed and/or banks of a lake or stream” (p. 3.4-67). The
DEIR/EIS does not quantify these construction-phase impacts. It simply references various agency
permit requirements, and states that unavoidable impacts to wetlands and other waters will trigger a
requirement for compensatory mitigation that will be aimed at creating, restoring, or enhancing similar
ecological functions and services as those displaced. It also states that this mitigation (Mitigation
Measure 3.4-8b, Compensation for Impacts to Wetlands and Riparian Habitat) would reduce the impacts

associated with direct loss to a less-than-significant level (p. 3.4-70). The primary permit for fill to 11

waters of the U.S. is a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, and it is true that an individual permit would
trigger a requirement for compensatory mitigation; however, if the project qualities for a Nationwide
General Permit, compensatory mitigation may or may not be required. Because the DEIR/EIS does not
quantify impacts, it is not clearly disclosing the proposed mitigation for the project.

Recommendation: In the FEIR/EIS, quantify the acreage of impacts, both temporary and
permanent, to wetlands and waters of the U.S. from construction of the project. Indicate whether
the project is likely to qualify for Nationwide CWA Section 404 permit(s), and if so, which
one(s). Update the discussion of mitigation for Impact BIO-8 in the FEIR/EIS as appropriate.

Demolition Waste

The description of project construction quantifies the volume of demolition debris that would be
generated by the project and indicates that all of the 600 cubic yards (cy) of concrete and brick canal
lining in the canal area, 60 cy of asphaltic concrete at the John Muir Drive crossing, and 50 cy of
concrete and brick canal lining at the East Portal would be disposed of at a landfill. It also indicates that
the 2,500 cy of brick tunnel lining generated from the tunnel and shaft would “likely be disposed of
along with the tunnel spoils at a landfill” (p. 2-26). The 300 cy of brick and shotcrete lined tunnel and

concrete outlet structure would be “disposed of”’, presumably also at a landfill. 1

The DEIR/EIS cites the Daly City Construction and Demolition Recycling Program, which requires a
minimum of 60 percent of debris generated by “certain construction and demolition projects” be
recycled (p. 3.16-5), and the San Francisco Construction and Demolition Ordinance that mandates the
recycling of construction and demolition (C&D) debris generated in the City of San Francisco. This
ordinance prohibits any C&D materials from being sent directly to a landfill, with a minimum of 65
percent of the material being diverted at the recycling facility.

4
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extent, consistent with Daly City and San Francisco diversion goals. Commit to this diversion
and update the project description’s discussion of the final disposition of these materials in the
FEIR/EIS.

Recommendation: Demolition waste from the project should be recycled to the maximum T
12

Additional comments
e The DEIR/EIS indicates stormwater discharges are regulated under the 2009 Municipal Regional
Permit (MRP) issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Board (p. 3-9.1). The FEIR/EIS should 13
be updated to reflect the 2015 reissuance of the MRP. The 2015 MRP is available at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water _issues/programs/stormwater/Municipal/in
dex.shtml

e The DEIR/EIS states that potential impacts on utilities and services are not considered under
NEPA; however, impacts to utilities are frequently evaluated in NEPA documents, especially
since overtaxing utilities, especially water and wastewater utilities, can result in significant
environmental impacts. It is appropriate to evaluate utilities and public services under NEPA
and we do not believe it is accurate to say that these impacts are not considered under NEPA.

e The DEIR/EIS states that collected garbage is directed to the Daly City Mussel Rock Transfer
Station in Daly City (p. 3.16-4). According to the City of Daly City’s website!, Mussel Rock 15
Transfer Station closed in February 2016. This sentence should be updated in the FEIR/EIS.

1

http://www.dalycity.org/City Hall/City News  Announcements/City News/Mussel Rock Transfer Station Closure Feb
1st.htm

5
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3. Comments and Responses

3.2 Response to Comments from United States Environmental Protection Agency

3.2 Response to Comments from United States
Environmental Protection Agency

USEPA-1  Comment USEPA-1 contains a summary of the USEPA concerns regarding
stormwater releases into Lake Merced during project construction and the level of
commitments to in-lake management actions. Detailed responses to the overall
concerns raised in Comment USEPA-1 are included below.

USEPA-2  The comment requests a copy of the Final EIR/EIS, and provides transmittal
instructions. This comment is noted; and a copy of the Responses to Comments
document will be provided as instructed.

USEPA-3  The comment summarizes the proposed project approach to stormwater
management during tunnel construction, which includes either discharge of all
stormwater to Lake Merced (Scenario 1) or discharge of baseflow and stormwater
flow following a defined antecedent dry period to the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC) combined sewer system (Scenario 2). The comment further
indicates concern with the proposed discharge of stormwater to Lake Merced
during the construction phase and associated potential water quality impacts.

The commenter recommends that Daly City and NPS utilize Scenario 2 to address
water quality concerns, and requests an update on the proposed diversion
agreement between Daly City and SFPUC. This recommendation is noted.

Daly City and SFPUC staff continue to discuss a potential diversion agreement and
both parties note that use of the SFPUC system for diversion of a portion of
stormwater flows during tunnel construction is preferred. However, a formal
agreement and permit could not be entered into until after project approval. Thus,
the EIR/EIS considers both Scenarios 1 and 2, and finds that potential water quality
impacts would be less than significant for both. Potential water quality impacts
associated with temporarily diverting storm flows to Lake Merced during the
Tunnel construction period are comprehensively assessed in Draft EIR/EIS

Section 3.9.5.1 under Impact HYD-1 (p. 3.9 et seq.). As noted, potential water
quality impacts were assessed for two scenarios: Scenario 1, involving the
temporary diversion of all Canal flows to Lake Merced during the tunnel
construction period; and, Scenario 2, involving the diversion of base flows and
some storm flows that follow a long antecedent dry period to the SFPUC combined
sewer system and additional flows to Lake Merced.

The commenter requests that the construction phase include treatment of stormwater
for solids via settling tanks for both Scenario 1 (all flows) and Scenario 2 (for
stormwater flow following a defined antecedent dry period). As described in Draft
EIR/EIS Section 2.5.2 (p. 2-17, et seq.), regardless of the diversion scenario
employed, all stormwater conveyed to Impound Lake via the debris screening device,
which would be completed prior to taking the tunnel out of service. The debris
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screening device would remove all particulates greater than 5 mm in diameter from
stormwater flows, providing direct treatment of stormwater prior to release into

Lake Merced. However, additional recommended settling tanks would not be feasible
given the rate and volume of typical stormwater flows requiring conveyance. Further,
additional settling would not be necessary to reduce a significant impact related to
Lake Merced water quality.

The commenter also recommends that additional water quality sampling be
performed under Scenario 1 for pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and
additional metals. Regarding concerns related to stormwater quality, Appendix B
of the Water Quality Assessment, completed in support of the Project impact
analysis, contains the complete hydrologic and water quality monitoring plans
employed to characterize baseline water quality and hydrology in Lake Merced and
the Canal. These plans describe in detail the rationale for the methodologies
employed and the water quality constituents selected for monitoring and analysis.
The monitoring program was developed in collaboration with Regional Water
Quality Control Board staff and was based upon water quality constituents of
concern known to be associated with lake water quality issues and related to the
Lake Merced 303(d) listing. Additionally, the water quality constituents selected in
the monitoring program were based, in part, on past monitoring efforts that have
provided characterization of both stormwater quality in the Canal as well as Lake
Merced water quality. The complete list of previous studies and water quality
assessments reviewed as part of the development of the monitoring methodology
and analysis is provided in Appendix F of the Water Quality Assessment. Past
water quality analyses (EOA, 2011; Stillwater Sciences, 2008; CH2MHill, 2011;
SFPUC, 2006; EDAW, 2004) conducted in both Lake Merced and the Canal have
documented and assessed a broad range of water quality constituents under a range
of seasonal and hydrologic conditions. The water quality constituents assessed and
considered in these studies, in addition to those detailed in the WQA sampling
plans, include (but are not limited to) chromium, arsenic, aluminum, boron, barium,
chlorinated acid herbicides (via USEPA method 8151A) and organophosphorous
pesticides (via USEPA method 8140). As an example (but not intended as an
exhaustive list) water quality sampling results (CH2MHill 2004, 2011) for a broad
suite of constituents related to herbicides and pesticides in Vista Grande Canal
water documented that concentrations were not detectable (i.e. “non-detect”) from
laboratory analysis. Based on review and assessment of such results, further
sampling and analyses of pesticides was not conducted as part of the WQA.
Further, as described in detail in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.9.1.3 (p-3.9-22 et seq.)
and in the WQA (Appendix B), the 2011-2012 wet season monitoring program
included collection of detailed baseline water quality data within the Canal,
including a review of Total Inorganic Nitrogen (TIN), bacteria and other
microorganisms, and metals such as lead, copper, nickel, mercury, and zinc.
(EIR/EIS, p. 3.9-37 to 3.9-42; WQA Appendix B) In addition, the six-year pilot
program conducted by EOA (2011) for the SFPUC during the wet seasons
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2003/2004 through 2008/2009 evaluated bacterial, metals (such as lead, iron, and
manganese), and nutrients in the Canal stormwater to assess impacts on diversions
of the Canal stormwater to the Lake. (EIR/EIS, p. 3.9-68.) Analysis of the water
quality samples confirmed that the concentrations of key water quality constituents
were generally in the ranges expected for urban stormwater and non-storm runoff.
Thus, the general ranges of such constituents were considered as part of the impact
analysis described above, and additional sampling would not be required to assess
project-specific effects.

The commenter introduces several comments detailed further and then, in the
substantive portion of this comment, requests that Daly City and NPS provide any
calculations performed for direct algae filtration of Lake surface waters through the
proposed treatment wetlands in an appendix to the EIR/EIS. The commenter also
requests clarification as to whether the algae filtration was included in modeling
results, such as those shown in Figure 3.9-19.

The assessment of the water quality improvements resulting from the proposed
recirculation of lake water for algae removal is provided under Impact HYD-8 and
is based on calculations of algae removal rates, hydraulic residence times under
various flow scenarios, and wetland design. The analysis related to algae removal
rates from the proposed recirculation of lake water through the treatment wetlands
is supported by research of similar systems employed in other water bodies.
Section 6.4.1 of the Water Quality Assessment, summarized under Impact HYD-8
for the purposes of assessing impacts under CEQA and NEPA, provides details
regarding the performance and feasibility of such an in-lake management action to
provide additional benefits to Lake Merced water quality above and beyond those
realized through implementing Project diversions of stormwater.

The environmental assessment of hydrologic and water quality impacts presented
in Section 3.9 (p. 3.9-1, et seq.) focuses on the disclosure of potential significant
environmental effects of implementing the proposed Project, consistent with the
requirements of CEQA and NEPA. As described in detail under Impact HYD-8

(p. 39-80 et seq.), Project diversions of urban stormwater and non-storm runoff
from the Canal would result in an overall, long-term, water quality improvement to
Lake Merced aquatic habitat and water quality; impacts would be less than
significant. Further, the assessment under Impact HYD-8 demonstrates that
implementation of the in-lake management actions, such as the recirculation of lake
water through the treatment wetlands, are not required to maintain or improve
existing water quality in Lake Merced in order to address any potential water
quality impact of the direct diversion of stormwater; impacts to Lake Merced water
quality would be less than significant without such in-lake management actions. As
discussed in detail under Impact HYD-8, use of the treatment wetlands could be
expanded during periods of low flows (e.g., summer months) to filter and remove
algae from lake waters via the recirculation of water from Lake Merced. The use of
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the proposed treatment wetlands for such in-lake management was not included in
the model analyses of water quality impacts related to implementing the Project.
Such a management action would provide additional water quality benefits within
Lake Merced, above and beyond the improvements realized as a result of the
stormwater diversions.

USEPA-5  The commenter requests that the EIR/EIS discuss the assumed removal rates for
nitrogen in the treatment wetlands and the basis for those assumptions. As described
in detail under Impact HYD-8 (p. 39-80 et seq.), a key purpose of the proposed
treatment wetland would be to reduce nutrients (mainly in the form of nitrate) in the
diversions. A detailed assessment of the performance of the proposed treatment
wetlands related to Lake Merced water quality is provided under Impact HYD-8.
This assessment incorporates and summarizes the results of numerous model
analyses and associated technical memoranda related to stormwater nutrient inputs,
treatment wetland efficacy, and lake processes described in Section 6 of the Water
Quality Assessment. The most relevant of these model analyses is provided in
Appendix E of the Water Quality Assessment, under “Estimated Net Effects on
Water Quality with Increased Water Additions to Lake Merced during Filling and at
Steady State” (p. E-43 et. seq.). The report provided in Appendix E of the Water
Quality Assessment describes in detail the assumptions and methods for assessing
wetland nutrient removal. As described in Appendix E, the model analyses assumed
that the constructed treatment wetlands would remove nitrate at a rate of 500 mg
N/m2/d in the 7 month warmer seasonal period (T > 15°C) and 100 mg N/m2/d in the
5 month cooler seasonal period (T < 15°C).

Regarding the guestion of how the conclusions concerning water quality impacts
could be affected if different flow diversion criteria are ultimately used in the
future, as described in Section 4.2.2 of the Lake Management Plan (Appendix A of
the Draft EIR/EIS) proposed as part of the Project, long-term water quality
monitoring would be conducted to assess the efficacy of the treatment wetlands.
The assessment of the treatment wetland performance would be part of the adaptive
management framework of the Lake Management Plan, as is typical for treatment
wetlands. The treatment wetland design and operation (e.g., wetland vegetation
composition, operational flows, hydraulic residence time, etc.) would be refined to
ensure treatment efficacy is consistent with project goals and objectives as well as
predicted performance assumed in the model analyses.

USEPA-6  The commenter asks that Daly City and NPS clarify in the Final EIR/EIS whether
the capacity limitations of the treatment wetlands were included in the modeling.
As described under Impact HYD-8 (p. 39-80 et seq.) and in the Water Quality
Assessment, the main purpose of the proposed treatment wetlands would be to
reduce nitrate in the diversions. Nitrate removal rates would be highest during
summer months (see response USEPA-5 for details). VVarious model analyses were
completed to support the assessment of hydrologic and water quality impacts from
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implementation of the Project. These model analyses are presented in detail in the
Water Quality Assessment, which is described and summarized in Section 3.9

(p. 3.9-1, et seq.) of the Draft EIR/EIS. Details regarding the model analysis
methodology and assumptions are provided in Section 6 (p. 6-1, et seq.) and
Appendix E (p. E-1, et seq.) of the Water Quality Assessment. The key findings of
the Water Quality Assessment are incorporated into Impact HYD-8. As described
under Impact HYD-8, low volume storm flows would be routed through the
proposed treatment wetlands. The primary benefit of routing low volume
stormflows through the treatment wetlands would be to facilitate the settling and
filtration of suspended sediments. Most pollutants, including metals and
microorganisms, tend to be associated with particulates, and as such the processes
of physical settling would represent an ongoing removal process during sustained
(multi day) diversion events that would improve stormwater quality prior to
reaching Lake Merced (see Impact HYD-8 for details). As described in detail under
Impact HYD-8 and Appendix E of the Water Quality Assessment, regarding
wetland treatment capacity and efficacy, the model analyses were based on an
assumed nitrate removal rate of 500 mg N/m2/d in the 7 month warmer period

(T > 15°C) and 100 mg N/m2/d in the 5 month cooler period (T < 15°C) with an
assumed wetland area ranging from 1.3 to 7 acres depending on wetland
composition and other hydrologic factors. Nutrient effects during the winter
(5-month) and summer (7-month) periods were analyzed individually and then
combined via model analysis to assess how inputs of nutrients in storm and base
flows could affect algal growth in Lake Merced, with and without proposed
constructed treatment wetlands.

The commenter notes that the LMP indicates that the criteria for diverting
stormwater into the Lake remain to be developed and requests that the Final
EIR/EIS explain the criteria that were used for the water quality modeling and how
the conclusions concerning water quality impacts could be affected if different
diversion criteria are used in the future. The diversion criteria incorporate a
necessary degree of flexibility due to the variable nature of seasonal rainfall and
storm event precipitation volumes and rates. Because long-term predictions of
storm season characteristics, nor what the WSE will be in any given year, are not
possible, the diversion criteria provide a range of parameters based on what is
possible. As such, the diversion criteria incorporate flexibility for ongoing
consideration of (1) precipitation variation within and across storm seasons and
(2) variation in seasonal and annual water surface elevations.

The diversion criteria and hydrologic context for the stormwater diversions and
supporting model analyses are provided in Section 2.6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS

(p. 2-28, et seq.). As noted, while such criteria may be refined following the start of
operations, the stormwater routing criteria provided substantially represent the
principal operating protocols proposed as part of the Project. Minor refinement of
such diversion protocols would be unlikely to alter the conclusions presented for
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USEPA-7

long-term operations under Impact HY D-8 because the model assessments
considered and addressed considerable water quality variability in Canal flows, as
well as the volume of storm events in the context of overall lake volume. As such, the
model results would not significantly deviate from the range of water quality results
presented under Impact HYD-8 due to minor refinement of the diversion protocols.
The subsection “Approach to Analysis” (p. 3.9-82, et seq.) provides a detailed
description of the hydrologic context related to lake level model analysis to
determine diversion thresholds necessary to meet WSE management objectives.
The water quality model analyses assess potential changes to Lake Merced existing
conditions as a result of Project operations, incorporating the hydrologic context of
Project operations.

The Draft EIR/EIS’s project-level analysis of the range of diversion criteria to be
used in any given year conform to CEQA’s requirement that an EIR analyze the
impacts of a project’s reasonably foreseeable consequences (see Laurel Heights
Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396 [analysis
of potential future actions limited by availability of sufficient, reliable data]; Save
Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1449
[uncertain or speculative future actions not required to be analyzed as part of
project]). The range of diversion criteria provided in the EIR/EIS represent the
reasonably foreseeable criteria to be used to maintain WSE during Project
operations.

The comment expresses concern regarding uncertainty related to water quality
impact conclusions, as well as the proposed Lake Management Plan (LMP). The
comment appears to link the less-than-significant impact conclusion regarding
Lake Merced water quality to implementation of the proposed LMP. This is not the
case.

Unlike most projects reviewed under CEQA and NEPA, the core objectives of the
Vista Grande Project are to improve conditions above baseline. The first Project
objective is to increase storm drainage capacity thereby reducing the frequency
existing storm-related flooding events and the related environmental effects.
Second, the Project seeks to augment the water surface levels of Lake Merced
above baseline conditions. The LMP is a project component that directly ties into
the second objective. The LMP contains four core elements: (1) an operational plan
for diverting stormwater into Lake Merced (i.e. diversion criteria); (2) in-lake
treatment improvements that are components of the proposed Project (i.e.
constructed treatment wetlands, an overflow structure, and collection box and
debris-screening device); (3) lake monitoring; and (4) a suite of proposed BMPs to
be implemented by Daly City and SFPUC that could be implemented as project
components to further improve water quality in Lake Merced, in conjunction with
regulatory adjustments to reflect site-specific conditions.
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Impact HYD-8 (Draft EIR/EIS pages 3.9-80 to 3.9-109) considers the potential
water quality impacts of diversion of Canal flows (screened to remove solids) to
Lake Merced based on the range of diversion criteria presented in the LMP. Under
the proposed diversion criteria, higher volume stormwater would not go through
the constructed treatment wetlands, while lower volume flows and Canal base flow
will. As a result, the EIR/EIS evaluated the water quality effects of diversion to the
Lake both with and without the use of a constructed wetland. Based on
comprehensive and detailed model analysis, utilizing project-specific hydrologic
and water quality monitoring data, the EIR/EIS concludes that the inflow to Lake
Merced, with use of solids removal and treatment wetlands, would have a less-
than-significant impact on Lake Merced water quality.

The Project also includes additional in-lake treatment components (Appendix A,
Section 3.2.3) that are intended to provide beneficial water quality impacts
improving or maintaining baseline conditions and are not proposed for the purpose
of addressing a significant water quality impact. These in-lake treatment
components consist of operational actions that would be taken when specific
conditions provide opportunities for water quality improvement. As described on
page 2-9 of Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS, Project and Alternatives, direct algae
filtration of Lake Merced surface waters using the constructed treatment wetlands
would occur during periods of high algae growth. As described on page 2-29, the
controlled overflow of Lake Merced water to the Tunnel would occur when Lake
Merced is at the target WSE and additional contributions to the lake are available.
The infrastructure to achieve these in-lake treatment actions (algae skimmer and
flexible piping) would be installed as part of the Project. However, because the
frequency with which the necessary conditions would occur cannot be predicted
with certainty, the analysis must acknowledge some uncertainty around their
implementation. The uncertainty regarding the frequency in-lake management
measures may be operated is related to variation in seasonal weather patterns and
algal growth dynamics within Lake Merced, seasonal and annual precipitation and
stormflow variability and, Lake Merced water levels. Regardless, the water quality
analysis does not rely on LMP actions to achieve a less-than-significant impact. In
addition to describing the less-than-significant water quality impacts that would
result from Project operation, Impact HYD-8 also discusses the water quality
improvements that would result from implementation of these in-lake treatment
project components (pages 3.9-102 through 3.9-104). The Impact Conclusion
section for Impact HY D-8 specifies that while the primary operational components
are expected to improve water quality (a less-than-significant impact), “Operation
of the in-lake management actions proposed as part of the Project would likely
further improve water quality within Lake Merced through the removal of algae
and the flushing of the Lake to reduce the elevated background pH” (pages 3.9-104
and 3.9-105, emphasis added).
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The Project also includes as part of the LMP, monitoring protocols and proposed
BMPs to be carried out by both Daly City and the SFPUC to address overall
management of Lake Merced (EIR/EIS Appendix A). The monitoring program
would satisfy on-going monitoring and reporting requirements to the RWQCB, but
is not necessary to mitigate any water quality impact of the Project. The LMP
would ensure that further monitoring data is collected to inform adaptive
management of the Project and the lake itself to ensure that Lake Merced water
quality is maintained and, where feasible, improved, as well as to inform the need
and selection of BMPs should adverse water quality trends be identified during
long-term monitoring (i.e., as a result of any number of variables that may affect
lake water levels and quality). However, as described under Impact HYD-8,
implementation of the Project is expected to present a long-term, incremental
improvement of water quality in Lake Merced based on the results of modeling
informed by robust baseline water quality data collection. Similarly, while
implementation of the LMP would reduce uncertainty relating to long-term water
quality trends, inform operational protocols and adaptive management of the lake,
and potentially determine the need to implement BMPs to maximize anticipated
water quality conditions and improvements, the LMP is not required to reduce or
avoid significant impacts of the proposed Project.

The adaptive management framework is included in the LMP and would be
informed by the results of long-term monitoring and analysis. Such data-driven and
evidence-based adaptive management decision making would be employed to
inform operational protocols (such as increases, decreases, or temporary
curtailment of stormwater diversions or changes to the operation or management of
the constructed treatment wetland) in order to maximize identified water quality
improvements, not as mitigation for an identified impact. As discussed in the Draft
EIR/EIS, implementation of the monitoring proposed as part of the LMP would
have no direct impact on Lake Merced water quality. Further, the implementation
of BMPs associated with the LMP would ensure Lake Merced water quality is
maintained and, where feasible, improved, and would not cause secondary impacts
(such as from construction) that could degrade water quality in Lake Merced.

The commenter requests an outline of the adaptive management plan. The adaptive
management plan is described in Section 4.4 of the LMP, included as Appendix A
of the Draft EIR/EIS. Adaptive management refers to the process that typically
involves significant review of the experimental design of a monitoring plan and
operates over a longer time cycle than annual monitoring and reporting (i.e., 5 to
10 years). The adaptive management plan proposed as part of the LMP provides an
approach for assessing and responding to uncertainty inherent in complex systems
such as Lake Merced and related dynamic lake hydrologic and water quality
processes. Implementation of the adaptive management plan would enable
refinement of and alterations to various operational protocols and would also
inform the operation and management of specific Project components towards
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achieving the goals and objectives of the Project. As described in detail in the
WQA, Lake Merced hydrology and water quality is subject to a diverse range of
influencing factors, inputs, and stressors. The LMP, and the adaptive management
framework incorporated into the LMP, addresses and considers all such Project and
non-Project inputs towards managing Lake Merced hydrology and water quality.
As described in the LMP (Section 4.3 et seq., p. 20, Appendix A), monitoring,
analysis, and reporting includes assessment of the extent to which any measured
changes in Lake Merced hydrology and water quality are attributable to
controllable factors, including inputs of Canal flows. As such, the LMP includes
provisions for assessing water quality trends and the potential for available BMPs
to address water quality trends attributable to addition of Canal flows or other
identified watershed or lake management factors, and also includes a process for
the implementation of response strategies, such as modifications to operational
protocols. Specific aspects of the adaptive management plan related to operation of
in-lake management actions, treatment wetland use, and monitoring and reporting
are detailed in Section 4.4 of the LMP. The adaptive management plan, as proposed
as part of the LMP, is assessed under Impact HYD-8.

Finally, as described in Section 1 of the LMP, once defined in more detail after final
design and initial implementation of the Project as proposed, the operational plan and
LMP would then be incorporated into an Operational Agreement executed between
Daly City and SFPUC. This Operational Agreement will address staff roles and
responsibilities, decision-making authorities, and funding for long-term
implementation of the plan.

USEPA-8  The commenter requests that the Water Quality Assessment (WQA) be included in
the formal appendices of the Final EIR/EIS and be made available on the project
websites. As noted in the comment, the Council on Environmental Quality
indicates that, if at all possible, technical materials should be included as an EIS
appendix that accompanies the EIS, or if too voluminous to circulate, should be
placed in a conveniently accessible location or furnished upon request. In this case,
it was decided that the WQA was too voluminous to circulate and substantially
summarized within the EIR/EIS and Lake Management Plan (Draft EIR/EIS
Appendix A); and that the WQA should be included in the project administrative
record, to be made available upon request. As acknowledged, the WQA was
provided upon request to the USEPA. The WQA is also available on the City of
Daly City website at:
http://www.dalycity.org/Assets/Departments/Water+and+Wastewater/pdf/
ESA+2015+Vistat+Grande+WQA.pdf

USEPA-9  The commenter summarizes specific proposed BMPs detailed in the LMP and
suggests additional BMPs to be included. The Lake Management Plan proposed as
part of the Project, including the associated BMPs linked to long-term hydrologic and
water quality monitoring is assessed in detail under Impact HYD-8 (p. 39-80 et seq.)
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USEPA-10

USEPA-11

in the Draft EIR/EIS. As described, the BMPs associated with the Lake Management
Plan are not required to reduce or avoid significant impacts from implementation of
the Project (see Response USEPA-7 for details). Regional and local regulations,
plans, and policies relevant to the analysis of hydrologic and water quality impacts
from construction and operation of the Project are presented in Section 3.9.2.2

(p. 3.9-55, et seq.). Described in Section 3.9.2.2 are the SFPUC and San Mateo
County stormwater management plans, which include programs for post-construction
stormwater management in new developments and redevelopment areas, such as
minimizing impervious areas and increasing stormwater infiltration. A substantial
addition of impervious surfaces is not proposed as part of the project and impacts
related to the addition of impervious surfaces, such as altered drainage patterns or
reduced groundwater recharge, would be less than significant (discussed under
Impact HYD-3, p. 3.9-73). As such, the establishment of regional policies or
planning rules to create disincentives for the addition of impervious surfaces within
the Vista Grande watershed is not necessary to minimize or avoid identified
significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality associated with the Project.

The commenter notes that the LMP does not include a BMP for rainwater
harvesting using rain barrels within the Vista Grande Watershed. As described in
LMP Appendix D, BMP Screening and Ranking Matrix and Additional Treatment
Measures (p. D-3), rainwater harvesting was assessed by the SFPUC and Daly City
and was subsequently eliminated from further consideration and potential
implementation due to potential conflicts with Project objectives to provide a
sustainable source of stormwater for Lake Merced management. As such, a
rainwater harvesting BMP has not been assessed as part of the Project in the Draft
EIR/EIS and such a BMP is not necessary to minimize or avoid identified
significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality associated with the
Project.

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR/EIS does not quantify construction phase
impacts to wetlands. At the time of publication of the Final EIS-EIR, the
delineation of wetlands and others waters of the United States and the project
design were not sufficiently advanced to allow for a calculation of the impacts to
jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of U.S. and of the state. However, the
preliminary jurisdictional delineation was recently completed in consultation with
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and more recent conceptual designs now
indicate that permanent impacts would be less than 0.5 acre. The Corps of
Engineers has indicated its intent to authorize the project under a Nationwide
Permit or combination of Nationwide permits, as opposed to an Individual Permit.
Nationwide Permits that are likely to authorize the project include NWP #7
(Outfall Structures and Associated Intake Structures), NWP #13 (Bank
Stabilization), NWP #33 (Temporary Construction, Access and Dewatering), or
NWP #43 (Stormwater Facilities). Text changes have been made in the EIR/EIS to
reflect this assumption as provided below. The decision about which permits are
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3.2 Response to Comments from United States Environmental Protection Agency

applicable will be made by the Corps based on final project design details to be
developed after certification of the EIR/EIS. Even with the small impact area and
reliance on Nationwide Permits, compensatory mitigation for permanent impacts
(i.e., structural fill for outfalls) to jurisdictional wetlands and other waters is
expected to be required. Mitigation Measures 3.4-8a and 3.4-8b provide the
means by which this compensatory mitigation can be accomplished and the general
content requirements of such mitigation, and have not been changed.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-19, paragraph 3 has been revised:

Daly City’s environmental consultant (ESA) conducted a formal wetland
delineation for federally jurisdictional wetlands and waters in November and
December of 2012 (ESA, 2014). The field delineation identified and
documented all potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the
U.S. within the delineation study area. This wetland delineation found that
within the study area, potential federally jurisdictional features include: Lake
Merced, a freshwater lake used for recreational fishing and boating and thus,

the Pacific Ocean below the high tide line (HTL) at Fort Funston. With the

exception of the Vista Grande Canal, which was determined by the Corps to
be non-jurisdictional (USACE, 2016), Fthe federal wetland delineation has

not yet been verified by the Corps and should be considered preliminary until
verification in writing is received from the Corps.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-67, paragraphs 4 and 5 have been
revised:

As discussed in Section 3.4.1.5, potential jurisdictional features occur within
the Project site, which have not been verified as such by regulatory agencies,
with the exception of the Corps disavowing its jurisdiction over Vista Grande
Canal. For the purpose of this Project analysis, these features are treated as
potentially affected federal jurisdictional wetlands and other waters. Project
impacts to these potentially jurisdictional features would involve temporary
and permanent discharges of structures and/or fill within waters and
wetlands, and/or alterations of the bed and/or banks of a lake or stream, to
accommodate Project activities.

Potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other waters would be affected by the
placement of permanent or temporary fill material associated with the

N aHatoen-o alal 0 on-ho 2Ta¥a MaVa /@ 3 alallaVataTalV.¥V/a a

Grande-Ganal; construction of the Lake Merced outlet structure in Impound
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The total area of permanent impacts is expected to be less than 0.5 acre.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-68, paragraph 2 has been revised:

Within the Project area, wetlands and other waters of the U.S. are regulated
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Because of the small area of
permanent impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. (less than

0.5 acre) the project will be authorized under the Nationwide Permit (NWP)
Program, likely under NWP #7 (Outfall Structures and Associated Intake

Structures), NWP #13 (Bank Stabilization), NWP #33 (Temporary

Construction, Access and Dewatering), or NWP #43 (Stormwater Facilities
or a combination thereof, to be determine by the Corps..-ang-rNavigable
waters are regulated by a Letter of Permission under Section 10 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act. Wetlands and other waters of the state are regulated by the
RWQCB under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne
Water Pollution Control Act, and by the City and County and of San
Francisco and the CCC under the California Coastal Act. Project activities
resulting in the discharge of fill or other disturbance to jurisdictional
wetlands and other waters require permit approval from the Corps, a water
quality certification and/or waste discharge requirements from the RWQCB,
and/or a coastal development permit from the CCC. Project impacts to
wetlands and waters would occur within those areas subject to the Western
Shoreline Plan Local Coastal Program, and in areas where the CCC has
retained jurisdiction, including Lake Merced and its adjacent wetlands, and
the Pacific Ocean. Finally, the CDFW has jurisdiction over riparian habitat,
including lake and stream bed and banks, pursuant to Sections 1600-1616 of
the Fish and Game Code. Any Project activity resulting in an alteration to
lake or channel bed or banks, extending to the outer dripline of trees forming
the riparian corridor, is subject to CDFW jurisdiction. Construction of the
collection box and box culvert at the headworks of the Vista Grande Canal,
installation of the diversion structure within the Vista Grande Canal, the
discharge structure located at Impound Lake, and potential changes to the
South Lake overflow structure would result in disturbance of the bed and
bank of these areas, requiring a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement

(LSAA) from the CDFW.
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As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-68, Table 3.4-3 has been revised:

TABLE 3.4-3

IMPACTS TO POTENTIAL FEDERALLY JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS AND WATERS

Feature Type/Name

Impact Type

Preliminary Regulatory Jurisdiction

Waters

Lake Merced

Temporary and permanent loss
Permanent gain

Corps (Section 404 CWA, Section
RWQCB (Section 401, P-C), CCC

jurisdiction, CDFW Section 1600

10 RHA),

Vista Grande Canal

Permanent loss

_RWQCB

Corps{Section-404-CWA)-
(Seetion401-P-C), CDFW Section 1600

Pacific Ocean

Temporary and permanent loss

Corps (Section 404 CWA, Section
RWQCB (Section 401, P-C), CCC

jurisdiction

10 RHA),

Beach at Fort Funston

Temporary and permanent loss

Corps (Section 404 CWA, Section
RWQCB (Section 401, P-C), CCC

jurisdiction

10 RHA),

Wetlands (Lake Merced)

Bulrush Wetland (BW)

Temporary and possibly
permanent loss

Corps, CCC, RWQCB (Section 401, P-C),

CDFW Section 1600

Knotweed Wetland (KW)

Temporary and possibly
permanent loss

Corps, CCC, RWQCB (Section 401, P-C),

CDFW Section 1600

Arroyo Willow Wetland
(AWW)

Temporary and possibly
permanent loss

Corps, CCC, CDFW Section 1600

SOURCE: ESA, 2014

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-133 has been revised:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 2016. Letter Correspondence

USEPA-12

determination regarding the Vista Grande Canal as a non-jurisdictional
feature. Received April 29, 2016.

This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS update the project description’s

discussion of the final disposition of construction and demolition waste according
to Daly City and San Francisco waste diversion ordinances. Impact UTIL-3 on
page 3.16-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the impacts that project construction
would have on landfill capacity. In addition, UTIL-4 on page 3.16-10 of the

Draft EIR/EIS discusses the Project’s compliance with government statutes and
regulations pertaining to solid waste. It is in these locations that the regulatory
setting for Daly City and San Francisco is applied to projected construction waste.
Since much of the Project construction activities would occur within San Francisco,
this analysis assumes that the Project would comply with San Francisco’s C&D
ordinance, ensuring that at least 65 percent of excess material (approximately
30,600 cubic yards) would be diverted from landfills and that all C&D material
would be sent to a registered facility that reuses or recycles those materials. In
addition, the National Park Service has expressed interest in reuse of some
construction spoils at Fort Funston (see also Chapter 4, Draft EIR/EIS Text

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project
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Revisions). It is also noted that EIR/EIS Chapter 2, Project and Alternatives,
acknowledges the City of Daly City waste diversion requirements.

In response to Comment USEPA-12, EIR/EIS page 2-12, paragraph 3 has been
revised:

This section details the construction locations, activities and methods for the
proposed project. Table 2-1 summarizes the proposed construction activities
including demolition and tree removal; project component construction or
demolition; excavation; spoils?storage, waste diversion3 and disposal, and
dewatering activities; and installation of work/staging areas.

2 «gpoils” refers to soil remaining from an excavation after backfilling is completed.

Diversion requirements set forth under Daly City Municipal Code 15.64.020 and
San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06

USEPA-13 This comment identifies updated information regarding the 2015 reissuance of the
Municipal Regional Permit (MRP).

In response to Comment USEPA-13, page 3.9-1, paragraph 3 (continuing on
page 3.9-2) has been revised:

The study area is located within the San Francisco Coastal South Watershed
(USEPA, 2015), which extends from western San Francisco to the southern
end of San Mateo County. Lake Merced, the major surface freshwater feature
in the study area, is a naturally occurring lake located approximately 0.25 mile
from the Pacific Ocean in the southwestern corner of San Francisco. The
proposed Project components are all located within the Lake Merced urban
watershed, one of eight distinct urban watersheds within the City and County
of San Francisco (San Francisco). A natural watershed is the land area that
drains to a single body of water such as a stream, lake, wetland, or estuary,
whereas an urban watershed can replace overland sheet flow to natural
tributaries with constructed storm and sewer systems that separately collect
and convey flows. Storm and authorized non-storm flows! (also referred to as
exempt and conditionally exempt discharges under the Municipal Regional
Stormwater Permit, RWQCB Order R2-2009-0674 R2-2015-0049) within
the urban watersheds on the western side of San Francisco, including the
Lake Merced urban watershed, flow toward the Pacific Ocean through
constructed stormwater conveyance systems.

1 Authorized non-stormwater discharges (also called exempt and conditionally exempt
discharges) are described in detail in Section C.15 of the Municipal Regional Stormwater
NPDES Permit, RWQCB Order No. R2-2009-0074 R2-2015-0049; detail in Section C.15
of the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit, RWQCB Order No. R2-2009-0674
R2-2015-0049; examples include pumped groundwater, runoff from landscape irrigation,
water from foundation drains, air conditioning condensate, water from residential car
washing activities, and the like.
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In response to Comment USEPA-13, page 3.9-49, paragraph 4 has been revised:

Stormwater runoff and authorized non-storm flows (conditionally exempt
discharges) from Daly City and the other San Mateo County cities have been
regulated under MS4 NPDES permits since 1993. These MS4 permits,
including the current Municipal Regional Permit, RWQCB Order No. R2-
2009-0074 R2-2015-0049 (MRP), re-issued by the Water Board on

November 19, 2015, to regulate stormwater discharges from municipalities

and local agencies in San Mateo County, have contained increasingly
prescriptive requirements, typically in the form of enhanced BMPs.

In response to Comment USEPA-13, page 3.9-87, paragraph 3 has been revised:

To assess the direct and indirect long-term impacts of Project operations on
Lake Merced water quality, a detailed Project-specific WQA was developed
(ESA, 2015). The WQA presents analysis of the potential changes to Lake
Merced existing conditions as a result of Project operations and incorporates
the hydrologic context of Project operations, such as the relative volume of
Canal flows as compared to overall lake volume. Additionally, as part of the
analysis of potential water quality effects to Lake Merced, the water quality
of Canal flows were considered within the context of proposed physical and
operational Project elements (such as the screening device, the treatment
wetlands, and the diversion protocols), as well as regulatory controls!? to
urban runoff water quality.

12 As discussed in detail in the WQA and in Section 3.9.2, the existing and proposed
diversions of flows from the Vista Grande Canal to Lake Merced are covered under the
existing MS4 NPDES permit, called the MRP, RWQCB Order No. R2-2009-0074 R2-
2015-0049. No additional NPDES permits are needed for Project operation. The
operational protocols and the use of in-lake management actions and BMPs proposed as
part of the Project are described in Section 2.6.1 and 2.6.2, respectively.

USEPA-14  This comment, stating that it is appropriate and accurate to evaluate utilities and
public services under NEPA, is noted. As discussed in Section 3.16 Utilities and
Service Systems on page 3.16-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, utilities and service systems
are considered under CEQA, but are not considered by NPS under NEPA.
Nevertheless, the effects on water, wastewater, and solid waste utilities and services
were all found to be less than significant. As discussed in Impact UTIL-1 on
page 3.16-7, since Daly City would comply with SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise’s
permit conditions for dewatering, the SFPUC Construction Site Runoff and Control
Permit, and the Statewide General Construction and /or construction Site Runoff
Control Permit, the Project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements
issued by the RWQCB. Furthermore, the SFPUC Oceanside Treatment Plant has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s temporary incremental increases in
wastewater flows. As discussed in Impact UTIL-2 on page 3.16-8, the Project would
require water for dust control purposes, but would otherwise have a beneficial impact
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USEPA-15

on water supply resources. As discussed in Impacts UTIL-3 and UTIL-4 on

pages 3.16-9 and 3.16-10, construction and demolition wastes would be diverted
from landfill according to local waste diversion ordinances, and the project would
therefore not adversely affect landfill capacity; nor would the project conflict with
governmental regulations pertaining to waste diversion. Finally, as discussed in
Impact UTIL-5 on page 3.16-10, the Project would comply with provisions of the
San Francisco Public Works Code, Cal/OSHA requirements, and SFDPW’s Envista
Utility Coordination tool, therefore effects related to the disruption of utility
operations or accidental damage to existing utilities would be less than significant.

This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS be updated to reflect Mussel Rock
Transfer Station’s closure in February 2016.

In response to comment USEPA-15, EIR/EIS page 3.16-4, paragraph 1 has been
revised:

Daly City

Altied\Waste Republic Services provides residential and commercial garbage
collection services for Daly City. Collected garbage that is not compostable

is directed to the-Daly-Gity-Mussel-RockTransferStation-located-at-Skyline
Drive-and-Westline Drive-in-Daly-City—and-eventually the Corinda Los

Trancos Landfill (formerly Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill), located 3 miles
east of Half Moon Bay off of Highway 92. This facility has a ceased
operational date of January 2018 with a permitted capacity of 69 million
cubic yards, and total remaining capacity of approximately 26.9 million
cubic yards as of May 2011 (Davies, 2014). In 2012, Daly City generated
approximately 54,000 tons of solid waste and directed approximately
53,000 tons to the Corinda Los Trancos Landfill (CalRecycle, 2014d).
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-STATE OF CALIFORNIA - EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION : JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer .
(916) 574-1800 Fax (916) 574-1810

Califorma Relay Service TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929

Sacramento, CA 985825-8202 from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922

- Contact Phone: (916) 574-1890
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1885

&h/ézféf/m }yM
July 1, 2016

File Ref: SCH # 2013032001

Patrick Sweetland

City of Daly City, Department of Water and Wastewater Resources
153 Lake Merced Boulevard ,

Daly City, CA 94015

Subject: Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
for the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project, San Mateo
and San Francisco Counties

Dear Mr. Sweetland:

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff has reviewed the Draft EIR/EIS for
the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (Project), which is being
prepared by the city of Daly City (City). The City, as a public agency proposing to carry
‘out the Project, is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.), and the National Park Service is the
lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.).
The CSLC is a CEQA trustee agency for projects that could directly or indirectly affect
sovereign lands and their accompanying Public Trust resources or uses. Additionally,
because the Project involves work on sovereign lands, the CSLC will act as a
responsible agency.

CSLC Jurisdiction and Pu'blic Trust Lands

The CSLC has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted tidelands and
submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The CSLC also has
certain residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged lands legislatively
granted in trust to local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 6009, subd. (c), 6301,
'6306). All tidelands and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as navigable
lakes and waterways, are subject to the protections of the common law Public Trust.

As general background, the State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all
tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its
admission to the United States in 1850. The State holds these lands in trust for the
benefit of all people of the State for statewide Public Trust purposes, which include but
are not [imited to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation,
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habitat preservation, and open space. On tidal waterways, the State's sovereign fee -
ownership extends landward to the mean high tide line (MHTL), except for areas of fill
or artificial accretion or where the boundary has been fixed by agreement or a court.
Such boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.

The existing CSLC lease, PRC 1364.9, would need to be amended for proposed work
on the existing ocean outlet structure and 33-inch outfall pipeline located on Pacific
Ocean sovereign land. The uplands at this location are located within lands the State
acquired and patented under a 500,000-acre federal grant. An easement over sovereign
State land at this location was granted in 1962 to North San Mateo County Sanitation
District for a sanitary sewer outfall line.

The MHTL remains ambulatory at this location, and so the CSLC has not fixed a precise
boundary between State-owned uplands and sovereign Public Trust tide and
submerged lands. A MHTL survey is required to determine the exact CSLC jurisdictional
boundary and current extent of existing structures on State.sovereign land. At a
minimum, a Public Trust easement exists on the beach to provide public access.

This determination is made for the purpose of comment on the Draft EIR/EIS and is
without prejudice to any future assertion of State ownership or public rights, should
circumstances change or if additional information comes to our attention. This letter is
not intended, nor should it be construed as, a waiver or limitation of any right, title, or
interest of the State of California in any lands under its jurisdiction.

Project Description

The Project proposes to address storm water related flooding within the Vista Grande
Drainage Basin through improvements fo existing storm water conveyance facilities.
The Project meets the City’s goals and objectives as follows:

+ Improve storm water drainage of the lower Vista Grande Basin to accommodate
peak flows generated by a 25-year, 4-hour storm;

e Implement a lake management plan to manage water quality and hydrology for .
Lake Merced;

+ Improve recreational access along the beach below Fort Funston;
» Reduce litter transfer and deposition along the beach below Fort Funston; and

¢ Maximize use of existing right-of-ways, easements, and infrastructure to
minimize construction related costs, habitat disturbance, and disruption to
recreational users.

From the Project Description, CSLC staff understands that the Project would include the
following components:

e Ocean Outlet Structure. Replace the existing ocean outlet structure and a portion
of the existing 33-inch submarine outfall pipeline that crosses the beach at Fort
Funston by carrying out the following tasks:
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o Install and remove cofferdam sheet piles; .

o Demolish and remove the existing outlet and exposed portions of the
existing Vista Grande Tunnel;

o Create a portal structure;

o Install a new ocean outlet structure of cast-in-place concrete;

o Remove an existing 27-inch force main pipeline;

o Replace approximately 120 feet of the existing 33-inch submarine outfall

pipeline that crosses the beach (outside of the cofferdam) with a new 33-

inch welded steel pipeline;:

o Insert four, 3-foot by 3-foot concrete piers embedded in the beach sand to

support the replacement pipeline; and

o Connect a new 33-inch welded steel pipeline to the eX|st|ng submarine

outfall pipeline.

¢ Make improvements to the existing upland storm drain system, which includes
the Vista Grande Canal, Effluent Grawty Pipeline, Lake Overflow Structure, and

Vlsta Grande Tunnel.

The Draft EIR/EIS identifies the proposed PrOJect as the Enwronmentally Superior
Alternative.

Environmental Review

CSLC staff requests that the City consider the following comments on the Project’s EIR.

General Comments

1.

2. Structures to be Removed: CSLC staff requests that the followmg information be

CSLC Acronym: CSLC staff requests that the EIR/E‘IS cortect the acronym “CSLC” ‘

throughout the document (e.g., change from “CLSC” on page 5-2). It is correctly
abbreviated in the Acronyms and Abbreviations on page 6-3.

provided in the Final EIR/EIS:

a. Length of 33-inch Pipeline: CSLC staff requests that the Final EIR/EIS
consistently identify the correct length of the 33-inch concrete pipeline

proposed to be removed. For example, the Draft EIR/EIS states the pipeline

length is 120 feet on page 2-19, and 140 feet on page 2-26.
b. Pipeline Removal Locations: CSLC staff requests that the Final EIR/EIS

include a map showing the locations of the pipelines proposed to be removed,

so that the reader may better understand possible environmental and
potential cumulative impacts resulting from Project-related activities.

Biological Resources

3. Use of Impact or Vibratory Pile Driving: CSLC staff requests that the Final EIR/EIS

explain when an impact pile driver or a vibratory pile driver would be used for the

portion of the Project on the beach. This explanation would help a reader understand
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Patrick Sweetland Page 4 July 1, 2016

why one type of pile drivér would be preferred over the other, if both generate the q\
same noise levels as shown in Table 3.11-3 on page 3.11-13.

Cultural Resources

4. Cultural Resources Studies: Please be advised that studies proposed on lands
under the CSLC’s jurisdiction require a permit from the CSLC, and that no resources @
or artifacts may be removed from their existing location(s) on sovereign land without
CSLC approval.

5. Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: CSLC staff requests that Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 on
page 3.5-36 state that any submerged archaeological site or submerged historic
resource that has remained in State waters for more than 50 years is presumed fo
be significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

6. Spill Prevention and Cleanup Plan: CSLC staff requests that the Spill Prevention and
Cleanup Plan referenced on page 3.6-18, be included as a mitigation measure in the
Final EIR/EIS, because of work on the beach and equipment being brought to the
site from Avalon Canyon Access Road, as seen in Figures 2-1 (page 2-3), 2-4 (page
2-21), 3.2-7 (page 3.2-8), and 3.4-1 (page 3.4-3). The Plan should provide specific,
feasible, and enforceable measures to minimize potential for spills and accidents
from equipment on the beach, and to explain clean up measures.

7. Mitigation Measure Requirements: CSLC staff requests that any existing Spill
Prevention and Cleanup Plan or proposed mitigation measures be presented as
specific, feasible, enforceable obligations, or be presented as formulas containing
performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the Project
(State CEQA Guidelines, §15126.4). In the event the formulation of specific E
mitigation measures must be deferred, the EIR should do the foliowing:

o Explain why deferral is necessary
e Describe potential mitigation strategies or options that could be formulated
¢ Describe mitigation performance standards as described above.

Climate Change

8. Sea-Level Rise: A tremendous amount of State-owned lands and resources under
the CSLC’s jurisdiction will be impacted by rising sea levels. With this in mind, the
City should consider discussing in the Final EIR/EIS, whether and how various
Project components might be affected by sea-level rise, and whether “resilient”
designs have been incorporated. The Project is located in a low-lying, flood-prone
area that will be affected by rising sea levels. Additionally, because of their nature
and location, the lands and resources in the area of the Project are already
vulnerable to a range of natural events, such as storms. As individual projects are
designed and evaluated, attention should be given to sea-level rise projections to
ensure the structures’ designs are sufficient to ensure function, safety, and

10
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Patrick Sweetland Page 5 July 1, 2016

protection of the environment over the expected life of the structure. Note that the
State of California reieased the final “Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate
Risk, an Update to the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy” (Safeguarding
Plan) on July 31, 2014, to provide policy guidance for State decision-makers as part
of continuing efforts to prepare for climate risks. The Safeguarding Plan sets forth
“actions needed” to safeguard ocean and coastal ecosystems and resources as part
of its policy recommendations for State decision-makers.

In addition, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-30-15 in April 2015, which
directs State government to fully implement the Safeguarding Plan and factor in

climate change preparedness in planning and decision making. Please note that 10
when considering lease applications, CSLC staff will need to do the following:

e Request information from applicants concerning the potential effects of sea-
level rise on their proposed projects;

e If applicable, require applicants to indicate how they plan to address sea-level
~rise and what adaptation strategies are planned during the projected life of
their projects; and .

o Where appropriate, recommend project modifications that would eliminate or
reduce potentially adverse impacts from sea-level rise, including adverse
impacts on public access.

Recreatlon

9. Public Access on the Beach: CSLC staff requests that approprlate mitigation
measures (stated on page 1-9, but not proposed) be included in the Final EIR/EIS to
avoid possible recreational impacts to the public using the beach (Figure 3.2-8 on
page 3.2-14). Mitigation measures should include, but not be llmlted to the followmg
measures: :

¢ Place notices at and around the Project site on the beach prior to
construction, informing the publlc of when the Project site would have
restricted public access;

e Place maps at and around the Project site identifying alternate access points;

11

e Place notices on the City and Fort Funston’s websites informing the public of
when these sites may have restricted public access due to PrOJect
construction; and

¢ Incorporate measures on the beach to protect the public during construction
activities on the beach.

10.Public Hazard on the Beach: CSLC staff requests that the Final EIR/EIS discuss
how the exposed outfall pipeline on the beach (Figure 3.2-8 on page 3.2-14) would 7
be addressed to reduce possible hazards when the pipeline is exposed during the
winter months.
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Patrick Sweetland Page 6 July 1, 2016

11.Abandoning Pipeline In Place: CSLC staff requests that additional analysis be
included in the Final EIR/EIS explaining the location of the force main pipeline, its 13
current conditions, how it would be abandoned in place, and why it would be
abandoned in place and not removed. :

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR/EIS for the Project. As a
responsible and trustee agency, the CSLC will need to rely on the Final EIR/EIS for the
issuance of any amended lease as specified above, and therefore, we request that you
consider our comments prior to certification of the Final EIR/EIS.

Please send copies of future Project-related documents, including electronic copies of
the Final EIR/EIS, Mitigation and Monitoring Program, Notice of Determination, CEQA
Findings, and if applicable, Statement of Overriding Considerations when they become
available, and refer questions concerning environmental review to Afifa Awan,
Environmental Scientist, at (916) 574-1891 or via e-mail at Afifa.Awan@slc.ca.gov. For
questions concerning archaeological or historic resources under CSLC junsdlc’uon
please contact Assistant Chief Counsel Pam Griggs at (916) 574-1854 or via e-mail at
Pamela.Griggs@slc.ca.gov. For questions concerning CSLC leasing jurisdiction, please
contact Al Franzoia, Public Land Management Specialist, at (916) 574-0992 or via e-
mail at Al.Franzoia@slc.ca.gov.

Division of Enwronmental Planning
and Management

cc: Office of Planning and Research
A. Awan, CSLC
L. Calvo, CSLC
A. Franzoia, CSLC
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Response to Comments from California State Lands Commission

3.3 Response to Comments from California State
Lands Commission

CSLC-1

CSLC-2

CSLC-3

This comment notes that the existing California State Lands Commission (CSLC)
lease, PRC 1364.9 would need to be amended for proposed work on the existing
ocean outlet structure and 33-inch outfall pipeline. Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.11,
Regulatory Requirements, Permits, and Approvals discusses the construction and
other permits for proposed components or improvements and acknowledges that
the CSLC has management responsibility of sovereign lands associated with the
proposed project and that a lease amendment may be required. To support the
regulatory permitting process, the City of Daly City has initiated discussions with
the CSLC (see Section 5.1.3, discussing consultation and coordination with the
CSLC), and will continue coordination with CSLC regarding potential information
needs such as a mean high tide line (MHTL) survey that would determine the exact
CSLC jurisdictional boundary and extent of existing, and proposed land on State
sovereign land. It is also noted that the CSLC holds a least to NPS that covers land
that may be within the project area; thus, the City of Daly City coordination with
the CSLC will include participation by the NPS.

This comment requests that the EIR/EIS correct the acronym “CSLC”. In response
to this comment, the following text revision has been made:

5.1.3 CSLC

Daly City staff met with California State Lands Commission (CLSLC) staff
once during preparation of the EIR/EIS. The meeting was conducted via
teleconference on October 29, 2014. The purpose of the meeting was to
provide CLSLC staff with an overview of the Project, review the agency’s
jurisdiction, identify resource issues that should be considered in the EIR/EIS,
and to discuss permitting requirements. The Project schedule was also
discussed at the meeting. Of primary interest to CLSLC staff was determining
the landward extent of CLSLC jurisdiction (given the inland migration of
shoreline with bluff erosion) and ensuring that resources within that
jurisdiction are protected.

This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS consistently identify the correct
length of the 33-inch concrete pipeline proposed to be removed. As discussed on
pages 2-10 and 2-19, approximately 120 feet of the existing 33-inch submarine
outfall pipeline that crosses the beach at Fort Funston, would be replaced at the
same elevation as the existing pipeline. However, the exact length of the portion to
be replaced will be determined during detailed design that will inform all permit
applications.
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CSLC-4

CSLC-5

CSLC-6

CSLC-7

In response to Comment CSLC-3, EIR/EIS page 2-26, paragraph 6 has been
revised:

o Ocean Outlet structure: 300 cy of exposed brick and shotcrete lined
tunnel and concrete structure to be demolished and disposed of.
Approximately 448-120 feet of 33-inch concrete pipe from the

replacement of the submarine outfall pipeline to be disposed of.

This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS include a map showing the locations
of the pipelines proposed to be removed. The Project Description is based upon
preliminary design drawings and higher level engineering design drawings are
being developed that will be available for review as part of the regulatory permit
application process, as noted in Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.11, Regulatory
Requirements, Permits, and Approvals and discussed above in response to
Comment CSLC-1. The locations of the pipelines to be removed, such as the
section of the 33-inch wastewater effluent gravity pipeline adjacent to the Canal,
the portion of the 33-inch outfall pipe that would be replaced at the beach, and a
section of the 27-inch force main at the beach, are all in the immediate vicinity of
structures identified in Figures 2-2a, 2-2b, and 2-3b and within the environmental
setting described and analyzed in EIR/EIS Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis.

This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS explain when an impact pile driver or
a vibratory pile driver would be used for the portion of the Project on the beach.
Table 2-3 in the Project Description, found on page 2-23 of the EIR/EIS, notes that a
pile driver would be used for construction related to the Shaft/Ocean Outlet and
Tunnel Portal/Canal and Wetlands for a duration of 18 weeks. The type of equipment
(pile driver or vibratory pile driver) would be selected by the assigned construction
contractor, with the selection likely being made based on which equipment is owned
by or available to the contractor. However, it is more likely that a vibratory pile
driver would be used on the beach, due to its smaller size compared to an impact
driver. As noted, both have the same noise level as shown in Table 3.11-3 on

page 3.11-13.

This comment notes that studies proposed on CSLC lands require a permit from the
CSLC and that no resources or artifacts may be removed from their existing
location(s) on such lands without approval. See discussion in comment CSLC-1 for
response regarding permits pertaining to the CSLC. As stated in Mitigation
Measure 3.5-3 consultation with the CSLC is required if an archaeological resource
or shipwreck is discovered on lands under CSLC jurisdiction.

This comment requests that Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 state that any submerged
archaeological site or submerged historic resource that has remained in State waters
for more than 50 years is presumed to be significant, is noted. As stated in
Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 in the case of an inadvertent discovery of a submerged
archaeological site, shipwreck, or related artifacts, the applicable jurisdictional
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agency shall also contact and initiate consultation with the CSLC staff within two
business days of such discovery. The CSLC will then have the opportunity to make
a determination on the historical significance of the find, including a determination
based on the length of time a potential cultural resource has been submerged.

CSLC-8 This comment requests that the Spill Prevention and Cleanup Plan referenced on
page 3.6-18 of the EIR/EIS include work on the beach and equipment being
brought to the site from Avalon Canyon, and include specific, feasible, and
enforceable measures to minimize potential for spoils and accidents. The
commenter references the description of the mandatory NPDES Construction
General Permit regulatory requirements found on EIR/EIS page 3.6-18, However,
impacts associated with potential for spills and accidents within the project area to
result in soil, water quality, or hazardous materials releases are discussed in the
impact analysis sections of Sections 3.6.5 (Geology and Soils); 3.8.5 (Hazards and
Hazardous Materials); and 3.9.5 (Hydrology and Water Quality). Impacts from
potential spills associated with construction activities in the coastal and beach areas
of the Project are comprehensively assessed in Section 3.9.5.1 under Impact HYD-1
(p. 3.9-61 et seq.). The analysis presented under Impact HYD-1 includes
consideration of the spill prevention and cleanup plan referenced in Section 3.6,
Geology and Soils (p. 3.6-18). As noted under Impact HYD-1, while the use of
fuels and other chemicals during construction could be spilled, the Project would
be required to adhere to the requirements of the Construction General Permit
(CGP), including in beach and coastal areas. As described in HYD-1, assessment of
application of the CGP to the Project determined that compliance with the CGP,
which includes preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan with associated BMPs (including developing and implementing a
spill prevention and cleanup plan, specific methods and materials for controlling
sediments, and other erosion control measures) as well as inspection and reporting,
would effectively reduce and minimize spill related impacts during construction.
The required (non-discretionary) adherence to these requirements, which include
specific, feasible, and enforceable requirements under existing regulations, would
effectively reduce potential impacts associated with spills or leaks of hazardous
materials during construction and impacts at the beach and all construction areas
were concluded to be less than significant. Because the actions required are
specific, feasible, and enforceable, the suggested additional measures (description
of potential strategies and options that could be formulated, and description of
performance standards), is not necessary.

CSLC-9 This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS discusses the impacts that sea-level
rise may have on various Project components and whether “resilient” designs have
been incorporated, as CSLC lease decisions must consider climate change
preparedness in planning and decision making. As discussed in Section 2.6.1,
Management of Stormwater Flow, the proposed project responds to climate change
by improving stormwater drainage in the lower Vista Grande Basin to
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accommodate peak flows generated by the 25-year/4-hour design storm. Storms
such as this could be more frequent with climate change. In addition, the hydraulics
analysis supporting the 30% project design included climate change projections in
the determination of design criteria, including capacity, placement/location, and
materials; and the Lake Merced Lake-Level Model, which evaluated the effects of
flow diversion from the Vista Grande Project to Lake Merced, also included
consideration of expected climate change impacts.

As noted in the comment, the Project is located in a coastal area that will be
affected by sea-level rise. Baseline conditions and future baseline conditions
related to sea-level rise, including flooding and flood risks, beach profile
fluctuations, rates of bluff erosion, and consideration of storms and wave run-up
events are described in detail in Section 3.9.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS under
“Coastal Processes and Bluff Erosion Affecting the Vista Grande System”

(p. 3.9-15, et seq.) and under “Flooding” (p. 3.9-20, et seq.). Additionally,
regulations related to coastal development, sea-level rise, facility resilience, and
adaptation applicable to the Project are described in Section 3.9.2.1 under
“California Coastal Act of 1976 (p. 3.9-54, et seq.). The potential impacts of the
Project related to sea-level rise and coastal flooding are comprehensively assessed,
with consideration of applicable regulatory requirements and long-term policy
guidance related to sea-level rise and coastal development, under Impact HYD-9
(p. 3.9-109 et seq.). The analysis provided under Impact HYD-9 assesses impacts
associated with sea-level rise including consideration of defensible sea-level rise
projections, proposed Project design in regards to coastal access, public safety,
protection of the environment (including bluff erosion rates, beach profile
alterations, and landslide hazard). The analysis determined that the Project could
have substantial adverse effects on shoreline processes (such as sand supply and
bluff erosion) and also could conflict with California Coastal Act requirements. As
such, Mitigation Measure 3.9-2, (Avoidance and Minimization of Conflicts
with California Coastal Act and NPS Management Policies), requires the final
Project engineering design to minimize conflicts with the applicable Coastal Act
requirements and be designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse effects on local
shoreline processes as well as assure stability and structural integrity, and neither
create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of
the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective
devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
Measure 3.9-2 also requires Daly City to complete a Project-specific coastal
engineering study for the final Project design, consistent with the California Coastal
Commission’s 2015 Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance and implement study
recommendations related to design and sea-level rise requirements. However, while
implementation of such measures would reduce potential adverse effects of the
Project on coastal resources, the analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS concluded
that impacts could remain significant and unavoidable. The requirements and
recommendations provided regarding CSLC considerations related to assessing lease
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agreements are noted and such information would be provided as part of the coastal
engineering study required by Mitigation Measure 3.9-2 (p. 3.9-114, et seq.).

CSLC-10 This comment requests that mitigation measures stated to avoid possible recreation
impacts on the beach be included in the Final EIR/EIS as proposed mitigation

measures.

In response to Comment CSLC-11, EIR/EIS page 3.15-9, paragraph 3 (continuing
on page 3.15-10) has been revised:

M-3.15-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan. Daly City and/or its
contractor(s) shall prepare and implement a Construction Traffic
Management Plan in accordance with professional traffic engineering
standards to show methods for maintaining traffic flows on roadways and
access to recreational resources directly affected by Project construction,
which shall include, at a minimum, the following requirements:

a)

b)

d)

f)

fg)

Develop circulation plans to minimize impacts on local street
circulation; use flaggers and/or signage to guide vehicles through
and/or around the construction zone (including, as needed, for trucks
turning into and out of Fort Funston at the intersection of SR 35 and
Fort Funston Road). Circulation plans may be modified during
construction, based on observed conditions.

Identify truck routes and, to the extent possible, use haul routes that
minimize truck traffic on local roadways and residential streets.

Schedule truck trips to minimize trips during the peak morning and
evening commute hours, and the peak hours of arrivals and departure
from Fort Funston, to the extent possible.

Provide sufficient staging areas for trucks accessing construction zones
to minimize disruption of access to adjacent land uses, particularly
within residential neighborhoods.

Maintain pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation during Project
construction where safe to do so. If construction activities encroach on
a bicycle lane, post warning signs that indicate bicycles and vehicles
are sharing the lane.

Maintain public safety and access on the beach by posting notices and
maps at and around the project site and on the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area’s website prior to and during construction, informing
the public about when and where public access could be restricted and
about alternative access points, if applicable; and incorporate measures
on the beach to protect the public during construction activities.

Store all equipment and materials in designated contractor staging
areas on or adjacent to the worksite, in such a manner to minimize
obstruction of traffic.
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gh) Implement roadside safety protocols and provide advance “Road Work
Ahead” warning signs and speed control (including signs informing
drivers of state-legislated double fines for speed infractions in a
construction zone) to achieve required speed reductions for safe traffic
flow through the work zone.

ki)  Coordinate construction with facility owners or administrators of
sensitive land uses such as police and fire stations (including all fire
protection agencies), transit stations, hospitals, and schools, as well as
Fort Funston. Notify facility owners or operators in advance of the
timing, location, and duration of construction activities.

i)  Provide residents adjacent to Project construction areas (e.g., on
Avalon Drive and Westmoor Avenue) with information regarding
Project construction in their area, including anticipated start and end of
construction activities.

jk)  Coordinate construction with local traffic agencies, SFMTA, NPS, and
SamTrans, to minimize disruption and arrange for the temporary
relocation of bus stops in work zones as necessary.

CSLC-11 This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS discuss how the exposed outfall on
the beach would be addressed to reduce possible hazards when the pipeline is
exposed in the winter.

As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 1.3.1, CEQA Project Objectives, Daly City has
identified the following objectives for the proposed Project:

o Improve stormwater drainage of the lower Vista Grande Basin to
accommodate peak flows generated by the 25-year/4-hour design storm;

o Provide a sustainable source of stormwater, establish a target maximum
water surface elevation, and implement a Lake Management Plan (see
Appendix A) for management of Lake Merced water quality, groundwater,
and surface water elevation;

o Improve recreational access and reduce litter transfer and deposition along
the beach below Fort Funston; and

o Maximize use of existing rights-of-way, easements, and infrastructure to
minimize construction-related costs, habitat disturbance, and disruption to
recreational users.

While removal and replacement or other methods of reducing exposure of the
submarine outfall pipeline would improve recreational access along the beach
below Fort Funston, it would not meet the other project objectives, and is not
related to the primary objectives of the project (stormwater management and Lake
Merced management). Thus, replacement or other methods of reducing exposure of
the submarine outfall pipeline are not part of the proposed project. As described in
the EIR/EIS at page 3.2-18, the outfall pipeline would continue to be exposed
during some times of the year, as currently occurs.
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Should replacement or other changes to the submarine outfall pipeline be required
in the future, such as due to pipeline failure risk, such an undertaking would be
subject to CEQA, NEPA, and regulatory permitting processes. It is noted that
replacement of the outfall pipeline at a lower elevation that would avoid beach
exposure would require that the entire pipeline, which extends 2,500 feet from the
shore would need to be replaced in order a change in elevation at the beach to be
accommaodated, which would likely be associated with substantial impacts on
marine ecology and other natural resources.

CSLC-12 This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS include additional analysis
explaining the location, current conditions, and abandonment procedures of the
force main pipeline. The force main pipeline begins at the Daly City Wastewater
Treatment Plant at 153 Lake Merced Boulevard in Daly City and crosses under the
Olympic Club and Fort Funston until it emerges on the cliff face. Abandonment in
place of the pipeline will consist of filling the pipeline with a flowable, stable
material, such as cellular concrete. Injection points would be via existing pipeline
access points such as manholes and or air/vacuum valves, and would be selected
based on accessibility, as well as grade and distance between points. In general,
points will be selected approximately 200 to 700 feet apart. Injection would be
from the high point of the backfilled reach, and material would flow to the low
point. It is likely that cellular concrete would be delivered via a ready mix concrete
truck. The truck would deliver a partial load of neat cement grout, and a trailer
mounted foam generator plant would inject the desired amount of foam into the
concrete truck to create cellular concrete. The mixture would then be pumped or
tailgated directly into the forcemain injection point. Abandonment in place of the
force main pipeline would have far fewer impacts than removal of the pipeline.
Removal of the pipeline would require ground disturbance of approximately
4,500 feet within the Olympic Club and approximately 1,900 feet within Fort
Funston, much of it being south of the entrance road. Disturbance of Olympic Club
activities and property is discouraged by the Olympic Club. In addition, portions of
Fort Funston south of the entrance road include substantial areas of sensitive
habitat and NPS has requested that the project avoid this area to the highest extent
possible. Therefore, filling the force main and abandoning in place is preferred. As
noted in Section 2.4.2, Vista Grande Tunnel and East and West Portals, on
pages 2-10 and 2-12, the exposed portion of the 27-inch force main that currently
protrudes from the cliff face would be removed back to the cliff face.
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Mr. Patrick Sweetland

Department of Water and Wastewater Resources

City of Daly City

153 Lake Merced Boulevard

Daly City, CA 94015

Dear Mr. Sweetland:

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project — Draft Environmental Impact Report
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement ‘

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmental review pracess for the above-referenced project. Our comments are based on
the Draft Environmental Impact Repost (DEIR) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). Please also refer to the previous comument letter, dated March 5, 2013, on this project
and incorporated herein,

Project Understanding

The proposed project is located at State Route (SR) 35 in Fort Funston, crossing under the State
right-of-way (ROW) to the east and west near John Muir Drive. It would improve the Vista
Grande Drainage Basin by partially replacing the existing Vista Grande Canal,

Lead Agency :

As the lead agency, the City of Daly City (City) is responsible for all project mitigation,
including any needed improvements to State highways. The project’s fair shar¢ contribution,
financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be
fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.

Traffic Impact Fees

Given the project’s contribution to area traffic and its proximity to SR 33, the project should

contribute fair share traffic impact fees. These contributions would be used to lessen future
traffic congestion and improve transit in the project vicinity.

"Provide a sqfe. sustainable, integrated and afficient transporration
systam lo enharce California's econoimny and lvabilin”
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Mr. Patrick Sweetland/City of Daly City
July 1, 2016
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Transportation Management Plan

Since it has been determined that traffic restrictions and detours will affect SR 35, the
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) will require approval by Caltrans prior to
construction, It must be prepared in accordance with Caltrans' TMP Guidelines, including a
location map that shows the location of the project ingress and egress off of SR 35, Further
information is available for download at the following web address:
www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/trafimgmt/tmp les/index htm,

Please ensure that such plans are also prepared in accordance with the TMP requirements of the
corresponding jurisdictions. For further TMP assistance, please contact the Caltrans Distriet 4
Office of Traffic Management Operations at (510) 286-4579. :

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State ROW requires
an encroachment permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, a completed encroachment permit
application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans clearly indicating State
ROW must be submitted to: David Salladay, District Office Chief, Office of Permits, California
Department of Transportation, District 4, P.O, Box 23660, Qakland, CA 94623-0660, Traffic-
related mitigation measures should be incorporated into the construction plans prior to the
encroachment permit process. See this website for more information:
www,dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/permits.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Brian Ashurst at (510) 286-
5505 or brian.ashurst@dot.ca.gov. '

Sincetely,
I

ey

PATRICIA MAURICE
District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

c: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

"Provide o sqfe, sustainable, integrated and efficient rransportation
syutem fo enhance Californta’s economy and Hvabitit"
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3.4 Response to Comments from California State
Transportation Agency, Department of
Transportation

Caltrans-1 ~ The comment describes the City’s responsibilities as lead agency for the project. As
discussed in Section 3.15, Traffic and Transportation, in Mitigation Measures 3.15-1
and 3.15-2, Daly City will prepare and implement a Construction Traffic
Management Plan in accordance with professional traffic engineering standards and
will enter into an agreement prior to construction that details a post-construction
roadway rehabilitation program. Both mitigation measures indicate the responsibility
of the lead agency. In addition, as lead agency, Daly City is responsible for carrying
out identified mitigation measures via the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program.

Caltrans-2 ~ The comment requests that the project be conditioned to contribute fair share traffic
impact fees. Traffic impact fees apply to land use development that generate on-
going traffic increases that would adversely affect traffic conditions, and are used
to lessen traffic congestion and to improve transit service. As stated on
page 3.15-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS, project operation would only require periodic
maintenance-related trips, and is expected to be similar to current operation and
maintenance activities, and that on balance, any increases in traffic generated by
project operation and maintenance would be minimal compared to existing
conditions and would not result in a noticeable increase in traffic on area roads.
Therefore, traffic impact fees are not applicable to this project.

Caltrans-3 ~ The comment states that the project’s Construction Traffic Management Plan
(Mitigation Measure 3.15-1, page 3.15-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS) will require
approval by Caltrans because of the project’s traffic restrictions and detours that
will affect State Route 35. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, as stated on
pages 3.15-8 and 3.15-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed project would not
require any lane or road closures (i.e., no traffic restrictions or detours) on any area
roads, including SR 35. Therefore, approval of the project’s Construction Traffic
Management Plan would not be required.

Caltrans-4 ~ The comment notes that an encroachment permit would be required from Caltrans
for any work that would encroach onto the State right-of-way. That requirement is
acknowledeged, and is understood to apply to activities that would encroach
within, under, or over the State rights-of-way. As stated on page 3.15-3 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, project construction and maintenance activities would not occur on state
highways or highway rights-of-way (state roadways would be used solely as access
routes for construction workers and construction vehicles). However, the tunnel
portion of the project would be excavated under State Route 35, and the City of Daly
City and its contractors would obtain the necessary encroachment permit for that
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work. It is noted that no surface effects, including ground vibration, would occur
within the State Route 35 right-of-way.

In response to Comment Caltrans-4, page 3.15-3, paragraph 7 (continuing on
page 3.15-4) has been revised:

Caltrans’ construction practices require temporary traffic control planning
“during any time the normal function of a roadway is suspended” (Caltrans,
2012). Furthermore, Caltrans requires that permits be obtained for
transportation of oversized loads and transportation of certain materials, and
for construction-related traffic disturbance. Project construction and
maintenance activities would not occur on state highways or highway
rights-of-way; state roadways would be used solely as access routes for
construction workers and construction vehicles. However, the tunnel portion
of the project would be excavated under SR 35. Therefore, Caltrans
encroachment permits would ret be required. Further, oversized vehicles (by
weight, height, length, or width) or vehicles carrying hazardous materials that
require Caltrans permits would not be used. Caltrans’ facilities that are likely
to be used as access routes by construction workers and construction vehicles
to the planned work sites include: SR 1, SR 35, and 1-280 (described above).
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San Francisco
Water Sewer

Operator of the Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System

July 6, 2016

City of Daly City Department of Water and Wastewater Resources
Attention; Patrick Sweetland, Director

153 Lake Merced Boulevard

Daly City, CA 94015

RE: Comments on Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement.

Dear Mr. Sweetland:

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC") received the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Vista
Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (“Project”).

The proposed Project would improve stormwater drainage and minimize
flooding risk, provide a water source for Lake Merced management,
improve recreational access and reduce litter deposition at the beach below
Fort Funston, and maximize the use of existing infrastructure and rights-of-
way.

As a responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act, the
SFPUC offers the general comments attached in Table 1 for informational
purposes. We support Daly City's approach for implementing improvements to
the drainage basin.

Following review of the Draft EIR/EIS the SFPUC has no comments on the
adequacy of analysis conducted for the EIR/EIS.

If you have any questions, please contact Obi Nzewi at (415) 554-1876 or
onzewi@sfwater.org.

Sincerely,

.//

“ Steven R. Ritchie
Assistant General Manager, Water

Attachment: Table -1 General Comment Log

Servicas of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
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Review of CEQA Documents for Non-SFPUC Projects
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Document Name: Vista Grande Drainage Improvements Draft EIR/EIS

SFPUC BEM Coordinator: Sally Morgan
Date: May 6, 2016

Document
ok Commenter Name & SFPUC Division Sechon T'ﬂe oy Pegs Flgure Review Comment
Number Section Number | Number
Number
1 Jessica Arm- City Distribution The 16-inch ductile-iron water main in John Muir Drive must be supported during excavation and construction of the John Muir Drive Crossing and Lake
Division 25 2-15 T2-1 |Merced Overflow Structure per SFPUC- CDD Protection of Existing Water and AWSS Facilities specifications (see attached for reference).
2 Jessica Arm- City Distribution Emergency access to the low-pressure fire hydrants on John Muir Drive must be maintained during all construction activities. If traffic is rerouted to the
Division 2.5.1.4 2-17;2-60| T2-8 |west of John Muir Drive in the vegetated area, fire trucks will need access to the existing hydrants.
3 Jessica Arm- City Distribution Emergency access to the existing 16-inch gate valve, two (2) 4-inch bypass valves, and the 4-inch blow-off vavle at the southern end of John Muir Drive
Division 2.5.1.4 2-17,2-60| T2-8 [must be maintained for SFPUC-CDD maintenance and operations during the project's construction.
4 Jessica Arm- City Distribution Construction staging shall not be located above the 16-inch ductile-iron water main in John Muir Drive.
Division 254 2-25 na
b Jessica Arm- City Distribution The collection box must maintain five (5) feet of clearance with the existing 16-inch gate valve, two (2) 4-inch bypass valves, and the 4-inch blow-off vavle
Division 2.4.1.1 2-8 na at the southern end of John Muir Drive.
6 Jessica Arm- City Distribution Accumulation of water around water valves poses a contamination threat to the potable water distribution system. During construction, the accumulation
Division 2.5.8 2.97 na of water around the existing water valves on John Muir Drive shall be prevented. Additionally, the completed project shall not create an environment where
stormwater accumulates above water valves.
7 Jessica Arm- City Distribution 54.1.3: 5.9 Proposed wetlands that are adjacent to John Muir Drive shall be constructed in a way that prevents seepage and infiltration onto the 16-inch ductile-iron
Division 07 .40 na  |water main. Regular infiltration above water mains increases the risk of corrosion and liquefaction of soil.
8 Jessica Arm- City Distribution Potholing will be required to confirm the location and material of the 16-inch water main and the joints of the water main in John Muir Drive. If it is
Division ) _ determined that the water main is cast-iron or if the joints are lead-based, the Project Sponsor may be required, at minimum, to implement safety methods
2.4.1.3; 2-9; in order to support and work around the water main. If required, it may be necessary for the Project Sponsor to replace the existing water main with ductile
2.7 2-40 na PP ¥
: : iron and/or the existing lead-based joints with restrained joints to prevent pipe movement in saturated soils caused by the project's proximity to wetlands
and increased groundwater levels.
9 Jessica Arm- City Distribution The 16-inch ductile-iron water main in John Muir Drive must be supported during excavation and construction of the Rehabilitated Lake Merced Overflow,
Division 0700 |298102-1 -, - |Wetland Outlet Pipe, and Discharge into Lake Merced per SFPUC- CDD Protection of Existing Water and AWSS Facilities specifications (see attached
40 for reference).
10 Jessica Arm- City Distribution Should there be any water-related work that results from this project, SFPUC-CDD may request that the Project Sponsor provide health and safety
Division 2.9 2-59 T2-8 |support services to SFPUC-CDD crews, such as contaminant testing, soil handling/disposal, and relevant PPE provisions.
11 Jessica Arm- City Distribution To protect the water facilities against construction-caused groundborne vibrations, the Project Sponsor will be required to follow SFPUC- CDD Protection
Division 2.9 2-62 T2-8 |of Existing Water and AWSS Facilities specifications (see attached for reference).
12 Fan Lau, Water Resources Division [3.3 Air Quality |page 2- |N/A Water used for dust control in San Francisco must be non-potable per Article 21 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Article 21 is already cited in
25,paragr Section 3.3 Air Quality, page 3.3-14 in the context of air quality. However, it is not clear if this requirement is acknowledged in the description of water
aph 4 consumption.
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3. Comments and Responses
3.5 Response to Comments from San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

3.5 Response to Comments from San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission

SFPUC-1  The SFPUC indicates that upon review of the Draft EIR/EIS, they have no
comments on the adequacy of analysis conducted for the EIR/EIS. SFPUC
provided general comments for informational purposes that will further guide
construction specifications to be included in the 100 percent design. The general
comments do not introduce new environmental issues not considered in the
EIR/EIS, nor would they require project description changes or additions, but
further expand upon design considerations included in the current Project

Description.
Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project 3-47 ESA /207036.01
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WATER AND POWER
LAwW GRrour PC

2140 SHATTUCK AVENUE, STE. 801
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1229
(510) 296-5588

(866) 407-8073 (E-FAX)

July 1, 2016

Patrick Sweetland, Director

Department of Water and Wastewater Resources
City of Daly City

153 Lake Merced Blvd.

Daly City, CA 94015

pweetland@dalycity.org

Re: Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project

Dear Mr. Sweetland:

California Trout hereby comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement
(EIR/S) for this project.

CalTrout supports the project purposes (p. 2-1), which are to address storm-related
flooding caused by the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel, and to raise the level of Lake Merced.
We agree (p. 2-72) that the record to date shows that the proposed project is feasible and will not
have any significant impacts on environmental quality. We are grateful for the clarity,
thoroughness, and quality of the document.

Our only comment is that the document does not fully describe the project component
related to operation (p. 2-5). It acknowledges (p. 2-30) that operation, and specifically, the
quantity of diverted stormwater, will be driven by choice of Water Surface Elevation (WSE) as
management objective for Lake Merced. After explaining that WSE scenarios range from 7.5 to
9.5 feet elevation (City datum), the document reports (App. A, pp. 3-4) that San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) will determine which WSE is the management objective, after
completion of the EIR/S. We believe that this EIR/S can and should support the SFPUC’s
determination for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act and National
Environmental Policy Act. We therefore request that Daly City, in consultation with the SFPUC,
address the following questions in the final document.

1. What process will the SFPUC use for that determination? When does it expect to
make that determination? We believe that the determination should be made as soon as
possible after the publication of the final EIR/S, and well before the completion of
construction.

3-49
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Patrick Sweetland

July 1, 2016
Page 2
2. What are the comparative impacts of WSE scenarios on recreation? While the
EIR/S does a very thorough job of comparing the incremental impacts of scenarios on >

natural resources (see pp. 3.4-83 et seq.), we have not located any such analysis for
recreation. The discussion in Chapter 3.13 related to operation appears to be limited to
the outlet on Ocean Beach. See p. 3.13-17.

Thank you for this excellent document, which represents significant progress towards an
approvable project. We enthusiastically support the project.

Sincerely,

Curtis Knight
Executive Director,
California Trout

oy

Richard Roos-Collins
Water and Power Law Group PC

Attorney, California Trout

Cc: Steve Ritchie, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

3-50
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3. Comments and Responses

3.6 Response to Comments from California Trout

3.6 Response to Comments from California Trout

TROUT-1  This comment requests that the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC) clarify the process it will use to determine the target water surface
elevation (WSE) and when it expects to make the determination. The comment
notes that the determination should be made immediately after publication of the
Final EIR/EIS, and before the completion of construction. The City of Daly City
has solicited SFPUC staff input on their separate approval process. Staff have
indicated that SFPUC staff will make their recommendation about a target lake
WSE range to the SFPUC Commission following evaluation of potential impacts
detailed in this EIR/EIS document. Following Daly City’s certification of the Vista
Grande EIR/EIS document, the SFPUC Commission will review the potential
impacts of various target lake WSE ranges, and will review the staff
recommendation for a target Lake Merced WSE range. After considering the
certified EIR/EIS and the staff recommendation, the SFPUC Commission would
adopt a Lake Merced Management Plan that will specify a target Lake Merced
WSE range and implement the plan to manage the level of Lake Merced to the
target WSE.

TROUT-2  The commenter requests clarification about the impacts of different WSE scenarios
on recreation. As acknowledged in Comment Trout-2, the Draft EIR/EIS considers
the impacts of different WSE scenarios on biological resources (pages 3.4-74 to
3.4-101) since WSE increases may adversely affect biological resources differently
based upon the rate of increase and total increase. However, there are no expected
adverse environmental impacts on recreation resources from any of the WSE
scenarios; thus, analysis of the incremental effects of different WSE scenarios on
recreational resources is not necessary because it would not inform decision-
makers about the effects of one WSE scenario compared to another. As discussed
on page 3.13-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, there is an acknowledgement of an overall
improvement in recreational resources from any WSE increase since it would not
only potentially improve water quality, but could result in a minor increase in
available lake surface areas used for boating. As operational water levels increase,
the increase in available lake surface areas also increases. Thus, while not an
environmental impact, it is noted the higher the operational WSE target selected,
the greater the improvement on recreational resources. In addition, there is no
anticipation that increased lake surface could generate additional use that would
cause or accelerate the physical deterioration of the lake or recreational areas
associated with it.

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project 3-51 ESA /207036.01
Final EIR/EIS (Responses to Comments) August 2017
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July 1,2016

2945 Ulloa St.
San Francisco, CA 94116

City of Daly City, Department of Water and Wastewater Resources
Attention: Patrick Sweetland, Director

153 Lake Merced Blvd.

Daly City, CA 94015

E-mail: psweetland@dalycity.org

Submitted by e-mail only.
Re: Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project EIR/EIS
Mr. Sweetland:

The Golden Gate Audubon Society (GGAS) supports the preferred alternative for the Vista
Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project. Our interest in this project stems from almost 100
years of advocating for Lake Merced, providing free field trips there and commenting on various
projects that impacted the lake. Since at least the 1980s we have observed floodwaters from the
Vista Grande Canal wash across John Muir Dr. and damage the lake’s edge as well as
infrastructure that benefits the citizens of both Daly City and San Francisco. Over the years we
have lost a fishing pier, culverts, paths, parts of John Muir Dr. and freshly restored uplands have
been seriously damaged. Erosion to Lake Merced’s upper banks between the perimeter path and
edge of the marsh has been extreme.

The problem is pretty simple; the Vista Grande Canal can no longer handle the amount of runoff
from Daly City. It is not that there is more water in the system itself, it is that Daly City has been
urbanized and much less water can percolate into the aquifer than it did when the original canal
system functioned at the level for which it was designed. Because storm water now lands on
streets, paved yards and parking lots, it remains on the surface to the bottom of the drainage basin
where the canal’s capacity for peak flow is frequently overwhelmed.

The preferred alternative solves the problem of flooding for up to 25-year flood events. GGAS
would prefer seeing a drainage system with a greater capacity, but this should suffice for the vast
majority of storm flows. Modification of the three swales along John Muir Dr. that were
constructed as temporary emergency structures to permanent overflow swales could reduce
impacts of floods that exceed projected 25-year events. We suggest removing rip-rap between the
perimeter path and the lake’s edge. Insert in its place permanent swales with hard beds perhaps
using concrete or minimal rip rap to break the impact of falling water, and use willow, red

elderberry and marsh plants at the lake’s edge as the primary erosion control measure.
Observations of past restoration efforts indicate native plants do in fact hold the sandy banks of
Lake Merced if they are given two to three years to establish themselves. It should be recalled
that several years ago GGAS agreed with Cal Trout, Daly City and the San Francisco PUC that
use of rip-rap lined swales were necessary emergency measures that could reduce infrastructure
damage, but we insisted they should be temporary. We trust they will now be adapted to
permanent structures that utilize mostly natural features to control flood flows into the lake during
peak storm periods.

GOLDEN GATE AUDUBON SOCIETY
2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite G Berkeley, California 94702
phone 510.843.2222  fax 510.843.5351  web www.goldengateaudubon.org
3-53
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We agree that water from the Vista Grande can be a positive addition to the waters of Lake
Merced. Given the measures stated in the EIR/EIS to assure water quality, this additional water

seems like a resource that could successfully stabilize the water level and water quality of the
lake. Additionally it will reduce the outflow to the Pacific Ocean and add to the Westside
Aquifer.

The constructed wetlands offer not only a means of purifying water for Lake Merced and for
Ocean discharge, but they offer an opportunity to enhance habitat. In recent years Mallard, Wood
Duck, Killdeer, Wilson’s Snipe and a number of other species have used the Vista Grande Canal
where the wetlands will be constructed. In conjunction with the stated uses for the wetlands,
GGAS encourages the use of this area for waterfowl and upland species. We also encourage that
the design for this area include either a trail by the wetlands or viewing platforms. This will

enable our growing birding community to observe the waterfowl and upland species we expect
will use the ponds. Plants used in the ponds and nearby should be consistent with vegetation in
Lake Merced and in its environs. The addition of red elderberry and coffeeberry is desirable as
they provide important food sources for birds. We encourage continued use of local oaks in the
project area.

It is of great importance that timing of the project also be considered. Given the presence of
significant wildlife populations in this area, including the presence of listed species such as
Common Yellowthroat and Tricolored Blackbird, large numbers of blackbirds that use the nearby
marshes as winter roosts, Green Heron, Marsh Wren, Song Sparrow and other marsh nesting
species, we urge the timing of major project work start at times when it will be least disruptive to

our natural resources. For example, parts of the project that require removal of marsh vegetation
should not start between February 1 and July 31. Clearing marsh vegetation between August 1
and January 31 should enable the project to progress with minimal disruption to the nesting
season. Removal of trees should follow the same schedule, but it should be accompanied by a
survey of the trees to determine if they contain hummingbird, raptor or owl nests. We do not
anticipate significant problems if measures like this are followed.

San Francisco’s only known Cliff Swallow colony is located on the north facing side of the
concrete bridge that is located just north of the project site. It may be necessary to remove silt
from under the bridge to enhance flow between the South Lake and the Impound Lake. Though
the colony failed in both 2015 and 2016, any such dredging should take place outside the nesting
period for those swallows. If the birds return to the colony site it will be between mid March and
the end of July. If they do not it will be obvious by mid May. A simple survey under the bridge
will suffice to tell if any nests are present. Since this is not a stated area that should be impacted
by the project, we include our concern only if the need for dredging under the bridge is necessary.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. We look forward to working with you
in the future.

Very truly yours,

Daniel P. Murphy
San Francisco Conservation Committee

Golden Gate Audubon Society

Page 2 of 2
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3. Comments and Responses

3.7 Response to Comments from Golden Gate Audubon Society

3.7 Response to Comments from Golden Gate
Audubon Society

GGAS-1 This comment suggests creating a drainage system with more capacity that required
to accommodate up to 25-year flood events, such as via permanent overflow swales
in place of the existing rip-rap between the lake’s edge and the perimeter path. The
commenter’s preference for greater flood control capacity than proposed under the
project is noted; however, the proposed objective is to “improve stormwater
drainage of the lower Vista Grande Basin to accommodate peak flows generated by
the 25-year/4-hour design storm” (see EIR/EIS page 1-4). Regarding the suggestion
to replace the existing rip-rap between the lake edge and the perimeter path, it is
noted that the structures are under the management of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC). As discussed in Table 3.1-1 on page 3.1-10, the
John Muir Drive Erosion Control Project, proposed by the SFPUC, was
implemented to repair three severely eroded areas adjacent to John Muir Drive
along the South Lake Merced shoreline. Installation of the erosion control features
referred to by the commenter as rip-rap and repair of eroded areas is complete;
removal of erosion control structures (or potential revision of the structure, as
suggested by the commenter) would be considered in the future by SFPUC,
following completion of Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project. Any
future revisions to these features would be undertaken by the SFPUC.

GGAS-2 This comment, which supports the addition of Vista Grande water to Lake Merced
for water quality improvements and groundwater level increase, is acknowledged.

GGAS-3 This comment supports constructed wetlands for water treatment and habitat
enhancement and requests that consideration of public access opportunities be
included in the treatment wetlands design.

As noted on page 8 of the Lake Management Plan, included as Appendix A in the
Draft EIR/EIS, the treatment wetlands would be planted with emergent plants such
as cattails or bulrush, which would be consistent with the composition of native
vegetation along the shoreline of Lake Merced, and would also provide water
quality improvement by intercepting and settling out suspended particulates and
providing attachment surfaces for beneficial bacteria. The composition of
vegetation within the treatment wetlands is intentionally similar to the shoreline
vegetation of Lake Merced, though on a much smaller scale, and would not provide
unique habitat for local wildlife. The lake provides a more diverse array of
supportive habitats and opportunities for the public to observe wildlife, including
bird species noted in this comment, than would be practical at the proposed
treatment wetlands.

Public access at or around the treatment wetlands is not included in the design for
the proposed project for the following reasons. First, the area that is available for
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3.7 Response to Comments from Golden Gate Audubon Society

the treatment wetlands is constrained by John Muir Drive and the Olympic Club,
and any area available has been designed to maximize treatment capacity. Second,
there is no safe public access point to the location of the treatment wetlands. The
closest crosswalk connecting the north and south sides of John Muir Drive is
located approximately 2,000 feet north of the bridge separating Impound Lake from
South Lake, in the vicinity of the Lakewood Apartment complex and the sidewalk
adjacent to the complex ends at the edge of that complex. There is no street parking
or sidewalk adjacent to the treatment wetland areas, and no way to safely cross
John Muir Drive to access the areas. The inclusion of public access points at the
treatment wetlands would introduce safety hazards if people would attempt to cross
two lanes of traffic on a road with a speed limit that varies between 30 and 40 mph,
plus a bike lane. Daly City welcomes opportunities to explore recreation and
education, such as the placement of educational materials at the Lake Merced side
of the treatment wetlands and will explore opportunities with the SFPUC and San
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department.

GGAS-4 This comment requests that the construction schedule be timed to be least
disruptive to wildlife and natural resources. As discussed in Section 3.4.5.1,
implementing Mitigation Measure 3.4-3, Nesting Bird Protection Measures,
which restricts certain construction activities during breeding bird season (e.g.,
vegetation removal and pile driving), requires preconstruction surveys, and
implementation of avoidance measures if active nests are located would reduce
potential Project-related impacts on migratory and special-status birds. The
restriction of certain construction activities within the breeding bird season is
consistent with the suggestions made in Comment GGAS-4. Additionally, adverse
effects associated with nighttime construction lighting on the beach at the Ocean
Outlet and at the Fort Funston staging area, such as avian entrapment, collisions, or
disturbance to nocturnal behavior, would be reduced by implementing Mitigation
Measure 3.4-9, Night Lighting Minimization. Further, Project workers would be
educated about sensitive species and common wildlife found within the Project
study area, avoidance measures and procedures to ensure Project impacts on
wildlife are minimized, and the regulatory requirements and penalties for
noncompliance through implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-2a, Worker
Environmental Awareness Program Training. The environmental training would
provide specific protection measures and protocols for encountering wildlife that
could occur within or around the Project sites, work and staging areas, and access
roads to minimize Project-related disturbance.

GGAS-5 This comment requests that any silt removal required for the Project under the
concrete bridge located just north of the Project site be scheduled to avoid the cliff
swallow nesting period. The Project does not include any dredging of silt beneath
the bridge separating South Lake and Impound Lake, where the cliff swallow
colony has been historically located. Nevertheless, as discussed above, Project
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3, Nesting Bird Protection Measures, would require

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project 3-56 ESA /207036.01
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preconstruction surveys to identify active nests (including nesting colonies) in the
Project vicinity and require implementation of avoidance measures if active nests
(or nesting colonies) located within the Project’s sphere of influence in order to
reduce potential Project-related impacts on migratory and special-status birds.
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THE OLYMPIC CLUB

/s &y

June 30, 2016

City of Daly City Department of Water and Wastewater Resources
Attention: Patrick Sweetland, Director

153 Lake Merced Boulevard

Daly City, CA 94015

Email: psweetland@dalycity.org

General Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Attention: Vista Grande Project

Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

Email: goga_planning@nps.gov

SUBJECT: Comments on Joint Draft Environmental Impact Report and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the proposed Vista Grande
Drainage Basin Improvement Project (Project)

Dear Madame Superintendent and Mr. Sweetland:

In response to the Notice of Availability issued on April 28, 2016, The Olympic Club (“Olympic,” or
“Club”) hereby submits its comments on the Joint Draft Environmental Impact Report and
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIR/EIS™) for the proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin
Improvement Project (“Project™) for which the City of Daly City and the National Park Service
(“NPS”) are, respectively, the State CEQA law and the Federal NEPA law Lead Agencies. Please be
advised that we are simultaneously sending this letter to you via United States mail and by e-mail to
the address shown above.

Olympic owns the majority of the real property on, under, or adjacent to which the Project has been
proposed. More specifically, other than real property which we understand to be owned by the NPS,
and perhaps a small amount of land we understand is owned by San Francisco, Olympic believes it
owns all of the land that will be utilized for the proposed Project, and most if not all of the privately
held land the Project will in any way affect. The Club has particularly noted over the years that as the

principal private property owner affected by the Project, Daly City and other project proponents need
to view Olympic as a critical stakeholder, and to take its interests and concerns into account. The
Club has appreciated the frequent good faith and open communication and dialog with Daly City and
the other interested agencies, particularly including the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(“SFPUC”) over the years, and looks forward to continued and long-term good working relationships.

CITY CLUBHOUSE 524 Post Street, San Francisco CA 94102 | 415.345.5100 www.olyclub.com
LAKESIDE CLUBHOUSE 599 Skylinc Boulevard, San Francisco CA 94132 | 415.404.4300 offices@olyclub.com
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City of Daly City

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
June 30, 2016

Olympic has been directly or indirectly involved with the proposed Project, or its direct antecedents,
since at least 2006. Club representatives have participated in numerous meetings with officials and
agents of both entities, and Olympic has offered comments and observations on a number of previous
occasions. We have reviewed some of our past correspondence and find some of it to be relevant to
the present Project proposal — particularly three letters which appear in the Appendices to the
EIR/EIS, in Attachment C, at pages 174 to 191. They include Olympic’s letters of October 19, 2007
to the SFPUC’s Manager of Water Resources Planning, and of October 15, 2008 to the City Manager
of Daly City. Much of the content of this comment letter parallels that contained in a June 7, 2013
letter from the Club’s special counsel to the Superintendent of the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area, a copy of which is also in Attachment C. Although each of the three previous letters dealt with
a slightly different subject than the EIR/EIS, all three touched on issues which were and which remain
of significant concern to the Club. We therefore respectfully incorporate the attached letters by
reference as a part of these comments on the current EIR/EIS. This letter reiterates some of what
appears there -- the reiteration is solely for emphasis on fundamental facts and concerns.

Olympic owns and operates two world-renowned golf courses along with a 9-hole par three course,
and has a large and very active membership which utilizes these courses and the balance of the Club’s
Lake Merced property to their fullest extent. The Club has played host to the United States Open (i.e.,
the men’s’ national championship of American golf, and one of the world’s four top annual golf
events) on five occasions, the most recent of which was 2012. The Club is a candidate to be selected
for another Open in the near future, and it has been particularly honored to be selected to host the
2021 U.S. Women’s Open, which has the same worldwide level of high significance and prestige.
Olympic hosted the inaugural United States Golf Association (“USGA”) Amateur Four-Ball
Championship in April 2015, and it has been the site of the U.S. Amateur Championship three times.

When an Open or other USGA event is held at Olympic, it is one of the most significant events of any

type that occurs in the Bay Area in that year, with as many as 50,000 attendees per day for the four

days of competition, and large numbers of people who attend pre-tournament practice rounds and
related activities, many of which are hosted by leading national and international corporations.
Television coverage prior to and during these events — especially the Opens -- is extensive,
worldwide, and reaches a huge audience. Preparation for a Championship takes a number of years

prior to the competition, and if neighboring construction or related activities have the potential to in

any way delay or disrupt that work, the USGA may decide that the Championship be held elsewhere.
Olympic therefore needs the maximum possible advance notice from the proponents of the proposed |
Project prior to the commencement of any site preparation or construction activities.

The Club has for many years expressed to both Daly City and San Francisco its concern the proposed
Project should reflect coordinated and integrated water (and other) resources management by the two
Cities, working with the various Federal and State regulatory agencies with which they must interact
as well as with the communities, individuals, and other entities that any such undertaking might

affect. After reviewing the EIR/EIS, Olympic believes that although Daly City and the SFPUC have
made efforts to achieve such integrated planning, we remain somewhat uncertain as to whether it has
been done in a comprehensive and completed manner. For example, we note that although the

EIR/EIS contains a Lake Management Plan (Appendix A) which is said (in Para. 2.6.4 at page 2-31)
to have been developed and agreed upon by the two Cities, and contains significant discussion of the \
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Lake Merced water surface elevation (“WSE”) resulting from the proposed Project. But there also is  /
reference in the document to a separate and subsequent determination of the actual WSE range to be
made at some indefinite future time by the SFPUC (which owns and operates the Lake), and which
reportedly will not occur until after the current EIR/EIS is completed (see, e.g., Para, 2.6.3 on page 2-
30). That separate and subsequent determination will purportedly take into account the input of other
San Francisco departments, the details of which are undisclosed and therefor currently unknown to

readers of the EIR/EIS; one aspect of this uncertainty is Olympic does not now know whether the
SFPUC or any other San Francisco department may need to do subsequent environmental analysis.
The EIR/EIS is at least ambiguous as to whether and how the SFPUC will take this EIR/EIS and the
Project proposal into account. Since the EIR/EIS focuses so heavily on how the proposed Project will
be operated with regard to the resultant WSE, it is not clear whether the EIR/EIS accurately and
completely discloses the environmental effects of the proposed Project. In environmental law terms,
this appears to be a potential cumulative impacts disclosure matter.

Similarly, the Club is aware that the SFPUC is separately pursuing a water supply project involving
conjunctive use of surface water and groundwater in areas generally south and east of Olympic’s
property. Daly City is certainly involved in that project effort, because it uses groundwater and water
it purchases from the SFPUC’s Hetch Hetchy system as the municipal water supply for its water
service customers. That project, which is currently at least partially under construction (and which
was the subject of an entirely separate environmental review), reportedly has the potential to have an
impact on the WSE of Lake Merced. The EIR/EIS for the current Project is at least ambiguous as to
whether the proposed Project has fully taken the conjunctive use project into account; e.g., if for some
(perhaps not fully foreseen) reason the conjunctive use project’s impacts on Lake Merced’s WSE are
less or greater than anticipated, might that require some modification in the Project operations
described in the EIR/EIS in order to either put more or less water through the proposed treatment
wetlands or to otherwise route more or less water through the Project into the Lake? Should
something like that occur, Olympic is concerned that it is not quite sure to whom to turn if it has
questions or concerns about the modified operations of facilities located on or immediately adjacent to
its property. The EIR/EIS does little to dispel this type of uncertainty.

The proposed Project will involve the partial replacement of the Vista Grande Canal, construction of a
“treatment wetlands” in or above a portion of the Canal, and replacement of the Vista Grande Tunnel.
The Canal is on Olympic-owned property, over which San Francisco owns an easement we
understand has been assigned to Daly City. It is immediately adjacent to large portions of the Club’s
Lake Course, the golf course used for the U.S. Open and the other significant tournaments. Olympic
has concerns about both the Canal and wetlands aspects of the proposed Project.

During the construction phase of the proposed Project, the Club is not quite sure what it can expect in
terms of the duration and extent of potential interference with its use and enjoyment, and that of its
members and guests, of its property — particularly the Lake Course. It is Olympic’s understanding the
proposed Project’s design has been completed to the 30% level, according to the designer who spoke
at the May 26, 2016 meeting at Daly City’s Council Chamber. Although we have reviewed those
portions of the EIR/EIS that deal with the “footprint” of the proposed Project and anticipated
construction techniques and impacts, the Club remains very concerned about details of how the
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project will be built, how it will be isolated or screened from users of Club property. Areas of special
concern insofar as Canal construction work is concerned include the work at the uppermost and
lowest reaches of the Canal, where the most extensive work is likely to occur along the Canal,
together with the other areas in which connections to other infrastructure will occur, and especially the
area of the proposed wetlands. For example, where the connection between the modified Canal and

the new Tunnel will take place at or near the downstream end of the Canal, we understand the
EIR/EIS to suggest that the work areas involved may actually encroach into the golf course, but the
extent and duration of any such encroachment is essentially unknown.

For those portions of construction of elements of the proposed Project that will be located on, under,
or adjacent to Club property, Olympic believes that since the proposed Project is being solely
undertaken by others, the Project proponents should bear full financial responsibility for a
construction monitor or monitors to work on behalf of and at the direction of the Club. The purpose

for this requirement is so that Olympic will have and independent trained presence to observe those @
aspects of construction that have potential to impact the Club. The details of any such arrangement
will need to be worked out via negotiations, but Olympic believes that if Daly City’s City Council
decides to approve the Project, in so doing it should expressly commit to a working arrangement of
this nature, at Daly City’s expense.

Olympic remains particularly concerned about the wetlands element of the proposed Project.
Olympic still does not have a clear picture of what it will mean to have a large constructed “treatment
wetlands” on or adjacent to its property at the edge of its property.. Comments have periodically been
made about concerns about aesthetics, odors, and insects, largely because Olympic is still unable to
thoroughly describe to its members what this new facility would look (or smell) like. Olympic prides
itself on being an excellent steward of the lands it owns, and has been recognized for that ethic and for
vigorously implementing it — e.g., it has received certification by the International Audubon Society

for its environmentally sensitive management practices. One component of such certification deals
with use of best management practices with regard to safe and protective use of fertilizers and
pesticides as a part of a successful golf course; Olympic is concerned that construction of the
proposed wetlands immediately adjacent to its golf course not adversely restrict or otherwise impact
its operations in this or any other regard. Establishment of a new sensitive habitat or facility on or
adjacent to Olympic’s property should not expressly or implicitly create any new form of liability,
responsibility, or any other form of obligation for Olympic. Olympic would object to inclusion of
provision for public access into its property as part of any treatment wetlands element of the proposed
Project, primarily for safety, security, and environmental protection reasons.

Similarly, if the proposed wetlands should provide new or enhanced habitat for animal or plant
species not now present on or adjacent to Olympic’s property, the Club should not bear any
responsibility whatsoever for such species, and the proponents of the proposed Project should
expressly acknowledge and agree to permanently assume all such responsibility. The proponents
should also be made expressly responsible for preventing any spread or migration of attracted species E
onto Olympic’s property. Olympic should not have any responsibility for provision or establishment

of any form of buffer between the proposed wetlands and Olympic’s golf course, nor for any aspect of
the physical, biological, chemical, hydrological or any other form of security for the wetlands or for
any other portion of the Canal. For example, Olympic has its principal maintenance facility near the \
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uppermost portion of the Canal, and should not be limited or restricted in its use, maintenance, or /[\
replacement of its facilities as a result of the proposed wetlands or any other element of the proposed
Project. i

It is Olympic’s understanding the proposed Project is intended to be able to cope with stormwater
resulting from a storm that can be statistically predicted to occur once every 25 years, with the most
concentrated rainfall coming in a 4-hour period. As it has noted several times in the past, Olympic is
quite concerned about what will happen in a more severe storm, particularly in light of what Olympic
understands to be the current scientific consensus about the types, magnitudes, and frequency of
recurrence of storms that might be predicted as a result of climate change. In marked contrast to the
25-year storm design criterion, Olympic understands the 2004 storm event that resulted in significant
flooding near the site of the proposed Project is believed by some experts to have been a 1000-year
event. Olympic is aware the current Project proposal calls for construction of the proposed wetlands
above the Canal, so that it would purportedly not be impacted by even the highest anticipated
stormflows. In spite of this aspect of the current Project proposal, the Club still needs to know what is
predicted to happen to the wetlands, the Canal, and Olympic’s adjacent property if the facilities in the
proposed Project are subjected to a more severe storm than the design criteria. The project proponents
should expressly assume all responsibility for any impacts of stormflows that exceed the design
criteria. The post-storm-wetlands are critical among Olympic’s concerns (e.g., what will it look and
smell like, and for how long?), and Olympic believes the proponents of the proposed Project must
expressly accept all responsibility for cleaning up, restoring or remediating the site after any flood or
similar incident affecting the proposed Project. In addition, the Club should be indemnified for
damage to any other property damaged as a result of the damage that may occur.

Both the existing and proposed new Tunnel are/will be located under Olympic-owned property in

which San Francisco owns an easement. The Club understands that easement was leased to Daly City

in 2007, so that it could continue to operate and maintain the Tunnel, and the lease will expire in
2017. We are not aware of the details of the land transaction(s) between the two Cities intended to

provide the necessary land rights to Daly City for the proposed Projects, or how it might impact
Olympic.

Daly City’s wastewater system also includes a treated wastewater “force main” 30 inches in diameter
andoccupies still another easement under Olympic-owned property. Unlike the Canal and the Tunnel
which are generally on, under, or adjacent to the periphery of Olympic’s property, the force main
crosses it diagonally. We understand the existing force main will be abandoned as part of the
proposed Project, but we are now aware of whether that means it will be entirely abandoned in place,
whether any portions of it may be removed or filled with sand, slurry, or some other material to
reduce the chance of land subsidence should the abandoned pipeline collapse over time, or if/how
surface features (e.g., air valves, access structures) of the existing line will be abandoned or removed.

Olympic is aware that Daly City is pursuing various governmental approvals and/or permits for the
proposed Project, and is in that regard interacting with entities including (but certainly not limited to) E—l
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“COE”), the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the |
California Coastal Commission. Since several of those approvals/permits have not yet been issued, \
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Olympic is concerned that the ultimate actions might in some way imp-act the Club’s interest, /|
particularly with regard to its continued use and enjoyment of its property, including but now limited

to its golf courses, without interruption or disruption. One example is the COE “wetlands
delineation,” which is important to understanding whether COE will assert jurisdiction over the
proposed Project and the lands it will occupy or involve. We are aware that the COE determination of
no jurisdiction was made in a letter received by Daly City in late April, 2016. However, by its terms, IEI
the letter made it clear that the COE determination is subject to revision after 5 years from the letter’s
date — since the letter was undated, the ambiguity and uncertainty that creates both for the Project
proponents and for Olympic is quite obvious. Because of the inherent uncertainties, the Club has no
choice but to reiterate that it anticipates that the Project proponents will expressly assume all
responsibility for any changes in Project details or implementation that result from governmental
approvals or permits that have not yet been issued.

Olympic is similarly aware that Daly City is now starting into the process of seeking funding sources
for the proposed Project. In particular, at Daly City’s request, the Club has indicated it will send a
letter of support for Daly City’s application for State bond funds for at least the planning stage of the
proposed Project. Olympic hereby respectfully requests it be kept regularly informed with regard to
Daly City’s anticipated effort to obtain additional funding from either State or Federal sources.

We offer these comments in the spirit of cooperation, as part of the community directly affected by
the on-going Vista Grande issues, and efforts to address them. Olympic appreciates the opportunity to
provide these comments on the Joint Draft EIR/EIS. Olympic will continue to track and monitor
Project planning and environmental documentation work, and reserves the right to make further
comments when and if it deems that to be necessary.

Sincerely,

PP=EWA

Patrick R. Finlen
General Manager
The Olympic Club

PF/cp
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Olympic-1  This comment asserts that the Olympic Club owns the majority of the real property
on, under, or adjacent to which the project has been proposed, and that the Club is
the principal private property owner affected by the Project. It is acknowledged that
the Canal and a portion of land adjacent to the Canal is on a parcel of land owned
by the Olympic Club, over which San Francisco owns an easement that has been
assigned to Daly City. The land between the Olympic Club owned parcel, John
Muir Drive, and Lake Merced are owned by the City and County of San Francisco.
The City of Daly City will coordinate with the Olympic Club regarding any real
estate interests or agreements necessary to implement the project, beyond those
measures described in the EIR/EIS to avoid or reduce environmental effects, as
further discussed in this response to comments.

Olympic-2  This comment requests maximum advanced notice prior to commencement of any
site preparation or construction activities. The project proponent has an extensive
history of engaging with stakeholders with regards to general project information,
scoping, public outreach, and opportunities for comment since 2007 and will
continue to hold public meetings and communicate with interested parties during
project implementation. Construction of the proposed project is expected to begin
in late 2017. As noted in Table 2-2 on page 2-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
construction of the Canal and its various components is expected to occur over
26 months. In addition, as discussed in Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 on page 3.15-9,
Daly City and/or its contractors would implement a Construction Traffic
Management Plan that requires them to provide residents and/or facility owners
adjacent to project construction areas with information in advance of the timing,
location, and duration of construction activities in their area. The continuation of
the overall stakeholder engagement process and required notification via
Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 would ensure maximum advanced notice prior to
commencement of any site preparation or construction activities, as requested.

Olympic-3  This comment asks whether the SFPUC and other San Francisco departments
would need to do subsequent environmental analysis to determine the target water
surface elevation (WSE) for Lake Merced and how the SFPUC will take the Draft
EIR/EIS into account in its determination.

The City of Daly City has solicited SFPUC staff input on their separate approval
process. They indicate that no additional environmental review would be required by
the SFPUC prior to selecting a target lake level range. SFPUC staff will make its
recommendation to the SFPUC Commission regarding target lake levels following
evaluation of potential impacts detailed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Following Daly City’s
certification of the Final EIR, the SFPUC as a responsible agency will review and
consider the EIR/EIS, review the potential impacts of various target lake level ranges,
and will review the staff recommendation for Lake Merced level range. After
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considering the certified EIR/EIS and the staff recommendation, the SFPUC
Commission would adopt and implement a Lake Merced Management Plan to
manage the level of Lake Merced to the target water surface elevation.

Olympic-4  The comment states that it is unclear to the Olympic Club whether the EIR/EIS
properly discloses the environmental effects of the proposed Project or whether
potentially cumulative impacts are being disclosed in the document. See the
response to Comment Trout-2 regarding environmental effects associated with
operation of the proposed project at a range of Lake Merced water surface
elevations. As discussed in that response, the effects of operations at any water
surface elevation under consideration was assessed as part of the proposed project
(rather than a cumulative action). Thus, the effects of operations at any anticipated
water surface elevation have been disclosed as part of this EIR/EIS.

Olympic-5  This comment requests clarity regarding whether the proposed project has fully
taken into account the impacts that SFPUC’s current water supply project involving
conjunctive use of surface water and groundwater could have on Lake Merced
WSEs in terms of the modification of the volume of water routed into the lake. If
operations are modified, the Olympic Club requests clarity regarding which entity
to contact with questions or concerns. The Regional Groundwater Storage and
Recovery (GSR) Project and the SFPUC Ground Water Supply Project (GSP) are
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS as having the potential to cause impacts related to
hydrology and water quality within Lake Merced. The potential for the GSR and
GSP to cause impacts relating to hydrology and water quality within Lake Merced
in a manner that could combine with those of the Project are analyzed and
discussed in detail in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.9.6, Cumulative Effects.

As described in detail in Section 3.9.6.4 (p. 3.9-130, et seq.), a model analysis for
the cumulative scenario for the SFPUC projects and this project was completed that
comprehensively assessed the cumulative effects on lake levels of adding
consistent pumping in western San Francisco and the in-lieu recharge and pumping
of the GSP and GSR Projects, respectively. The model analysis was based on a
representative period of historical climatic conditions, including consideration of
major droughts, to evaluate future WSEs in Lake Merced following
implementation of the GSP and GSR projects both with and without diversions
implemented as part of the Project. The model analysis was conducted in a manner
that reasonably anticipated the range of potential WSEs that could occur in Lake
Merced during long-term project operations, including major climatic variations
(i.e., major drought and above average hydrologic years). The cumulative effect of
the combined projects is generally lower lake levels than observed for the proposed
Project alone, but still higher than the No Project Scenario (i.e., if no diversions to
Lake Merced were implemented under the Project).
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Additionally, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS and presented in full in Appendix A
(p. A-1, et seq.), a Lake Management Plan is proposed as part of the Project that
establishes a long-term hydrology and water quality monitoring, analysis, and
reporting plan for Lake Merced that is integrated with Project operations. As part of
the Lake Management Plan, WSE monitoring would be conducted to inform
adaptive management planning and further actions (such as assessing diversion
thresholds for stormwater diversions to Lake Merced from Vista Grande Canal)
that may be implemented related to water quality and WSE objectives for Lake
Merced. Hydrologic impacts to Lake Merced related to operation of the GSP and
the GSR projects are assessed in detail in the San Francisco Groundwater Supply
Project Final EIR (San Francisco, 2013) and the Groundwater Storage and
Recovery Project Final EIR (San Francisco, 2014). As SFPUC manages Lake
Merced as a whole, any concern regarding future operational changes associated
with water surface elevation should be referred to SFPUC.

Olympic-6  This comment requests clarity regarding the extent and duration of construction
that would be directly adjacent to or encroach onto Olympic Club property, and
clarity on details of how project construction would be isolated or screened from
Club users, in particular the areas of the uppermost and lower reaches of the Canal,
and the constructed treatment wetlands. As shown in Table 2-2 on page 2-22 of the
EIR/EIS, construction of the Canal and its various components is expected to occur
over 26 months, including 4.5 months of construction for the constructed treatment
wetland and 4 months of construction time for the Lake Merced Portal. Construction
is expected to begin in late 2017. As discussed in response to Comment Olympic-2,
the project proponent will continue to hold public meetings and other outreach
opportunities with interested parties during project implementation. The Draft
EIR/EIS Project Description is based upon preliminary 30 percent design drawing
and higher level design drawings are being developed that will be available for
review as part of the regulatory permit application process, as noted in Draft
EIR/EIS Section 2.11, Regulatory Requirements, Permits, and Approvals. This
information will also be used in any required discussions regarding real estate
interests or other agreements required for construction of project elements within
the Olympic Club owned parcel (see response to Comment Olympic-1).

Regarding the question of how project construction would be isolated or screened
from Club users, see EIR/EIS impact AES-1. As discussed, construction areas
would be visible as viewers move past the project construction site; however, their
viewing period would be brief as they move past the site. The same would be
expected of Club users. Further, the golf course areas adjacent to the Canal are at a
higher elevation than the Canal; and include trees that partially screen views to the
north. No tree removal between the Canal and golf course is included as part of the

project.
Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project 3-67 ESA /207036.01
Final EIR/EIS (Responses to Comments) August 2017

Page 122 of 233



3. Comments and Responses

3.8 Response to Comments from Olympic Club

Olympic-7  This comment requests that the project proponents assume full financial
responsibility for construction monitors who work on behalf of and at the direction
of the Club in order to retain a presence to observe construction impacts to the
Club. As discussed on page 1-3 of the EIR/EIS, the joint EIR/EIS is an
informational document intended to inform both the decision makers and the public
of the potentially significant environmental effects associated with the construction,
operation, and long-term maintenance of the proposed stormwater management
Project. As lead agency, Daly City is responsible for the scope, content, and legal
adequacy of the document, and its role is to identify project objectives, potential
impacts, and carry out identified mitigation measures via the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP). The EIR/EIS (and MMRP) require survey and
monitoring of certain resources during project construction to ensure that
substantial environmental impacts are avoided or reduced, such as, but not limited
to, Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 (Dust Control Plan Implementation) which requires
monitoring during construction to ensure the watering of exposed surfaces,
covering of trucks, and sweeping of visible mud or dirt onto adjacent public roads;
Mitigation Measures 3.4-6 (Implement Tree Protection Measures and Plant
Replacement Trees), which requires the establishment of a tree protection zone by
a certified arborist and monitoring during construction; Mitigation Measures 3.4-7a
(Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants), which requires monitoring
during construction to ensure that soil stockpiles are covered and that tools and
equipment are cleaned; and Mitigation Measures 3.11-1 which requires
monitoring during construction to ensure that equipment and vehicles use best
available noise-control techniques. In terms of any additional monitoring for
purposes beyond protection of environmental resources, such as real estate
interests, see the response to Comment Olympic-1.

Olympic-8  This comment requests clarity regarding the possible aesthetics, odors, and insect
impacts that the treatment wetlands could have on the Olympic Club’s property. As
described in Section 3.2, Aesthetics on page 3.2-9, and shown in Photos 1 and 2 in
Figure 3.2-3, Wetland Cell A would be located on the western side of John Muir
Drive, in a currently unimproved area with a few shrubs. Wetland Cell B would be
located on the western side of John Muir Drive in an open area with weedy
vegetation (grasses) with utility poles and scattered trees and shrubs (see Photo 4 in
Figure 3.2-4). As noted in Section 2.4.1.3, Constructed Treatment Wetland on
page 2-9, the wetlands would be planted with emergent reeds such as cattails or
bulrush. As discussed in on page 3.3-23, Impact AIR-4 concludes that the project
would have a less than significant impact with regard to objectionable odors. The
constructed wetlands would be operated using a recirculating pump, which would
prevent water from stagnating in the treatment wetland cells. In addition, as
discussed in Section 2.6.5, Project Maintenance, operation of the treatment
wetlands would require mosquito control using bacterial methods and trash
removal on an annual basis, harvesting of biomass approximately every 5 years,
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and removal of silt and other organic material every 10 to 20 years. Therefore
substantial decomposed organic material would not be present.

Overall, the wetlands are designed to be treatment wetlands for the purposes of
stormwater and lake water treatment. They would not be considered jurisdictional
waters or new areas of sensitive biological resources habitat. See the response to
Comment Olympic-1 regarding other real estate interests, such as the Olympic
Club’s existing use of fertilizers and pesticides, creation of any form of obligation
or liability, and continued use of existing facilities as currently occurs.

Olympic-9  This comment, discussing the Olympic Club’s objection to the provision of public
access into its property as part of any treatment wetlands element, is noted. No
public use of the treatment wetlands is proposed, as discussed in response to
Comment GGAS-3.

Olympic-10 This comment requests that the Olympic Club not be held responsible for any new
animal or plant species that are not currently present on or adjacent to Olympic
Club property that could become established as a result of the proposed wetlands,
that the project proponents should permanently assume all such responsibility, and
that existing use of facilities in the vicinity of the project be allowed to continue.
See response to Comment GGAS-3, discussing the types of plants that would be
included in the treatment wetlands and indicating composition of vegetation within
the treatment wetlands is intentionally similar to the shoreline vegetation of Lake
Merced, though on a much smaller scale, and would not provide unique habitat for
local wildlife.

Olympic-11 This comment requests clarity regarding potential effects if the proposed project
facilities are subject to a storm more severe than the 25-year, 4-hour storm design
criteria. As discussed in Section 2.6.1, Management of Stormwater Flow, on
pages 2-28 and 2-29 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed project is conservatively
sized to more than accommaodate peak flows generated by the 25-year design
storm, which is approximately 1,070 cfs. The box culvert alone would be designed
to accommodate a minimum of 1,070 cfs, the Canal between the diversion structure
and Tunnel portal would have a capacity of approximately 500 cfs, and the Tunnel
would have a capacity of at least 500 cfs. The capacity leading up to the diversion
structure is 1070 cfs, and the total capacity beyond the diversion structure is
1570 cfs. In addition, for storms exceeding the 25-year, 4-hour criteria, if screened
storm flows meet diversion criteria after the initial storm event, flows exceeding
the capacity of the treatment wetlands would be routed to Impound Lake. The
treatment wetlands would have a negligible drainage basin, therefore large storms
would have a negligible impact on the wetlands. If stormwater flows from the Vista
Grande watershed exceed the combined capacity of Lake Merced and the Canal
and Tunnel, Canal flows would overtop the Canal and the wetlands and flow across
John Muir Drive to Lake Merced, as occurs under current conditions. Flows would
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cross the existing hardscape areas (riprap) between John Muir Driver and South
Lake. Inflows to the lake would result in overflows back to the Tunnel as capacity
is available and would be discharged via the Ocean Outlet. This could temporarily
raise lake levels above the target WSE, providing short-term storage during major
storm events to reduce flooding in the Vista Grande Basin

As noted in comments Olympic-7 and Olympic-10, as the project proponent, Daly
City is responsible for implementing the proposed project according to the provisions
of required regulatory permits and CEQA and NEPA guidelines regarding the
identification of construction and operational impacts to the environment, and the
implementation of mitigation measures via the MMRP. Daly City therefore bears
responsibility for the operation and maintenance of the proposed project and its
components. See also the response to Comment Olympic-1.

Olympic-12 This comment requests clarity regarding the details of land transactions between
San Francisco and Daly City with regards to the easement owned by San Francisco
and leased to Daly City for the Olympic Club’s land where the Tunnel is/would be
located. The comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy or
accuracy of the Draft EIR/DEIS. The comment is noted. As discussed in
Section 2.4.2 Vista Grande Tunnel and East and West Portals on page 2-10 in the
Draft EIR/EIS, San Francisco holds the tunnel easement and leases it to Daly City.
As part of the Project, San Francisco would convey this easement to Daly City
subject to a reserved drainage easement for Lake Merced. Daly City would replace
the Tunnel within the easement, as amended and clarified through agreement with
NPS. Daly City would also potentially seek a right-of-way permit or other
authorization from NPS to accommodate any portions of the Project that lie outside
of the easement(s). These easement updates and potential right-of-way permit or
other authorization are within the scope of the Project.

Olympic-13 This comment requests clarity regarding how the 30-inch treated wastewater “force
main” that runs diagonally under Olympic Club property will be abandoned and
whether portions will be removed or filled to reduce the chance of subsidence (or
settlement) in case of collapse. The force main is a 27-inch pipeline, as opposed to
a 30-inch pipeline. The 27-inch force main pipeline that crosses under the Olympic
Club will be abandoned in place and filled from available access points with
materials to prevent collapse or settlement. This is preferable to replacement as it
minimizes disruption. See also the response to Comment CSLC-13.

Olympic-14 This comment requests that project proponents assume all responsibility for
changes in project details or implementation that could result from governmental
approvals or permits that have not yet been issued. As noted in comments
Olympic-6, Olympic-10, and Olympic-121, as the project proponent, Daly City is
responsible for implementing the proposed project according to the provisions of
required regulatory permits and CEQA and NEPA guidelines regarding the
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identification of construction and operational impacts to the environment, and the
implementation of mitigation measures via the MMRP. Daly City therefore bears
responsibility for changes that could result from government approvals or permits
that have not yet been issued. See also the response to Comment Olympic-1.

Olympic-15 This comment, requesting that the Olympic Club be kept informed of any efforts
by the project proponents to obtain funding for the project from State or Federal
sources, is noted. As discussed in comment Olympic-2, Daly City will continue to
hold public meetings and engage in communication with interested parties
throughout the project’s lifetime, including updates regarding project schedule and

funding.
Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project 3-71 ESA /207036.01
Final EIR/EIS (Responses to Comments) August 2017

Page 126 of 233



3. Comments and Responses

3.8 Response to Comments from Olympic Club

This page intentionally left blank

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project 3-72 ESA /207036.01
Final EIR/EIS (Responses to Comments) August 2017

Page 127 of 233



CHAPTER 4

Draft EIR/EIS Revisions

The following changes to the text of the Draft EIR/EIS are made in response to comments on the
Draft EIR/EIS or are included to clarify the Draft EIR/EIS text. For each change, new language is
double underlined, while deleted text is shown in striketheugh.

Executive Summary

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS Table ES-1, Comparison of Significant Impacts of
Project to Impacts of Alternatives Under CEQA, has been revised:

Tunnel Alignment

Canal Configuration

No Project/No Action

Impact Proposed Project Alternative Alternative Alternative
emissions generate GHG emissions ) Although construction | No construction
during ve requlator Alternative would of the collection box emissions would be
construction | thresholds include similar n x_culvert woul generated, and

If tunnel driv r characteristics and r in H would not change. (No

constructed concurrently, | any differences in mission mpar Impact)

n a 24-hour is, total would resultin a Project, tunnel

hort-term construction- similar level of GHG construction would

woul vV proposed Project result in a significant

BAAQMD'’ ntitativ rin nstruction impact during

= -
tons CO2e for non- Significant with (Less than Significant
stationary sources during | Mitigation with Mitigation)

ignificant impact. (L
than Significant with

Chapter 2, Project and Alternatives

In response to Comment USEPA-12, EIR/EIS page 2-12, paragraph 3 has been revised:

This section details the construction locations, activities and methods for the proposed
project. Table 2-1 summarizes the proposed construction activities including demolition
and tree removal; project component construction or demolition; excavation; spoils?

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project
Final EIR/EIS (Responses to Comments)

4-1

ESA /207036.01
August 2017

Page 128 of 233



4. Draft EIR/EIS Revisions

storage, waste diversion3 and disposal, and dewatering activities; and installation of

work/staging areas.

2

“Spoils” refers to soil remaining from an excavation after backfilling is completed.

Diversion requirements set forth under Daly City Municipal Code 15.64.020 and San Francisco Ordinance

No. 27-06.

As a staff-initiated change, EIR/EIS page 2-23, Table 2-3 has been revised:

CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT USAGE BY PROJECT COMPONENT

TABLE 2-3

Construction Usage

Duration of Use Daily Use
Equipment Project Component Number (weeks) (hours/day)
Compactor (CAT 563) Canal and Wetlands 1 26 6
Excavator with hammer Canal and Wetlands 1 186 6
(750 Hitachi)
Excavator to clean ditch Canal and Wetlands 1 1830 6
(CAT 320E L)
Excavator (CAT 320E L) Shaft/Ocean Outlet and 1 18 6
Tunnel Portal
Loader (CAT 966 or 950) Ocean Outlet and Tunnel 1 20 8
Portal/Canal and Wetlands
Pile Driver Shaft/Ocean Outlet and 1 18 8
Tunnel Portal/Canal and
Wetlands
Drill Rig Ocean Outlet and Tunnel 1 2 6
Portal
Concrete pump (75 HP) Ocean Outlet 1 1 3
Loader (CAT 966 or 950) Tunnel 1 72 to 160 8
Road Header (Alpine EBZ132) | Tunnel 2 or 12 28 to 1122 8 t016
or mini-excavator
Crane (150 ton) Tunnel 1 72 to 160 12 to 24
Air Compressor Tunnel 1 72 to 160 12 to 24
Ventilation Fan (100 HP) Tunnel 2 72 to 160 12 to 24

NOTE:

a |f tunnel drives are completed sequentially, one road header or mini excavator would be used for a total duration of 56 weeks (24-

hour tunneling) or 112 weeks (daytime tunneling only). If tunnel drives are completed concurrently, two would be used for a duration
of 28 weeks (24-hour tunneling) or 56 weeks (daytime tunneling only).

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 2-24, paragraph 2 has been revised:

Electricity demand during construction would be approximately 1,300 kilowatts (kW) and
would be required for the shaft staging area only. For a conventional tunneling operation,

the estimated minimum required power connection is about 3,000 kVA. Equipment
included in this estimate includes roadheader or mini-excavator per tunnel drive; and
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ancillary equipment consisting of shotcrete application equipment, a batch plant, a
compressor, pumps, ventilation fans, water treatment facilities, shop equipment and
warehouse, a change house, yard lighting, and office trailers. Temporary construction
power would be provided to the staging area at Fort Funston via a temporary Pacific Gas &

Electric (PG&E) service connection, or by using a portable diesel-powered generator. If a

temporary PG&E service connection is used, aAn emergency power supply (generator)
with the capacity to provide 1,000 kVA would be located on-site during construction.

In response to Comment CSLC-3, EIR/EIS page 2-26, paragraph 6 has been revised:

° Ocean Outlet structure: 300 cy of exposed brick and shotcrete lined tunnel and
concrete structure to be demolished and disposed of. Approximately 240-120 feet

of 33-inch concrete pipe from the replacement of the submarine outfall pipeline to

be disposed of.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 2-72, paragraph 3 has been revised:

2.10 Lead Agency Preferred Alternative

Under NEPA, the “preferred alternative” is a preliminary indication of the Lead Agency’s
preference of action among the proposed action and alternatives. A NEPA Lead Agency
may select a preferred alternative for a variety of reasons, including the agency’s priorities,
in addition to the environmental considerations discuss

In

preferred-alternativeinthe Final EHR/EISH]

accordance with NEPA (40 CFR

ed in the EIS. Altheugh-the Lead

502.4(e))

and based on the assessment in this EIR/EIS, NPS has identified the proposed Project as the

preferred alternative.

Section 3.3, Air Quality

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.3.19, Table 3.3-4 has been revised:

TABLE 3.3-4
CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA POLLUTANT EXHAUST EMISSIONS

Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)

Emissions Source ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5
Construction Activities 2:84.9 23-120.0 1509 450.9
Vehicle Trips 1107 21.512.3 0:50.3 08:40.2
Average Daily (pounds/day) 3:95.6 44.632.2 1912 191.2
BAAQMD Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54
Significant Impact? No No No No

NOTES: Emissions were estimated using emission factors from the Off-road emissions inventory database and EMFAC

2011. Numbers may not sum due to rounding. Refer to Appendix C for details on the emissions estimates.

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project
Final EIR/EIS (Responses to Comments)

4-3

ESA /207036.01

August 2017

Page 130 of 233
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As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.3-24, Table 3.3-5 has been revised:

TABLE 3.3-5
NEPA-RELEVANT CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Total Annual Construction Emissions (tons/year)*

Emissions Source ROG NOx PM2.5 CO
Year 1

Construction Activities 0:20.1 1.80.8 010.0 1+10.0
Vehicle Trips 6-10.1 252.2 6:00.0 6:90.0
Total Annual 6403 4329 0:20.1 2:00.1
De Minimis Level 100 100 100 100
Exceeds De Minimis Level? No No No No
Year 2

Construction Activities 6511 4143 6:30.2 2-80.2
Vehicle Trips 020.1 3:51.6 010.0 440.0
Total Annual 0712 #55.8 0:30.2 4.20.2
De Minimis Level 100 100 100 100
Exceeds De Minimis Level? No No No No
Year 3

Construction Activities 0103 210 010.0 6:80.0
Vehicle Trips 6:00.0 6-60.0 6:00.0 6:20.0
Total Annual 6203 1+81.1 6-10.0 1060.0
De Minimis Level 100 100 100 100
Exceeds De Minimis Level? No No No No

* NOTE: numbers may not sum due to rounding. These annual construction emissions were estimated based on the
conservative assumption that construction activities would commence in early 2016. Although this construction schedule
no longer is feasible, the estimated emissions are conservative because construction in later years will benefit from a
cleaner fleet of off-road equipment as a result of CARB’s In-Use Offroad Diesel Vehicle Regulation, and the New Offroad
Compression Ignition Diesel Engines and Equipment Program.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.3-25, paragraph 4 has been revised:

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative would have similar construction characteristics of the
Project. The construction methods and duration to construct this alternative would not
change compared to the Tunnel portion of the Project, as described in Chapter 2, except
that a digger shield or micro tunnel boring machine would be used in place of a mini
excavator. From an air quality perspective, this would represent replacing one type of
equipment diesel-engine with another, and the power requirements and resulting criteria
pollutant emissions would be similar. Both types of equipment engines would operate
over the same construction phase duration and have similar engine load factors and
would not meaningfully change the emissions estimated for the proposed Project which
are primarily determined by these characteristics.
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Section 3.4, Biological Resources

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-19, paragraph 3 has been revised:

Daly City’s environmental consultant (ESA) conducted a formal wetland delineation for
federally jurisdictional wetlands and waters in November and December of 2012 (ESA,
2014). The field delineation identified and documented all potentially jurisdictional
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. within the delineation study area. This wetland
delineation found that within the study area, potential federally jurisdictional features
include: Lake Merced, a freshwater lake used for recreational fishing and boating and
thus, a Tradltronally Navrgable Water (TNW), and |ts adjacent wetlands; \Astarerande

anel—eut—te—the—Paerﬁe@eean—(a—'FNM—and the Pacrflc Ocean below the hrgh trde Irne
(HTL) at Fort Funston. With the exception of the Vista Grande Canal, which was
determined by the Corps to be non-jurisdictional (USACE, 2016),—Fthe federal wetland

delineation has not yet been verified by the Corps and should be considered preliminary
until verification in writing is received from the Corps.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-67, paragraphs 4 and 5 have been revised:

As discussed in Section 3.4.1.5, potential jurisdictional features occur within the Project
site, which have not been verified as such by regulatory agencies, with the exception of the
Corps disavowing its jurisdiction over Vista Grande Canal. For the purpose of this Project
analysis, these features are treated as potentially affected federal jurisdictional wetlands and
other waters. Project impacts to these potentially jurisdictional features would involve
temporary and permanent discharges of structures and/or fill within waters and wetlands,
and/or alterations of the bed and/or banks of a lake or stream, to accommodate Project
activities.

Potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other waters would be affected by the placement
of permanent or temporary fill material assocrated with the—mstal—latren—ef—the—eel—leetren

dwersreh—etruetureAMthHme—\Asta—GrandeGanal—constructlon of the Lake Merced outlet

structure in Impound Lake, eonstruction-of the-tempoerary-aceess-ramp-at-the-dewnstream
end-of-the Canal-replacement of the Lake Merced overflow structure in South Lake, and

use of the temporary beach access route. Appre*rmately—l%@@—feet—ef—the—?»—@@@—feet

aced: The total area of

Qermanent |mgacts is exgected to be Iess than 0 5 acre.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-68, paragraph 2 has been revised:

Within the Project area, wetlands and other waters of the U.S. are regulated under Section

404 of the Clean Water Act. Because of the small area of permanent impacts to wetlands
and other waters of the U.S. (less than 0.5 acre) the project will be authorized under the
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Nationwide Permit (NWP) Program, likely under NWP #7 (Outfall Structures and
Associated Intake Structures), NWP #13 (Bank Stabilization), NWP #33 (Temporary

Construction, Access and Dewatering), or NWP #43 (Stormwater Facilities), or a
combination thereof, to be determine by the Corps..-ane-n-Navigable waters are regulated
by a Letter of Permission under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-68, Table 4.3-3 has been revised:

TABLE 3.4-3
IMPACTS TO POTENTIAL FEDERALLY JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS AND WATERS
Feature Type/Name Impact Type Preliminary Regulatory Jurisdiction
Waters

Corps (Section 404 CWA, Section 10 RHA),
RWQCB (Section 401, P-C), CCC
jurisdiction, CDFW Section 1600

Corps{Section-404-CWA)-RWQCB

Temporary and permanent loss

Lake Merced .
Permanent gain

Vista Grande Canal Permanent loss (Secti _P-C), CDFW Section 1600
Corps (Section 404 CWA, Section 10 RHA),
Pacific Ocean Temporary and permanent loss RWQCB (Section 401, P-C), CCC
jurisdiction
Corps (Section 404 CWA, Section 10 RHA),
Beach at Fort Funston Temporary and permanent loss RWQCB (Section 401, P-C), CCC
jurisdiction
Wetlands (Lake Merced)
Temporary and possibly Corps, CCC, RWQCB (Section 401, P-C),
Bulrush Wetland (BW) permanent loss CDFW Section 1600
Temporary and possibly Corps, CCC, RWQCB (Section 401, P-C),
Knotweed Wetland (KW) permanent loss CDFW Section 1600
Arroyo Willow Wetland Temporary and possibly Corps, CCC, CDFW Section 1600
(AWW) permanent loss

SOURCE: ESA, 2014

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.4-133 has been revised:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 2016. Letter Correspondence determination
regarding the Vista Grande Canal as a non-jurisdictional feature. Received
April 29, 2016.

Section 3.5, Cultural Resources

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.5-34, paragraph 3 has been revised:

Although approximately 58 percent or about 2,100 feet of the Canal would remain intact
after completion of the Project, the Project would demolish the remaining 1,500 feet of the
Canal and all of the 3,000-foot-long Tunnel, thereby substantially affecting of the vast
majority (698 percent) of the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel as an entire drainage system.
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Section 3.6, Geology and Soils

A discussion of the California Building Code (CBD) begins on page 3.6-16 of the EIR/EIS. It is
acknowledged that the ASCE/SEI has updated their seismic standards since the publishing of the
Draft EIR/EIS from ASCE 7-10 to ASCE 7-16. The 2016 edition of the CBD was published by
the California Building Standards Commission on July 1, 2016, effective January 1, 2017.

Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate
Change

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.7-10, paragraph 2 has been revised:

During Project construction, construction equipment, trucks, worker vehicles, and
ground-disturbing activities would generate GHG emissions directly. The construction
equipment inventory and use assumptions input to estimate construction emissions were
developed based on the assumed weekly construction schedule for the Project combined
with equipment types and duration of use information provided by Daly City.
Construction of the Canal is expected to occur feralmestthe-full-28-months-of total
Project-constructionover approximately the first year of Project construction. Tunnel
construction would occur for 2% 17 to 37 months and would occur concurrently with
construction of the Ocean Outlet, which is expected to last 5.5 months. Construction
activities would include site demolition, tree and vegetation removal, excavation,
tunneling, grading, pile driving, drilling, backfilling, and material loading.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.7-10, Impact GHG-1 has been revised:

a) Impact GHG-1: Project construction and operation would generate GHG
emissions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.7-11, Table 3.7-2 has been revised:

TABLE 3.7-2
CONSTRUCTION-RELATED GHG EMISSIONS (METRIC TONS CO;E)

Construction Activity Source Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Off-road Equipment Emissions 17511924 436.01,575.8 419.5393.7

Vehicle Emissions 845.3700.7 550:1622.4 97.941.9

Total Construction Emissions 1,020-4893.1 986-12,198.2 21734355

Significance Threshold 1,100.0 1,100.0 1,100.0

Significant Impact? No NeYes No
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As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.7-11, paragraphs 3 and 4 have been revised and a
mitigation measure has been added:

As indicated in Table 3.7-2, total short-term Project construction-related GHG emissions

would be at-mest-1;,020-metric-tons-CO2e-peryear-which-is-tower-thanbelow BAAQMD’s

guantitative threshold of 1,100 metric tons COZ2e per year for non-stationary sources in

construction years 1 and 3, but would be above this threshold during year 2. Therefore,
GHG emissions from Project construction are considered less-than significant during

year 2.

The estimates provided in Table 3.7-2 reflect the most intensive construction schedule
among the possible options related to tunneling (i.e., concurrent tunnel drive construction,
24 hours per day). Some of the emissions estimated to occur in years +-and 2 likely would
be displaced into year 3 and potentially a fourth year of construction if the tunnel drives
were constructed sequentially and/or if tunnel construction was limited to between

7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. because construction would be spread out over a greater number of
months (up to 44 months in total; see Table 2-2). The overall total construction emissions
would be similar, but less intensive construction would result in lower annual emissions. If

the least intensive construction schedule is implemented (i.e., subsequent tunnel drive

construction, 12 hours per day), annual emissions would be below the annual threshold

during each construction year and would be less than significant. Ynderat-cireumstances;
tlmpacts associated with construction-related GHG emissions would be less-than
significant if tunnel drives are constructed concurrently, if tunneling occurs on a 24-hour
basis, or both. -Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 would reduce the impact
associated with construction-related GHG emissions to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction

Daly City and/or its contractor(s) shall implement the following measures to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from construction:

1. On-road vehicle idling time shall be minimized and shall not exceed a
5-minute maximum. Additionally, off-road engines shall not idle for longer
than 5 minutes, per Section 2449(d)(3) of Title 13, Article 4.10, Chapter 9 of
the California Code of Regulations. Clear signage of this requirement shall be
provided for construction workers at all access points to construction areas.

2. Utilize B20 biodiesel for generator fueling to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions of generator operation by approximately 20 percent.

3. Following finalization of project design and construction phasing, but prior
to the start of construction activities, Daly City and/or its contractors shall
use best available modeling tools to estimate annual greenhouse gas
emissions resulting from construction. After accounting for the use of B20
biodiesel as under Item 2, Daly City shall purchase carbon offsets in the
amount that construction emissions would exceed the greenhouse gas

emissions significance threshold of 1,100 MT/CO2-equivalent per year from
an accredited source.
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As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.7-11, paragraph 5 (continuing on page 3.7-12)
has been revised:

Once construction is complete, the Project would result in negligible new sources of
GHG emissions. GHG emissions would result from the use of a vacuum truck to clean
the debris screening device, from vehicles required during other annual maintenance
activities, from electricity used to pump water to the wetlands, and from periodic
replacement of the Ocean Outlet (approximately 25 years) as bluff erosion proceeds.
However, the Project also would allow Daly City to discontinue pumping treated effluent
from the Wastewater Treatment Plant through the force main during wet weather because
it would accommodate the use of the gravity pipeline during wet weather. This would
eliminate the GHG emissions associated with electricity used to power the pumps that
supply water to the force main when needed. Additionally, the LMP includes an
operational plan for the proposed Vista Grande diversions, a water quality monitoring
plan, and best management practices that could result in occasional maintenance vehicle
trips. Therefore, there would be a negligible net change in long-term baseline conditions
as a result of the Project, and the long-term operational impact with respect to GHG
emissions would be less than significant.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.
As a staff-initiated text change, on EIR/EIS page 3.7-12, the first full paragraph has been revised:

The 25,000 metric tons CO2e threshold for adverse environmental impacts is described in
Section 3.7.3.2. As shown in Table 3.7-2, construction-related GHG emissions would be
below this federal reporting threshold for all years (up to 4-9 percent of the threshold in
the first second year). Therefore, the Project would have a minor adverse impact with
regard to construction related GHG emissions. As described above, operational GHG
emissions which would result from the use of electricity to power seasonal pump and
diversion gate operations and from occasional vehicle trips to perform maintenance
operations would not be a daily occurrence and would generate negligible GHG
emissions (less than 1 percent of the threshold). Therefore the Project would have a
negligible impact with regard to operational GHG emissions.

As a staff-initiated text change, on EIR/EIS page 3.7-12, the third full paragraph (continuing on
page 3.7-13) has been revised:

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative would have many similar construction characteristics
of the Project. The general construction methods and duration required to construct the
Tunnel Alignment Alternative would not change compared to the Tunnel portion of the
proposed Project, as described in Chapter 2. The details of the construction activities and
methods for the Project, which would be the substantially similar to those of the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative with the exception that a digger shield or micro tunnel boring
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machine would be used in place of a mini excavator, are summarized in Table 2-1 and
include demolition; alternative component construction or demolition; excavation; spoils
storage, diversion, and disposal and dewatering activities; and installation of
work/staging areas. From a GHG emission perspective, use of a digger shield or micro
tunnel boring machine in place of a mini excavator would represent replacing one type of

diesel-engineequipment with another, and the power requirements and resulting

greenhouse gas emissions would be similar. Both types of equipment engines would
operate over the same construction phase duration and have similar engine load factors

and would not meaningfully change the GHG emissions estimated for the proposed
Project which are primarily determined by these characteristics.

As a staff-initiated text change, on EIR/EIS page 3.7-13, the first full paragraph has been revised:

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative would require a reduced volume of materials to be
off-hauled as compared to the Project, which would reduce the number of truck trips
required and their associated GHG emissions. However, this reduction in the number of

truck trips would not reduce GHG emissions in construction year 2 to below Like-the

PDrola na el Alloonmen Altarn aWV.V/a a ala on aYaMl da an =

. and the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative would result in a significant impact during construction year 2,
like the proposed Projects. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 would be required for construction

of the Tunnel Alignment Alternative. Fherefere;With implementation of mitigation,
construction-related GHG emissions associated with the Tunnel Alignment Alternative

would be less than significant.

As a staff-initiated text change, on EIR/EIS page 3.7-13, the fourth full paragraph has been revised:

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative would require a reduced volume of materials to be
off-hauled as compared to the Project, which would reduce the number of truck trips
required and their associated emissions. Like the Project, the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would have annual construction-related GHG emissions that would be below
the federal reporting threshold for all years (up to 9 4-percent of the 25,000-ton reporting
threshold). Operational GHG emissions resulting from the use of electricity to power
seasonal pump and diversion gate operations and from occasional vehicle trips to perform
maintenance operations would not be a daily occurrence and would generate negligible
GHG emissions (less than 1 percent of the 25,000-ton reporting threshold). Therefore,
this alternative would have a minor adverse impact with regard to GHG emissions during
construction, and a negligible impact during operation and maintenance.

As a staff-initiated text change, on EIR/EIS page 3.7-14, the first full paragraph has been revised:

The construction methods and duration to construct this alternative would not change
substantially compared to the Project, as described in Chapter 2 except that the collection
box and box culvert would not be installed. This would result in reduced duration of
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construction activity as removal of approximately 1,500 feet of the canal structure and
installation of box culverts described for the proposed Project would not occur, resulting
in fewer annual emissions. Additionally, truck transport of excavated materials and clean
fill associated with the box culvert would not be required under this alternative that
would occur under the proposed Project, also reducing annual emissions. Like-the
Project; Because the Canal Configuration Alternative would be paired with either the

proposed tunnel construction or construction of the Tunnel Alignment Alternative, it
would be a component of the overall construction that would result in a significant impact
during construction year 2, like the proposed Project. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 would be
reguired to reduce have-annual-construction-related- GHG-emissions-that-would-net
exceed-the BAAQMP s-significance-threshelds—Therefore; construction-related GHG

emissions associated with the Funnel-AlighmentCanal Configuration Alternative and
either tunnel option toweuld-be less than significant.

As a staff-initiated text change, on EIR/EIS page 3.7-14, the third full paragraph has been revised:

The construction methods and duration to construct the Canal Configuration Alternative
would not change compared to the Project. Construction emissions under the Canal
Configuration Alternative would be reduced compared to those presented in Table 3.7-3
for the Project because of the reduced amount of excavation and construction associated
with the elimination of the collection box and box culvert. Consequently, like the Project,
the Canal Configuration Alternative would have annual construction-related GHG
emissions that would be below the federal reporting threshold for all years (less than
94-percent of the 25,000-ton reporting threshold). Operational GHG emissions resulting
from the use of electricity to power seasonal pump and diversion gate operations and
from occasional vehicle trips to perform maintenance operations would not be a daily
occurrence and would generate negligible GHG emissions (less than 1 percent of the
25,000-ton reporting threshold). Therefore, this alternative would have a minor adverse
impact with regard to GHG emissions during construction, and a negligible impact during
operation and maintenance.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.7-15, paragraph 2 has been revised:

GHG emissions are inherently a cumulative concern because it is the accumulation of
GHG emissions in the atmosphere around the earth that results in global climate change;
therefore, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to GHG emissions and
climate change is global. The Project would result in miner short-term GHG emissions
during construction that would be-belowexceed the applicable CEQA thresholds

develeped-by-BAAQMDBduring construction year 2, but would be reduced to below this

threshold with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1, and would have negligible
long-term GHG emissions during operation. The Project would not conflict with the

state’s GHG reduction goals, and as described in Section 3.7.3.3, Criteria and Thresholds
with No Impact or Not Applicable, would support the goals of the Climate Change
Scoping Plan. The Tunnel Alignment Alternative and Canal Configuration Alternative
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would result in reduced construction emissions, but would still exceed the applicable
CEQA threshold during construction year 2 and require implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1. andThese alternatives would have substantially similar operation and
maintenance emissions compared to the Project. Therefore, they would not conflict with
the state’s GHG reduction goals, and they would support the Climate Change Scoping
Plan. The No Project/No Action alternative would not result in substantial GHG
emissions. All of the cumulative projects described in Table 3.1-1 in Section 3.1,
Introduction and Overview, could contribute to global warming due to the generation of
short-term and/or long-term GHG emissions. If GHG emissions continue globally such
that climate change results in the impacts described in Section 3.7.1.1, the overall global
cumulative impact would be significant and adverse. However, the Project’s and the
alternatives’ contributions to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable because

implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 would reduce emissions to below all
applicable thresholds.

Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality

In response to Comment USEPA-13, EIR/EIS page 3.9-1, paragraph 3 (continuing on page 3.9-2)
has been revised:

The study area is located within the San Francisco Coastal South Watershed (USEPA,
2015), which extends from western San Francisco to the southern end of San Mateo
County. Lake Merced, the major surface freshwater feature in the study area, is a naturally
occurring lake located approximately 0.25 mile from the Pacific Ocean in the southwestern
corner of San Francisco. The proposed Project components are all located within the Lake
Merced urban watershed, one of eight distinct urban watersheds within the City and
County of San Francisco (San Francisco). A natural watershed is the land area that drains
to a single body of water such as a stream, lake, wetland, or estuary, whereas an urban
watershed can replace overland sheet flow to natural tributaries with constructed storm and
sewer systems that separately collect and convey flows. Storm and authorized non-storm
flows! (also referred to as exempt and conditionally exempt discharges under the
Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit, RWQCB Order R2-2009-0674 R2-2015-0049)
within the urban watersheds on the western side of San Francisco, including the Lake
Merced urban watershed, flow toward the Pacific Ocean through constructed stormwater
conveyance systems.

1 Authorized non-stormwater discharges (also called exempt and conditionally exempt discharges) are
described in detail in Section C.15 of the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit, RWQCB
Order No. R2-2009-0074 R2-2015-0049; detail in Section C.15 of the Municipal Regional Stormwater
NPDES Permit, RWQCB Order No. R2-2009-0674 R2-2015-0049; examples include pumped
groundwater, runoff from landscape irrigation, water from foundation drains, air conditioning condensate,
water from residential car washing activities, and the like.
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In response to Comment USEPA-13, EIR/EIS page 3.9-49, paragraph 4 has been revised:

Stormwater runoff and authorized non-storm flows (conditionally exempt discharges)
from Daly City and the other San Mateo County cities have been regulated under MS4
NPDES permits since 1993. These MS4 permits, including the current Municipal
Regional Permit, RWQCB Order No. R2-2009-0074 R2-2015-0049 (MRP), re-issued by
the Water Board on November 19, 2015, to regulate stormwater discharges from

municipalities and local agencies in San Mateo County, have contained increasingly
prescriptive requirements, typically in the form of enhanced BMPs.

In response to Comment USEPA-13, EIR/EIS page 3.9-87, paragraph 3 has been revised:

To assess the direct and indirect long-term impacts of Project operations on Lake Merced
water quality, a detailed Project-specific WQA was developed (ESA, 2015). The WQA
presents analysis of the potential changes to Lake Merced existing conditions as a result
of Project operations and incorporates the hydrologic context of Project operations, such
as the relative volume of Canal flows as compared to overall lake volume. Additionally,
as part of the analysis of potential water quality effects to Lake Merced, the water quality
of Canal flows were considered within the context of proposed physical and operational
Project elements (such as the screening device, the treatment wetlands, and the diversion
protocols), as well as regulatory controls2 to urban runoff water quality.

12 As discussed in detail in the WQA and in Section 3.9.2, the existing and proposed diversions of flows
from the Vista Grande Canal to Lake Merced are covered under the existing MS4 NPDES permit, called
the MRP, RWQCB Order No. R2-2009-0074 R2-2015-0049. No additional NPDES permits are needed
for Project operation. The operational protocols and the use of in-lake management actions and BMPs
proposed as part of the Project are described in Section 2.6.1 and 2.6.2, respectively.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.9-112, a new second paragraph has been included:

Altering erosion rates and patterns, increasing local scour, and reducing the vertical beach
profile at and beyond the project site as a result of reflected wave energy from the
roposed wing walls (as described above) could further adversely affect the efforts of
ongoing beach nourishment projects being conducted in the project vicinity. The SFPUC,
in cooperation with the NPS, is conducting annual sand management activities at south
Ocean Beach in an area between Sloat Boulevard and Fort Funston to address severe

coastal erosion threatens local highway infrastructure and public access (NPS, 2016;
CCC, 2015b). Such beach nourishment efforts have involved the annual placement of u
to 100,000 cubic yards of sand. Additionally, the USACE, in cooperation with the City of

San Francisco and the U.S. Geologic Survey, has been beneficially reusing dredge
material (sand only) in the vicinity of Sloat Boulevard to reduce ongoing severe erosion

along southern Ocean Beach (USACE, 2011, 2013). As part of this effort, the USACE
has placed dredge material along southern Ocean Beach directly and off shore in the near
shore area in the vicinity of the Sloat Boulevard parking area. Such beach nourishment
efforts are continuing and predicted to continue for the foreseeable future. The proposed
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wing walls would be constructed approximately 0.75 miles from sand placement
locations associated with local beach nourishment efforts and could locally alter erosion
rates as well as sand transport and distribution patterns in a manner that reduces the
efficacy of such efforts aimed at reducing local severe coastal erosion rates.

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.9-133, paragraph 1 has been revised:

One project was identified as having the potential to cause impacts relating to coastal
processes and erosion that could combine with those of the Project: the Ocean Beach
Master Plan. The Ocean Beach Master Plan presents recommendations for the
management and protection of San Francisco’s Ocean Beach, a 3.5-mile stretch of beach
north of Fort Funston. The plan includes recommendations for rerouting the Great
Highway behind the San Francisco Zoo via Sloat and Skyline Boulevards and restoring

dunes through sand replenishment. Prior to implementation of the Ocean Beach Master
Plan, beach nourishment efforts, involving the placement of sand at locations along south
Ocean Beach (approximately 0.75 miles from the proposed wing walls), have occurred
and continue as an interim solution for the erosion issues at Ocean Beach (described in
detail under Impact HYD-9). As described under Impact HYD-9, the proposed Project
could result in the alteration of coastal processes that would result in a potentially
significant and unavoidable coastal erosion impact. Additionally, the proposed Project
wing wall structure could increase reflected wave energy resulting in increased local
scour and subsequent reduction of the beach vertical profile as well as alteration of local
sand transport rates and patterns. The Project’s contribution to this potentially significant
cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable because the Project could
exacerbate the effects of coastal erosion as a result of alterations to the local shoreline
proposed as part of the Ocean Beach Master Plan. However, Mitigation Measure 3.9-2,
Comprehensive Coastal Engineering Investigation and Implementation of
Recommendations, wedtdreduee-thispotentiabimpactto-aless thansigniticantdevel by
reguiring-require Daly City to complete and implement the recommendations of a
Project-specific coastal engineering study consistent with the requirements of California
Coastal Commission draft policy guidance relating to sea-level rise as relevant to coastal
development. Such a study would require a site-specific hazard analysis that includes
assessment of the cumulative effects of the Project on coastal process elements, such as
erosion and wave reflection, with applicable existing or future projects, including (at a
minimum) the adjacent SFPUC structures, the Ocean Beach Master Plan, and other
existing outfall structures in the area. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-2,
the Project’s contribution to the cumulative impact on coastal erosion would not be
cumulatively considerable.

As a staff-initiated text change, the following references have been added to Section 3.9, Hydrology
and Water Quality:

California Coastal Commission, 2015b. Staff Report (Th14b), application number 2-15-

1357 for annual movement of up to 100,000 cubic yards of sand from North Ocean
Beach to South Ocean Beach.
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NPS, 2016. Ocean Beach Erosion Protection Measures — Immediate Action Plan.

https://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectHome.cfm?parklD=303&projectlD=59587

Accessed October 12, 2016.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 2011. Report of Dredging and Placement of

Dredged Material in San Francisco Bay in 2010. Dredged Material Management
Office (DMMO), Long Term Management Strategy.

USACE, 2013. Dredging and Placement of Dredged Material in San Francisco Bay.

Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO), Long Term Management
Strategy. January-December 2012 Report.

Section 3.11, Noise and Vibration

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.11-13, Table 3.11-3 has been revised:

TABLE 3.11-3
TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
Noise Level?
Construction Equipment (dBA, Leg at 50 Feet)
Excavator 81
Compactor 83
Impact or Vibratory Pile Driver 101
Crane 81
Loader 79
Drill Rig 79
Air Compressor 78
Ventilation Fan 79
Dump truck 76
Generator 81

dBA = A-weighted decibels, Lmax = maximum noise exposure level for the given time period

& Maximum noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of equipment associated
with a given piece of construction equipment.

SOURCE: FHWA, 2006

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.11-15, paragraph 1 has been revised:

The Project’s ongoing non-impact Tunnel construction activities occurring over a period
of approximately 17 to 37 months would result in noise levels up to 77 80 dBA
immediately outside the staging area fence line, decreasing to approximately # 73 dBA
along the Sunset Trail extending south from the parking lot, and to 59 62 dBA or lower
along the portion of the Sunset Trail extending north from the parking lot. Non-impact
construction noise would attenuate such that it is indistinguishable from ambient noise
from Battery Davis northward, but may be audible above ambient noise in other portions
of Fort Funston. For areas closest to the construction staging area, this could result in a
substantial temporary increase above noise levels existing without the Project, a
potentially significant impact.
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As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.11-15, the third bullet point of Mitigation
Measure 3.11-1 has been revised:

. Stationary construction noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent residential
receptors as possible. Stationary noise-generating construction equipment shall
be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate insulation barriers,
and/or controlled using other measures to the extent this does not interfere with

construction purposes. Specifically, any generator used on site shall be muffled
using an acoustical enclosure.

Section 3.15, Transportation and Traffic

In response to Comment Caltrans-4, EIR/EIS page 3.15-3, paragraph 7 (continuing on page 3.15-4)
has been revised:

Caltrans’ construction practices require temporary traffic control planning “during any time
the normal function of a roadway is suspended” (Caltrans, 2012). Furthermore, Caltrans
requires that permits be obtained for transportation of oversized loads and transportation of
certain materials, and for construction-related traffic disturbance. Project construction and
maintenance activities would not occur on state highways or highway rights-of-way; state
roadways would be used solely as access routes for construction workers and construction
vehicles. However, the tunnel portion of the project would be excavated under SR 35.
Therefore, Caltrans encroachment permits would naet be required. Further, oversized
vehicles (by weight, height, length, or width) or vehicles carrying hazardous materials that
require Caltrans permits would not be used. Caltrans’ facilities that are likely to be used as
access routes by construction workers and construction vehicles to the planned work sites
include: SR 1, SR 35, and 1-280 (described above).

In response to Comment CSLC-11, Mitigation Measure 3.15-1 on EIR/EIS page 3.15-9 (continuing
on page 3.15-10) has been revised:

Mitigation Measure 3.15-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan. Daly City
and/or its contractor(s) shall prepare and implement a Construction Traffic Management
Plan in accordance with professional traffic engineering standards to show methods for
maintaining traffic flows on roadways and access to recreational resources directly
affected by Project construction, which shall include, at a minimum, the following
requirements:

a)  Develop circulation plans to minimize impacts on local street circulation; use
flaggers and/or signage to guide vehicles through and/or around the construction
zone (including, as needed, for trucks turning into and out of Fort Funston at the
intersection of SR 35 and Fort Funston Road). Circulation plans may be modified
during construction, based on observed conditions.

b) Identify truck routes and, to the extent possible, use haul routes that minimize truck
traffic on local roadways and residential streets.
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c)  Schedule truck trips to minimize trips during the peak morning and evening
commute hours, and the peak hours of arrivals and departure from Fort Funston, to
the extent possible.

d)  Provide sufficient staging areas for trucks accessing construction zones to
minimize disruption of access to adjacent land uses, particularly within residential
neighborhoods.

e)  Maintain pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation during Project construction
where safe to do so. If construction activities encroach on a bicycle lane, post
warning signs that indicate bicycles and vehicles are sharing the lane.

f) Maintain public safety and access on the beach by posting notices and maps at and
around the project site and on Golden Gate National Recreation Area’s website prior
to and during construction, informing the public about when and where public access
could be restricted and about alternative access points, if applicable; and incorporate
measures on the beach to protect the public during construction activities.

fg)  Store all equipment and materials in designated contractor staging areas on or
adjacent to the worksite, in such a manner to minimize obstruction of traffic.

gh) Implement roadside safety protocols and provide advance “Road Work Ahead”
warning signs and speed control (including signs informing drivers of state-
legislated double fines for speed infractions in a construction zone) to achieve
required speed reductions for safe traffic flow through the work zone.

ki)  Coordinate construction with facility owners or administrators of sensitive land
uses such as police and fire stations (including all fire protection agencies), transit
stations, hospitals, and schools, as well as Fort Funston. Notify facility owners or
operators in advance of the timing, location, and duration of construction activities.

i)  Provide residents adjacent to Project construction areas (e.g., on Avalon Drive and
Westmoor Avenue) with information regarding Project construction in their area,
including anticipated start and end of construction activities.

jk)  Coordinate construction with local traffic agencies, SFMTA, NPS, and SamTrans,
to minimize disruption and arrange for the temporary relocation of bus stops in
work zones as necessary.

Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems

In response to comment USEPA-15, EIR/EIS page 3.16-4, paragraph 1 has been revised:

Daly City

Allied-Waste Republic Services provides residential and commercial garbage collection
services for Daly City. Collected garbage that is not compostable is directed to

\Vi Q BJa N Q ala a a¥a ) Q ala AL@ a

Cityand-eventually the Corinda Los Trancos Landfill (formerly Ox Mountain Sanitary
Landfill), located 3 miles east of Half Moon Bay off of Highway 92. This facility has a
ceased operational date of January 2018 with a permitted capacity of 69 million cubic
yards, and total remaining capacity of approximately 26.9 million cubic yards as of
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May 2011 (Davies, 2014). In 2012, Daly City generated approximately 54,000 tons of
solid waste and directed approximately 53,000 tons to the Corinda Los Trancos Landfill
(CalRecycle, 20144d).

As a staff-initiated text change, EIR/EIS page 3.16-9, paragraph 4 has been revised:

As described in Section 3.16.3, Local Regulatory Setting, Daly City’s Recycling and
Diversion of Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance requires that at least

60 percent of waste tonnage is recycled. San Francisco’s 2006 C&D ordinance requires that
a minimum of 65 percent of the material be diverted from the landfill. Since much of the
Project construction activities would occur within San Francisco, this analysis assumes that
the Project would comply with San Francisco’s C&D ordinance, ensuring that at least

65 percent of the excess material (approximately 30,600 cubic yards) is diverted from
landfills and that all C&D material is sent to a registered facility that reuses or recycles
those materials. Approved facilities that accept mixed C&D debris include the following:
Blue Line Transfer Inc. in South San Francisco, San Bruno Garbage Co, Inc., Allied

San Carlos Transfer Station in San Carlos, and Recology’s transfer station. As a result, the
receiving landfill would receive up to 16,500 cubic yards of C&D materials over the
construction period. The National Park Service has also expressed interest in potential reuse
of some construction spoils at Fort Funston. The Project’s contribution to the receiving
landfill would be equal to less than 0.06 percent of the remaining capacity of the Corinda
Los Trancos Landfill. However, as described in Section 3.16.1.6, operation of the Corinda
Los Trancos Landfill is scheduled to be closed in January 2018, and Project construction
could extend through mid-2018. Therefore, Daly City would need to find an alternative
landfill for disposal of any additional construction waste generated from January 2018
through the end of the Project construction phase. It is possible that some Project-related
waste could be off-hauled to the landfill that gets selected (possibly the Recology Ostrom
Road Landfill in Yuba County). Other landfills in the San Francisco Bay Area that could
accept waste include the Keller Canyon Landfill, which is located in Pittsburg and has an
estimated remaining capacity of 63,408,410 cubic yards, and the Acme Landfill, which is
located in Martinez and has a remaining capacity of approximately 175,000 cubic yards
(CalRecycle, 2014e and 2014f). Because adequate capacity exists at the Corinda Los
Trancos Landfill and because any additional construction waste generated beyond 2018
could be accommodated by other Bay Area landfills, potential impacts related to
exceeding permitted landfill capacity during construction would be less than significant.

Chapter 4, Other CEQA/NEPA Considerations

As a staff-initiated text change, Section 4.2.2.1, Energy Consumption and Effects on Local and
Regional Energy Supplies, on EIR/EIS page 4-3 (continuing on page 4-4) has been revised:

Direct energy use would include the consumption of petroleum fuel for vehicles and the
use of electricity for equipment and facilities. Indirect energy use includes the energy
reguired to make the materials and components used in construction of the Project. This
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includes energy used for extraction of raw materials, manufacturing, and transportation
associated with manufacturing.

Although construction-related energy consumption would occur temporarily during the
construction period, it would represent irreversible consumption of finite natural energy

resources. Construction-related energy expenditures would include direct uses of energy
in the form of fuel (typically diesel fuel for trucks and on-site equipment, and gasoline for

commuter vehicles). The precise amount of petroleum fuel demand that would be
required to construct the Project is uncertain; however, for the purposes of this analysis,

fuel usage in terms of gasoline and diesel have been estimated based on greenhouse gas
(GHG) emission estimates for the Project (see Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Climate Change) and The Climate Registry fuel use emission factors (The Climate
Reqgistry, 2015). Based on the projected GHG emissions shown in Section 3.7, it is
estimated that the Project would use approximately 100,000 gallons of gasoline and
260,000 gallons of diesel during the entire 24- to 44-month construction period. Under
the most intensive construction schedule (24 months), the annual construction fuel
consumption would be 50,000 gallons of gasoline and 130,000 gallons of diesel.
Combined, this annual fuel consumption would represent less than 0.001 percent of
statewide annual petroleum fuel use. itHs-anticipated-that-gasehine-and-dieselwould-be

used-for-construction-eguipment-and-worker-and-haulvehiclesThe use of petroleum fuels
during construction would be comparable to similar construction projects, and that this
consumption would not have a measurable effect on local and regional energy supplies. If
construction power is provided by a temporary PG&E connection instead of a diesel-
powered generator, the overall amount of diesel fuel consumed would be substantially
lower. The temporary PG&E power connection would not have a significant impact on
local or regional electricity supplies because it would be infeasible to provide a
temporary connection that would create localized shortages or require additional energy

procurement. However, to the extent that electrical power from PG&E comes from
non-renewable sources (see Table 4-1), this use of energy would represent an irreversible

consumption of those resources (e.g., hatural gas).

The primary material used in construction of the Project would be the concrete needed for
the collection box, box culvert, diversion structure, Lake Merced portal, tunnel, and
Ocean Outlet structure. The use of concrete and other construction materials would result
in indirect energy consumption as a result of the energy reguired to produce them. Daly
City’s Recycling and Diversion of Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance
reguires that at least 60 percent of waste tonnage is recycled. San Francisco’s 2006
Construction and Demolition Debris ordinance requires that a minimum of 65 percent of
the material be diverted from the landfill. Required compliance with these ordinances
would ensure that most of the concrete and other materials to be removed from
construction sites would be recycled, contributing to indirect energy conservation by
putting these materials to use instead of new materials.
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During operation, consumption of diesel and/or gasoline would be limited to infrequent
maintenance trips to empty the gross solids screening device, periodic maintenance of the
constructed treatment wetlands, and removal and reconstruction of the Ocean Outlet
structure (assumed to occur at approximately 25-year intervals). This removal and

reconstruction would use a fraction of the amount of fuel required for Project
construction because it would be comparable to construction of the proposed Ocean

Outlet structure, which is a relatively small portion of the overall Project construction
effort.

and-generatorsElectricity would be used to operate the new diversion structure pumps and
gates. However, the Project also would allow Daly City to discontinue pumping treated
effluent from the Wastewater Treatment Plant through the force main during wet weather
because it would accommodate the use of the gravity pipeline during wet weather. This
would eliminate the need for energy consumption to power the existing pumps that
currently convey water to the force main.

This energy use would be necessary to implement the Project, and none of the proposed
energy-consuming activities associated with each phase would be a wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary use of energy. The Project would not have a significant impact with
respect to fuel and electrical energy requirements or on local or regional energy supplies.

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative and Canal Configuration Alternative would result in
similar energy consumption patterns compared to the proposed Project. The Canal
Configuration Alternative would use less concrete than the proposed Project because it
would omit the box culvert portion of the canal improvements. The Tunnel Alignment
Alternative would use a similar amount of concrete compared to the proposed tunnel
improvements.

Mitigation: None required.

A reference has been added to EIR/EIS page 4-10:

The Climate Registry, 2015. Table 13.1 US Default CO2 Emission Factors for Transport
Fuels. [https://www.theclimateregistry.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/2015-
TCR-Default-EFs.pdf]

Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordination

In response to Comment CSLC-2, EIR/EIS page 5-2, paragraph 2 has been revised:

5.1.3 CSLC

Daly City staff met with California State Lands Commission (CLSLC) staff once during
preparation of the EIR/EIS. The meeting was conducted via teleconference on October 29,
2014. The purpose of the meeting was to provide CLSLC staff with an overview of the
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Project, review the agency’s jurisdiction, identify resource issues that should be considered
in the EIR/EIS, and to discuss permitting requirements. The Project schedule was also
discussed at the meeting. Of primary interest to CLSLC staff was determining the landward
extent of CESLC jurisdiction (given the inland migration of shoreline with bluff erosion)
and ensuring that resources within that jurisdiction are protected.

ESA /207036.01
August 2017
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Summary

Off-road
On-road
Combined

Off-road
On-road
Combined

Year 1

Off-road
On-road
Combined

Year 2

Off-road
On-road
Combined

Year 3
Off-road

On-road
Combined

Summary of Criteria Pollutants Emissions (CEQA)

Average Daily Construction-related Emissions (Ibs/day)

ROG CO NOX SOX PM2.5 PM10
4.9 84.8 20.0 0.0 0.9 0.9
0.7 5.4 12.3 | N/A 0.2 0.3
5.6 90.1 32.2 0.0 1.2 1.2
Annual Construction Related Emissions (MT/year)
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 All Years
CO2e CO2e CO2e CO2e
192.4 1,575.8 393.7 2,161.9
700.7 622.4 41.9 1,365.0
893.1 2,198.2 435.5 3,526.8 I
Summary of Criteria Pollutants Emissions (NEPA)
ROG CO NOX SOX PM2.5 PM10
0.1 2.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.1 0.6 2.2 | N/A 0.0 0.0
0.3 2.7 2.9 0.0 0.1 0.1
ROG CO NOX SOX PM2.5 PM10
1.1 19.0 4.3 0.0 0.2 0.2
0.1 0.8 1.6 | N/A 0.0 0.0
1.2 19.8 5.8 0.0 0.2 0.2
ROG CO NOX SOX PM2.5 PM10
0.3 4.8 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.2 0.0 [ N/A 0.0 0.0
0.3 5.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Construction Equipment Usage by Project Component
Provided by Project Applicant
Equipment Construction
quip! Usage
. Duration of Use "
Project Comp (weeks) Daily Use
(hours/day)
Crane (150 ton) Tunnel 1 90 24
Excavator (CAT Shaft/Ocean Outlet 1 6 6
320E L) and Tunnel Portal
Excavator with Canal and Wetlands 1 30 6
hammer
(750 Hitachi)
Excavatortoclean | o4 and Wetlands 1 18 6
ditch
(CAT 320E L)
Road Header (Alpine ON
EBZ132) or mini- Tunnel Drive (each) 1a 28a 16
excavator GENERATOR
Tunnel/Ocean Outlet
Loader (CAT 966 or and Tunnel 1 110 8
950) Portal/Canal and
Wetlands
Shaft/Ocean Outlet
" . and Tunnel
Pile Driver Portal/Canal and 1 18 8
Wetlands
o Ocean Outlet and
Drill Rig Tunnel Portal ! 2 5
Compactor (CAT
563) Canal and Wetlands 1 26 6
. ON
Air Compressor Tunnel 1 90 24 GENERATOR
Ventilation Fan (100 ON
HP) Tunnel 2 % 2 GENERATOR

Note: Equipment use hours split up evenly between project components, when applicable.
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Off-road Equipment Inventory

Project Equipment Use Summa

Year 1

Project Equipment Use Summary

Year 2

Project Equipment Use Summary

Year 3

Equ total hours Total workdays Equi t total hours Total workdays Equi total hours Total workdays
Excavator with hammer (750 Hitachi) 180 30 GCormpactor{CAT563) Crane (150 ton) 910 65
Excavator to clean ditch Crane (150 ton) Loader (CAT 966 or

(CAT 320E L) 900 150 3,052 218 950) 160 20
Crane (150 ton) 560 40 Sro i‘fﬁiﬁf:ié@'f e EBZ1%E) 0 140 Air Compressor 0 65
Loader (CAT 966 or 950) 350 24 Loader (CAT 966 or 950) 2,086 261 Ventilation Fan (100 HP) 0 30
Air Compressor 0 40 Pile Driver 120 30 Generator 1,394 66
Ventilation Fan (100 HP) 0 20 Drill Rig 40 10

Excavator (CAT 320E L) 390 65 Air Compressor 0 261

Drill Rig 40 10 Ventilation Fan (100 HP) 0 261

Pile Driver 120 30 Generator 5,529 261

Compactor (CAT 563 780 130

Generator 560 40

See tables below for details See tables below for details See tables below for details

Vista Grande Canal

E No. hours/day days/location total hours Total days Year*

Excavator with hammer (750 Hitachi) 1 6 30 180 30 Year 1 Assuming occurs in first phases of construction activity, in Year 1
Excavator to clean ditch

(CAT 320E L) 1 6 150 900 150 Year 1 Assuming occurs in first phases of construction activity, in Year 1
Compactor (CAT 563) 1 6.0 130 780 130 Year 1 Assuming occurs in first phases of construction activity, in Year 1

Pile Driver 1 4.0 30 120 30 Year 1 Assuming occurs in first phases of construction activity, in Year 1
Vista Grande Tunnel

E No. hours/day days/location total hours Total days Year*

Crane (150 ton) 1 14.0 40 560 40 Year 1

Crane (150 ton) 1 14.0 218 3,052 218 Year 2

Crane (150 ton) 1 14.0 65 910 65 Year 3

Loader (CAT 966 or 950) 1 8.0 44 352 44 Year 1 Loader emissions assigned to Tunnel only, for simplicity

Loader (CAT 966 or 950) 1 8.0 261 2,086 261 Year 2 Loader emissions assigned to Tunnel only, for simplicity

Loader (CAT 966 or 950) 1 8.0 20 160 20 Year 3 Loader emissions assigned to Tunnel only, for simplicity

Pile Driver 1 4 30 120 30 Year 2 Assuming occurs in middle phases of construction activity, in Year 2
Drill Rig 1 4 10 40 10 Year 2 Assuming occurs in middle phases of construction activity, in Year 2
Generator (daytime) 1 14 40 560 40 Year 1 Shaft Excavation and support

Generator (daytime) 1 14 73 1,020 73 Year 2 Shaft Excavation and support

Generator (24h) 1 24 188 4,509 188 Year 2 Excavate and support tunnel, Install final lining and contact grout
Generator (24h) 1 24 46 1,114 46 Year 3 Install final lining and contact grout

Generator (daytime) 1 14 20 280 20 Year 3 Shaft backfill

Ocean Outlet

Equi No. hours/day days/location total hours Total days Year*

Excavator (CAT 320E L) 1 6 65 390 65 Year 1 Assuming occurs in first phases of construction activity, in Year 1

Drill Rig 1 4 10 40 10 Year 1 Assuming occurs in first phases of construction activity, in Year 1

All equipment designated to each project component, by year, based on project parameters provided by the applicant, unless otherwise noted.
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Year 1

Off-road: Construction Emissions (pounds)

Ei Source ROG Cco NOX SOX PM Cc0o2
Excavator with hammer (750 Hitachi) 3.52 23.99 38.43 0.05 1.89 4,927.96
Excavator to clean ditch (CAT 320E L) 17.62 119.96 192.14 0.24 9.45 24,639.78
Crane (150 ton) 15.11 60.65 171.08 0.12 7.76 12,146.20
Loader (CAT 966 or 950) 10.22 42.37 98.87 0.09 5.51 9,012.91
Excavator (CAT 320E L) 7.63 51.98 83.26 0.10 4.10 10,677.24
Drill Rig 0.92 9.55 13.30 0.02 0.39 2,377.52
Pile Driver 4.45 15.82 37.26 0.03 2.92 2843.70
Compactor (CAT 563) 12.41 99.06 148.78 0.18 6.91 18348.00
Generator 205.38 3783.33 724.24 0.00 32.43 339242.46
Sum (pounds): 277 4,207 1,507 1 71 424,215.8
Sum (metric tons): 192.4
Year 2
Off-road: Construction Emissions (pounds)

Ei Source ROG CcO NOX SOX PM C0o2
Crane (150 ton) 74.12 330.63 840.74 0.63 37.48 66,210.05
Loader (CAT 966 or 950) 55.85 251.10 531.59 0.51 29.62 53,412.37
Pile Driver 4.30 15.82 36.05 0.03 2.82 2,843.79
Drill Rig 0.83 9.55 11.55 0.02 0.33 2,376.63
Generator 2,027.61 37,350.69 7,149.99 0.00 320.15 3,349,152.49
Sum (pounds): 2,163 37,958 8,570 1 390 3,473,995
Sum (metric tons): 1,575.8
Year 3

Off-road: Construction Emissions (pounds)

Ei Source ROG Cco NOX SOX PM C0o2
Crane (150 ton) 22.10 98.58 250.68 0.19 11.18 19,741.53
Loader (CAT 966 or 950) 3.89 17.33 44.08 0.03 1.96 3,471.04
Generator 511.36 9,419.71 1,803.20 0.00 80.74 844,644.25
Sum (pounds): 537 9,536 2,098 0 94 867,857
Sum (metric tons): 393.7
Total Sum for all years (pounds) 2,977 51,700 12,175 2 556 4,766,068
Total Sum for all years (MT) 2,162
|Average pounds/day 4.88 84.75 19.96 0.00 0.91 7,813.23 |
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On-road Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Note: All trips are round trips

Construction Vehicle ROUND Trips PER DAY

Provided by the Project Applicant

Project Component
Trip Type Tunnel / Ocean Outlet and Canal and
P TP Staging Area Wetlands
Tunnel Portals
Concrete Truck* 30 2 5
Haul Truck** 17 3 40
Worker Vehicle 70 10
Maximum Total 17 10 55

*Concrete Truck Staging Area trips would occur for 30 days, according to the project applicant, and are assumed to occur in 2019. Concrete trucks for Ocean Outlet would occur over 80 days

**Haul truck staging area trips would occur for 165 days, according to the project applicant, and are assumed to occur in 2019,

Al other trips are assumed to occur for the full length of the project component, for each year construction is expected to occur.

Construction Vehicle Round Trips Year 1
Calculated
n Canal and
Trip Type Tu_nnel f Project Component Wetlands
Staging Area Ocean Outlet and
TM Totals
Concrete Truck = 1,198 1,198
Haul Truck - 9,586 9,586
Worker Vehicle 1,525 2,396 3,921
Totals| 1,525 - 13,180
Construction Vehicle Round Trips Year 2
Calculated
n Canal and
Trip Type Tu_nnel f Project Component Wetlands
Staging Area Ocean Outlet and
Tunnel Portals Totals
Concrete Truck 900 160 436 1,496
Haul Truck 2,805 231 3,486 6,522
Worker Vehicle 15,700 386 871 16,957
Totals| 19,405 777 4,793
Construction Vehicle Round Trips Year 3
Calculated
n Canal and
Trip Type Tu_nnel f Project Component Wetlands
Staging Area Ocean Outlet and
TM Totals
Concrete Truck = 131 131
Haul Truck = = =
Worker Vehicle 3,950 329 4,279
Totals| 3,950 460 -
Total Workdays per year: 261
E Factors
Running Exhaust Emission Factors
Vehicle Type Units ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co Cco2
Light duty truck (LDT2 gas)" g/mile 0.04 0.20 0.00 0.00 1.63 411.65
Light duty truck (LDT2 gas) Ib/mile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.91
Light duty truck (LDT2 diesel)* g/mile 0.04 0.59 0.03 0.03 0.23 293.27
Light duty truck (LDT2 diesel) Ib/mile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65
Heavy duty truck (T7 diesel)* g/mile 0.25 4.80 0.10 0.09 1.21 1657.64
Heavy duty truck (T7 diesel) Ib/mile 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.65
* Emission factor obtained online from EMFAC 2011 for 2016, San Mateo County, average model years, and average speed.
Year 1 Total Worker and Material Delivery/Haul-off Trips Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Vehicle Type Trips/year miles/trip ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co
Light duty truck (gas) 1,961 24.8 4.5 21.8 0.2 0.2 174.4
Light duty truck (diesel) 1,961 24.8 4.5 63.0 3.5 3.2 24.8
Heavy duty truck - Haul 9,586 40.0 208.4 4053.6 82.3 75.7 1022.9
Heavy duty truck - Vendor 1,198 14.6 9.5 184.9 3.8 3.5 46.7
Total Annual (p year) 227 4,323 90 83 1,269
Average 2018 Daily (Ibs/day) 0.87 16.58 0.34 0.32 4.87
Year 2 Total Worker and Material Delivery/Haul-off Trips Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Vehicle Type Trips/year miles/trip ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co
Light duty truck (gas) 8,479 24.8 19.5 94.3 0.9 0.8 754.0
Light duty truck (diesel) 8,479 24.8 19.3 272.2 15.2 14.0 107.2
Heavy duty truck - Haul 6,522 40.0 141.8 2758.1 56.0 51.5 696.0
Heavy duty truck - Vendor 1,496 14.6 11.9 230.9 4.7 4.3 58.3
Total Annual (p year) 181 3,125 72 66 1,615
Average 2019 Daily (Ibs/day) 0.69 11.98 0.28 0.25 6.20
Year 3 Total Worker and Material Delivery/Haul-off Trips Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Vehicle Type Trips/year miles/trip ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co
Light duty truck (gas) 2,139 24.8 49 23.8 0.2 0.2 190.2
Light duty truck (diesel) 2,139 24.8 4.9 23.8 0.2 0.2 190.2
Heavy duty truck - Haul 0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Heavy duty truck - Vendor 131 14.6 0.2 20.3 0.4 0.4 5.1
Total Annual (p year) 10 48 0 0 386
Average 2020 Daily (Ibs/day) 0.04 0.18 0.00 0.00 1.48
Total Construction Period - Total Worker and Material Delivery/Haul-off Trips Criteria Pollutant E
ROG | Nox | Pmio_ | PM25 co
Average Daily (Ibs/day) [ o068 | 1229 | o027 | o024 5.36

defaults for San Mateo County.

vehicles.

[All trips per day are round-trips. The light-duty truck trips represent employee commute trips. Trips lengths based on CalEEMod v2103.2.2

It is assumed that half of total trips would be associated with light-duty diesel vehicles and half would be associated with light-duty gasoline
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On-road GHG Emissions

CH4 and N20 Emission Factors

Running Exhaust Factors
Vehicle Type CH4 N20**
Light duty truck (gas) 0.0001 0.0001
Light duty truck (diesel) 0.0001 0.0001
Heavy duty truck 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0003 0.0002

** Emission factor obtained online from EMFAC 2011, for San Mateo County, average model years, and average speed.

*** California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009.

Tables C.3 and C.6.

Year 1 Worker and Material Delivery/Off-haul Trips GHG E

Vehicle Type Trips/year miles/trip Cc02 CH4 N20 CO2e
Light duty truck (gas) 1,961 248 20.02 0.00 0.00 20.60
Light duty truck (diesel) 1,961 24.8 14.26 0.00 0.00 14.85
Heavy duty truck - Haul 9,586 40 635.59 0.00 0.00 636.21
Heavy duty truck - Vendor 1,198 14.6 29.00 0.00 0.00 29.03
Total (metric tons) NA NA 698.87 0.01 0.01 700.69
Year 2 Worker and Material Delivery/Off-haul Trips GHG E
Vehicle Type Trips/year miles/trip Cc02 CH4 N20 CO2e
Light duty truck (gas) 8,479 248 86.6 0.0 0.0 89.1
Light duty truck (diesel) 8,479 24.8 61.7 0.0 0.0 64.2
Heavy duty truck - Haul 6,522 40 432.5 0.0 0.0 432.9
Heavy duty truck - Vendor 1,496 14.6 36.2 0.0 0.0 36.2
Total (metric tons) NA NA 616.88 0.03 0.02 622.41
Year 3 Worker and Material Delivery/Off-haul Trips GHG E
Vehicle Type Trips/year miles/trip Cc02 CH4 N20 CO2e
Light duty truck (gas) 2,139 248 218 0.0 0.0 225
Light duty truck (diesel) 2,139 24.8 15.6 0.0 0.0 16.2
Heavy duty truck - Haul 0 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Heavy duty truck - Vendor 131 14.6 3.2 0.0 0.0 3.2
Total (metric tons) NA NA 40.58 0.01 0.00 41.86
Total Construction Period - Total Worker and Material Delivery/Haul-off Trips Criteria Pollutant E
Cco2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Total (metric tons) | 1,356.33 | 0.04 | 0.03 1,364.97
Average Daily Emissions (Ibs/day) | 4,902 | 0.00 0.00 4,902
[All trips per day are round-trips. The light-duty truck trips represent employee commute trips. Trips lengths based on CalEEMod v2103.2.2

vehicles.

Notes: 0.907194 metric tons = 1 ton; 2000 pounds = 1 ton; 2204.6 pounds = 1 metric ton.

Global Warming Potential for CH4 = 23; GWP for N20 = 296.

Gasoline emission factors for GHG

0.0563 g
0.03639 g

Diesel emission factors for GHG (CCAR.

CHé4/mile (CCAR, 2009)
NO2/mile (CCAR, 2009)

2009)

0.0048 g CH4/mile (CCAR, 2009)
0.0051 g NO2/mile (CCAR, 2009)

Reference:

California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009. Tables C.3 and C.6.
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Off-road Output

Emission factors below are provided by the SMAQMD Road Construction Emissions Model Version 7.1.5.1, which is based off of OffRoad 2011 Model factors.

Year 1

ROG co NOX | SOX PM | c02 Load Factors | ROG co NOX SOX PM co2
[ Equipment Type Horsepower Max HP glhplhr /hr
Crane 226.2 250 0.188 0.754 2.126 0.001 0.096 150.967 0.288 12.2 491 138.6 0.1 6.3 9,838
Excavator 162.7 175 0.143 0.973 1.559 0.002 0.077 199.859 0.382 8.9 60.5 96.8 0.1 4.8 12,418
Rubber Tired Loader 170 175 0.214 0.888 2.072 0.002 0.116 188.830 0.362 13.2 54.6 1274 0.1 7.4 11,614
Trencher (proxy for Pile Driver 80.8 120 0.414 1.473 3.468 0.003 0.272 264.741 0.503 16.8 59.8 140.8 0.1 11.0 10,749
Bore/Drill Rigs 205.8, 250 0.101 1.047 1458 0.002 0.043 260.705 0.503 10.5 108.3 150.8 0.3 44 26,961
Roller (Compactor) 145 175 0.133 1.059 1.590 0.002 0.074 196.123 0.375 7.2 57.6 86.5 0.1 4.0 10,670
Air Compressor 105.7 120 0.367 1.837 2.353 0.003 0.197 272.784 0.480 18.6 93.2 1194 0.2 10.0 13,840
Ventilation Fan 100 120 0.464 2.617 3.388 0.005 0.248 420.542 0.740 34.3 193.7 250.7 0.4 18.4 31,120
Generator 1089 1089 0.255 4.690 0.898 0.000 0.040 420,542 0.600 166.4 | 3064.4 586.6 0.0 263 274,782
Year 2

ROG co NOX SOX PM c02 Load Factors | ROG co NOX SOX PM co2
[ Equipment Type Horsepower Max HP glhplhr /hr
Crane 226.2 250 0.169 0.754 1917 0.001 0.085 150.998 0.288 11.0 491 125.0 0.1 5.6 9,840
Excavator 162.7 175 0.133 0.973 1.413 0.002 0.070 199.819 0.382 8.3 60.4 87.8 0.1 4.3 12,416
Rubber Tired Loader 170 175 0.197 0.888 1.880 0.002 0.105 188.858 0.362 121 54.6 115.6 0.1 6.4 11,616
Trencher (proxy for Pile Driver 80.8 120 0.401 1.473 3.356 0.003 0.263 264.749 0.503 16.3 59.8 136.3 0.1 10.7 10,749
Bore/Drill Rigs 205.8, 250 0.091 1.047 1.267 0.002 0.036 260.607 0.503 9.4 108.3 131.0 0.3 3.8 26,951
Roller (Compactor) 145 175 0.123 1.059 1.453 0.002 0.068 196.072 0.375 6.7 57.6 791 0.1 3.7 10,667
Air Compressor 105.7 120 0.340 1.831 2.215 0.003 0.179 272.784 0.480 17.3 929 1124 0.2 9.1 13,840
Ventilation Fan 100 120 0.426 2.606 3.196 0.005 0.227 420.542 0.740 31.5 192.8 236.5 0.4 16.8 31,120
Generator 1089 1089 0.255 4.690 0.898 0.000 0.040 420.542 0.600 166.4 | 3064.4 586.6 0.0 263 274,782
Year 3

ROG co NOX SOX PM c02 Load Factors | ROG co NOX SOX PM co2
[ Equipment Type Horsepower Max HP glhplhr /hr
Crane 226.2 250 0.146 0.754 1.663 0.001 0.072 150.973 0.288 9.5 491 108.4 0.1 47 9,839
Excavator 162.7 175 0.109 0.973 1117 0.002 0.054 199.828 0.382 6.8 60.4 69.4 0.1 34 12,416
Rubber Tired Loader 170 175 0.170 0.888 1.580 0.002 0.088 188.862 0.362 104 54.6 97.2 0.1 54 11,616
Trencher (proxy for Pile Driver 80.8 120 0.346 1.472 2972 0.003 0.226 264.562 0.503 14.1 59.8 120.7 0.1 9.2 10,742
Bore/Drill Rigs 205.8, 250 0.081 1.043 1.082 0.002 0.031 259.656 0.503 8.4 107.9 119 0.3 3.2 26,852
Roller (Compactor) 145 175 0.104 1.059 1.194 0.002 0.055 196.125 0.375 5.7 57.6 64.9 0.1 3.0 10,670
Air Compressor 105.7 120 0.312 1.825 2.073 0.003 0.160 272.784 0.480 15.9 92.6 105.2 0.2 8.1 13,840
Ventilation Fan 100 120 0.387 2.595 2.999 0.005 0.204 420.542 0.740 28.6 192.0 222.0 0.4 15.1 31,120
Generator 1089 1089 0.255 4.690 0.898 0.000 0.040 420.542 0.600 166.4 | 3064.4 586.6 0.0 263 274,782

ROG co NOX__ | sox Y| co2 |

glkW-hr |

Generator Emission Factors (Tier 4)

0.190 3.500 0670 | 0030 | |

ROG co NOX_ | sox PM_ | co2 |

glhp-hr |
0.255 4.690 0898 | 0.000 0040 | Use Default |

gal/hr
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Road Dust Calculations

Source: AP-42 Handbook, Chapter 13.2.1, page 5

Equation:
E equals

where:

zose
]

Ik (sL)>** x

particle size multiplier for particle size range and units of interest. k = particle size multiplier.
The AP-42 value for PM10 is 1.00 g/mile and that for PM2.5 is 0.25 g/mile.

road surface silt loading (grams per square meter)

average weight (tons) of all the vehicles traveling the road (2.4 tons)

(W) 1*(1-P/4N)

number of "wet" days with at least 0.254 mm (0.01 in) of precipitation during the averaging period, and

number of days in the averaging period (e.g., 365 for annual, 91 for seasonal, 30 for monthly)

For the Existing Scenario (San Francisco Bay Area):

For PM,,

k =
sL =
w =
P =
N =

Therefore:
E

2016 Road Dust

Miles Travelled =

PM10 Emissions =
PM2.5 Emissions =

0.1
24
64
365

0.287308

498173.9

143129.5 gm/yr
35782.36 gm/yr

For PM, ¢

k
sL
w
P
N

Therefore:
E

0.25
= 0.1
= 24
= 64
= 365

= 0.071827

0.157773 ton/yr
0.039443 ton/yr
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Fugitive Dust Calculations

1.Truck Loading

Processes such as truck dumping on the pile or loading out from the pile to a truck with a front-end loader also cause fugitive dust emissions.
Calculated emissions use the methodology described in Section 13.2, Introduction to Fugitive Dust Sources, of USEPA AP-42.
The emission factor that is based on the material moisture content and mean wind speed is calculated using the following formula:

A. Emission factors

EF = k x (0.0032) x ((u/5)M.3/(M/2)*.4)

Where:

EF = Emission factor (Ib/ton)
k = particle size multiplier (AP-42)
U = mean wind speed (mph)
M = material moisture content (%)

k= 0.35 pm10
0.053 pm2.5

U= 10.3 mph (SFO)

M= 12 % (cover)

EFpm10 = 2.33E-04 Ib/ton

EFpm2.5 = 3.53E-05 Ib/ton

B. Emissions

Emissions = EF x throughput (tons)

i.Year 1

Truck trips =

Assume 18 cy/truck =

Annual thoughput =
Loam density =
Annual throughput =

PM10 emissions =
PM2.5 emission =

ii. Year 2

Truck trips =

Assume 18 cy/truck =

Annual thoughput =
Loam density =
Annual throughput =
PM10 emissions =

PM2.5 emission =

iii. Year 3

Truck trips =

Assume 18 cy/truck =

Annual thoughput =
Loam density =
Annual throughput =

PM10 emissions =
PM2.5 emission =

172542.9 cylyear

9,586 daily round trips (loads)

172542.9 cylyear

1.264 tons/cy (CalEEmod)

218094.2 tons

50.87 Iblyr
7.70 Iblyr

117398.6 cylyear

= 0.025436 ton/yr
= 0.003852 ton/yr

6,522 daily round trips (loads)

117398.6 cylyear

1.264 tons/cy (CalEEmod)

148391.8 tons

34.61 Iblyr
5.24 Iblyr

0 cylyear

0.017307 ton/yr
= 0.002621 ton/yr

0 daily round trips (loads)

0 cylyear

1.264 tons/cy (CalEEmod)

0 tons

0.00 Iblyr
0.00 Iblyr

0 ton/yr
0 ton/yr
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RESOLUTION NO. 17-200

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DALY CITY
ADOPTING CERTIFICATION OF FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND
ADOPTING THE FINDINGS OF FACT,

A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND A MITIGATION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE VISTA GRAND DRAINAGE
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

(Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project)

WHEREAS, the City of Daly City (“City™) constructed the Vista Grande Canal and
Tunnel in the 1890’s in order to divert storm water away from the lake to an outlet at the Pacific
Ocean;

WHEREAS, the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel drains the northwestern portion of Daly
City and an unincorporated portion of San Mateo County — areas originally within the watershed
of Lake Merced,;

WHEREAS, the Ocean Outlet and a portion of the Tunnel are located within Fort
Funston, part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA™), which is operated
under the authority of the National Parks Service (“NPS”);

WHEREAS, the existing Canal and Tunnel do not have adequate hydraulic capacity to
convey peak storm flows, and this periodically causes backup of Tunnel flows into the Canal and
flooding during peak storm events in adjacent low-lying residential areas and along John Muir
Drive;

WHEREAS, Daly City has developed the proposed Vista Grande Drainage Basin
Improvement Project (“Project”) to address the deficiencies of the basin as outlined above;

WHEREAS, the Improvement Project consists of partial replacement of the existing
Canal to incorporate a gross solid screening device, an approximately 2.6-acre constructed
treatment wetland, and diversion and discharge structures to route some storm water (and
authorized non-storm water) flows from the Canal to Lake Merced and to allow lake water to be
used for summer treatment wetland maintenance;

WHEREAS, the Improvement Project also consists of the following: (1) Modification of
the existing effluent gravity pipeline so that it may be used year-round to convey treated effluent
from the nearby Wastewater Treatment Plant owned and operated by the District to the existing
outlet and diffuser by gravity, and abandoning the force main pipeline; (2) Modification of the
existing lake overflow structure to include an adjustable weir and siphon that allows water from
the lake to flow into the Canal and Vista Grande Tunnel; (3) Replacement of the existing Tunnel
to expand its hydraulic capacity and extend its operating lifetime and replacement of the Lake
Merced Portal to the Tunnel; and (4) Replacement of the existing Ocean Outlet structure and a
portion of the existing 33-inch submarine outfall pipeline that crosses the beach at Fort Funston;
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WHEREAS, the Project requires review pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™) (Pub. Resources Code, section 21000 et seq.), and the City, as Lead
Agency under CEQA, and the NPS, as Lead Agency under the National Environmental Policy
Act (*“NEPA”) prepared a Joint Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™) and Environmental
Impact Statement (“EIS”);

WHEREAS, a Notice of Preparation was released for public and public agency review
and comment on February 28, 2013, During the approximately 60-day public scoping
period that ended on April 26, 2013, Daly City and the NPS accepted comments from
agencies and interested parties identifying environmental issues that should be addressed in the
EIR/EIS. Public scoping meetings were held on March 19, 2013 and on March 28, 2013 to
receive oral comments and solicit written comments
on the scope of the EIR/EIS;

WHEREAS, the City distributed a Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR/EIS on April
29, 2016, which started a 45-day public review period, ending on July 1. 2016. During the 60-
day public review period, the City conducted a public meeting on May26, 2016 to provide an
opportunity for the public and regulatory agencies to learn about the Project and be informed
about how to submit comments on the adequacy and accuracy of the Draft EIR/EIS.

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR/EIS was also submitted to the State Clearinghouse for state
agency review (State Clearinghouse No. 2013032001);

WHEREAS, the Final EIR/EIS was released for agency review on September 8, 2017,
and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on December 11, 2017 to review the
Final EIR/EIS for certification; and

WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed all evidence presented both orally and in writing
and intends to make certain findings in compliance with CEQA, which are more fully set forth in
this Resolution,;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council as follows:
Findings
The City Council hereby makes the following findings of fact:

1. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City
issued a Notice of Completion for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
prepared to evaluate the environmental impacts that could result from the General
Plan's implementation. The DEIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for
public dissemination on May 26, 2016.
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2. The DEIR was circulated for comment for at least 45 days (from April 29, 2016 to
July 1, 2016) in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, and the acceptance
of written comments for the required statutory period.

3. During the 60-day public review period, the City conducted a public meeting on
May26, 2016 to provide an opportunity for the public and regulatory agencies to
learn about the Project and be informed about how to submit comments on the
adequacy and accuracy of the Draft EIR.

3. The Final EIR/EIS, incorporating all of the comments and responses to comments
was released for agency review on September 8, 2017.

4. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), a lead agency may allow the
occurrence of significant, unmitigated effects if the Lead Agency finds, in writing,
reasons to support the action based on the information in the FEIR. CEQA
guidelines further state that in the case of finding there are overriding
considerations, the Lead Agency should consider the balance of the beneﬂts of the
proposed project against its environmental risks.

5. The City Council finds that the Proposed Project has. two primary, mutually
supporting objectives to address the storm-related flooding that periodically
occurs as a result of inadequate storm drainage capacity in Daly City’s Vista
Grande Canal and Tunnel, and to augment water surface levels and manage water
quality in San Francisco’s Lake Merced.

6. The City Council finds that the benefits of the Project in terms addressing storm-
related flooding and water levels and water quality in Lake Merced as a whole
outweigh the potential unmitigatable impacts cited in the FEIR. This finding is
based, on the facts contained in the Statement of Facts Supporting Findings and
Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
Improvement Project EIR/EIS as stated in the report titled the Vista Grande
Drainage Basin Improvement Project California Environmental Quality Act
Findings: Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives,
and Statement of Overriding Considerations City of Daly City, as set forth
attached as Attachment “A”, and hereby incorporated by reference to this
Resolution.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council as follows, based on substantial
evidence in the administrative record:

1. Certification:
a. The Final EIR/EIS has been completed in compliance with the
requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. (CEQA Guidelines
§15090(a)(1))
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b. That there was adequate public review of the Draft EIR/EIS, and that the
City has considered all comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and responses to
comments, and that the Final EIR/EIS adequately discusses all significant
issues.

c. The Final EIR/EIS reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the
City. (CEQA Guidelines §15090(a)(3))

d. The Final EIR/EIS was presented to the City Council on December 11,2
107, and the City Council has reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Final EIR/EIS in the decision-making process. (CEQA
Guidelines §15090(a)(2))

e. Therefore, the City Council finds that the Final EIR/EIS has been
completed in compliance with the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines. (CEQA Guidelines §15090(a)(1)).

Significant Impacts:

a. The Final EIR/EIS identifies potentially significant environmental impacts
of the proposed Project that can be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level. The City Council makes the findings with respect to these
significant impacts as set forth in Attachment A. (CEQA Guidelines
§15191) :

b. The Final EIR/EIS identifies potentially significant environmental impacts
of the proposed Project that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level and are thus considered significant and unavoidable. The City
Council makes the findings with respect to these significant impacts as set
forth in attached Attachment A. (CEQA Guidelines §15191)

c. All other potential impacts identified in the Final EIR/EIS would be less
than significant without mitigation. Therefore, further findings are not
required for those impacts.

Alternatives:

The Final EIR/EIS includes two project alternatives, including the mandatory No

Project Alternative. These alternatives are found to be infeasible based on the

findings:set forth in attached Attachment A. (CEQA Guidelines §15091)

Statement of Overriding Considerations:

The adoption of all feasible mitigation measures will not avoid or reduce to a less-
than-significant level all potentially significant adverse environmental efforts
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caused by the proposed Project. However, the City Council finds that the
proposed Project’s benefits override and outweigh its unavoidable impacts on the
environment, and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations, as set forth in
attached Attachment A. (CEQA Guidelines §15049 and 15093)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:

The City Council adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program set
forth in the Final EIR, Appendix A-1, as set forth in the attached Attachment A.
(CEQA Guidelines §15097).

Other Findings and Information:

The documents and other materials which constitute the administrative record of
proceedings upon which the City Council bases its recommendations with respect
to the Project are located at City Hall, 333 90" Street, Daly City, CA. The
custodians of these documents are the City Clerk and Director of Water and

Wastewater. (CEQA Guidelines §15091(¢))

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council that it certifies the Final EIR/EIS,
adopts the Statement of Overriding Consideration and adopts the MMRP, and approves the Vista
Grande Basin Improvement Project, based on the findings set forth in this Resolution.

1 hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of a Resolution adopted by the City Council of Daly City,

California, at a regular meeting thereof held on the 11th

day of _December , 2017, by the following

vote of the members thereof:

AYES, and in favor thereof, Councilmembers:

Buenaventura, Christensen,

Sylvester, Manalo

NOES, Councilmembers:

None

Absent, Councilmembers:

Guingona

APPROVED:

JUSLYN C. MANALO

CITY CLERK OF THE dITY OF DALY CITY

MAYOR OF THE CITY OF DALY CITY
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ATTACHMENT “A”

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project

California Environmental Quality Act Findings:
Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and
Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations

City of Daly City

The City of Daly City (“Daly City” or “the City”), as the lead agency, and the National Park
Service (“NPS”) as the federal lead agency, prepared a joint Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
Improvement Project (“Project™). The EIR/EIS was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”) and the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and
consists of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Final EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS analyzes the significant effects
of the Project on the environment.

Daly City makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions regarding mitigation
measures and alternatives, and the statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial
evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under in accordance with CEQA, (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA (“CEQA
Guidelines™) (14 California Cal. Code Regs. § 15000 et seq.). Because these findings are based
on the CEQA analysis of the Project, most references to the joint EIR/EIS simply refer to the
Draft or Final EIR. The NPS is separately responsible for making a decision on its federal actions
based on the EIS and the entire record compiled during the joint CEQA and NEPA evaluation
process. :

This document is organized as follows:

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the environmental
review process for the Project, the approval actions to be taken, and the location of records;

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

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

measurcs,
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CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

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

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

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

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for the mitigation measures that
have been proposed for adoption is attached to these findings as Attachment A-1. The MMRP is
required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.
Attachment A-1 provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final EIR for
the proposed Project that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Attachment
A-1 also specifies the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes
monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth
in Attachment A-1.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the City. The
references set forth in these findings below to certain pages or sections of the Draft EIR or the
Response to Comments document (“RTC”) in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not
intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings.

|. Approval of the Project

A. Project Description

By this action, Daly City adopts and implements the Project identified as the Vista Grande
Drainage Basin Improvement Project, to address storm-related flooding in the Vista Grande
Drainage Basin (Basin) while providing the additional benefit of augmenting the water level of
Lake Merced. The Vista Grande storm drain system drains the northwestern portion of Daly City
and an unincorporated portion of San Mateo County — areas originally within the watershed of
Lake Merced. In the 1890s, the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel were built to divert stormwater
away from the lake to an outlet at the Pacific Ocean. The Ocean Outlet and a portion of the
Tunnel are located within Fort Funston, part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area
(“GGNRA™), which is operated under the authority of the NPS. The existing Canal and Tunnel do
not have adequate hydraulic capacity to convey peak storm flows, and this periodically causes
backup of Tunnel flows into the Canal and flooding during peak storm events in adjacent
low-lying residential areas and along John Muir Drive. The proposed Project would consist of
improvements within the Vista Grande Basin storm drain system upstream of the Vista Grande
Canal; partial replacement of the existing Canal to incorporate a gross solid screening device, an
approximately 2.6-acre constructed treatment wetland, and diversion and discharge structures to
route some stormwater (and authorized non-stormwater) flows from the Canal to Lake Merced
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CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

and to allow lake water to be used for summer treatment wetland maintenance; modification of
the existing effluent gravity pipeline so that it may be used year round to convey treated effluent
from the nearby Wastewater Treatment Plant owned and operated by the North San Mateo
County Sanitation District to the existing outlet and diffuser by gravity, and abandoning the force
main pipeline; modification of the existing lake overflow structure to include an adjustable weir
and siphon that allows water from the lake to flow into the Canal and Vista Grande Tunnel;
replacement of the existing Tunnel to expand its hydraulic capacity and extend its operating
lifetime and replacement of the Lake Merced Portal to the Tunnel; and replacement of the
existing Ocean Outlet structure and a portion of the existing 33-inch submarine outfall pipeline

" that crosses the beach at Fort Funston. Operational components of the Project would include
management of water surface elevations in Lake Merced and a Lake Management Plan that
would include water quality best management practices, including upstream improvements in the
Basin and additional actions, the implementation of which may be triggered during post-Project
monitoring. In addition, the Project includes NPS execution of a special use permit for
construction activities within GGNRA lands and the expansion of the right-of-way (“ROW?”) to
accommodate the replacement Ocean Outlet structure.

B. Project Objectives

Daly City developed the Project to address the following objectives:

e Improve stormwater drainage of the lower Vista Grande Basin to accommodate peak flows
generated by the 25-year design storm;

e Provide a sustainable source of stormwater, establish a target maximum water surface
elevation, and implement a Lake Management Plan for management of Lake Merced water
quality, groundwater, and surface water elevation;

e Improve recreational access and reduce litter transfer and deposition along the beach below
Fort Funston; and

e Maximize use of existing ROWs, easements, and infrastructure to minimize construction-
related costs, habitat disturbance, and disruption to recreational users.

C. Environmental Review

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, Daly City, as lead
agency, prepared a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) to prepare a joint EIR and EIS for the Project
in cooperation with the NPS. The NOP was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to
other interested parties on February 28, 2013, initiating a public scoping period that extended
through June 7, 2013. The NOP provided a general description of the proposed Project, locations,
and objectives, and included a preliminary list of the potential environmental impacts related to
the following resource topics: aesthetics; air quality; biological resources; cultural and
archaeological resources; greenhouse gas emissions; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology
and water quality; land use; noise and vibration; public services and utilities; recreation;
socioeconomics and environmental justice; soils, seismicity, and geologic resources; and
transportation and traffic.

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project 3 ESA/207036.01
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, Daly City held one public scoping meeting on
March 28, 2013 at the Doelger Senior Center Café/Kitchen at Westlake Park in Daly City,
California. The purpose of the meeting was to present the proposed Project to the public and
receive public input regarding the proposed scope of the EIR analysis. Attendees were provided
an opportunity to voice comments or concerns regarding potential effects of the Project.

Three members of the public attended the scoping meeting. In addition to comments received
from attendees at the scoping meeting, which were summarized in notes taken by meeting
organizers, eight comment letters on the NOP were received via mail, e-mail, or fax. One of the
comment letters also attached two prior letters regarding prior alternatives analysis and
preliminary project design-related documents published by Daly City and the City and County of
San Francisco about the proposed Project; to the extent applicable, these also were treated as
scoping comments for the EIR. The comments addressed concerns regarding project description,
required permits, aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils,
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, hazards and hazardous materials and public health,
hydrology and water quality, consistency with local plans and policies, odors, recreational
impacts, transportation, and cumulative impacts.

Daly City then prepared the Draft EIR, which describes the Project and the environmental setting,
identifies potential impacts, presents mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant or
potentially significant, and evaluates three alternatives to the Project, including a “No Project”
alternative. The EIR also considers the cumulative impact of the Project and alternatives in
combination with other past, present, and future projects with potential for impacts on the same
resources.

Each environmental issue presented in the Draft EIR is analyzed with respect to significance
criteria that are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications to ensure. that
anticipated potential effects, such as interference with local utility corridors, would be addressed.

The Draft EIR was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations
and individuals for review and comment on April 28, 2016 for a 60-day public review period that
closed on July 1, 2016. Daly City made the Draft EIR available for download its Project website,
the address for which was included in all public notices. Paper copies of the Draft EIR were made
available for public review at the following locations: (1) the Daly City Office of the City Clerk,
333 90™ Street, Daly City, California; and (2) the Westlake Branch of the Daly City Public
Library, 275 Southgate Avenue, Daly City, California. Daly City also distributed notices of
availability of the Draft EIR on April 28, 2016; issued a news release on April 29, 2016; and posted
notices at locations within the Project area on May 2, 2016.

During the 60-day public review period, Daly City conducted a public meeting to provide an
opportunity for the public and regulatory agencies to learn about the project and be informed
about how to submit comments on the adequacy and accuracy of the Draft EIR. The public
meeting was held on May 26, 2016 at City Council Chambers, 333 90th Street, Daly City. One
member of the public attended the public meeting, but no comments addressing the adequacy of
the Draft EIR content were raised at the meeting. '
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CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

During the Draft EIR public review period, Daly City received seven comment letters. Four
agencies provided comments: the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA),'the
California State Lands Commission, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). Three organizations and private entities
also commented: California Trout, Golden Gate Audubon Society, and the Olympic Club.

The Final EIR, published on September 8, 2017, included copies of all of the comments received
on the Draft EIR as well as individual responses to those comments. The Final EIR provided
additional, updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as well as the
consultant and the lead and responsible agencies. The City reviewed and considered the Final
EIR, which includes the Draft EIR and the RTC document. In certifying the Final EIR, Daly City
determined that the Final EIR does not add significant new information to the Draft EIR that
would require recirculation of the EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 because the
Final EIR contains no information revealing (1) a new significant environmental impact that
would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented,

(2) a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact, (3) a
feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Project, but that was rejected
by the Project’s proponents, or (4) that the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

The Final EIR fully analyzed the Project proposed for approval herein. No new impacts have
been identified that have not been analyzed in the Final EIR.

D. Approval Actions

1. City of Daly City Actions
e Certify the Final EIR

e Adopt these CEQA findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program '

e Approve the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project

o Authorize the North San Mateo County Sanitation District to implement wastewater-related
components of the Project

2. North San Mateo County Sanitation District

The North San Mateo County Sanitation District is a Responsible Agency for the Project and its
Board of Directors will separately consider taking the following actions and approvals to
implement the aspects of the Project under its jurisdiction.

e Adopt CEQA findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program

e Approve wastewater-related components of Project
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3. City and County of San Francisco

The City and County of San Francisco is a Responsible Agency for the Project and separately will
consider taking the following actions and approvals to implement the aspects of the Project under
San Francisco jurisdiction.

San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

o Adopt CEQA findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program

e Convey ownership of Vista Grande Tunnel and easement to Daly City

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission:

e Approve the Lake Management Plan, including selecting a target water surface elevation at
which to manage the lake

e Approve necessary conveyances (€.g., easements, leases, and land transfers)

Additionally, the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise, Department of Public Works, Department of
Parking and Traffic, Recreation and Parks Department, and the Municipal Transportation Agency
MUNI Street Operations Division would rely on the certified EIR for issuance of any
discretionary permits or approvals for the Project.

4. State Agencies

Implementation of the Project and mitigation measures will involve consultation with/required
approvals by state regulatory agencies, including:

e California Coastal Commission

e State Water Resources Control Board

e San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

e (California Department of Fish and Wildlife

e California State Lands Commission

e California Department of Transportation

e State Historic Preservation Officer

E. Record of Proceedings

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings consists of the following
documents, at a minimum: :

e The NOP and all other public notices issued by Daly City in conjunction with the proposed
Project;

¢ The Draft EIR and Final EIR, including appendices and technical studies included or
referenced in the Draft EIR and Final EIR;
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e All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the public review
period on the Draft EIR;

e All comments and correspondence submitted to Daly City with respect to the proposed
Project, in addition to timely comments on the Draft EIR;

e Any minutes and/or transcripts of all information sessions, public meetings, and public
hearings held by Daly City in connection with the Project;

e Any documentary or other evidence submitted to Daly City at such information sessions,
public meetings, and public hearings;

e The Daly City General Plan and the Daly City Municipal Code provisions cited in materials
prepared by or submitted to Daly City;

e Any and all resolutions adopted by Daly City regarding the Project, and all staff reports,
analyses, and summaries related to the adoption of those resolutions;

e Matters of common knowledge to Daly City, including but not limited to federal, state, and
local laws and regulations;

e Any additional documents expressly cited in the Draft EIR and Final EIR and these findings;
and

e Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code
section 21167.6(e).

The City has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decisions on the Project
even if not every document was formally presented to Daly City Staff as part of the files
generated in connection with the Project.

Without exception, any documents set forth above not found in the Project files fall into one of
two categories. Many of them reflect prior planning or legislative decisions with which the City
Council was aware in approving the Project. (See City of Santa Cruz v. Local Agency Formation
Commission (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 381, 391-392; Dominey v. Department of Personnel
Administration (1988) 205 Cal.App.3d 729, 738, fn. 6.) Other documents influenced the expert
advice provided to Daly City Staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the City Council
as the final decision-making body. For that reason, such documents form part of the underlying
factual basis for the Council’s decisions relating to approval of the Project. (See Pub. Resources
Code, § 21167.6 (€)(10); Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council of City of San Jose (1986)
181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33
Cal.App.4th 144, 153, 155.) :

The documents constituting the record of proceedings are available for review by responsible
agencies and interested members of the public during normal business hours at the Office of the
City Clerk, 333 90th Street, Daly City, California.

F. Certification of EIR

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, Daly City hereby certifies that the EIR has
been completed in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City has reviewed and
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considered the information in the record and the EIR prior to recommending approval of any
element of the Project. By making these findings, the City confirms that the EIR is adequate to
support the approval of the Project and the City ratifies and adopts the findings and conclusions
of the EIR, as supplemented and modified by the findings contained herein.

G. Findings about Significant Environmental Impacts and
Mitigation Measures

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

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

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

As set forth below, the City adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures set forth in the
Final EIR to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant and significant impacts of the
Project. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the
information contained in the Final EIR.

In the Sections 11, III, and [V below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental
impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to
address each and every significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the
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need for such repetition because in no instance is the City rejecting the conclusions of the Final
EIR or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR for the Project.

Il. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant and Thus Not
Requiring Mitigation

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant.
(CEQA, § 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4 (a)(3), 15091.) The Final EIR identified impacts
found not to be significant for each component of the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement
Project. Based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, Daly City finds that
implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and
that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation. The City notes that NPS, the federal
lead agency under NEPA, has discretion to require and adopt mitigation for impacts not found to
be significant in the CEQA analysis of the Project. Such mitigation is represented in the MMRP
as being required by NPS, and is not relevant to the determination of significance under CEQA of
the impacts listed below.

Aesthetics

Impact AES-1: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse impact on a scenic
vista or scenic resource, or on the visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings.

Impact AES-2: Project operation would not result in a substantial adverse impact on a scenic
vista, scenic resource, or on the visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings.

Impact AES-4: Project operation would not result in a new source of substantial light or glare
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

Air Quality

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan (no impact).

Impact AIR-3: The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

Impact AIR-4: The Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people.

Biological Resources

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan
(no impact).
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Impact BIO-11: Project operation would not adversely affect species identified as candidate,
sensitive, or special-status wildlife species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or
by the CDFW or USFWS.

Impact BIO-13: Project operation would not adversely affect resident fisheries and fish habitat
associated with Lake Merced.

Impact BIO-14: Project operation would not adversely affect wetland habitats and other waters
of the United States associated with Lake Merced.

Geology and Soils

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater (no impact).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs (no impact).

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous Materials, Substances, or
Waste Within 0.25 Mile of an Existing or Proposed School (no impact).

Be Located on a Site that is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials Sites Compiled Pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a Result, Create a Significant Hazard to the Public
or the Environment (no impact).

Be Located within an Airport Land Use Plan or in the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip (no impact).

Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Fires (no
impact).

Impact HAZ-1: Project construction could create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Impact HAZ-4: Project operation would not increase human exposure to vector-borne diseases
as a result of implementation.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Placement of Housing within a 100-Year Flood Zone (no impact).

Exposure to Flooding from Failure of a Levee or Dam (no impact).
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Impact HYD-2: The Project could deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge.

Impact HYD-3: The Project could alter existing drainage patterns, causing downstream erosion
or siltation.

Impact HYD-4: The Project would not place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that
would impede or redirect flood flows.

Impact HYD-5: The Project could alter existing drainage patterns and increase the potential for
flooding and could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding or could result in increased stormwater runoff which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.

Impact HYD-6: Project maintenance could violate water quality standards and/or waste
discharge requirements, provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality in Lake Merced.

Impact HYD-7: The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Impact HYD-8: Project operation could violate water quality standards, waste discharge
requirements, provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality in Lake Merced.

Land Use and Planning

Physically divide an established community (no impact).

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan
(no impact).

Noise and Vibration

For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, in an area within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing
or working in the area to excessive noise levels (no impact).

For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels (no impact).

Impact NOI-3: Project operation would not expose receptors to noise levels in excess of the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance; would not expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels; and would not result in a substantial permanent, temporary, or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above existing levels.
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Recreation

Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment (no impact).

Impact REC-1: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated.

Population and Housing

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure) (no impact).

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere (no impact).

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere (no impact).

Transportation and Traffic

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to LOS
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways (no impact).

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in locations that results in substantial safety risks (no impact).

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (no impact).

Impact TRA-2: Project operation and maintenance would cause some temporary increases in
traffic volumes on area roadways, but would not substantially conflict with the performance of
the circulation system or with plans, ordinances, or policies pertaining to the performance of the
circulation system.

Impact TRA-3: Project construction would not impair access to adjacent roadways and land
uses, or impede emergency access.

Impact TRA-4: Project construction would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.
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Utilities and Service Systems

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects (no
impact).

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or the expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects (no
impact).

Impact UTIL-1: The Project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the San
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board nor result in a determination by a wastewater
treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing entitlements.

Impact UTIL-2: The Project would not require more water supply than would be available
through existing entitlements and resources, nor would it require new or expanded water supply
resources or entitlements.

Impact UTIL-3: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect related to
landfill capacity.

Impact UTIL-4: The Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect related to
compliance with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations pertaining to solid waste.

Impact UTIL-5: Project construction could result in a substantial adverse effect related to
disruption of utility operations or accidental damage to existing utilities.

lll. Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can
Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less-than-Significant
Level through Mitigation, and the Disposition of the
Applicable Mitigation Measures

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a
project’s identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible
(unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings
in this Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the EIR. The full text
of the mitigation measures is contained in the Final EIR and in Attachment A-1, the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program. Daly City recognizes that some of the mitigation measures are
partially within the jurisdiction of other agencies, including the SFPUC and NPS. The City urges
these agencies to assist in implementing these mitigation measures, and finds that these agencies
can and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures.
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Aesthetics

Impact AES-3: Project construction could result in a new source of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

It is anticipated that tunneling activities could occur 24 hours per day in two to three shifts, and
construction of the replacement pipe section and piers on the beach would necessitate 24-hour
work over a period of several days to one week. Construction would create a new temporary
source of nighttime lighting in the immediate area and the light and glare effects from Project
construction could be substantial.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-9: Night Lighting Minimization

All construction nighttime lighting shall be fully shielded and focused downward to
ensure that no significant illumination passes beyond immediate work area or vertically
into the sky. Warm colored light shall be used where feasible.

Air Quality

Impact AIR-1: The Project would not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation. Without appropriate dust controls, dust emissions
generated within federally administered areas could contribute to the SFBAAB’s existing PM10
and PM2.5 non-attainment status, a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: Dust Control Plan Implementation

All elements of the Dust Control Plan required for work within San Francisco shall also
be implemented for work occurring at Fort Funston. At a minimum this Plan shall include
watering of exposed surfaces, covering of haul trucks, and sweeping of visible mud or
dirt on adjacent public roads.

Impact AIR-2: The Project could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of ozone,
PM10, or PM2.5 (for which the SFBAAB is in non-attainment), including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors. Construction activities would result in
cumulatively significant fugitive dust emissions.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: Dust Control Plan Implementation

Biological Resources

Impact BIO-1: Project construction could have a substantial adverse effect either directly or
through habitat modifications, on plant species identified as sensitive or special-status in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. Project construction activities
including materials and equipment staging at multiple sites within at Fort Funston associated with
the Vista Grande Tunnel and Ocean QOutlet replacement, maintenance on and use of the Avalon
Canyon Road beach access route, and construction of the Impound Lake discharge structure could
result in impacts to special-status plant populations and their supporting vegetation communities.
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Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Avoidance, minimization, and compensation for impacts
to special-status plants

A qualified botanist shall conduct appropriately timed floristic preconstruction surveys
for special-status plant species with a moderate or high potential to occur in the study
area, and for species known to be present in the study area, in all suitable habitat that
would be potentially disturbed by the Project within the year of initiation of ground
disturbance. If special-status plants are found during surveys, a reporting and
avoidance/relocation/compensation program shall be conducted as described in this
measure.

Impact BIO-2: Project construction could have a substantial adverse effect either directly or
through habitat modifications, on reptile species identified as special-status in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. Construction of the Lake Merced
overflow structure in South Lake and the outlet structure on the bank and within waters of
Impound Lake could adversely affect the western pond turtle by direct mortality, should it be
present, which would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Worker Training Worker Environmental Awareness
Program Training

A Project-specific Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training shall be
developed and implemented by a qualified biologist and attended by all Project personnel
prior to beginning work onsite.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2b: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Western
Pond Turtle

During construction at the Lake Merced overflow structure in South Lake, construction at
the outlet structure on the bank and within waters of Impound Lake, and during
installation of the in-lake treatment infrastructure a qualified biological monitor shall be
present during vegetation removal and the installation of exclusion fencing and
cofferdam at Impound Lake.

Impact BIO-3: Project construction could have a substantial adverse effect either directly or
through habitat modifications, on migratory birds and/or on bird species identified as special-
status in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.
Construction activities could disrupt birds attempting to nest in the vicinity of the Project site,
disrupt parental foraging activity, or displace mated pairs with territories in the Project vicinity.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Nesting Bird Protection Measures

Construction activities that may compromise breeding birds or the success of their nests
shall be conducted outside of nesting season. If construction cannot be avoided during
nesting season, a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct preconstruction nesting
surveys within 7 days prior to the start or resumption of construction after any breaks of
14 days or more. If active nests are located during the preconstruction bird nesting
surveys, a qualified biologist shall conduct an evaluation and monitoring program as
described in this measure.
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Impact BIO-4: Project construction could have a substantial adverse effect either directly or
through habitat modifications, on bats identified as special-status in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. Clearing vegetation (including trees) and
removing structures in support of Project construction could result in direct mortality of special-
status bats roosting in tree cavities, under bark, and in structures within the Project site. Direct
mortality of special-status bats would be a significant impact. Additionally, common bats may
establish maternity roosts in these same locations which are protected under CEQA.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-4: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status
Bats

A preconstruction survey for special-status bats shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist in advance of tree and structure removal within the project site to characterize
potential bat habitat and identify active roost sites. Should the preconstruction survey find
no bat habitat or bat roosting sites then no further action is required. Should potential
roosting habitat or active bat roosts be found in trees and/or structures to be removed
under the project, Daly City shall implement avoidance and minimization measures as
described in this measure.

Impact BIO-5: Project construction could have a substantial adverse effect on central dune
scrub, a sensitive natural community identified by the CDFW. Impacts to central dune scrub are
expected to occur during Project-related improvements to the Avalon Canyon access road and
through use of the proposed staging area at Fort Funston where approximately 0.497-acre of
central dune scrub is present on the eastern and southern boundaries. In addition, restored central
dune scrub has been established near Impouhd Lake where the outlet structure is proposed;
however, the Project facilities are not located in areas where central dune scrub has been mapped.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-5: Avoidance, minimization, and compensation for impacts
to central dune scrub.

Concurrent with focused botanical surveys, prior to establishing staging areas or
beginning construction activities, areas of central dune scrub vegetation within the
Project footprint and within a 50-foot buffer adjacent to the Project footprint shall be
mapped by a qualified botanist. To the extent feasible, Project elements shall be designed
to avoid and minimize impacts to central dune scrub as described in this measure.

Impact BIO-6: Project construction would not have a substantial adverse effect on upland
vegetation communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the
CDFW or USFWS. Trees that may be impacted by the Project during construction occur in an
area managed by the San Francisco Department of Public Works (SFDPW) or located on San
Francisco owned land. Such areas are subject to Article 16, Section 808 of the Public Works
Code as designated street or significant trees.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-6: Implement Tree Protection Measures and Plant
Replacement Trees

A certified arborist shall perform a tree survey of the Project prior to construction to
identify trees to be removed, trimmed, or retained and that shall need to be protected
during construction. Trees to be trimmed or retained under the Project shall be protected
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during construction by measures determined by the certified arborist, and trees to be
removed shall follow SFDPW tree removal permit process as described in this measure.

Impact BIO-7: Project construction would have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive
communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS
through the introduction or spread of invasive plants. Project construction activities could
contribute to the spread of invasive plants and introduce new invasive plants to the study area
through earth moving, transport of vehicles, equipment and materials, and unanticipated sediment
dispersal during rain events which would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-7a: Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants

Construction best management practices shall be implemented in all construction areas to
prevent the spread of invasive plants, seed, propagules, and pathogens as described in this
measure.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-7b: Post-Construction Treatment of Upland Areas

Upon completion of final grading, and in order to prevent the establishment and spread of
invasive plant species in upland areas temporarily disturbed by construction activities,
hydroseed or broadcast seed of a native plant seed mix shall be applied to upland areas
disturbed during construction as described in this measure.

Impact BIO-8: Project construction could have a substantial adverse effect on wetlands and
other jurisdictional waters. Project impacts to these potential jurisdictional features would involve
temporary and permanent discharges of structures and/or fill within waters and wetlands, and/or
alterations of the bed and/or banks of a lake or stream, to accommodate Project activities.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-8a: Wetland Avoidance and Protection

Access roads, work areas, and infrastructure shall be sited to avoid and minimize direct
and indirect impacts to wetlands and waters to the extent feasible. Where work will occur
on the Project adjacent to state and federal jurisdictional wetlands and waters, protection
measures shall be applied to protect these features as described in this measure.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-8b: Compensation for Impacts to Wetlands and Riparian
Habitat

To offset temporary impacts, restoration to pre-project conditions shall be conducted, as
required by regulatory permits. To offset unavoidable permanent impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands, waters, and to riparian habitat, compensatory mitigation shall be provided as
required by regulatory permits as described in this measure.

Impact BIO-9: Project construction could impede movement of native resident fish species. A
variety of common fish species reside in Lake Merced and could be adversely affected by in-
water work at the lake associated with the Project.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-2b: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Western

Pond Turtle
Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project 17 ESA /207036.01
City of Daly City November 2017

Page 180 of 233



CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

Impact BIO-10: Project construction could interfere substantially with the movement of native
resident or migratory species or with established native resident or migratory corridors, or impede
the use of nursery sites. Construction activities associated with the Ocean Outlet and the
submarine outfall on Ocean Beach and those associated with the Fort Funston tunnel shaft staging
and work area could adversely impact birds migrating along the Pacific Flyway and nearby
resident wildlife with the introduction of night lighting into an otherwise dark environment.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-9: Night Lighting Minimization

Impact BIO-12: Project operation could adversely affect central dune scrub, thimbleberry, wax
myrtle, and canyon live oak scrub, and Vancouver rye grassland associated with Lake Merced.
Loss of central dune scrub would be less than 1 percent under the Project and canyon live oak
would be unaffected. Wax myrtle scrub would be unaffected by increased lake levels up to 9 feet
City Datum but would incur a 12.50 percent loss at a 10 feet City Datum WSE, which would be
considered significant. Thimbleberry scrub occurs above 13 feet City Datum and would not be
inundated by rising water surface elevations under any scenario. Vancouver rye grassland would
incur losses below 10 percent with an increase in lake levels up through 9 feet City Datum but
would experience significant impacts at 10 feet where there would be a 46.15 percent loss (i.e., if
the target maximum of 9.5 WSE was selected).

Mitigation Measure 3.4-10a: Lake Level Management

The Lake Merced overflow weir in South Lake shall be set at no greater than 9 feet City
Datum to prevent lake water surface elevation from having significant effects on wax
myrtle scrub, Vancouver rye grassland, and eucalyptus forest. Should an operating WSE
above 9 feet City Datum be selected or an extreme storm event requires temporary storage
in Lake Merced that would increase WSE above 9 feet City Datum for more than 14 days
(at which time vegetation die-off could occur), Mitigation Measure 3.4-10b is required.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-10b: Compensation for Loss of Sensitive Communities at
Lake Merced

If 9.5 feet City Datum is selected as the target maximum WSE and Lake Merced water
levels are not maintained at or below 9 feet City Datum during normal operations, or a
storm event requires storage in Lake Merced that would increase WSE above 9 feet City
Datum for more than 14 days for wax myrtle scrub and Vancouver rye grassland or for
more than one month for blue gum eucalyptus forest, a resurvey of these sensitive
vegetation communities around the Lake Merced shoreline to which a significant impact
is predicted to occur (i.e., more than 10 percent loss) shall be performed post-inundation
to determine actual percent loss.

An onsite revegetation and restoration plan as described in Mitigation Measure 3.4-10b
shall be prepared to compensate for the affected sensitive vegetation communities and
habitat lost (in excess of 10 percent) with a maintained WSE above 9 feet City Datum for
14 days or more for wax myrtle scrub and Vancouver rye grassland and for one month or
more for eucalyptus forest.

Impact BIO-15: Project operation could adversely affect native wildlife nursery sites associated
with Lake Merced. Water level increases above 9 feet City Datum under the Project that persist
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for more than one month (i.e., with a target maximum WSE of 9.5 feet) would result in the
change in habitat attributed to the Project in excess of 10 percent which would be considered a
significant impact on these wildlife nursery sites.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-10a: Lake Level Management

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-10b: Compensation for Loss of Sensitive Communities
at Lake Merced

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact CUL-2: The Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource, including shipwrecks. While unlikely, ground-disturbing activities could
expose and cause impacts on unknown archaeological resources or shipwrecks, which would be a
potentially significant impact. The existing outlet is approximately 900 feet north of the
shipwreck remains of the 1882 schooner Neptune from 1900.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources or
Shipwrecks.

If construction activities result in the inadvertent discovery of an archaeological resource,
measures regarding training construction personnel, and notification, inspection,
preservation, and treatment requirements are discussed in this measure.

Impact CUL-3: Project construction could disturb human remains. Project construction could
result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains.

If construction activities result in the inadvertent discovery of human remains, measures
associated with compliance of applicable state laws regarding the treatment of such
remains are described in this measure.

Geology and Soils

Impact GEO-1: Construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project could expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic ground shaking and/or
seismic-related ground failure. Holocene slip was observed in trench exposures of the Serra Fault
and geotechnical investigation concluded there is a potential for sympathetic offset within the
proposed tunnel alignment as a result of rupture on the nearby San Andreas Fault. Groundshaking
during an earthquake in the Project area has the potential to be strong, with peak ground
acceleration around 0.6 g, which could result in significant groundshaking effects on the proposed
facilities. Also, seismic damage due to liquefaction and related phenomena could occur along the
pipeline and at other facilities. In particular, the new tunnel portal and Lake Merced overflow
inlet are planned in an area of potentially liquefiable soil.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1a: Prior to final Project design, a qualified engineer and/or
geologist shall perform an inspection to map the size, location, orientation, and patterns
of cracks and any crack offsets to provide additional insight into possible tunnel
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deformation related to faulting, and to help better assess the potential impact of the Serra
Fault Zone during future seismic events on the San Andreas Fault.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1b: Daly City and/or its contractor(s) shall retain inspectors
working under the auspices of a California-licensed geotechnical engineer to be present
on the Project site during excavation, grading, and general site preparation activities to
monitor the implementation of the recommendations specified in this measure.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1c: Project foundations in the vicinity of Boring B-3 shall be
constructed using cast-in-place drilled piers, micropiles, or another equivalent deep
foundation system such as auger-cast or displacement piles or a torqued-in piling system
for deep foundations.

Impact GEO-2: The Project could result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
Construction activities such as excavating, trenching, and grading can remove stabilizing
vegetation and expose areas of loose soil that, if not properly stabilized during construction, can
be subject to erosion by wind and stormwater runoff, potentially resulting in a significant impact
with respect to soils. Also, during operation of the project, erosion and improper water flow could
occur within the retaining wall backdrain systems if they are not properly maintained.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: Annual maintenance shall include the following: inspection
and flushing to make sure that subdrain pipes are free of debris and are in good working
order; and inspection of subdrain outfall locations to verify that introduced water flows
freely through the discharge pipes and that no excessive erosion has occurred.

Impact GEO-3: The Project may be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the Project. The outlet structure is in an area where the
potential for shallow or wedge failures up to about 10 to 15 feet thick under static conditions is
moderate to high. During large seismic events, the potential for relatively large-scale landsliding
is high. In addition, there is landslide potential at Avalon Canyon which would provide beach
access during construction of the outlet structure.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-3a: Recommendations regarding site preparation, foundations,
retaining walls, seismic design, and other geotechnical aspects provided in the
geotechnical report shall be incorporated into this Project and are discussed in this
measure.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-3b: Prior to final Project design, additional slope stability
studies, including updated geologic mapping and slope stability analysis, shall be
performed by a California-licensed geotechnical engineer to evaluate potential for
weakened blocks that could become loose during outlet construction or tunneling. Also,
stability analyses shall be completed to evaluate the potential impacts of bluff failure on
the new outlet structure to be constructed at the base of the cliff. If potential for
weakened blocks to become loose or for bluff failure to occur during construction, the
study shall include design specifications and construction methods, such as use of
temporary structural supports, to avoid such effects. Recommendations from the studies
shall be incorporated into the final Project design and construction methods, and
implemented by Daly City and/or its contractors.
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Impact GEO-4: The proposed Project would not create substantial risks to life or property due to
expansive or corrosive soils. Project area soils have a mild to moderate corrosion potential which
could be corrosive to micropiles.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-4: Daly City and/or its contractors shall ensure that all micropiles
used for the Project are double-corrosion protected.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

Impact GHG-1: Project construction and operation would generate GHG emissions. Total short-
term Project construction-related GHG emissions would be below BAAQMD’s quantitative
threshold of 1,100 metric tons CO2e per year for non-stationary sources in construction years 1
and 3, but would be above this threshold during year 2. Impacts associated with construction-
related GHG emissions would be less than significant if tunnel drives are constructed
concurrently, if tunneling occurs on a 24-hour basis, or both.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction

Daly City and/or its contractors shall implement measures associated with on-road
vehicle idling times, biodiesel fueling for generators, pre-construction GHG modeling,
and the purchase of carbon offsets as described in this measure.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HAZ-2: Project construction could result in a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the environment. Lead is a known contaminant within 0.25 mile of
the Project site. During construction, ground-disturbing activities could unearth unexploded
ordnance, which would pose a safety risk to workers on-site.

Mitigation Measure 3.8-1: Health and Safety Plan.

The construction contractor(s) shall prepare and implement a site-specific Health and
Safety Plan in accordance with 29 CFR 1910.120 to protect construction workers and the
public during all excavation, grading, and construction activities. A description of
elements for inclusion in the Health and Safety Plan are described in this measure.

Impact HAZ-3: Project construction would not impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Construction could
affect the availability of travel lanes when construction occurs within or adjacent to John Muir
Drive, due to the presence of large, slow-moving trucks that may cause delays. These delays
could interfere with implementation of the Emergency Response Plan, which would be a
significant impact.

See Mitigation Measure 3.15-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan
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Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HYD-1: Project construction could violate water quality standards and/or waste
discharge requirements, provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality. Construction of the Lake Merced outlet structure on the bank
and within waters of Impound Lake and of the Lake Merced overflow structure in South Lake
could result in discharges of pollutants to Lake Merced directly, resulting in substantial water
quality effects.

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Implement Cofferdam Dewatering BMPs for In-Water
Work

[f dewatering discharge produced during construction of the Lake Merced outlet and
overflow structures is not discharged to the sewer system, a requirement shall be included
in construction specifications that requires the construction contractor(s) to implement
standard BMPs developed and approved by Daly City for the treatment of sediment-laden
water produced during cofferdam dewatering activities. BMPs are described in this
measure. -

Noise and Vibration

Impact NOI-1: Project construction could temporarily expose persons to or generate noise levels
in excess of local noise ordinances or create a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels. Construction activities around the Canal and Tunnel, in combination with the impact pile
driving at the John Muir Drive crossing and Fort Funston shaft, may have the potential to exceed
the 70 dBA L., speech interference threshold for greater than two weeks. Additionally, Tunnel
construction activities would generate substantial continuous noise at Fort Funston, where visitors
may value an increased degree of quiet for passive recreational uses.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Construction contractors shall implement noise control
measures for equipment and trucks, impact tools, and stationary construction noise
sources as described in this measure.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2: Construction contractors shall address further potential
nuisance impacts of Project construction by posting signs at construction site entrances
that describe requirements of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, and include permitted
construction days and hours, contact information for the job site and a contact number in
the event of problems. An onsite complaint and enforcement manager shall respond to
and track complaints and questions related to noise.

Impact NOI-2: Project construction could result in the exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. The vibration levels at the Missile
Assembly Building in Fort Funston would be above the FTA’s building damage threshold for
susceptible buildings; therefore, this source of ground-bome vibration could result in a significant
impact to that building.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-3: To address the vibration impact at the Missile Assembly
Building located in Fort Funston, Daly City shall require construction contractors to
implement vibration monitoring measures as described in this measure.
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Geologic and Paleontological Resources

Impact PAL-1: The Project would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geological feature. Because new disturbance would occur within
geologic units with moderate to high potential for paleontological resources, potentially
significant fossils could be adversely affected during construction, particularly within the Merced
Formation. Furthermore, ground-disturbing activities could expose and cause impacts on
unknown paleontological resources, which would be a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources.

Training, monitoring, evaluation, reporting, treatment, and salvage procedures related to
the inadvertent discovery of paleontological resources are discussed in this measure.

Transportation and Traffic

Impact TRA-1: Project construction would cause temporary increases in traffic volumes on area
roadways, which could cause substantial conflicts with the performance of the circulation system,
but would not conflict with applicable plans, ordinances, or policies pertaining to the performance
of the circulation system. The increased local congestion/delay and potential conflicts involving
Project trucks is considered to be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.15-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan

Daly City and/or its contractor(s) shall prepare and implement a Construction Traffic
Management Plan in accordance with professional traffic engineering standards to show
methods for maintaining traffic flows on roadways and access to recreational resources
directly affected by Project construction. Such requirements are discussed in this
measure.

Impact TRA-5: Project construction would result in increased wear-and-tear on the designated
haul routes. The wear-and-tear effects on road conditions and driving safety is considered to be a
significant impact. Local streets (e.g., Avalon Drive and Fort Funston Road) generally are not
built with a pavement thickness that will withstand substantial truck traffic volumes.

Mitigation Measure 3.15-2: Daly City, San Francisco, and the National Park Service
shall enter into an agreement prior to construction that shall detail pre-construction
conditions and the post-construction requirements of a roadway rehabilitation program.

~ Daly City and/or its contractors shall repair roads damaged by construction to a structural
condition equal to that which existed prior to construction activity.

IV. Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or
Reduced to a Less-than-Significant Level
Notwithstanding existing regulations and the mitigation measures set forth for adoption in the

MMRP, the impacts discussed in this Section IV cannot be fully mitigated to a less-than-
significant level. For each impact that is determined to be significant and unavoidable, a
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Statement of Overriding Considerations has been prepared for that impact and is set forth in
Section VI, below.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact CUL-1: The Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource because it would demolish the majority of the historic structures of the existing
Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel. The Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel is recommended eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A (events) and C
(architecture/engineering). As such, the property meets the definition of a historical resource as
defined under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The proposed Project would replace
approximately 1,350 feet of the upstream portion of the Canal with a concrete collection box, box
culvert, debris screening device, and diversion structure. Replacement of the Canal with a box
culvert would support development of a constructed treatment wetland in an area between John
Muir Drive and the southern edge of the Canal. The Project also would demolish and later replace
150 feet of the downstream portion of the Canal to accommodate a temporary access ramp for
construction of the rehabilitated Lake Merced Portal. The total length of Canal replacement
would be approximately 1,500 feet, or approximately 42 percent of its 3,600-foot length.

The proposed Project also would replace the Vista Grande Tunnel in its entirety to increase its
flow capacity. The existing brick-lined tunnel would be excavated and a new tunnel with a larger-
diameter concrete lining would be constructed in its place. Tunneling would begin from a
temporary 30-foot-diameter construction shaft located at Fort Funston. Once completed, two new
24-inch wastewater pipelines would be installed within the tunnel to replace the existing force main.
At Fort Funston, the existing Ocean Outlet would also be demolished and replaced with a new
outlet structure.

Although approximately 58 percent or about 2,100 feet of the Canal would remain intact after
completion of the Project, the Project would demolish the remaining 1,500 feet of the Canal and
all of the 3,000-foot-long Tunnel, thereby substantially affecting of the vast majority (69 percent)
of the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel as an entire drainage system. As the proposed Project
would result in the physical demolition of a resource such that the significance of the historical
resource would be materially impaired, it would cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, which is considered a significant impact.

This impact could be reduced with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 (HABS/HAER
Recordation) and 3.5-2 (Public Interpretation). However, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable, as
there are no measures available that would avoid the loss of the structure to a less-than-significant
level.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: HABS/HAER Recordation

Prior to initiation of Project construction or demolition, the City of Daly City, in

consultation with the NPS, shall record the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel in accordance
with the NPS Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record
(HABS/HAER) program. This program entails: 1) documentation of the canal and tunnel
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through large-format black and white photographs (including the interior of the length of
the tunnel), 2) preparation of a historic resources report, 3) preparation of measured
drawings (or copies of original plans), and 4) archiving of the documentation package at
the U.S. Library of Congress, the City of Daly City, Golden Gate park archives, and other
local repositories such as public libraries. The specific HABS/HAER requirements of the
Vista Canal and Tunnel will be further detailed in consultation with the NPS Pacific
Western Region’s HABS/HAER coordinator. :

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: Public Interpretation

Prior to the completion of the Project, the City of Daly City, in coordination with the
NPS, shall prepare a public interpretation package that may entail interpretive materials,
including but not limited to signage, brochures, videos, historical narrative, or other
printed or web-based methods of explaining the historical and engineering significance of
the Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel to the general public.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HYD-9: The Project could conflict with plans, policies, or regulations related to
alteration of coastal landforms or processes adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.

The Project’s construction and operation could alter the existing natural beach dynamics and the
coastal environment, thereby resulting in altered bluff erosion rates and patterns. Coastal
development in California is regulated by the California Coastal Commission pursuant to the
California Coastal Act. For the purposes of CEQA, the impact threshold is defined by
conformance to the Coastal Act policies, and related conformance to NPS Management Policies.

The Coastal Act directs that new development that could alter natural shoreline processes shall be
permitted when required to serve coastal dependent uses, protect existing structures, and only
when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply (Public
Resources Code Section 30235). The statute also states that new development shall “[a]ssure
stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion,
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs
and cliffs” (Public Resources Code Section 30253(b)).

The California Coastal Act directs that new coastal development, such as the Ocean Outlet
structure, be designed to ensure that impacts on local shoreline sand supply are eliminated or
mitigated (Section 30235) and that the Project not create or contribute significantly to erosion,
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs
and cliffs (Section 30253(b)). Further, the CCC’s 2015 Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance outlines a
process for evaluating and expands upon the factors (e.g., avoidance, alternatives, and adaptation)
that the CCC will consider in determining whether a proposed shoreline development project is
consistent with the Coastal Act.
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The wing walls are proposed to promote the stability and structural integrity of the Ocean Outlet
structure, reduce erosion directly behind the wing walls, and extend the operating life of the
Ocean Outlet. However, the wing walls would potentially result in alterations to coastal processes
in a manner that could result in a reduced local sediment supply, an altered seasonal beach profile
due to increased scour, and/or increased episodic bluff erosion. The wing walls thus constitute a
protective device that has the potential to substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and
cliffs in the Project vicinity. For these reasons, elements of the Project may conflict with Coastal
Act Sections 30235 and 30253(b) and CCC’s Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, which would be a
significant impact. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-2 (Avoidance and
Minimization of Conflicts with California Coastal Act and NPS Management Policies),
elements of the Project necessary to ensure structural integrity may still conflict with the policies
in Coastal Act Sections 30235 and 30253(b) due to potentially reduced local shoreline sand
supply and altered shoreline processes. Therefore, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.9-2, certain Project features associated with the Ocean Outlet structures may still result
in inconsistency with the policies governing local shoreline sand supply and alteration of
landforms due to the construction of shoreline protective devices, provided in California Coastal
Act Sections 30235 and 30253. As a result, Impact HYD-9 could remain significant and
unavoidable even after the incorporation of available and feasible mitigation.

Mitigation Measure 3.9-2: Avoidance and Minimization of Conflicts with California
Coastal Act and NPS Management Policies

The final design of the Ocean Outlet structures must minimize conflicts with the
applicable Coastal Act requirements that new development: 1) be designed to eliminate
or mitigate adverse effects on local shoreline sand supply (Section 30235); and 2) assure
stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion,
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms
along bluffs and cliffs (Section 30253). In order to minimize conflicts with these policies,
Daly City shall undertake the steps described in this measure.

Land Use and Planning

Impact LU-1: The project could conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

The Project could be inconsistent with some of the sub-policies of the Coastal Act and with
portions of the NPS Management Policies regarding coastal processes. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.9 2, Avoidance and Minimization of Conflicts with California Coastal
Act and NPS Management Policies, would require the. final Project engineering design to
minimize conflicts with the applicable Coastal Act requirements that new development: 1) be
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse effects on local shoreline sand supply and 2) assure
stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion,
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs
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and cliffs (California Coastal Act Sections 30235 and 30253) and with NPS Management Policies
regarding minimization of safety hazards and harm to property and natural resources. However,
even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-2, elements of the Project necessary to
ensure structural integrity may still conflict with the policies in Coastal Act Sections 30235 and
30253(b) due to potentially reduced local shoreline sand supply and altered shoreline processes
and/or with NPS Management Policies. Therefore, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.9-2, certain Project features associated with the Ocean Outlet structures may still result
in inconsistency with applicable land use plans and policies of agencies with jurisdiction over the
coastal elements of the Project. As a result, Impact HYD-9, and therefore Impact LU-1 as well,
could remain significant and unavoidable even after the incorporation of available and feasible
mitigation. This finding is due in part to the inherent inconsistency between the policies requiring
structural integrity with the policy concerning avoidance of shoreline protective devices that
would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

See Mitigation Measure 3.9-2: Avoidance and Minimization of Conflicts with
California Coastal Act and NPS Management Policies

V. Evaluation of Project Alternatives

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

A. Reasons for Approval of the Proposed Project

The specific objectives of the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project are to:

e Improve stormwater drainage of the lower Vista Grande Basin to accommodate peak flows
generated by the 25-year design storm;

e Provide a sustainable source of stormwater, establish a target maximum water surface
elevation, and implement.a Lake Management Plan for management of Lake Merced water
quality, groundwater, and surface water elevation;

e Improve recreational access and reduce litter transfer and deposition along the beach below
Fort Funston; and

e Maximize use of existing ROWs, easements, and infrastructure to minimize construction-
related costs, habitat disturbance, and disruption to recreational users.

The Project would meet these objectives by responding to and helping Daly City meet the goal of
improving stormwater drainage in the lower Vista Grande Basin by enlarging the existing Canal
and Tunnel and providing a connection to store stormwater in Lake Merced in order to
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accommodate the 25-year design storm. It would also meet the objective of providing a
sustainable source of water for management of Lake Merced water surface levels and water
quality with implementation of the Lake Management Plan. The Project would meet the objective
to improve recreational access and reduce litter transfer and deposition along the beach below
Fort Funston by removing the portion of the existing Ocean Outlet structure that currently
projects from the cliff face onto the beach and by installing debris screens that would remove
litter from the stormwater that flows across the beach. Lastly, the Project would use existing
easements and reuse some existing infrastructure.

As described in the Final EIR, the Project was proposed after several years of collaborative
efforts to define a project that would meet one of the primary objectives of flood control in the
Basin. Beginning in 2007, Daly City and its engineering and environmental consultants evaluated
17 alternative engineering concepts for managing stormwater in the Basin to alleviate flooding.
The engineering alternatives included various combinations of facilities including different tunnel
alignments and capacities, stormwater detention structures, and groundwater recharge facilities.
These engineering alternatives were evaluated in a 2007 draft Alternatives Evaluation Report
based on their potential for reducing flooding, operational viability, public impacts, environmental
benefits, and constructability. The report also considered diversion of stormwater to Lake Merced
as an optional element that could be used in combination with a new tunnel alignment or
stormwater retention alternative to help address both flooding and water quality management
objectives. Daly City held public meetings in 2008 to introduce interested parties to the
conceptual engineering alternatives and hear input about the community’s concerns. Following
further discussions in July 2009 with the public and key stakeholders, Daly City and San
Francisco agreed to explore the potential benefits of augmenting the existing infrastructure
adjacent to and including Lake Merced to reduce the localized flooding potential within the
watershed and simultaneously better manage Lake Merced water levels. This collaborative effort
led to the inclusion of the “Lake Merced Alternative” in a revised Alternatives Analysis Report.
A public hearing was held in May 2011 to review the alternatives presented in this revision, and
several stakeholders spoke in support of the Lake Merced Alternative. As a result of this
evaluation process, Daly City further defined the Lake Merced Alternative, which became the
proposed Project. As described below in Section V.B, the alternatives evaluated in the Final EIR
were not found to be environmentally superior to the proposed Project, and each would result in
additional new environmental impacts. Thus, the proposed Project is the environmentally superior
alternative, and is preferred among the alternatives evaluated.

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

Daly City rejects the Alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the City
finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations described in this Section that make infeasible such
Alternatives, and/or that there is substantial evidence that these Alternatives would result in the
same or more severe significant environmental impacts compared to the proposed Project. In
making these determinations, the City is aware that CEQA defines “feasibility” to mean “capable
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors” (CEQA § 21061.1).
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The City is also aware that under CEQA case law the concept of “feasibility” encompasses (i) the
question of whether a particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a
project (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 cal. App.4™ 704, 715)
and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is “desirable” from a policy standpoint (Defend the
Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 1269-1270; In re Bay-Delta Programmatic
Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1162-1169) to
the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic,
environmental, social, legal, and technological factors (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego
(1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417).

No Project Alternative

CEQA requires an EIR to evaluate a “no project” alternative to allow decision-makers to compare
the impacts of approving a proposed project with the impacts of not approving it (CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.6(e)). The “no project” analysis evaluates the existing conditions at the time
the Notice of Preparation was published as well as what reasonably would be expected to occur in
the foreseeable future if the proposed project were not approved, based on current plans, permits
and available infrastructure and services.

Under the No Project alternative, no physical component of the proposed Project would be
constructed and none of the proposed operational changes to stormwater routing would be made.
The Lake Management Plan would not be implemented. The NPS would not grant the Special
Use Permit, and no construction could occur within NPS-managed lands.

Annual Canal sediment removal activities would continue, as well as as-needed maintenance
activities. Because Canal and Tunnel capacity would not be improved, occasional flooding of the
Canal and associated flooding of John Muir Drive into Lake Merced and in local neighborhoods
would continue. :

The No Project Alternative would avoid the short-term and long-term impacts associated with
implementing the proposed Project, including (for example) traffic and noise impacts from
construction, and permanent significant impacts on historic resources.

This alternative would not achieve the project objectives of providing flood and lake level
management, nor would it achieve the beneficial effects on recreational access or litter reduction.
The City rejects this alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. This alternative does
not include Project components that will enable Daly City to achieve any of the Project
objectives.

Tunnel Alignment Alternative

The Tunnel Alignment Alternative would replace the proposed Project’s Tunnel improvement
and Lake Merced (East) Portal components with an entirely new tunnel up to approximately

50 feet to the south of the existing Tunnel in an alignment to be determined following additional
geotechnical investigation, and a different east portal at a location that would be determined by
the final alignment. The new tunnel would run west from a new east portal at the existing Canal
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to a new or rehabilitated Ocean Outlet structure. The components of the Tunnel Alignment
Alternative could be paired with the proposed Canal components, or could be paired with the
alternative Canal components described for the Canal Configuration Alternative.

The intent of this alternative was to avoid or further reduce some of the impacts on historic
resources associated with replacement of the existing Vista Grande Tunnel with a larger tunnel.
However, upon evaluation by the Project’s engineering consultant, it was determined that the
existing Vista Grande Tunnel could not, safely and within the terms of existing easements and
ROWs, be abandoned in place unless filled with concrete to prevent collapse and subsequent
potential for ground subsidence above the tunnel alignment. Thus, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2, the impact of the Tunnel Alignment Alternative combined
with either the proposed Canal improvements or the Canal Configuration Alternative would
remain significant and unavoidable, as there are no measures available which would fully
mitigate the loss of the Tunnel and partial loss of the Canal structure to a less-than-significant
level. CEQA requires the evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives that will reduce or avoid
any of the significant environmental impacts of the Project. This alternative does not satisfy this
requirement.

The City rejects this alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. This alternative does
not include Project components that will enable Daly City to achieve Project objectives for the
following reasons:

e Similar or More Severe Impacts on Cultural Resources. Daly City considered whether
additional feasible mitigation could be implemented to further reduce the impact associated
with filling the existing Tunnel with concrete. One option considered was to retain
approximately 10 feet of the eastern or western portal of the Tunnel unfilled to allow it to be
viewed by the public and/or used for future study. This measure would reduce the impact, but
would not reduce it to a less-than-significant level, as the vast majority of the Tunnel would
be substantially altered. Retaining a portion of the eastern portal unfilled was determined to
be infeasible for the same safety reasons described above because in this location, the tunnel
is closest to the ground surface, and collapse of the retained and abandoned portion could
result in a collapse of the ground surface. Additionally, retaining a portion of the western
portal unfilled would only be effective temporarily. As the bluff continues to recede after
completion of construction, portions of the Tunnel would again become exposed on the
beach, and Daly City would need to periodically demolish and remove the exposed portions
of its infrastructure. Therefore, within approximately 25 years, the retained portion would be
expected to be demolished. Additionally, retention of a portion of the Tunnel for the purposes
of public or research-related access could create a safety hazard.

o Increased Visual Impacts. If a new ocean outlet location is selected, a third outlet structure
(in addition to the existing Ocean Outlet structure and SFPUC’s outlet structure) would be
present along the beach and toe of the cliff below Fort Funston within an area of
approximately 150 feet or less. This would increase the overall level of visual contrast in this
location and would not provide the benefit of removing an obstruction to views.

¢ Increased Potential for Archaeological Impacts. The Ocean Outlet structure associated
with the Tunnel Alignment Alternative could be slightly closer to the 1882 schooner Neptune
that wrecked in 1900 than the proposed Project.
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o Increased Inconsistency with Management Policies. The development of a new tunnel and
potentially a new Ocean Outlet to the south of the existing structures may conflict with NPS
Management Policies for coastal processes by introducing new developments in an area
subject to wave erosion or active shoreline processes when a practicable alternative (i.e., the
proposed Project) is available.

¢ Increased Construction Noise. The nearest vibration-sensitive receiver to the where pile
driving activities would take place is the Mission Assembly Building located in Fort Funston.
The vibration levels would be above both the FTA’s construction vibration and building
damage thresholds for historic land uses.

Canal Configuration Alternative

The Canal Configuration Alternative would minimize changes to the existing Canal while still
allowing for some discharges to Lake Merced. This alternative would not construct the box
culvert replacing the first 1,000 feet of the Canal; rather, the diversion structure described for the
proposed Project would be relocated to the southern (upstream) end of the Canal. The box culvert
under John Muir Drive also would be relocated and would cross under John Muir Drive close to
the southern end of the Canal. The design of the diversion structure, box culvert under John Muir
Drive, and Lake Merced Outlet would be approximately the same as for the proposed Project.
The diversion structure would replace the first approximately 350 feet of the Canal, and the rest
of the Canal would be unchanged except as needed for the Lake Merced Tunnel Portal. Under the
Canal Configuration Alternative, one wetland cell of approximately 1.7 acres would be
constructed, providing a reduced water treatment capacity compared to the Project. The
components of the Canal Configuration Alternative could be paired with the proposed Tunnel or
could be paired with the alternative Tunnel and East Portal components described for the Tunnel
Alignment Alternative.

The intent of this alternative was to reduce some of the impacts on historic resources and
federally jurisdictional “other waters” associated with replacement of a portion of the existing
Vista Grande Canal with a box culvert. This alternative would reduce the portion of the Vista
Grande Canal and Tunnel system to be removed by approximately 1,000 feet or 15 percent of the
total length of the system. It would reduce the impact on historic resources compared to the
proposed Project, though not to a less-than-significant level.

Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers determined
that the Vista Grande Canal was not considered to be federally jurisdictional “‘other waters,” due
to the age of the channel, the brick and concrete lined invert, and the relatively low physical and
biological functions of the channel. Therefore, reducing impacts on this structure for the purposed
of reducing impacts on “other waters” is no longer an objective of the alternatives analysis and
selection process.

Although the Canal Configuration Alternative would reduce impacts on historic resources and
reduce construction-related air quality and traffic impacts because less construction would occur,
it would also result in additional significant and unavoidable construction-related impacts
compared to the proposed Project.
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The City rejects this alternative as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA. This alternative does
not include Project components that will enable Daly City to achieve Project objectives for the
following reasons:

e Increased Construction Noise. This alternative would not construct a collection box and box
culvert, which would reduce the duration of construction activity. However, it would decrease
the distance between the location of impact pile driving and the nearest residential receptors,
resulting in noise levels up to 82 A-weighed decibels (“dBA”) and exceeding the 70 dBA Leq
speech interference threshold for greater than two weeks. A noise reduction of at least
12 dBA may not be achieved with mitigation, and, therefore noise impacts associated with
construction-related activities could remain significant. (Potentially Significant and
Unavoidable)

e Increased Construction Vibration. Vibration levels at the nearest residential building
located approximately 200 feet south-east from the John Muir Drive crossing and diversion
structure would remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

o Reduced Benefit to Lake Merced. A smaller treatment wetland would offer 0.4 acre less
area for the treatment of Canal inputs to Lake Merced, as well as recirculation of lake water
during low flow periods, providing a reduced benefit to Lake Merced water quality, a key
objective of the Project. Additionally, the reduced wetland area would provide less habitat for
wildlife than the treatment wetlands proposed under the Project.

VI. Statement of Overriding Considerations

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, Daly City hereby finds,
after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific
overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth
below independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts
described in Section IV and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project.
Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project.
Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence,
the City will stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial
evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are
incorporated by reference into this Section VI.

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

The Project will meet the Project objectives by addressing flooding potential through
simultaneously increasing the Tunnel capacity and providing alternative stormwater
detention in Lake Merced, which together are designed to provide protection equivalent to
a 25-year, 4-hour event (with peak flows of 1,070 cubic feet per second). It also would
provide a source of water to allow management of Lake Merced levels and water quality.
Providing a source of water for Lake Merced water management would have the benefit of
groundwater recharge to the underlying groundwater basin and increasing lake levels to
benefit recreational users and long-term water quality conditions in the Lake, including the
303(d) listings for dissolved oxygen and pH. The project would also resolve the 2001
California Trout, Inc. (Cal Trout) petition to the State Water Resources Control Board.
Further, the project would satisfy the Governor’s mandate to beneficially reuse water
resources, which is especially important during times of drought. Finally, the Project would
improve recreational access and reduce litter transfer and deposition along the beach below
Fort Funston by improving the Ocean Outfall and debris screening in the stormwater
system, and would maximize the use of existing ROWs, easements, and infrastructure to
minimize construction-related costs, habitat disturbance, and disruption to recreational
users.

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section [ above, the City
finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and
that the adverse environmental effects are therefore acceptable.
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Attachment A-1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement
Project

Introduction

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that when a public agency makes
findings pursuant to Public Resource Code Section 21081 before approving a project that would
result in one or more significant impacts on the environment, the agency must adopt a reporting .
or monitoring program for mitigation measures incorporated into a project or imposed as
conditions of approval. The program must be designed to ensure compliance during project
implementation (Public Resource Code Section 21081.6).

The Council on Environmental Quality has established regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 40 CFR 1500-1508). NEPA requires mitigation monitoring in
40 CFR 1505.2(c), and the National Park Service (NPS) NEPA Handbook requires that the
Record of Decision “state any mitigation measures that are not inherently integral to the selected
action’s implementation and a summary of any monitoring or enforcement programs associated
with the mitigation” (Section 4.7.B).

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for the Vista Grande Drainage Basin
Improvement Project (project) will be in place through all phases of the project, including design
and construction, and will help ensure that project objectives are achieved. As the CEQA Lead
Agency, the City of Daly City (Daly City) is responsible for verifying that the provisions of the
MMRP as a whole are carried out, pursuant to Section 15097(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. The NPS,
as NEPA Lead Agency and as the administrator of Fort Funston and the use authorizations for
construction and operation of a portion of the Vista Grande Tunnel and the Ocean Outlet structure,
also will be responsible for administering the mitigation measure compliance and monitoring
program and ensuring that all parties comply with their provisions. The NPS also served as the lead
federal agency for Section 106 consultation under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
for the project. Daly City may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to a subsidiary
public agency or to a private entity such as a project contractor who accepts the delegation;
however, until mitigation measures have been completed, Daly City remains responsible for
ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program.
Daly City will ensure that monitoring is documented through periodic reports and that deficiencies
are promptly corrected, and will coordinate with NPS to ensure that reporting meets the needs of
both agencies.
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The following table identifies the mitigation measures by resource area. The table also provides
the specific mitigation monitoring requirements, including implementation documentation,
monitoring activity, timing, and responsible monitoring party. Verification of compliance with
each measure is to be indicated by signature of the mitigation monitor, together with date and
verification. Daly City and its contractor(s) shall be responsible for implementation of all
mitigation measures, unless otherwise noted in the table.

The table that follows presents a compilation of mitigation measures adopted for the project by
Daly City, NPS, or both lead agencies. Some mitigation measures apply only to project
components outside of the jurisdiction of NPS that are solely the responsibility of Daly City and
related to Daly City’s CEQA compliance requirements. There are also measures that are not
required under CEQA to reduce an impact to a less-than-significant level, but have been required
and adopted by NPS as the NEPA lead agency; nonetheless, as project proponent, Daly City is
responsible for carrying out these measures per NPS requirements. The purpose of the table is to
provide a single comprehensive list of the measures that will be implemented to avoid or reduce
impacts of the project on the environment, the timing for their implementation, and related
monitoring and reporting requirements.

The following abbreviations are used in the table:

DC Daly City

CcCC California Coastal Commission

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CSLC California State Lands Commission

NPS National Park Service

RWQCB San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
SamTrans San Mateo County Transit District

SFDPW San Francisco Department of Public Works

SFMTA San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

SFRPD San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department

SFPD San Francisco Planning Department

SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers

USFWS United Stated Fish and Wildlife Service
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Monitoring and Reporting Program
Implementation and Reporting
Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Mcasure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule
Aesthetics '

AES-3 | Project construction could Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-9: Night Lighting Minimization (see details under Biological
result in a new source of Resources, below)
substantial light or glarc that
would advcrsely afTect day or
nighttime views in the arca.

NEPA | The Project could gencrate 3.2-1: The contractor shall ensure that construction-related activity at the Fort Funston staging arcaisas | L. DC/NPS 1. DC/NPS 1. Ensurc that the construction contract for work | |.  Design

Impact | visual resource impacts 10 Fort |clean and_ inconspicuous as prlacucal by storing matcrials and cquipment within the proposed 2. DC (Construction |2. DC/NPS at lF(l»rl_‘Flunslqn mc_ludcs.lhc requircments for 2 Preconstruction/
Funston that would contribute | construction staging arcas or in arcas that arc generally away [rom public view and by removing minimizing visual impacts. .

? . H N . . X . ’ A Contractor) Conslruction

to visual change in landscape. | construction debris promptly at regular intervals. An 8-foot-high green screening fence shall be installed 3. DC/NPS A . .
around the perimeter of the staging arca. Stockpiled matcrials shall not exceed 8 fcet in height. 3. DC/NPS 2. clean and inconsy slaging 3. Construction
) . o . arcas and work arcas. Install 8-foot-high green |~ ;
screening fence around staging arcas and do
not stockpile materials higher than 8 feet,
3. Monilor to cnsurc that contractor(s)
implements measures in contract documents.
Report non-compliance, and cnsure corrcctive
action.
Alr Quality

AlR-1 | The Project would not violate | 3.3-1: Dust Control Ptan Jmp fon. All cl of the Dust Control Plan required for work 1. DC 1. DC 1. Ensurc that the construction contract for Fort [ 1. Preconstruction
any air quality standard or within San Francisco shall also be implemented for work occurring al Fort Funston. Al a minimum this DC 2 DC/NPS Funston includcs the samc Dust Control Plan | Constructi
contribute substantially to an Plan shall include walcering of exposed surfaces, covering of haud trucks, and sweeping of visible mud or - that is uscd for San Francisco. = Lonslruction
s)i((;?;xggnor projected air quality | dirt on adjacent public roads. 2. Monitor to cnsure that contractor(s)

: implements measurcs in contract documents.
Report non-compliance, and cnsure corrective
action.

AlIR-2 | The Projeet could result ina Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: Dust Control Plan Implementation (see details above)
cumulatively considerable net
increase of ozone, PMIO, or
PM2.5 (for which the SFBAAB
is in non-attainment), including
releasing emissions which
cxceed quantitative thresholds
for ozonc precursors.

Blological Resources ]

BIO-1 | Construction of the Project 3.41: Avold inimization, and jon for imp to special-status plants. A qualificd | 1. DC (Botanist} 1. DC/NPS/CDFW | 1. Obiain and review résumé or other 1. Preconstruction
could have a substantial bolanist shall conduct approprialely timed floristic preconstruction surveys for special-status plant . documentation of consulling botanist’s N -
adverse cffect cither dircetly or | specics with a moderate or high potential to occur in the study arca, and lor specics known Lo be present DC (Botanist) z B(S:{:?SFI;JVI(S qualilications. Conducl preconstruction 2. Preconstruction
through habitat Modilications, | in the study area, in all sujtablc habitat that would be potentially disturbed by the Project within the year {3, DC (Botanist) surveys for special status plants in accordance | 3. Preconstruction
on plant species identificd as | of initiation of ground disturbance (c.g., spring/summer 2017 surveys prior (o fall 2017 start of Botani 3. DC/NPS wilh NPS and/or CDFW protocols and 4 -
sensitive or special-status in construction). Surveys on NPS ged land shall be coordinated with NPS. Surveys shall be conducied 4. DC (Botanist) 4. CDFW/USFW reporting requirements. I special status plants | ™ Post-construction
local or rcgional plans, policics, | following the current CDFW protocol (CDFG, 2009). If no special-status plants are found during . USFWS/ arc found, impicment approprialc measurces.
or regulations, or by the CDFW NPS

or USFWS.

focuscd surveys, the botanist shall document the findings in a letter to CDFW and the Project proponent,
and no further mitigation will be required. If special-status plants arc found during focuscd surveys, the
following mcasures shall be implemented:

[

Develop relocation plan and/or compensation
plan if rclocation is not feasiblc.
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Blologicll Resources (cont.)

BIO-1
(cont.)

a

b

<

d

C

Information rcgardmg the epcual -status plant populations shall be reported to the CNDDB, mapped,
and d d in a tcch provided to Daly City.

No fcderal- or state-listed plants have heen observed or arc expected to occur within the Project arcas
of disturbance: however, if federal- or state-listed specics are identificd during floristic
preconstruction surveys Daly City shall mark these plants for avoidance and comply with the federal
and statc End d ies Acts through ¢ Itation with USFWS and CDFW, respectively, as
described in items ¢ and d, below. .

[ other special-status plant population(s) (i.c., California Rarc Plant Rankced or locally significant
plants) arc identificd during loristic preconstruction surveys and can be avoided during Project
implementation, it shall be clcarly marked in the ficld by a qualificd botanist and avoided during
conslruction activitics. Before ground clearing or ground disturbance, all on-site construction
personncl shall be instructed as to the specics' presenee and the importance ol avoiding impacts to
this specics and its habitat.

If special-status plant populations cannot be avoided, Daly Cily shall consult with CDFW and/or
USFWS as appropriatc (and NP'S on popul within NPS ged lands) to dil

relocation of special-status plants or mmpcnsmmn if relocation is not determined to be a feasible or
successful option by a qualificd biologist:

i, To the cxtent feasible, special-status plants that would be impacted by the Project shall be
rclocated within local suitable habitat. This can be donc cither through salvage and transplanting
or by collection and propagation of sceds or other vegetative malterial. Any plant relocation shall
be done under the supervision of a qualilicd biologist.

ii. Compensation for tcmporary or permancnt loss of special-status plant oceurrences, in the I'nnn of
land purchasc or restoration, shall be provided to the level ac blc to the
Compcnsatory measures shall be determined on a casc-by-case basis in consultation with the
resource agencics. Compensation for loss ol special-status plant populations typically involves
the purchase and permancnt stewardship of known picd habitat or the restoration and
reintroduction of populations in degraded, unoccupicd habitat. Restoration or reintroduction may
be localed on- or ofTsite. [n cither case the City of Daly City shall prepare a Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan for rclocated special-status plants or to compensate for the loss of special-status
plant speeics. The plan shall detail relocation methods or appropriate replacement ratios and
mcthods for implementation, suceess criteria, monitoring and reporting protocols, and
contingency measurcs that shatl be implemented if the initial mitigation fails. The plan shall be
developed in consuliation with the appropriatc agencies prior to the start of local construction
activitics. For special-status plants displaced on NPS ged lands, the Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan shail be coordinated with and approved by NPS. At a minimum, succcss criteria
shall require any mitigation to provide cqual or betier habitat and populations than the img d
arca.

[f more than 2 ycars clapscs between the focused, Moristic preconstruction surveys of the Project site
and commencement of ground disturbance activitics, a final sct of appropriately timed focuscd,
foristic prcconstruction botanical surveys shall he conducted and populations mapped. The results of
these final surveys shall be combined with previous survey resulls to produce habitat maps showing
habital where the speeial-status plants have been observed during cither of the focused Noristic
surveys conducted lor the Project. Copics of all surveys shall be submitted to NPS for NPS-managed
lands and communicalions with the appropriate agencics shall be coordinated with NPS for NPS-
managed lands.

Ensurc that Noristic preconstruction surveys
arc conducted again if more than 2 ycars
clapscs between initial preconstruction survey
and commcenccement of ground disturbance.

Mai

in and monitor rclocation and/or
restored arcas for 5 ycars following
construction and restoration activitics. Submit
monitoring reports to appropriatc resource
agencics according to protocol.
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No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule

BIol&jlcnl Resources (conl.i '

BIO-1
{cont.}

) If special-status plants are relocated [rom the Project or compensatory restoration or reintroduction of

planis or sced is implemented, Daly City shall maintain and monitor the relocation sites and/or
restored arcas for 5 years [ollowing the complction of construction and restoration activitics. Daly
City shall submit monitoring reperts 1o the resource agencics at the completion of restoration and for
$ ycars following restoration implementation. Monitoring reports shall include photo-documcniation,
planting specifications, a site layout map, descriptions ol materials uscd, and justification for any
deviations from the mitigation plan. Success criteria for restored arcas aller 5 years will be
determined by the appropriate agencics that will approve the plans. For mitigation on NPS-managed
lands, restoration plans shall be coordinated with and approved by NPS and all plants shall be
propagated [rom material collected and grown according to NPS protocols.

BIO-2

Construction of the Projcct
could have a substantia}
adverse cffect cither directly or
through habitat modilications,
on replile species identificd as
spccial-status in local or
regional plans, policics, or
Rcgulations, or by the CDFW
or USFWS,

3.4-2a: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training. A projcct-specific Worker
Environmental Awarcness Program (WEAP) training shall be developed and implemented by a qualificd
biologist and aticnded by all Project personnel prior to beginning work onsite. The WEAP training shall
gencrally include but not be limited to cducation about the following:

a

Applicable State and lederal Jaws, environmental regulations, Projcct permit conditions, and penallics
for non-compliancc;

b

Special-status plant and animal specics with potential to occur at or in the vicinity of the Project sitc,
avoidance measurcs, and a protocol for encountering such species including a communicalion chain;

<

Preconstruction surveys and biological moniloring requirements associated with cach phasc of work
and at cach Project silc as hiological resources and protection measures will vary depending on the land
managers (sce [, below);

d) Known sensilive resource areas in the Project vicinity that are to be avoided and/or protecied as well as
approved Project work arcas, access roads, and slaging arcas;

c

Best management practices (BMPs) and their location at various Project sites for crosion control,
specics exclusion, in addition to general housckeeping requirements; and

f} Specific requircments sanctioned by NPS that the Project must comply with while working on NPS-
managed lands, including but not limited to:

i.  Preconstruction surveys for and relocation of terrestrial wildlife prior Lo grading or vegetation
removal at Fort Funston;

Biological monitoring during Project initiation al cach NPS-managed Project lacation (c.g., Occan
Qutlet work arca) to identily nearby sensitive biological resources and implement avoidance or
protcction mcasures approved by NPS siafT,

Scasonal work restrictions during wildlife breeding, nesling, or migration periods; and

iv. Work arca cxclusion methads, communication and relocation protocols if wildlife enters a work
arca(s) whilc a biological moniter is not onsite.

[N

W

DC
DC (Biologist)
DC (Biologist)
DC

9

PN

DC
DC/NPS
DC
DC

"~

Ensurc that contract documents include
provisions that all project personnel Lo attend
WEAP training prior to the start of onsite
work.

Ensurc that (raining program complics with
NPS requirements, where appticable.

Obtain and review résumé or other
documentation of consulling biologist's
qualifications. Devclop worker training
program and cnsurc that all construction
personnel participale in the environmental
training prior 1o beginning work at the job
site(s). Conduct additional trainings as ncw
warkers slart project work. Require workers to
sign the training program sign-in sheel.
Maintain file of training sign-in sheels.

Compare list of WEAP atiendees with listof
contracted workers. Ensure that all workers
have aticnded the WEAP training prior to
slarting work.

"~

Preconstruction
Prcconstruction

Preconstruction/
Construction

Prcconstruction/
Construction
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Implementation and Reporting

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Mcasure Responsible Party Approval Purty Rceporting Actions Schedule
Biological Resources (cont.)
BIO-2 3.4-2b: Avoid and Minimization Measures for Western Pond Turtle. During constructionatthe | 1. DC 1. DC I. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design
X " " . B Lo o 4, . okt .y L
(cont.) Lakc Merced overflow slmclu.rc in Soul|.1 La_l\c, mnflmunon n! the (_)ullcl slrucll{rc on the bank and ) 2. DC (Biologist) 2. DC/ICDFW/ pp av ¢ and on 2 Preconstruction/
wilhin waters of Impound Lake, and during instatlation of the in-lake trcatment infrastructure a qualificd USFWS mcasures for western pond turtles and Construction
biological monitor shall be present during vegetation removal and the installation of exclusion lencing 3. DC (Biologist) incidental wildlife, including i
and coffcrdam at Impound Lake. Also, the following s shal) he imp) d 4 DC DC requircment for exclusion fencings. 3. Prcconstruction/
a) Within onc week before construction at these loc s, a qualificd biologist shall 4. DC 2. Obtain and revicw résumé or other Construction
supervise the installation of exclusion fencing along the terrestrial boundarics of the work arca, as the d ion of consulting biologist’s 4. Construction
biologist deems nccessary. This is (o prevent western pond turtles and incidental common wildlife qualifications. Conduct preconstruction
from cntering the work arca from the adjacent riparian and upland grassland habitats. The surveys, specics relocation (il appropriate and
construction contractor shall install CDFW-approved species exclusion fencing, with a minimum approved by CDFW and/or USFWS), and
height of 3 feet above ground surface and with an additional 4 to 6 inches of fence matcrial buricd monitoring, including weckly fence inspection.
such that specics cannot craw] under the fence. Any vegetation removal in advance ol exclusion activitics in itoring logs.
fence instaltation shall be performed under the supervision of a qualificd biologist. 3. Develop worker training program and cnsure
b) A qualificd biologist shall supervisc the installation of a cofferdam around the inwater work arca that all construction personncl participate in
which shall be in place throughout the duration of construction on the Lake Mcereed overflow the environmental training prior to beginning
structure in South Lake and the Lake Mereed outlet into Impound Lake (should lake water levels at work at the job site(s). Require workers to sign
the time of construction require in-watcr work to cxccute construction of cither the overflow or the the training program sign-in sheet. Maintain
outlet structure). The following measures will be taken to prevent entrapment of western pond turtle file of training sign-in shcets.
and common, resident fish21 within the cofferdam: .
4. Monitor to ensurc that contractor(s)
i.  The qualificd biologist shall visually survey the arca for wildlife where the cofTerdam is 10 be implemcents measures in contract documents,
installed and monitor affeeled waters during installation. Report noncompliance, and ensure corrective
ii. Asthe final cofferdam picce is installed, resulling in isolation of the work zonc and potential action.
trapping of turtles and fish, the qualificd biologist shall oversce initial dewatering of the arca and
rescuc-rel cffort of ially isolated turtles and fish. Once a zcro catch is recorded
for three successive passes of ncts, the work arca can he declared Irec of wildlife.
iii. The biologist shall monitor final dewatcring of the work arca and rescuc-relocate any final fish that
arc revealed by drawing watcr levels all the way down.
iv. The isolated work arca can now he considered a construction zone and can be managed as such.
Mcmo of rescuc-rclocation results involving western pond turtles shall be submitted 10 CDFW, as
requircd by CDFW, and kept on filc at construction sitc {in case of inspections).
¢) The biological shall itor the ion fencing and inspecet the cofferdam weekly to
confirm proper maintenance and inspect for turtles. I tustles are found, the contraclor shall halt
construction in the immediate arca and contact the CDFW for instructions on how to proceed.
Construction may rcsume after approval from the CDFW.
d) During construction and/or maintcnance activitics at work sites around Lake Mcreed, excavations
decper than 6 inches shall have an escape ramp of carth or a wooden plank installed at a 3:1 rise, be
completely covered with plywood/ctal plates at the end of cach day to prevent entrapment, or be
surrounded by specics exclusion fencing to prevent species entry; openings, such as the ends of pipes,
where western pond turtles might seek refuge shall be covered when not in usc; and all rash that may
attract predators or hide western pond turtles shall be properly contained cach day, removed [rom the
worksile, and disposed of regularly. Following site remediation, the construction contractor shall
remove all trash and construction debris from the work arcas.
Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Prozect 6 ESA/207036.01
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No. Impact Summary Mitigation Mcasure Responsiblc Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule
Biologlcal Resources (cont.)
BIO-3 | Construction of the Project 3.4-3: Nesting Bird Protection Measures Ncsting birds and their nests shall be protected during DC I. DC/NPS Ensurc that construction contract includcs . Design
could have a sul_')slanu_al construction through the impiementation of the following mcasures: 2. DC (Biologist) 2 DC/NPS provisions to avoid construction disturbance 2. Preconsiruction
adverse cffect cither direcily or . R . . . . during the nesting scason.
through habitat modifications a) To the extent feasible, conduct initial ground disturbance and site grading, vegetation removal, tree 3. DC (Biologist 3. DC/CDFW/NPS 3. Preconstruction/
on mig ratory birds and/or on- ? removal, pile driving, and other construction activitics thal may compromisc breeding birds or the (Biologist) . Obtain and review résumé or other . crcm‘ns :ﬁ"‘lmn
n mig . " . success ol their nests outside of nesting scason (i.c., [rom January | - August 15). Timing of pile 4. DC 4. DC/NPS documentation of consulling biologist's onstruction
bird specics identificd as o . . 70 . : N .
special-status in local or driving on NPS-managed lands shall be coordinated with NPS hiologists. qualifications. Conduct preconstruction 4. Conslruclion
regional plans, policics, or b) If construction activitics cannot be fully avoided during bird nesting scason (i.c., from January | to nesting surveys within 7 days or less prior to
. . e e 2 . . L start of construction or reinitiation of
regulations, or by the CDFW or August 15), a qualificd wildlile biologist shall conduct preconstruction nesting susveys within 7 days ot Vil
. . h L . ? construction aclivilies.
USFWS. prior to the start of construction or prior to reiniliating construction afler any construction breaks of
14 days or more. Lcad agencies and/or responsiblc agencies may, al their discretion, require shorier Creaic construclion mitigation and monitoring
preconstruction survey periods as a condition of Project approval (c.g., NPS previously has required that plan if active nests arc located within
surveys occur within less than 7 days prior to the start or re-initiation of construction in other GGNRA disturbance range of project arca.
locations). Surveys shall be performed for the Project sites and for sujtable habitat within 250 feet of the Monitor t contracl impl .
Project sites in order to locate any active passcrine (perching hird) nests and within 500 feet of the onitor (o cnsull'c Llnj‘ raclor(s) lll;‘lp c:\cn S
Project sites Lo locate any aclive raptor (birds of prey) nests or doublc-crested cormorant or heron fes In contac s. Report non-
- ori compliance and ensure corrective action.
rookerics.
¢) Ifactive nests are located during the preconstruction bird nesting surveys, a qualified biologist shall
cvaluate if the schedule of construction activitics could alfect the active nests and if so, the following
mcasures shall apply:
i. If construction is not likely 1o alTect the active nest, it may proceed without restriction; however, a
biologist shall regularly monitor the nest to confirm there is no adverse cl¥eet and may revisc their
deternmination at any time during the nesting scason.
i If construction may affect the active nest, the qualified biologist shall establish a no-disturbance
bufler around the nest(s) and all Project work shall halt within the bulYer until it is determined no
longer in usc by a qualificd biologist. Typically, these bufter distances are 250 lect for passcrines
and 500 fcct for raptors; however, they may be adjusted if 1) determined to not sufficiently avoid or
minimize adverse project effects in which case the buffer would be expanded, or 2) an obstruction,
such as a building, is within linc-of-sight between the nest and construction in which case the buffer
could be reduced, if approved by CDFW. Modifying nest bufTer distances, allowing certain
construction activitics within the bufler, modifying construction, and removing or relocating active
nests shall be coordinated with the CDFW as appropriate given the nests that arc found on the site.
Protective measures surrounding nests found on NPS-managed lands shall be coordinated with NPS.
iii. Any work that must occur within cstablished no-disturhance buffers (c.g., vegetation removal,
grading, work with hand tools, ctc.) around active nests shall be monitored by a qualified biologist.
If adverse eflects in responsc to Project work within the buffer are observed and could compromise
the nest, work shall halt until the nest fledges.
d) Any birds that begin nesting within the Project arca and survey buflers amid construction activilics are

assumed to be habituated to construction-related or simitar noisc and disturbance levels so exclusion
zoncs around nests may be reduced or climinated in these cases as determined by the qualificd biologist
in coordination with respective land managers. Work may procced around these aclive nests as long as
they and their occupants are not dircctly impacted. Protective bufTers may be established around such
nests al any time il Project-related adverse ¢ffects to bird, nests, or nestlings are obscrved.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 (see details under Noise and Vibration, helow)
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No. Impact Summary Mitigation Mcasure Respansible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule
Biologlcal Resources (cont.)
BI0O-4 | Projcct construction could have | 3.4-4: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Bats. A | uction survey for 1. DC I. DC/CDFW 1. Ensurc that contract documents include 1. Design
a substantial adversc cfTeet special-status bats shall be conducted by a qualilicd hiologist in advance of tree and structure removal 2. DC (Biologist) 2. DC pplicable avoid: and minimizati 2. Preconstructi
cither dircetly or through within the project site to characterize potential bat habitat and identify active roost sites. Should the - 815 - mcasures for special status bats. < Treconstruction
habitat modifi on bals ¢ uction survey find no hat habitat or bat roosting sitcs then no further action is required. Should 3. DC (Biologist) 3. DC/NPS . . 3. Construction
L . . ' ; . ! X . 2 g . )
identificd as special-status in [ | g habitat or active bat roosts be found in trees and/or structures (o be removed under the - dOh}mn ar:dlfc\ 'c}vbrcgu"l‘f or}(;lh;:r it
local or regional plans, policics, | project, Daly City shall implement avoidance and minimization mecasurcs. These incasures include, but are m';‘.';‘?"l.n m"(‘: Lg"f:’ mg\ o ngl\s» §
or regulations, or by the CDFW | not limited to, the following, subjcct to modification by the terms of applicable permits issued by the quahhications. ¢ onduct pre-construction
or USFWS. CDFW: survey. If roosts arc found, implement
appropriatc measures. Document activilics in
a) Removal of trees and structures shall occur when bats arce active, approximatcly between the periods monitoring logs.
of March 1 (o April 15 and August 15 to October 15; outside ol bat matcrnity roosting scason .
N ., N 4 N > 3. Monitor to ensurc that contractor(s)
(approximatcly April 15 — August 31) and outside of months of winter torpor (approximalely impl T .
QOctober 15 - February 28), 1o the extent feasiblc. implements measures n contract dncumcn}s.
’ Report noncompliance, and cnsure corrective
b) If removal of trees and structures during the periods when bats are active is not feasible and active bat action.
roosts being used for maternity or hibernation pumposcs are found on or in the immediate vicinily of the
project site where tree and structure removal is planned, a no disturbance bulfer of 100 feet shall be
cstablished around thesc roost sites untid they are determined to be no longer active by the qualificd
biologist. A 100-foot no disturbance bufler is a typical protcetive buffer distance however may be
modificd by the qualificd biologist depending on cxisting screening around the roost site (such as dense
vegetation or a building) as well as the type of construction activity which would occur around the roost
site.
¢) The qualificd hiologist shall be present during tree and structure removal if potential bal roosting habitat
or aclive bat roosts arc present. Trees and structures with active roosts shall be removed only when no
rain is oceurring or is forccast Lo occur for 3 days and when daytime temperatures are al least SO°F,
d) Removal of trees with potentia) bat roosting habitat or active bat roost sites shall follow a two-step
removal process:
i.  Onthe first day of trec removal and under supervision of the qualified biologist, branches and limbs
not containing cavitics or fissurcs in which bats could roost, shall be cut only using chainsaws.
ii. On the following day and under the supervision of the qualified biologist, the remainder of the trec
may be removed, cither using chai s or other equir (c.g.. cxcavalor or backhoc).
¢) Removal of structures containing or suspected to contain potential bat roosting habitat or active bat
roosts shall be dismantled under the supervision of the qualificd biologist in the cvening and after bats
have emerged from the roost to forage. Structurces shall be partially dismantled to significantly change
the roost conditions, causing bats to abandon and not return 1o the roost.
BIO-S | Projcct construction could have | 3.4-5: Avoid Inimization, and compe for impacts to central dune scrub. 1. DC . DC 1. Ensurc that contract documents include 1. Design
a substantial adverse cffect on . . . - . - . licablc avoidance and i
" . . 9 5 Ut . :
central dunc scrub, a scnsitive a) Concurrc!'ll vulh. l’(_)lfuscd bolanical surveys, prior 0 cslahI!shlns stf:gmg arc:?s or hcgmpmg o 2. DC (Botanist) 2. DC measures for central dunc serub. 2. Preconstruction
natural community identificd construction aclivitics, arcas of central dunc scrub vegetation within the Project footprint and within a 3. DC (Ecologist) 3. DC/NPS/ 3. Preconstructi
by the CDFW 50-foot buffcr adjacent Lo the Projeet foolprint shall be mapped by a qualificd botanist using a Global L . CDFW/CCC 2. Obuain and review resume or other - Preconstruction
' Positioning System (GPS) unil with 3-meler accuracy. 4. DC (Botanist) documentation of consulting botanist 4. Construction
b) To the extent feasible, Project ¢l shall be d d 10 avoid and minimizc impacts to central 5. DC (Ecologist) 4. b qua!|ﬁcal|dons. Conducllhp:c-co:xs.lmclulml d 5. Post-construction
dunc scrub. This includes minimizing the Project footprint within central dunc scrub or siting Project 5. DC/NPS survey and map arcas that contatn central dunc
. ) - . " R scrub within project arca and within a 50-foot
clements outside of this scnsitive community. Where central dune scrub can be avoided, protective N . L )
) . . . N . buffer adjacent to project footprint.
fencing shall be installed along the cdge ol construction arcas including temporary and permancnt
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Bliiic;glcnl Resources (cont.)
BIO-5 access roads where construction will occur within 50 feet of the cdge of central dunc scrub (as 3. Obiain and review resume or other
{cont.) determined by a qualified botanist). The location of fencing shall be marked in the ficld with stakes and documentation of consulting restoration
flagging and shown on the construction drawings. c'.ologlsl qualifications. Preparc and
I onsitc Revegetation and
Th: c;\nslrut.llmn epcnllﬁcallmn; shall LOI’\lﬂll: clear lan‘gu‘?gc that pr'ﬂhIh:;l::I;:lgm:;mn-;c:?lcr:.m"‘ itics, Restoration Plan in arcas where impacts to
vehicle operation, materiat an storage, r urface-disturbing Central Dune Scrub cannot be avoided.
aclivitics outside of the designated construction arca. Signs shall b creeted along the prmcuwc fencing
at a maximum spacing of onc sign per 25 feet of fencing. The signs shall state: “This arca is 4. Monilor to ensurc that contractor(s)
environmentally sensitive; no construction or other operations may occur heyond this fencing. Violators implements measures in contract documents.
may be subject to prosccution, fines, and imprisonment.” The signs shall be clearly readable at a Report noncompliance, and cnsure correclive
distance of 20 fect, and shall be maintained for the duration of conslruction activilics in the arca. action.
¢} In arcas where impacts to central dunc scrub cannot be avoided, the Project proponent shatt prepare and 5. Monitor resloration arcas for 5 ycars or unti
implement an onsilc Revegetation and Restoration Plan for Central Dune Scrub, to be submitied to the sites mect critcria in restoration plan.
CDFW and CCC for review and approval. For impacis to central dunc scrub on NPS-managed fands,
the plan shall also be coordinated with and approved by NPS.
Restoration and revegetation shall take place onsite following Project completion and will dircctly
restore thosc arcas lemporarily impacted. 17 grading has occurred in these locations (o facilitate Project
construction, re-contouring of the disturbed arcas to pre-project conditions or similar shall be performed
prior to restoration.
If permancnt impacts to central dune scrub occur within the Project footprint, central dunc scrub
adjacent to the restored arcas could be enhanced through (1) removal of invasive plants, (2) planting of
local central dune scrub species, and (3) continucd monitoring and maintcnance Lo compensate for
permancnt losses.
The revegetation and restoration plan shall be prepared by a qualified restoration ccologist and shatl
include specifications for seed and propagule2é collection prior to the commencement of construction
and at the appropriate phonological stage 10 capture reproductive structurcs of target central dunc scrub
plants. The restoration ceologist shall coordinate with a local native plant restoration nurscry and NPS
for restoration of central dune scrub on NPS-managed lands to cither store the propagules until planting
or grow the plants so that they arc ready to plant once construction is complete. Restoration arcas shall
be monitored to assess reestablishment for 5 years or until the siles mect the success criteria determined
in the plan. Al a minimum, total native vegetation cover, cc ition, and specics richness in the
restored arcas should be itored and d until comparable with suitable reference sites.
BIO-6 | Project construction would not | 3.4-6: Impl Tree Pr tion M es and Plant Repl Trees. 1. DC I. DC/SFDPW 1. Ensure that contract documents include tree I.  Design
have a substantial adverse . . . . . L . rolcction and replacement measurcs. .
effcct on upland vegetation A certified arborist shall perform a tree survey of the Project prior to construction to identify treesto | 2. DC (Arborist) 2. DC p P 2. Preconstruclion
communitics identificd in local bc removed, trimmed, or retained and that shall necd to be protected during construction. 3 DC 3 SFDPW 2. Obtain and review resume or olhlcr_ 3. Preconstruction/
ional pl lici . . . . N documentation of certificd arborist’s .
or regtonal plans, policics, 2. Trees 1o be trimmed or retained under the Project shall be protected during construction by measures . . N N o Construction
lati by the CDFW . . . ? S . 4. DC 4. DC qualifications. Conduct preconstruction trec
regulations, or by the or determined by the certified arborist that may include but are not limilted to the following: P .
USFWS survey o identifly trecs to be removed, 4. Construction
a. Establishing a Tree Protcction Zone (TPZ) around any tree of group of trecs o be retained. The trimmed, retaincd, and/or protected during
formula typically used is defined as 1.5 times the radius of the dripline or § feet [rom the edge of construction.
zfny grlz:dll.ng,:'_l:;]chc}':}f %rca;’cr.lT‘hc TPZ may be adjusted on a case-by-casc basis after 3. Ensure that the contractor implements trec
consuliation with a certilied arbonst. removal and replaccment measures in
b. Marking the TPZ ol any trees 10 be retained with permanent [encing (c.g., post and wirc or accordance with SFDPW requirements.
cquivalent), which shall remain in place for the duration ol construction aclivilies in the arca. 4. Monitor to cnsurc that contractor implements

“Keep Qul” signs shall be posted on all sides of fencing.

s in contract d . Report
noncompliance, and ensurc corrective action.
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“Blological

| Resources (cont.)

BIO-6
(conl.)

¢. Prohibiting construction-related activitics, including grading, trenching, construction, demolition,
or other work within the TPZ; or, il'work within the TPZ is nccessary, performing the work in a
manner that will adequately protect the tree. No heavy equipment or machincery shall be operated
within the TPZ. No construction malerials, cqui chincry, or other supplics shall be

storcd within a TPZ. No wires or signs shall be attached to any (rce. Any modifications shall be
approved and monitored by a centified arborist.

d. Pruning sclected trees to provide necessary clearance during construction and to remove any
defective limbs or other parts that may posc a failure risk. All pruning shall be completed by a
cerlified arborist or tree worker and adhere to the Tree Pruning Guidelines of the Internationat
Socicty of Arboriculture.

3. Trees to be removed under the Project shall follow the SFDPW tree removal permit process and be
replaced on the property from which trees arc removed at a 1:1 ratio. Non-native (rees removed shall
be replaced with native tree specics determined suitable for the site by a qualified biologist,
horticulturist, landscape architcct, or hiologist in coordination with the SFDPW.

a. Trees shall be replaced within the first year after completion of construction, or as soon as
possible in arcas where construction has been completed, during a favorable time period for
replanting, as determined by a qualified arborist, horticulturist, or landscape architect.

b. Sclection of rey sites and i of replac plantings shall be supervised by a
qualificd arborist, horticulturist, | architect, or Jandscape contractor. Irrigation of trees
during the initial cstablishment period (gencrally for two to four growing scasons) shall be
provided as deemed neccssary by a qualificd arborist, horticulturist, landscape architect, or
landscape contractor.

decs

c. Trees shall be planted at or in close proximity to removal sites, in locations suitable for the
replacement specics. The specialist shall work with the SFDPW to determince appropriate ncarby
off-sitc locations that arc within the same jurisdiction from which the trees arc removed if
replanting within the well facility sites is precluded.

d. A qualificd arborist, horticulurist, landscape architcet, or landscape contractor shall monitor
ncwly planted trees at least twice a year for five years. Each year, any trees that do not survive
shall be replaced and monitored at least twice a year for live years therealler.

BIO-7

Construction of the Project
would have a substantial
adversc cffect on sensitive
communitics identificd in local
or regional plans, policics,
regulations, or by CDFW or
USFWS through the
introduction or spread of
invasive plants.

3.4-7a: Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants. Construction best management practices
shall be implemented in all construction arcas to prevent the spread of invasive plaats, sced, propagules,
and pathogens through the following actions:

1) Avoid driving in or operating cquipment in weed-infcsted arcas outside of fenced work arcas and
restrict travel lo established roads and trails whenever possible.

=)

Avoid Icaving pilcs of exposed soil or construction matcrials in arcas with the potential for invasive
plants (c.g., Fort Funston staging arca). Non-active stockpiles shall be covered with plastic or a
comparablc malcrial.

3) Clean tools, equipment, and vchicles before transporting materials and before cntering and leaving
worksitcs (c.g., wheel washing stations at Project site access points). Inspect vehicles and equipment
for weed sceds and/or propagulcs stuck in tire treads or mud on the vehicle to minimize the risk of
carrying them to unaffected arcas. Designale arcas within active construction sites for cleaning and
inspections.

2

DC/NPS I
DC/NPS 2.

DC/NPS
DC/NPS

o

Ensure that construction contract includes best | 1.
management practices and control measurcs
for the sprcad of invasive plants, at all project
locations, with additional actions to he
implemented at Fort Funston.

Design

2. Construction

Monitor to ensurc (hat contractor implements
measurcs in contract documnents. Report
noncompliancc, and cnsure corrective action.
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Blological Resources (cont.)

B10-7
(cont.)

The following additional actions shall be implemented at Fort Funston:

4) An NPS representative shall inspect vehicles and cquipment prior to project initiation at any Fort
Funston work arca work for weed sceds and plant fragments that could colonize within the sitc. At
Project initiation, all construction vchicles must be cleaned to remove soil and plant Iragments at the
Fort Funston main parking arca (or other agreed to location) and vehicles or equipment that are not
clean shall be rejected until clear of weed sced and plant fragments. Wheel washing stations or other
mcthods to remove and contain sccds or other plant [rag trom vchicl i boots, and
tools shal} be performed in designated arcas.

5

All cquipment and tools involved in soil disturbance at Fort Funsten shall be disinfected using a 10%
blcach or 70% isopropyl alcohol solution prior to initial usc within Fort Funston or prior to rcturning
to Fort Funston if uscd on another projcct site.

6

Only certificd, weed-free, plastic-frec imported crosion control materials {or rice straw in upland
arcas) shall be uscd al Fort Funston.

3.4-7b: Post-Construction Treatment of Upland Areas. Upon completion of final grading, and in
order to prevent the cstablishment and spread of invasive plant specices in upland arcas temporarily
disturhed by construction activitics, hydroseed or broadcast sced of a native plant sced mix shall be
applicd to upland arcas disturbed during construction. This docs not include arcas of central dunc scrub
which will be restored according to Mitigation Mcasurce 3.4-5, Avoidance, minimization, and
compcensation for impacts to central dunc scrub. Native plant sced mix composition shall vary between
sites and depend on the surrounding vegetation ity of cach arca.

Post-construction trcatment of upland arcas on NPS-managed lands (i.c., disturhed dune scrub) shall be
coordinated with and approved by NPS and all seeds and propagules shall be collected and grown
according to NPS protocols. Fertilizers shall not be uscd at Fort Funston post construction as thcy may
favor invasive plant species over nalive perennial species.

Following post construction trcatment of these upland arcas disturbed during construction (i.c.,
hydrosceding, broadcast sceding, or planting), monitoring of these arcas shall occur quarlerly for a
minimum of 2 ycars. If morc than 50 percent of the relative plant cover of thesc arcas is composed of
invasivc plant spccics, management actions shall be carried out to reducc the invasive plant cover and
promote the nalive specics.

DC/NPS
DC

DC/NPS
DC/NPS

1

Ensurc that construction contract includes
post-construction trcatment ol upland arcas to
prevent spread of invasive plant species.

Conduct monitoring program quarterly for a
minimum of 2 years following post
conslruction trcatment of upland arcas.

t.  Decsign

2. Post-construction

BIO-8

Project construction could have

a substantial adversc cficct on
wetlands and other
Jjurisdictional walers.

3.4-8a: Wetland Avoidance and Protection. Access roads, work arcas, and infrastructure shall be sited
to avoid and minimize direct and indircet impacts to wetlands and watcrs to the cxtent feasible. Where
work will occur on the Project adjacent to slate and federal jurisdictional wetlands and waters, protection
mcasures shall be applicd to protcct these features. These measures shall include the following:

1) A protective barrier (such as silt fencing) shall be crected around adjacent wetland or water features
1o isolatc them from Project activities and reduce the potential for incidental fill, crosion, or other
disturbancc;

~

Signage shall be installed on the fencing 1o identify sensitive habitat arcas and restrict construction
activilics beyond fenced limits;

3

No cquipment mobilization, grading, clearing, storage of cquipment or machinery, or similar activity
shall occur at the Project site until a representative of Daly City has inspected and approved the
wetland protcction fencing;

4

-

Daly City shall ensurc that the temporary fencing is conti ly
complcted;

d until all ion is

DC
DC

"

DC
DC

~

Ensurc that construction contract includes
avoidance and protcction measures for
wetlands and waters where work occurs
adjacent to such locations.

Monitor to ensurc that contractor(s)
implements measures in contract documents.
Report noncompliance, and cnsure corrective
action.

1. Decsign

2. Conslruction
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Blologlcal Resources (cont.)
BIO-8 5) Equipment mainicnance and refucling in support of Project implementation shall be performed in
(cont.) designated upland staging arcas and work arcas, and spill kits shall be available onsite. Maintcnance
activity and fucling must occur at kcast 50 fcet from jurisdictional wetlands and other waters or
farther as specificd in the Project permits and authorizations; and
6) Installation of the cofferdam around the existing outfall structure on the beach below Fort Funston
and all subscquent work outside of the cofferdam once installed shall be conducted during periods of
low tide, out of the Pacific Occan, and when beach conditions provide accessible arcas for cquiy
mobilization and storage beyond the reach of tides. Drip pans and/or liners shall be stationed bencath
all cquipment staged on the beach to minimize spill of deleterious materials into jurisdictional watcrs
and spill kits shall be available within the cofferdam for casy accessibility during beach work.
A fencing matcrial meeting the requirements of both water quality protection and wildlife exclusion may
be used.
3.4-8b: Comp fon for I to Wetlands and Riparian Habitat. To offsct tcmporary impacts, | 1. DC (Biologist) 1. DC . Obtain and review résumé or other 1. Design/
restoration 10 pre-project (typically includi s, lopsoil, and vegetation) shall be . - d ion of ¢ g biologist’s Prcconstruction
conducted, as required by regulatory permils (c.g., those issucd by the Corps, RWQCB, CDFW, and/or 2 DbC (B'O}Qg'Sl' 2 E&/USAfFJ qualifications. Preparc on-sitc and off-sitc 5 .
CCC). To ofTsct unavoidablc pcrmancnt impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, waters, and to riparian Construction) CDI(’)\S/%CC creation/restoration/cnhancement plans. 2. Post-construction
habitat, compcnsatory mitigation shall be provided as required by regul ry pcrmil: C ionmay |[3. DC L . 3.  Post-construction
includc on- cf:c or oITysllc c%calmn ion, or enh of jurisdi or payment Y 3. DC 2. Restore wclland_s, walers, .and fiparian habitat
into an approved mitigation bank for in-kind habitat credits, as determined by lhc permitting agencics. (o pre-construction m,“d"'""s' Ensurc that
Mitigation bank credits, if availablc, shall be obtainced prior to the stant of construction. On-site or off-sile compensatory mitigation mcasurcs for .
creation/restoration/enhancement plans must be preparcd by a qualificd biologisi prior (o construction unavoidable permancat impacts comply with
and approved by the pcrmllllng el I of creation/restorals activitics applicable regulatory permits.
by the permittee shall occur prior to l'rn)cu I whenever possible, 1o avoid I loss. On- or 3. Monitor on- or off-sitc restoration sites for at
off-site creation/restoration/cnhancement sites shall be monitored by Daly City for at lcast five (5) ycars lcast S ycars.
to cnsure their succcess.
BIO-9 | Construction of the Project Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-2b: Avoid and Minimization M es for Western Pond
could impede movement of Turtle (see details above)
native resident fish specics.
BIO-10 | Construction of the Projcet 3. 4-9 nghl Lighting Minimization At construction arcas sct up for nighttime activity and requiring . bC I. DC t.  Ensurc that mnclrut.uon contract documents 1. Design
could interfere ially lighting, the construction contractor shall implement the following mcasures as long as the 2. DC (Biologi 2 DC includ for nighttime lighting N N .
with thc movement of native :al'cly of workers is not compromiscd: - (Biologist) = mmnmnmlinn. 2. Preconstruction
f;‘#z::a(:l:l:f;a:;iZpicq'l?c:: a) To the cxtent feasible, night construction ncar suitable habitat for nesting and migratory birds and 3. DC (Biologis!) LR 2. Obtain and review résumé or other 3. Construction
or migralory corridors, or roosting lhnls (cg., scrub vegelation, dense woodcd arcas, unoccupicd h'ulldlngs) shall be n.voidcd 4. DC (Biologist) 4. DC/CDFW/ dnculmcnl_alinn of consulting hinlogis'l's 4. Construction
impedc the use nl'nurs’cry sites. during bird nesting scason (Janlunry 1= August 15), bat maternity roosting scason (approximalcly 5. DC USFWS/NPS qualifications. Conduct pre-construction surveys -
) April 15 — August 31), and periods of winler torpor (approximately October 15 ~ February 28). : s DC/NPS for ncsting birds and roosting bats within 7 days 5. Construction
b) All construction-rclated lighting shall be fully shiclded and focused downward to the maximum m.l'f“‘.s prior lo start ol‘c.nnsl.mx.:u.().n or
N LT . : N . . . reinitiatton nl‘cnnslmclmn aclivitics.
cxtent feasible 1o ensure no significant illumination passcs beyond the immediate work arca into
surrounding habitat (c.g., central dunc scrub, blufls or the Pacific Ocean), or vertically into the sky. 3. Ensurc that a qualificd biologist is prescnt at
Lighting should be positioned around the perimeter of the work arca and oricnled toward the start of nighttime activitics to cnsurc that
construction activity rather than toward surrounding habilat. A qualilicd biologist shall be present at lighting avoids any wildlifc habitat.
the start of nighttime activitics when lights are placed to facilitate appropriale light placement and 4 Ifactiv
cnsure surrounding wildlife habitat is not unncuessarily illuminated. Maps or other information - lactive nests or roosts arc present ncar
indicating the location(s) ol active nests or nesting habitat ncarby nighttime work shall be available at "fgh“""c construction arcas, montlor I‘oT
the construction site. disturbance during night work to detenmine
specics tolerance. Create consltruction
mitigation and monitoring plan.
Vista Grande Dransge Basin Improvement Project 12 ESA /207036 01
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¢) Yellow, orange, or other *warm colared™ light shall be used where feasible (c.g., unless required by
salcty regulations, pre-installed in construction cquipment, cic.).
Biologlcal Resources (cont.)
BIO-10 d) Construction personnct shall reduce the amount of lighting to the y to safcly 5. Monitor to cnsurc that contractor(s) implements
(cont.} accomplish the work. s in contract d s. Report non-
. . R - . . compliance, and cnsure correetive action.
¢) Conslruction arcas sct-up for nighttime activity arc subjcct Lo all of the same preconstruction surveys
for nesting birds and roosting bats listed in Mitigation Mcasures 3.4-3 through 3.4-4.
f} Ifactive bird nests or bat roosts arc identificd near nighttime construction arcas, a qualificd biologist
shall monitor ncsts or roosts for disturbance during night work to determine species tolerance to
necarby lights. Illumination mcthods or shiclding shall be modified if disturbance is determined to
have polential to compromisc the nest or roost. Coordination with CDFW, USFWS, or NPS (on NPS-
managed lands) shall occur as appropriate.
BIO-12 | Project operation could 3.4-10a: Lake Level Management. The Lakc Mcrced overflow weir in South Lake shall be sct at no 1. DC {(Structural 1. DC 1. Establish and incorparatc design crilerion for 1. Design
adversely affect central dunc greater than 9 feet City Datum to prevent lake water surface clevalion from exceeding 9 fect City Datum Engincer) 2 DpC the overflow weir such that excess flow above | Desian/
scrub, thimblcberry, wax during normal operalions to avoid significant cfTects on wax myrtle scrub, Vancouver ryc grassland, and | SFPUC = 9 fect Cily Datum within 14 days of an extreme | = Pcs:gfl structio
myrile, and canyon live oak cucalyplus forest. Lake Merced watcr levels shall be maintained at no more than 9 feet City Datum = 3. DC storm cvent. ost-construction
scrub, and Vanc_ouvcr ye during normal operations. Should an oplcralmg WSE above 9 f‘ccl C.ny Datum be sclecled or an c.xlrcmc 3. SFPUC 2. Ensurc that Lake Mcreed overflow weir in 3. Post-construction
grassland associated with Lake | storm cvent requires temporary storage in Lake Merced that would increase WSE above 9 (et City 4 South Lake is sct at no arcater than 9 fect Cit
Merced. Datum for morc than 14 days (at which time vegetation dic-olT could occur), Mitigation Mcasure 3.4-10b | ™ " " 189 greate 'y
is required. Datum during normal operations.
3. Create log for overflow weir that documcnts
daily operational lcvel of weir. Create aulomatic
alert if waler level is greater than 9 feet City
Datum for morc than 14 days, to trigger actions
required in Mitigation Measurc 3.4-10b.
3.4-10b: Compensation for Loss of Sensitive Communities at Lake Merced. 1. DC/SFPUC 1. DC 1. Obtain and rcvicw rc‘sumé or other |.  Preconstruction/
a) If9.5 feet City Datum is selecled as the target maximum WSE and Lake Merced water tevels are not (Botanist) 2. DC/CDFW/ o0 of ¢ S Post-construction
e p . . ) - qualifications. I water levels arc above 9 fect .
maintained at or below 9 feet City Datum during normal opcerations, or a storm cvenl requires storage | 2. DC/SFPUC CCC/SFRPD City Datum for more lhan 14 days. conduct a 2. Preconstruction
in Lake Merced that would incrcase WSE above 9 feet City Datum for morce than 14 days for wax (Botanist) Y " yS.

myrtle scrub and Vancouver ryc grassland or for morc than onc month for blue gum cucalyptus
forcst, a resurvey of these sensitive vegelation communitics around the Lake Mereed shoreline to
which a significant impact is predicicd to occur (i.c., morc than 10 percent loss) shall be performed
post-inundation to delermine actual pereent loss.

i. The resurvey shall be performed by qualificd botanists and doc the postinund
conditions {cxtent) of the wax myrtle scrub, Vancouver rye grassland, and blue gum cucalyptus
around Lake Merced between the new inundation limit (above 9 fect WSE) and 13 fect WSE City
Datum. Information on the cxient of these sensitive natural communitics gathered during this
cxercisc may be applied 1o subscequent storm events during which WSE cxceeds 9 fect WSE or if
an opcrating WSE maintains lake levels above 9 feet WSE, for usc in quantifying loss of these
sensitive communities at various inundation limits above 9 fect City Datum.

. Survcyors may usc a combination of on-the-ground vegelation community and habitat type
mapping with an assessment of current acrial imagery for informing cover estimates, similar o
the mapping cxcrcisc performed in 2012 that infonned the vegetation change analysis for this
EIR/EIS.

|

i. Once the updaied vegetation mapping cisc is h the new vegetation polygons shall be
compared with the 2012 vegetation polygons Lo quantify change. The polygon comparison shall also

[

post-i n § getation survey in
communilics around the lakc shorcline.

Prepare restoration plan for any sensitive
vegelation communitics or loss of habitat as a
result of inundation. Submit to CDFW and
CCC for approval.

Vista Granda Drainage Basin bmprovament Projoct
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consider the new inundaltion linc, to asscss whether or not the change in vegelation ¢ itics is
attributable (o inundation or saturation.
'B‘Ic}iégqlcll Resources (cont.)
BIO-12 iv. If the updated mapping cxcreise and comparison asscssment determine impacts to wax myrtle
(cont.) scrub, Vancouver ryc grassland, or bluc gum cucalyptus are less than 10 percent following
inundation above 9 fect WSE, no further mitigation is required.
v. If the updated mapping cxercisc and comparison assessment determine impacts to wax myrtle
scrub, Vancouver ryc grassland, or bluc gum cucalyptus vegetation communitics are 10 pereent or
more, an onsite revegetation and restoration plan shall be developed for permancntly impacted
(inundated/lost) communilics and habitat typcs, as dctailed in part b), below.
b) An onsite revegelation and restoration plan shall be prepared (o compensate for the affected sensitive
vegetation communitics and habitat lost (in excess of 10 percent) with a maintained WSE above 9
feet City Datum for 14 days or morc for wax myrtle scrub and Vancouver rye grassland and for onc
month or morc for cucalyptus forcst. The plan shall be submiited to CDFW and CCC for review and
approval, as appropriate. Typical compensation ratios for these communitics shall be between 1:1 and
3:1 with native plant replacement quantitics that shall be determined by the appropriate permitting
agencics. Restoration and revegetation shall take place onsite wherce possible, and occur above the
maximum water surfacc clevation 1o be maintained at Lake Merced so that [uturce inundation impacts
are avoided, and be implemented in coordination with SFRPD.
i.  The revegetation and restoration plan shall be prepared by a qualified restoration ceologist and
shall include specifications for seed and propagule collection prior to the commencement of
conslruction and at the appropriate phonological slage 10 capture reproductive structures ol target
plants within cach affecled sensitive vegelation community or habitat type. The restoration
ccologist shall coordinale with a local native plant restoration nursery (o cither store the
propagulcs until planting or grow the plants so that they are ready 10 plant once construction is
complete. Restoration arcas shall be itored 10 assess re-cstablish for 5 ycars or until (otal
native vegetation cover, composition, and specics richness in the restorcd areas are similar 1o
suitable reference sites.
ii. Individual spccial-status plants within the affected wax myrtle scrub and Vancouver rye grassland
[ itics shall be d according 1o the guidcli blished in Miligation Mcasure 3.4-1,
Avoid Minimization, and C ion for Special-Status Plants, items d and ['regarding
additional compensation location and revegetation and restoration plan performance standard
details. Eucalyptus forest itics shall be mitigated according to guideli blished in
Muitigation Mcasure 3.4-6, Implement Tree Protection Mcasures and Plant Replacement Trees,
item 3 regarding appropriatc replacement tree types, techniques, and performance standards.
BI0-15 | Projcct operation could Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-10a: Lake Level Management and, if necessary,
adverscly affect native wildlife | Mitigation Measure 3.4-10b: Compensation for Loss of Sensitive Communities at Lake
nurscry sites associated with Merced (see details above)
Lake Merced.
Cultural Resources
CUL-1 | The Project would cause a 3.5-1: HABS/HAER Recordation. Prior to initiation of Project construction or demolition, the City of 1. DC/NPS 1. NPS Record Vista Grande Canal and Tunncel with 1. Preconstruction
substantial adverse change in | Daly City, in consultation with the NPS, shall record the Vista Grande Canal and Tunncl in accordance the NPS Historic American Building
the significance of a historical | with the NPS Historic Amcrican Building Survey/Historic American Engincering Record (HABS/HAER) Survey/Historic Amcrican Engincering Record
resource because it would program. This program catails: |) documentation of the canal and tunncl through large-lonnat black and (HABS/HAER) program.
demolish the majorily of the whitc photographs (including the interior of the kength of the tunnel), 2) preparation of a historic resources
historic Vista Grandc Canal report, 3) preparation of measurcd drawings (or copics of original plans), and 4) archiving of the
and Tunncl. documentation package at the U.S. Library of Congress, the Cily of Daly City, Golden Gate park archives,
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and other local repositorics such as public librarics. The specilic HABS/HAER requircments of the Vista
Cana) and Tunnct will be further detailed in consultation with the NPS Pacific Western Region's
HABS/HAER coordinator.
Cultural Resources (cont.)
CUL-1 3.5-2: Public Interpretation. Prior to the completion of the Project, the City ol Daly City, in coordination [ 1. DC/NPS 1. NPS |. Prepare a public intcrpretation package 1. Preconstruction/
(cont.) with the NPS, shall prepare a public interpretation package that may cntai) interpretive materials, including explaining the historical and cnginccring Construction/
but not limited to signage, brochures, videos, historical narrative, or other printed or web-based methods of significance of the Vista Grande Canal and Post-construction
cxplaining the historical and engincering significance of the Vista Grande Canal and Tunncl to the gencral Tunnc).
public.
CUL-2 | The Project would causc a 3.5-3: Inadvertent Discovery of Archacological Resources or Shipwrecks. The following mcasures 1. DC 1. DC 1. Ensurc that the contract documents include 1. Design
substantial adverse change in shall be implemented should construction activities result in the inadvertent discovery of an archacological N related to archeol 1 discoverics .
\he signi . B 2. DC(Archeologist) | 2. DC PR 2. Prcconstruction
c significance of an resource: or shipwrecks.
?;:‘:l:gﬂoimal;fz::;m’ a) Prior 1o construction, a training scssion on the recognition of the types of archacological resources that 3. DC(Archeologist) | 3. (S:I;l;"[é/[l:lPlS/ 2. Obtain and revicw resume of qualified 3. Construction
g ship ) could be encountered and the pmu:durcs to hc followed if they are found shall be presented to Project 4. DC (Archcologist) Americ ative archeologist. Conducl Iraining session with 4. Construction
construction personnc! by a qualificd Farchacologist. If prehistoric or historic-period (_mcm.an construction crew regarding types of
archacological resources or thpv\ rcm.ks are encountered, all construction activitics within 50 fect shall "roups archcological resources that could be
halt. If the resource is located within San Francisco, the San Francisco Planning Dcpartment also shall 4. DC/SFPD/NPS/ encountered and procedurcs to follow.
be notificd ,(i‘SL(."I‘Nalwc 3. Inspect any find within 24 hours and nolily
b) If the resourcc is located on federally administered lands, NPS also shall be notified. Abandoned Cmcru.an appropriale jurisdictional authority if
shipwreeks, archacological siles, and historic resources in submerged lands of California arc under the yroups archeological resources are discovered.
jurisdiction of the Califonia State Lands Commission (CSLC). In the casc of an inadvertent discovery ol Dctermine whether find can be prescrved in
a submerged archacological site, shipwreck, or related artilacts, the applicable jurisdictional agency shall placc.
also contact and initiatc consullation with the CSLC stafl within two business days of such discovery. . .
4. Preparc ARDTP if preservation cannot be

C

The qualified archacologist shall inspect the find within 24 hours of discovery and consult with the
applicable jurisdictional agency and the culturally alTiliated Native Amcrican group or groups.

d

If the find is determined to be a histarical resource according to CEQA Guidelines or a historic property
that meets the National Register listing criteria at 36 CFR 60.4, the archacologist, in consultation with
the applicable junisdictional agency and the culturally afliliated Native American group shal) determine
whether preservation in place is leasible. This may be accomplished through pl g construction to
avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open space; capping and cavering the resource; or
deeding the sile into a permanent conservation easement.

C

If prescrvation in place is not feasible, Daly City and the qualified archacologist shall prepare and
implement an Archacological Rescarch Design and Treatment Plan (ARDTP). Daly City, the qualified
archacologisl, agencics with jurisdiction in the location(s) of the discovered resource(s), and the
culturally affitiated Native American group(s, il applicable) shall mect to determine the scope of the
ARDTP. The ARDTP shall identily a program lor the (reatment and recovery of important scicntilic
data contained within the portions of the archacological resources located within the Project Area of
Potential Effects (APE); preserve any slgmﬁuanl historical information obtaincd; and identify the
scientific/historic rescarch questi plicable 1o the s, the data classes the resource is

expecled to posscss, and how the cexpecled data classes shall add, the applicable rescarch q

f) Trcatment for most archacological resources shall consist of (but is not limited to) sample cxcavation,
artifact collection, site de ion, and historical rescarch, with the aim to target the recovery of
important scicntific data conlained in the poninn(c) of the significant resource(s) to be impacted by the
Project. The treatment plan shall include provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, rcpnmng
of results within a timely manncr, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and
dissemination of reports to local and slate repositorics, librarics, and interested professionals. The

results of the investigation shall be documented in a technical report that provides a full antifact catalo;

madc in place. Conduct treatment of resource
as necessary.
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analysis of items collected, results of any special studics conducted, and interpretations of the
resource(s) within a regional and local context. All technical documents shall be placed on file at the
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System.
Cultural Resources (cont.)
CUL-3 | Projcet construction would 3.5-4: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. The following shall be impk d 1. DC 1. DC I.  Ensurc that Contract Documents include 1. Design
disturb human remains. should construction aclivitics result in the inadvertent discovery of human remains: N . mcasures related to discovery of human .
2. DC (Archeologist) | 2. County Coroner/ remains 2. Construction
The treatment of any human remains and associated or unassociated funcrary objects discovered 3. DC (Archeologi Native American o 1 C .
during soil-disturbing activitics shall comply with applicable stalc laws. Such trcatment shall include | °* (Archeologist) Heritage 2. If potential human remains are encountered, - Construction
stopping work within 50 feet of the discovery and immediale notification of the County Coroncer. In Commission/ mobilize an archacologist to confirm cxistence
the event of the coroner's determination that the human remains are Native American, the coroner Most Likely ol human remains. I hunan remains arc
shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant confirmed, perform required coordination and
Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code §5097.98). The qualificd archacologist, Daly City, the 3. DC/NPS notifications.
landowner of the property on which the discovery is madc, and the MLD shall make all reasonable ' . .
cfforts to develop an ag for the , wilth appropriatc dignity, of any human remains 3 Monitor to cnsure lhal.lhc. mnlmclnr.
and associated or unassociated [uncrary objects (CEQA Guidclines §15064.5(d)). The agreement !m‘plcmcnl's measures in Lnnlmcl_do«.umcms
shall 1ake into consideration the appropriatc cxcavation, removal, recordation, analysis, lm.lufimg insuring that all po_lcnllal human
custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated r‘cmams arc rcporldcd n's rkcquu:d and '.hm
funcrary ohjccts. Public Resources Code Scetion 5097.98 allows 48 hours to rcach agrecment on contractor suspends ‘f’m in the “‘_'""y'_ .
these matters. I the MLD and the other partics do not agree on the reburial method, the landowner of Rf[’n" nancompliance and ensure corrective
the property on which the discovery is made shall follow Public Resources Code Scction 5097.98(b), action.
which statcs that “the landowncr or his or her authorized represcntative shall reinter the human
remains and items associaled with Native American burials with approprialc dignity on the property
in a location not subjcct to further subsurface disturbance.”
Geology and Solls
GEO-1 | Conslruction, opcration, and 3.6-1a: Prior o final Praject design, a qualificd engineer and/or geologist shall perform an inspection to { 1. DC (Engincer/ 1. DC 1. Obtain and review a resume for a qualified 1. Design
maintenance of the Project map the size, location, oricntalion, and paticrns of cracks and any crack ofTscts to provide additional Geologist) engincer/geologist. Inspect wnncl to map
could expose peoplc or insight into possiblc tunnel deformation related to faulting, and to help better assess the potential impact dclails of any cracks or deformation rclated to
structures to polential of the Serra Faull Zonc during future scismic events on the San Andrcas Faull, as recommended in the faulting.
substantia) adversc cffcets geotechnical investigation conducted by Treadwell & Rollo (2013).
involving strong scismic - - N . . N - A - X - X
ground shaking andfor scismic- 3.6-_|h: [')al_y City and/or its c_onlrm.lpr(s) shall retain inspectors wf)rklng undu_r the auspices ofa ) 1. DC_(Gcnlcthnu.al 1. DC I. Obtain aqd review resume f(_)r CA-Iu_cnfcd I.  Design/ )
rclated ground failure. California-licensed geotechnical engineer (o be present on the Project site during cxcavation, grading, engincer) 2 DC geotcchnical engincer. Monitor excavation and Preconstruction
and gencral site preparation activilies to monitor the impl ion of the rec d specified in | DC (Geotechnical - grading and gencral site preparation activitics | Construction
this mcasurc. = engincer) City of for scismic requircment standards. = :
* Project construction shall be in conformance with CBC scismic design requirements and the OSHA 3. DC (Geotechnical SDacn :r:an:::lc:f 2. Ensurc that project construction/project arca 3. Post-construction
Excavation and Trenching standard (29 CFR 1926.650) for the Project arca. ’ cn im;cr) chnie Bu!:ldin conforms with CBC scismic design
& When nnd lf needed, the gcolcchmcal engincer shall provide structure-specific geologic and & Inﬁpccliin rcquirc!ncnls and OSHA Excavation and
A ) Trenching standard (29 CFR 1926.650)
prmr to and during construction that shall be documented in a repon
lo be nppcndcd to the Project’s previous geolechnical reports and approved by the City of San 3. Prepare report oullmmg struclure epcul'u.
Francisco Department of Building Inspection. gcolnglu and geotechnical rece n:
madc prior to and during construction, if
needed.
3.6-1c: Project foundations in the vicinity of Boring B-3 shall be constructed using cast-in-place drilled |1, DC 1. DC 1. Ensurc that construction contract includes the { 1. Design
picrs, micropites, or another cquivalent deep foundation system such as auger-cast or displacement piles 2 DC 2 DC ppropriatc boring cq for Boring B-3. > Construction

or a torqucd-in piling systcm [or deep foundations.

"~

Monitor to ensurc that contractor(s)
implements measures in contract documents.
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Report non-compliance, and cnsurc corrective
action.
Geology and Solls (éont.)
GEO-2 | The Projcct could result in 3.6-2: Annual maintcnance shall include the following: inspection and [lushing to make sure that 1. DC 1. DC 1. Ensure that contract documents include 1. Decsign
substantial soil crosion or the | subdrain pipes are frec of debris and arc in good working order; and inspection of subdrain outlall - 5 requirements for annual maintenance ol 5 -
loss of topsoil. locations to verify that introduced water flows frecly through the discharge pipes and that no excessive 2. DC(Construction | 2. DC subdrain pipes and subdrain outfall locations. |~ Construction/ .
. i Conlractor) Posl-construction
crosion has occurred. 1. DC . )
2. Preparc annual maintcnance logs that include .
3. DC P 3. Posl-construction
mecasurcs (o cnsure that subdrain pipcs arc frec
of dcbris, arc in good working order, that
watcr can flow [recly from discharge pipes,
and thal no cxcessive crosion has occurred.
3. Rcview annual logs and
maintcnance 1o ensurc that contractor(s)
implcments measurcs in contract documents,
Report non-compliance, and ensure corrective
action.
GEO-3 | The Projcct may be located on | 3.6-3a: The following recommendations regarding site preparation, foundations, retaining walls, scismic | 1. DC 1. DC ). Ensure that contract documents include the 1. Design
a geologic unit or soil that is dcsi‘gn, and other geotechnical aspects provided in the geotechnical report shall be incorporated into this 2. DC (Construction | 2. DC recommendations provided in the geotechnical 2. Design
unstable, or that would become | Project. . report.
Conlractor) .
unstable as a result of the - . . . 3. DC N . ) . . . 3. Decsign/
. Arcas lhal will include improvements, including new below-grade structurcs, concrete Natwork and . 2. Incorporatc reccommendations regarding sitc .
Project. N . . . 3. DC (Construction - . . Preconstruction
slabs-on-gradc, shall be cleared and grubbed of all vegetation, and the site shall be stripped of Contractor) 4. DC preparation, foundations, rctaining walls,
organic topsoil containing over three percent organic matter. Stripped materials shall be removed ontractor 5. DC scismic design, and other geotechnical aspects | 4. Preconstruction/
from the site or stockpiled for Yater usc in landscaped areas, if approved by the architect. 4. DC (Geotechnical | 7 from the geotechnical report into the Project. Construction

*  Afier stripping the cxisting soil subgrade, arcas to receive fill or other improvements shall be Engincer) 6. DC 3. Determinc the length of tichacks. 5. Design/
scarificd, mmsllum-cnndnmncd, and_ compaFlcd. Thc §ubgmdc shall_prowdc a firm, non-yiclding 5. DC l(Shonng 7. DC 4, Ohserve and evaluate tichack testing and test Prccnnslrl}clmnl
surface. The soil subgrade shall be kept moist until it is covered by improvements. [T sofl or loose Designer) 8. DC results Construction
soil is cncountered afier stripping, the unsuitable material shall be excavated and replaced with . : T .

X . 6. DC (Shoring N N . 6. Decsign/
suitable (i}l material. - 9. DC 5. Evaluate required penctration depth of soldier N
Designer) iles to ensurc they have sufficient axial Preconstruction/
o All matcrials to be used as general engineerced fill or backfill, including on-site soil, shall be frec of . 10. DC pries {0 ens 4 C. . Construction
: : y : i . DC (Construction capacity to support the vertical load acting on
organic material, be non-hazardous and non-corrosive, contain no large rocks or lumps, and have low ! .
. . ; . Contractor) the piles. 7. Construction
expansion potential, and be approved by (he geotechnical engincer.

o Fill shall be placed in horizontal lifts, moisturc-conditioned to above the optimum moisture content '?C !Gcolcchmcal 6. Dcl-cnmnc appmpnalc.faclor ofsal'cl_y tousc | 8. Prccnnsln:lclmn!

Engincer) an internally braced soil-cement shoring wall. Construction
and compactced.

e Fill placed bencath cxterior slabs-on-gradc/flatwork and other below-grade structurces shall also be 9. [C)C :Cn‘:lslrucunn 7. Sclect and design the dewatcring system. 9. Construction
moisture-conditioned. From a geotechnical standpoint, concrete flatwork/exterior slabs and other ontractor) 8. Check the design of the proposed dewatering | 10. Construction
below-grade structurcs can be cast direclly on soil subgrade. If Class 2 aggregate basc is uscd bencath | 10. DC sysiem prior to installation.

Natwork/slabs or structurcs it shall be compacted as necessary. 9. Monitor for signs of subsidence whilc

e Back[ill for wtility trenches and other excavations is also considercd fill, and shall be compacted dewalcring is in progress.
according to the recommendations previously presented. Jetting of trench backfill shall not be .

10. Monitor to cnsurc that contractor(s)

permitted. Special carc shall be taken when backfilling utility trenches in pavement arcas.

¢ Temporary slopes in loosc to medium densc sand shall not be steeper than 2:1 (horizontal to ventical)
for slopes up to 15 fcet in height. Slopes higher than 15 feet shall be analyzed for stability.

implements mcasures in contract documents.
Report non-compliance, and cnsure corrective
action.

Vista Grande Oranage Basin tmprovemant Project

ESA /207038 01
Novembar 2017

Page 214 of 233



Miligntion Monitoring and Reporting Program

Monitaring and Reporting Program
Implementation and Reporting
Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Mcasure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule
Temporary slopes in dense sand shall not be steeper than 1.5:1. 17 the sides of proposcd excavations
cannot he sloped back, then shoring shall be provided.
Geology and Sols (cont.)
GEO-3 e A flexible shoring system shall be designed to resist latcral carth pressurcs and other pressures as
(cont.} described in the geotechnical investigations. Traflic or surcharge loads shall be added to the active
pressurcs.
e The contractor shall be responsible for determining the actual length of tichacks required to resist the
latcral carth and water pressurcs imposed on the temy Yy ing systcms.
¢ The geotechnical engincer shall obscrve ticback testing.
e The geotcchnical engincer shall evaluaic the tichack test results and determine whether the tichacks
arc acceplable.
& The shoring designer shall cvaluate the required penctration depth of the soldicr piles. The soldicr
piles shall have sufTicient axial capacity to support the vertical load acting on the piles, if any.
e The geotechnical investigation anticipates an internally braced soil-cement shoring wall may be used
for shoring in somc arcas where tichacks aren’t needed. The shoring designer shall determine the
appropriatc [actor of safety 10 use.
e During cxcavation, the groundwater shall be lowered and maintained at that level until sufficient
structural weight or a foundation system is available to resist the hydrostatic uplift forces on the
bottom of the found and/or slab: dc. The sclection and design of the dewatering system
shall be the respansibility of the contractor, The geotechnical engincer shall cheek the design of the
proposcd dewatcring sysiem prior to installation.
o Adjacent improvements shall be monitored by the contractor lor signs of subsidence including
vertical movement and groundwater levels outside the excavation shall be monitored while
dewalcring is in progress.
3.6-3b: Prior to final Projcct design, additional slope stability studics, including updated geologic L. DC (Geotechnical [ 1. DC 1. Obtain and review resume of CA-licensed . Design
mapping and slopc stability analysis, shall be performed by a California-licensed geotechnical engincer engincer) geotechnical engincer. Conduct additional .
g i ccakenc s scome i of ¢ ot 2. DC o ) . Design
(o evaluate potential for weakened blocks that could become Joose during outlet construction or ” . slopc stability studics 1o cvaluatc potential
wnncling. Also, stability analyses shall be completed to cvaluate the potential impacts of bluf¥ failurc on | 2 PC (Geotechnical stahility issucs during outlet construction and
the new outlet structure to be constructed at the basc of the clifl’. If potential for weakened blocks to engincer) wnncling.
become loose or for blulT failure to occur during construction, the study shall include design )
specifications and construction methods, such as usc of icmporary structural supports, o avoid such 2 lncn"POfﬂllC rccnmmcndlalu_)ns from .
cffcets. Recommendaltions from the studies shall be incorporated into the final Project design and EC“}CCh"lCﬂI slope studics into the final Project
construction methods, and implemented by Daly City and/or its contractors. design and construction methods.
GEO-4 | The proposed Project would 3.6-4: Daly City and/or its contractors shall cnsurc that all micropiles uscd for the Projcct are double- I. DC 1. DC 1. Ensurc thal contract documents include 1. Dcsign
N ial risk corrosion protected. isi -C i
nlnl create substantial risks to ol 2. DC (Construction | 2. DC pmv:smn§ for gonlmclors to double-corrosion 2 Construction
life or property duc to . prolcet micropilcs.
cxpansive or corrosive soils Contractor) 3. DC 3. Construction
l B 3. DC . 2. Ensurc that micropiles arc double-corrosion . i
: protected.
3. Monitor to cnsurc that contractor(s)
implements mcasures in contract documents.
Repont non-compliance, and cnsurc corrective
action.
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Greenhouse Gas Emisstons and Climate Change )

GHG-1 | Project conslruction and 3.7-1: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction. Daly City and/or its contractor(s) shall implement the 1. DC (Construction { 1. DC 1. Ensurc that contract documents include the I. Design
operation would gencrale GHG | following s to reduce gr gas cmissions [rom construction: Contractor) 2 DC requirements for reducing greenhouse gascs. 2. Design
CMmissions. 1) On-road vchicle idling time shall be minimized and shall not exceed a 5-minute maximum. 2. DC (Construction 3. DC 2. Ensurc that contract documents include the 3. Preconstruction

Additionally, off-road engincs shall not idle for longer than 5 minutes, per Scction 2449(d)(3) of Title Contractor) requirements for reducing greenhouse gasces. - Lrecons

13, Article 4._1 0, Chapter 9 of l!\c Califc‘)mia Code ochgullalions. Clcar signagc of this requircment 1 pC 3. Ensurc that the preparcr(s) of cstimacs

shall be provided for construction workers at all access points 1o construction arcas. . ! N

implement appropriate modcling tool. Ensure

2) Utilize B20 biodicsel for generator fucling to reduce greenhouse gas emissions of generator operation that carbon offscts arc purchased prior o

by approximatcly 20 percent. construction commencement.
3) Following finalization of project design and construction phasing, but prior to the start of

conslruction activitics, Daly City and/or its contraclors shall usc best available modeling tools to

cstimale annual greenhousc gas emissions resulling from construction. After accounting for the use

of B20 biodicscl as under ltem 2, Daly City shall purchase carbon ofTscts in the amount that

construction emissions would exceed the greenhouse gas emissions significance threshold of 1,100

MT/CO2-cquivalent per ycar [rom an aceredited source.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials S |

HAZ-2 | Projcct construction could 3.8-1: Health and Safety Plan. The construction contractor(s) shall prepare and implement a site- 1. DC 1. DC 1. Ensure that contract documents include the 1. Design
result ina elgmﬁcnnl hazard to | specific Health and 2. DC(Construction {2. DC requircment for preparing a health and salety 2. Preconstruction
the public or the environment . . . . . plan.

Safcty Plan in accordance with 29 CFR 1910.120 to proteet construction workers and the public during Contractor) .
through rcasonably foresccable . . . . - R 3. DC . 3. Preconstruction/
- - all excavation, grading, and consltruction activitics. The Health and Salcty Plan shall includc, but is not 2. Preparc and submit a health and safety plan .
upset and accident conditions o . 3. DC . s . N L Construction
: : limited 10, the following clements: and verify that it includes information cited in
involving the release off contract documents,
hazardous matcrials into the e A summary of all potcntial risks to construction workers and maximum cxposure limits for all known -
cnvironment. and rc: bly for blc sitc chemicals; 3. Monitor to cnsure that the contractor(s)
. . ) . . implements measures in the contract
e Training for hazard recognition, including visual and olfactory cucs; documents and health and safety plan. Report
o Specified personal protective eq and dec procedures, if needed; noncompliance, and ensure corrective action.
e Emergency procedures, including route to the nearest hospital;
e Proccdures to be followed in the event that evidence of potential soil or groundwater contamination
(such as soil s1aining, noxious odors, dcbris or buricd storage containers) is encountered. These
procedures shall be in accordance with hazardous wastc opcrations regulations and specifically
include, but arc not limited 1o, the following: immediatcly stopping work in the vicinity of the
unknown hazardous materials rclease, and retaining a qualificd environmental firm to perform
sampling and remediation.
HAZ-3 { Projcct construction would not | Impl Mitigation M ¢ 3.15-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan (scc dctails under

impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an
adoptcd emergency responsc
plan or emergency cvacuation
plan.

Transportation and Traffic, below)
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Hydrology and Water Quallty
HYD-1 | Projcct construction could 3.9-1: Implement Cofferdam Dewatering BMPs for In-Water Work. I dewatering discharge 1. DC 1. DC 1. Ensurc that contract documents include I. Decsign
violatc water quality standards | produced during construction of the Lake Mcreed outlet and overflow structures is not discharged to the nC 2 DC measures requiring the implementation off N .
and/or wasic discharge SCWCr Sysicm, a requi shall be included in construction specilications that requires the e BMPs dcesigned to treat sedi laden water | 2+ Preconstruction
requirements, provide construction contractor(s) to implement standard BMPs developed and approved by Daly City for the 3. DC 3. DC produced during cofferdam activitics il 3. Conslruction
b ial additi try of sedi laden walter produced during cofferdam dewatering activitics. BMPs could include dewatcering discharge is not discharged 1o
of polluted runoff, or otherwisc | discharging waler through filtration media, such as filter bags or a similar filtration device, or allowing scwer sysicm.
substantially degrade waler the cofferdam dewatering discharge to infilirale into the soil. If infiltration is used, application ol the 2 Review *s Dewaleri
quality. dewatering discharge shall be conducted at a rate and location that docs not altow runofT into Lake 2. Review contractor’s Dewalering Plan o
Mcreed or drainage conveyances, such as storm drains, and docs not causc flooding or runoff 1o adjacent cnsure l.h?l i mects _Walc_r Quality OhjcCIIVlCS
propertics. The dewaltering discharge shall also be conducted at a rate that docs not allow ponding, unlcss for turhidity as specificd n the Water Quality
the ponding is a result of implementing BMPs 1o reduce the velocity of the flow and occurs within Control Plant for the Basin Plan.
constructed containment, such as an cxcavation or berm with no outlet. The discharge must also be 3. Monitor to ensurc that the contractor
applicd at a sulficiem di ce [rom building loundations or other arcas that could be damaged from implements measures in Dewatcring Plan,
ground scttling or swelling. Alicratively, and if feasible, the filicred dewatering ¢Muent could be used report noncompliance, and cnsurc correclive
for construction dust suppression. Any BMPs developed and implemented shall remove sediment in a action within timelines specificd in contract.
manncr sufficicnt to meet the Water Quality Objective for wrbidity as specificd in the Water Quality
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan). Specifically, recciving waters shall be free of
changes in turbidity that causc nuisance or adverscly affeet beneficial uses and increasces in turbidity
related to dewaicring discharges shall not be greater than 10 percent in arcas where natural wurbidity is
greater than 50 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU).
HYD-9 | The Project could conflict with | 3.9-2: Avoldance and Minimization of Conflicts with California Coastal Act and NPS Management 1. DC/NPS 1. DC/NPS 1. Ensure that contract and design documents for | 1. Design
lans, policics, or regulations Policies. The final design of the Occan Outlet structures must minimize conflicts with the applicable . the Occan Oultlct minimize conflicts with .
‘r’clalcdplo altcration gf coastal | Coaslal Act requi . that ncw devel 1) be designed to climi or milj ad\r"g'sc elfects on 2. DC (Engincer) 2. DCNPS/CCC applicable Coastal Act requirements. 2. Design
landforms or pri dopicd | local sh sand supply (Scction 30235); and 2) assurc stability and structural integrity, and ncither 3. DC (Engincer 3. NPS/CCC . . 3. Design
for the purposi:: of avoiding or | create nor contribute siré?'li)l"lcanlly 1o crosion, geologic instability, fmr destruction oflhcgsilz or surrounding ( g- ’ 2. Oh}mn and revicw rcsum_c‘or other . -g
miligating an environmental arca or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural 4. DC(Engincer) 4. DC/NPS/CCC docu.m(‘:nl_nllnn of a CA-ficensed cngincer's 4. Design/ .
effcct. landforms along bluffs and cliffs (Scction 30253). In order to minimize conflicts with these policics, Daly | 5. DC/NPS 5. DC/NPS qualifications, Proparc a szudy that is Construction/
City shall undcriake the following steps when developing final engincering designs of the Ocean Qutlet tent with the for 8 sca Post-Construction
stuctures: level rise in Coastal Development Permits and -
i the CCC’s Sca Level Risc Policy Guidance. | 3+ Construction
1) A Califomia licensed engincer shall preparc a study consistent with the methods for asscssing sca level 3P 1 of study's findi d submi
rise in Coastal Development Permits detaited in the California Coastal Commission's Sca Level Risc - Crepare report of study s lindings and submit
Policy Guidance (California Coastal Commission, 2015). The study shall identify Project design ﬁnql report and design to NPS and CCC for
clements that may conflict with California Coastal Act Policics (Scctions 30235 and 30253) and feview.
reccommend revisions to bring the final design into conformity with these guidcelines and policies 4.  Ensurc that reccommendations made by NPS
(Study). At a minimum, the Study shall: and CCC arc incorporaled into design and
a) Usc the range of projections recommended by the CCC's 2015 Sca Level Risc Policy Guidance in Spcclﬁcal.mns and u'_nplcmcnlcd_dunng
cvaluating potential sca level risc efTects over the Project planning horizon. ;(:(l:jscl;:muon‘ operation, and maintcnance of
b} Incorporate, and update as nccessary, information conceming bascline conditions at the Occan 5. Monitor to cnsurc the contractor(s)

Qutlet, and future projections (hoth with and without sea level risc) concerning:
i) BlulT crosion rates and pattems;

ii) Sand supply scquestering as a result of Project design;

ii) Storm effccts relating 10 coastal hazards (c.g., scour, wave runup, flooding;
iv) Potential for cxposure of Project infrastructure over the Project lifetime, and

v} Potcntial cumulative cffects of the Project on the identificd coastal process clements above with
applicablc existing or futurc projccts.

implements measurcs in contract documents.
Report noncompliance and ensurc correetive
action.
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and ing Program

Monitoring and Reporting Program

Implementation and Reporting

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Mcasurc Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule
Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
HYD-9 ¢) Include recc dations for final engincering design, construction methods and matcrials for all
(cont.) aspects of the Occan Outlet development, including the site preparation, building foundations, and

design, to remedy any identificd coastal process or coastal resource related impacts. Also the Study

shall identify final engincering design rece dations and altcrnatives to minimize identified

risks rclating to hazards, such as geologic instability. Design rccommendations and alternatives shall

be protective of coastal resources throughout the expected life of the Project and include

dations to minimizc hazard cxp where avoid is infcasibl luding steps to

rclocate or modily the development as needed to prevent risks to the Project structures or to coastal

resources. Such aliemnatives could include, bul would not be limited to, alteration of the proposed
wing walls or other outlet structure componenits to cnsure final Project design is consistent with the
fotlowing California Coastal Act policics Lo the extent [easible:

a. Scction 30235 Consisteney: Construction of Project features that aller nawral shoreline
processes shall be approved only if it is determined by the CCC that such a design is required to
serve a coastal dependent use or to proleet existing structures or public beaches in danger from
crosion, and that final design minimizes adverse impacts on local shorcline sand supply as
comparcd 10 currcnt and future bascline conditions.

b. Scction 30253 Consistency: Final design shall be approved only if it is determined that such a
design minimizes contribution to crasion, geologic instability, or destruction of the sile or
surrounding arca, and if the Project’s nceessary protective devices minimize the alteration of
natural landforms.

2) The Study’s findings shall be presented in a report, which shall be reviewed, signed, and stamped by
the professional engincer in charge. The report shall be subject to technical review by Daly City, the
NPS, SFPUC, and the CCC stalT.

3) The report and final design shall be submitted to the NPS and CCC for review and approval to cnsurce
any inconsistencics with NPS and CCC policy requirements arc resolved. Recommendations in the
approved study shall be incorporated into the design and construction specifications and shall be
implemented during construction and operation and maintenancc of the Project as applicable.

Land Use and Planning’ -
LU-1 | The projcct could conilict with | Implement Mitigation M € 3.9-2: Avoidance and Minimization of Conflicts with

any applicable land usc plan, | California Coastal Act and NPS Management Policies (see details under Hydrology and
policy, or regulation of an Water Quality, above)
agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinancc)
adoplced for the purposc of
avoiding or mitigating an
cnvironmental cffect.
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and Reporting Program

Monitoring and Reporting Program

Implementation and Reporting

Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Mcasure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule
Nolse snd Vibration
NOI-1 | Project construction could 3.11-1: The applicant shall require construction contractors to implement the following mcasures: 1. DC 1. DC 1. Ensurc that contract documents include 1. Decsign
tcmporarily cxpose persons o . N N - . . 5 . N language requiring preparation of a noise N "
or generate noise levels in Equlnmcnl and lr.uc.ks uscd for Project conslruction sI?aII usc lhc_hcsl.av?llahlc noisc wnlroll 2. DC (Construction | 2. DC control plan that includes best available noise Preconstruction
. technigues (c.g., improved mufflers, cquipment redesign, usc ol intake silencers, ducts, engine Contractor) . hni .
cxeess of local noise : h - : 3. DC control techniques. 3. Construction
. N cenclosures, and acoustically-aticnuating shiclds or shrouds, wherever fcasiblc).
ordinances or crealc a 3 DC 2. Ensurc that the noisc control plan is prepared
substantial temporary incrcasc | e Impact tools (c.g., jack hammaers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for Project consiruction . in z-xccnrdnncc wilh- the cnnlmZI dog:url,ncwl‘c
in ambicent noisc levels. shall be hydraulically or clectrically powered where feasible to avoid noisc associated with -
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where usc of pncumatic tools is 3. Monitor to cnsure that the contractor(s)
unavoidablc, an cxhaust mufiler on the compressed air exhaust shall be usced; this muffier can lower implements noise control requircments and
noisc levels from the cxhaust by up 1o about 10 dBA. External jackets on the 10ols themselves shall cnsurc corrective action within timelines
be used where fcasible; this could achicve a reduction of § dBA. Quicter procedurcs, such as use of specified in contract.
drills rather than impact 1ools, shall be used whenever [easible.
e Siationary construction noisc sources shall be located as far [rom adjacent residential receptors as
possible. S y noisc-g; ing construction cquip shall be muMMed and enclosed within
temporary sheds, incorporale insulation barricrs, and/or controlled using other measurcs (o the extent
this docs not interfere with construction purposcs. Specifically, any generator used on site shall be
mufTled using an acoustical enclosure.
3.11-2: To further address potential nuisance impacts of Project construction, construction contractors 1. DC 1. DC 1. Ensurc that contract documents include . Design
shall implement the following: . requirements for the posting of signs that .
p e 2. DC (Construction 2. DC red . N P S & 2. Prcconstruction
. Lo . inform alt construction personncl of the
8
o Signs shall be posted at all construction site entrances to the property upon commencement of Project Contractor) . : .
" h h N 3. DC requirements of the noisc control plan, 3. Conslruction
consltruction, for the purposcs of informing all contractors/subcontractors, their employccs, agents, . "
N N L . ) 3. DC permittcd construction days/hours, and contact
material haulers, and all other persons at the applicable construction sites, of the basic requirements : .
P information.
of Mitigation Mcasures 3.11-1.
. Lo . . . 2. Dcsignatc project liaison responsiblc for
* Signs shall be posted at the construction sites that include permitted construction days and hours, a gnat plojnoisc . ing and cnforcing
day and cvening contact number for the job site, and a contact number in the cvent of problems. noisc control requirements. Ensurc that liaison's
* An onsitc complaint and enforcement manager shal) respond to and track complaints and qucstions name and phone number is included on posted
rclated to noisc. notices. As necessary, develop a reporting
program for tracking complaints received and
for doc ing their resolution,
3. Monitor to cnsurc that required signs arc posted
and that complaints arc tracked and responded
to in a timely manner. Report noncompliance
and ensurc corrective action.
NOI-2 | Projcct construction could 3.11-3: To address the vibration impact at the Missilc Assembly Building located in Fort Funston, Daly | 1. DC 1. DC 1. Ensure contract documents include vibration 1. Design
sult in the exposure of City shall require construction contractors to implement the following vibration monitoring measurcs: monitoring measurcs (o address vibratio .
resu posurc Y q P & & 2. DC(Structural |2, DC ! § Mmeasure ahon 2. Design
persons (o or generation of . . . TP N - N _ impacts at the Missilc Assembly Building
excessive sroundborne 1)} A pre-construction visual survey of the Missile A y g shall be ¢ cted and cxisting Enginccr; 3. pC located in Fort Funston 1 C -
(CCSSIVE g . conditions shall be d d by usc of photography or vidco. A qualificd and licensed structural Architectural . B . onstruction
Vibration or groundborne noisc . . - 2 . N . .
levels cngincer and architcctural historian shall be retained to assess whether the potentially afTected Historian)} 2. Obtain and review resume or other
- structure(s) could withstand a vibration lcvel above the “stop work™ threshold of 0.12 in/scc PPV 3. DC documentation of consulting licensed
(90 VdB). If this assessmcent results in a higher threshold for potential damage than 0.12 in/scc PPV . structural engincer and architccturat
(90 VdB), that higher threshold shall be used in licu ol 0.12 in/sec PPV (90 VdB) for purposes of part 2. historian's qualifications. Asscss whether
. . . . . . vibrations would affcct the structure.
2) The construction cc shall vib levels during tunnel construction, especially ralions wou ¢ ur
during impact pilc driving at thc tcmporary construction shafl. If construction vibration levels 3. Monitor to cnsurc that contractor(s)
mcasured al the Missile Asscmbly Building exceed 0.12 in/sec PPV (90 VdB) or the higher threshold implemenis vibration monitoring measurcs in
determinced in part 1 if applicable, construction shall be halted and other feasible construction contract doc¢ Report nonc li
and cnsurc corrective action.
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Miligalion and g Program
Monitoring and Reporting Program
Implementation and Reporting
Impact Reviewing and Monitoring and Implementation
No. Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Approval Party Reporting Actions Schedule

methods shall be employed 1o reduce the vibration fevels below the standard threshold. Aliemative

construction methods may include sonic or vibratory pilc drivers.
Geologic and Paleontological Resources

PAL-1 | The Project would dircctly or  13.12-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources. Prior to construction, a training scssion t. DC/NPS 1. DC/NPS I.  Ensure that contract documents include 1. Design
indircctly desiroy a unique on the recognition of the types of palcontological resources that could be encountered and the procedures | 5 . mcasures related to palcontological 5 N -
palcontological resource or site { 1o be followed if they are found shall be presented to Project construction personncl by a qualified = R,E{NP? logist) 2. DCMNPS discoverics. 2. Preconstruction
or uniquc geological feature. professional paleontologist. A qualificd palcontologist shall be on call when excavations disturb the contologis 3. DC/NPS . . . 3. Construction

. N . L 2. Obtain and review resume of qualificd
Mcreed and Cotma Fonmations. In the event that potential veriebrate fossils arc discovered, work shall 3. DC/NPS 4 C Jcontologist. Conduct traini N ith C -
ccasc al the location and a qualificd palcontologist shall cvaluale the discovery, as described below. For (Palcontologist) - DC/NPS palcontologist. ©-onduct lraining scssion wi 4. Construction
o . : A . construction crew regarding types ol
arcas of cxcavation on federally managed lands that would disturb the Merced formation, NPS shall .
N 4 . . . A 4. DC/NPS paleontological resources that could be
determinc the NPS palcontologist or NPS-approved private palcontologist that will perform this ncountered and procedurcs to follow:
ing. Cc with NPS guidance, disturbance within other formations present in Fort Funston cncountered and procedures o foflow.
shall be monitored for fossils by trained Project construction personncl unless the NPS palcontologist 3. Evaluate polential discoverics according to
determines that monitoring by a qualificd palcontologist is nccessary. jurisdictional requirements, and if confirmed,
If potcntial vertebrate fossils are discovered by construction crews or a palcontological monilor, all treat and [lvrlcpa[r,c fossil malclnal!_sr d
carthwork or other types of ground disturbance within 50 fect of the find shall stop immediatcly and the ap[-)mpna cly. Frepare report of find, as
monitor shall notify Daly City, as well as the NPS if the potential fossil is found on federal lands. Work hecessary.
shall not resumc until a qualificd professional paleontologist can asscss the nature and importance of the 4. Monitor to cnsurc contractor(s) implements
find. Bascd on the scientific value or uniquencss of the find, the qualificd palcontologist may record the palcontological measurcs in contract
find and allow work to continue, or reccommend salvage and recovery of the fossil. The qualificd documents il discovery occurs. Report
palcontologist may also proposc maodilications to the stop-work radius bascd on the naturc of the find, noncompliance and cnsure corrective action.
site geology, and the activilics occurring on the sitc. If trcatment and salvagc is required,
reee dations shall be i with NPS guidclines (on federal land), SVP 1995 guidelines (on
non-federal land), and currently aceepted scientific practice, and shall be subject to review and approval
by Daly City, and by NPS if the potential lossil is found on fedcral land. If required, trcatment for fossil
remains may include preparation and recovery of fossil malcrials so that they can be housed in an
approprialc muscum or university collection [c.g., the University of California Muscum of Palcontology
(UCMP)], and may also include preparation of a report for publication describing the finds. Daly City
shall ensurc that information on the naturc, location, and depth of all finds is rcadily availablc to the
scientific community through universily curation or other appropriatc means.
Tﬁhiﬁbﬁnﬂdn and Trafilc S R o ’ '

TRA-1 | Project construction would 3.15-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan Daly City and/or its contractor(s) shall prepare and 1. DC I. DC 1. Ensurc that contract documents include 1. Design
causc lemp y inc in impl a Construction Traflic Management Plan in accordance with professional traffic engincering - N requirements of Construction TrafTic > . »
traffic volumes on arca standards 1o show methods for maintaining tralfic flows on roadways and access to recreational 2. IC).C (Construction | 2. 3$§§M1.}N Management Plan. - ngLonSI_rt.l""on/
roadways, which could causec | resources dircctly affected by Project construction, which shall include, at a minimum, the following ontractor) am frans 2 P dimnl C ion Traffic onstruction
substantial conflicts with the requirements: 3. DC 3. DC 2. Preparc and implement Construction Traffic 3. Consiruction
performance of the circulation ) ) o ) ) ) Management Plan with requirements cited in
system. but would not conflict a) Develop circulation plans to minimize impacts on local street circulation; usc flaggers and/or signage contract documents. Coordinate with Caltrans
.vzi-lh a[;plicahlc plans to guide vehicles through and/or around the construction zone (including, as needed, for trucks regarding construction traffic usc of SR 35.
ordinances, or policics turning into and out of Fort Funston at the intersection of SR 35 and Fort Funston Road). Circulation 3. Monitor 1o cnsure the contractor(s)

pertaining to the performance
of the circulation system.

plans may be modificd during construction, based on observed conditions.
b

Identify truck roules and, to the cxtent possible, usc haul routcs that minimize truck traffic on local
roadways and residential strects.

4

Schedule truck trips to minimize trips during the pcak morning and evening commute hours, and the
peak hours of arrivals and departurc [rom Fort Funston, to the extent possible.

d

Provide sufTicient staging arcas for trucks accessing construction zones to minimize disruption of
access 10 adjacent land uscs, particularly within residential neighborhoods.

implements mcasures in the contract
documents and Construction TrafTic
Management Plan. Report noncompliance, and
cnsure correclive action.
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and Reporting Program

Impact
No.

Impact Summary

Mitigation Mcasure

Monritoring and Reporting Program

Implementation and Reporting

Responsible Party

Reviewing and
Approval Party

Monitoring and
Reporting Actions

Implementation
Schedule

c

Maintain pedestrian and bicycle aceess and circulation during Project construction where safe to do
so. If construction activities cneroach on a bicycle lanc, post warning signs that indicate bicycles and
vehicles are sharing the lanc.

Transportation and Traffic (cont.)

TRA-1
(cont.)

) Maintain public safcty and access on the bcach by posting notices and maps at and around the project
site and on Golden Gatc National Recreation Arca’s website prior to and during construction,
informing the public about when and where public access could be restricted and aboul allernative
access points, if applicablc; and incorporate measures on the beach to protect the public during
construction activilics.

g) Storc all cquipment and matcrials in designatcd contractor staging arcas on or adjacent to the

worksite, in such a manncr to minimize obstruction of trafTic.
h

Implement roadside safety protocols and provide advance “Road Work Ahcad™ waming signs and
speed control (including signs informing drivers of state-lcgislaicd double fincs for speed inlractions
in a conslruction zonc) to achicve required speed reductions for safe traffic ow through the work
zone.

i) Coordinatc construction with facility owncrs or administrators of scnsitive land uses such as police
and firc stations (including all firc protection agencics), transit stati pitals, and schools, as
well as Font Funston. Notily facilily owners or operators in advance of the timing, location, and
duration of construction activitics.

j) Provide residents adjacent to Project construction arcas (c.g., on Avalon Drive and Westmoor
Avenuc) with information regarding Project construction in their area, including anticipated start and
cnd of construction activitics.

k

Coordinate construction with local traffic agencics, SFMTA, NPS, and SamTrans, to minimize
disruption and arrange for the temporary relocation of bus stops in work zones as necessary.

TRA-S

Project construction would
resull in incrcased wear-and-
tcar on the designated haul
foulcs.

3.15-2: Daly City, San Francisco, and the National Park Scrvice shall enter into an agreement prior to
construction that shall detail pre-construction conditions and the post-construction requirements of a
roadway rchabilitation program. Daly City and/or its contractors shall repair roads damaged by
construction 10 a structural condition cqual to that which cxisted prior 1o construction activity.

"~

DC/SF/NPS

DC (Construction
Contractor)

DC/SF/NPS

1. DC/SF/NPS
2. DC
3. DC/SFANPS

™~

Ensurc thai contract documents include
pre-construction conditions and post-
construction requircments of a roadway
rchabilitation program.

Repair roads damaged by construction to a
structural quality cqual to prcconstruction
activity.

Monitor 1o ensure the contractor(s)
implements measures in the contract

documents. Report noncompliance, and ensurc
corrective action.

Dcsign
Post-construction

Post-construction
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RESOLUTION NO.

A Resolution of the Board of the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority Adopting
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement And Adopting A
Statement of Overriding Considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Vista Grande Drainage Improvement Project

WHEREAS, the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (“Project”) is a groundwater
storage and recovery project to improve stormwater drainage and reduce flooding risk, provide a
water source for Lake Merced, and improve recreational access and reduce litter deposition at the
beach below Fort Funston;

WHEREAS, on December 11, 2017, the City Council of the City of Daly City approved the
Project, certified the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final
EIR/EIS), and adopted Findings of Fact, a Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC), and a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) with Resolution No. 17-200.

WHEREAS, the City of Daly City and the North San Mateo County Sanitation District formed
the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority for the purpose of providing an entity that can,
among other things, jointly exercise any power common to the City and the Sanitation District
and any additional members and provide assistance to the Sanitation District and the City and
any additional members in their respective financing undertakings.

WHEREAS, the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority intends to finance the construction
and/or reconstruction of the Projects or portions of the Project with moneys provided by the State
of California by and through the State Water Resources Control Board.

WHEREAS, the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority is a responsible agency of the
Project under the California Environmental Quality Act.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority as
follows:

Findings
The Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority hereby makes the following findings of fact:

1. The City Council of the City of Daly City, on December 11, 2017, approved the Project,
certified the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final
EIR/EIS), and adopted Findings of Fact, a Statement of Overriding Considerations
(SOC), and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) with Resolution
No. 17-200, as set forth attached as Attachment “A”, and hereby incorporated by
reference to this resolution.
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2. The Final EIR/EIS was completed in compliance with the requirements of CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines.

3. The Project has two primary, mutually supporting objectives to address the storm-related
flooding that periodically occurs as a result of inadequate storm drainage capacity in Daly
City’s Vista Grande Canal and Tunnel, and to augment water surface levels and manage
water quality in San Francisco’s Lake Merced.

4. The Joint Powers Financing Authority, using its independent judgment, concurs with the
City Council’s finding that the benefits of the Project in terms of addressing storm-related
flooding and water levels and water quality in Lake Merced as a whole outweigh the
potential unmitigatable impacts cited in the FEIR. This finding is based on an
independent review of the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project
California Environmental Quality Act Findings: Findings of Fact, Evaluation of
Mitigation Measures and Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations City,
as attached to City of Daly City Resolution No. 17-200.

5. The Joint Powers Financing Authority, using its independent judgement, concurs with the
City Council’s findings regarding significant impacts, alternatives, statement of
overriding considerations, and mitigation monitoring and reporting program detailed in
the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project California Environmental
Quality Act Findings: Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and
Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations City, as attached to City of
Daly City Resolution No. 17-200.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority

that it concurs in the Final EIR/EIS, the SOC, and MMRP based on the findings set forth in this
resolution.
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Item #
Agenda Report

~

The Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority

Meeting Date: November 28, 2022

Subject: RESOLUTIONS RELATED TO CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND
FINANCING FOR THE VISTA GRANDE DRAINAGE BASIN IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT

Recommended Action

Consider three resolutions (together the “SRF Resolutions”) required to apply to the State Water
Resources Control Board for Clean Water State Revolving Fund financing for the Vista Grande
Drainage Basin Improvement Project and to comply with federal tax law.

The SRF Resolutions consist of the following:

(1) SRF Authorizing Resolution: A Resolution of the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority
Authorizing and Directing Officials to Apply for Clean Water State Revolving Fund
Financings and Authorizing and Directing Other Related Actions

(2) SRF Reimbursement Resolution: A Resolution of the Daly City Joint Powers Financing
Authority Declaring the Intent to Reimburse Expenditures from the Proceeds of Clean Water
State Revolving Fund Financings from the State Water Resources Control Board

(3) SRF Intent to Designate Revenue Resolution: A Resolution of the Daly City Joint Powers
Financing Authority Declaring the Intent to Designate Certain Revenues for Clean Water
State Revolving Fund Financings

Background
Formation of the Authority. The City of Daly City (the “City”) and the North San Mateo County

Sanitation District (the “Sanitation District”) are parties to a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement,
dated as of March 1, 2021, pursuant to which the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority (the
“Authority”) was established as a joint exercise of powers authority under the Joint Exercise of
Powers Act (Government Code §6500 et seq.) (the “Joint Powers Law”) for the purpose of providing
assistance to the City and the Sanitation District with their financing programs, and for any other
financing purposes authorized under Article 4 of the Joint Powers Law and other applicable law.

Financing for the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project. The City is undertaking the

Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (the "Project™) and wishes to apply for financing
for the Project from the State Water Resources Control Board (the “State Water Board™) through its
Clean Water State Revolving Fund financing program. j
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The City has asked the Authority to provide assistance with the proposed financing of the Project
from the State Water Board, and the State Water Board has required the Authority to adopt three
resolutions in which it (1) designates a representative to take necessary actions. (2) declares its intent
to reimburse certain expenditures, and (3) declares the intent to designate certain revenues to repay
any financing.

Discussion

City staff has been evaluating a number of options for financing the Project, including (1) issuance of
revenue bonds or other obligations, (2) financing from the Environmental Protection Agency’s Water
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act of 2014 program (“WIFIA Program”), (3) financing from
the California State Water Resource Control Board’s Clean Water State Revolving Fund program
(“SRF Program”) and (4) financing from the California Infrastructure and Economic Development
Bank’s Infrastructure State Revolving Fund program (“ISRF Program”).

In order to apply to the SRF Program, the State Water Board requires that the Board of Directors
adopt the three SRF Resolutions:

e The SRF Authorizing Resolution will authorize and direct the Executive Director (the City
Manager) or his designee to take all actions required in order to apply for and obtain financing
from the SRF Program.

e The State Water Board requires the Authority to adopt a reimbursement declaration. The City
has already adopted a reimbursement resolution to preserve its ability to reimburse itself for
expenditures with SRF Program funds, and the Authority does not expect to advance any
funds in its role as a conduit issuer.

e The State Water Board requires the Board of Directors to adopt the SRF Intent to Designate
Revenue Resolution in order to identify the anticipated source of funds for the repayment of
any SRF Program financing; at a later date, if the City wishes to proceed with an SRF
Program financing, the Board of Directors will consider another resolution approving the
terms and conditions of the SRF Program financing, authorizing execution of an SRF Program
financing agreement and pledging specific revenues. The SRF Intent to Designate Revenue
Resolution describes the expectation that the Authority’s payment obligation will be limited to
funds received from the City and the Sanitation District.

The SRF Resolutions do not commit the Authority to obtain financing from the SRF Program
or obligate the Authority to expend any funds, but they are necessary to initiate the SRF
Program application process.

Fiscal Impact
There will be no current cost incurred by the Authority as a result of the adoption of these resolutions

related to possible financing for the Project. The fiscal impact will depend upon whether the City
obtains financing, the source of the financing and the details of any such financing. Prior to the
Authority participating in a financing for the Project, the Board of Directors will be asked to approve
the financing and related documents and will have an opportunity to evaluate the interest rates to be
paid, the repayment period and the contributions received from associated parties. City staff expects
that the Authority’s payment obligations as part of any Project financing will be limited to funds
received from the City and the Sanitation District.
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Summary/Conclusion
In order to apply for Project financing from the SRF Program, staff recommends that the Board of
Directors consider adoption of the three SRF Resolutions.

The SRF Resolutions do not commit the Authority to obtain financing from the SRF Program
or obligate the Authority to expend any funds.

Staff is available to provide any additional information desired by the Chair or Directors.

Respectfully submitted,

</ Y A - @/@\

Andiane. (>
7

Joshua Cosgrove Rose Zimmerman
Acting Director General Counsel

Attachment: Draft SRF Resolutions
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RESOLUTION NO:

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE DALY CITY JOINT POWERS
FINANCING AUTHORITY DECLARING THE INTENT TO DESIGNATE CERTAIN
REVENUES FOR CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND FINANCINGS

WHEREAS, the City of Daly City (the "City") desires to finance the costs of acquiring,
constructing and/or reconstructing certain public facilities and improvements to maintain and
enhance water quality, manage non-point source pollution, protect drinking water sources, and
manage stormwater and related impacts to City and regional water and wastewater systems
including certain treatment facilities, pipelines and other infrastructure, which project is
commonly referred to as the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (the "Project™);
and

WHEREAS, the City intends to finance the construction and/or reconstruction of the Project
or portions of the Project with moneys (""Project Funds") provided by the State of California,
acting by and through the State Water Resources Control Board (“State Water Board”); and

WHEREAS, the City and the North San Mateo County Sanitation District (the “Sanitation
District”) are parties to a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, dated as of March 1, 2021,
pursuant to which the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority (the “Authority”) was
established as a joint exercise of powers authority under the Joint Exercise of Powers Act
(Government Code §6500 et seq.) (the “Joint Powers Law”) for the purpose of providing
assistance to the City and the Sanitation District with their financing programs, and for any
other financing purposes authorized under Article 4 of the Joint Powers Law and other
applicable law; and

WHEREAS, the City has asked the Authority to provide assistance with Clean Water State
Revolving Fund financing for the Project; and

WHEREAS, the State Water Board requires each financing recipient to establish one or more
dedicated sources of revenue for repayment of assistance other than grants; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors wishes to declare its intent to designate dedicated sources
of revenue to finance the Project if the City decides to obtain Clean Water State Revolving

Fund financing for the Project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Daly City Joint
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Powers Financing Authority as follows:

Section 1. The Authority hereby declares the intent to designate, as a dedicated source of
revenue to finance the Project, the payments from Project beneficiaries that wish to participate
in the Clean Water State Revolving Fund financing. The Authority currently expects the City
and the Sanitation District to participate in the Clean Water State Revolving Fund financing,
and the Authority expects to enter into financing agreements with the City and the Sanitation
District (each, a “Financing Agreement”).

Section 2. The Financing Agreements will obligate the City and the Sanitation District, and such
other Project beneficiaries that wish to participate in the financing, to collect or contribute
designated revenues and maintain designated funds throughout the term of any proposed
financing and until the Authority has satisfied its repayment obligation under any financing
agreements with the State Water Board unless modification or change is approved in writing by
the State Water Board.

Section 3. All of the recitals in this resolution are true and correct and the Board of Directors
so finds, determines and represents.

Section 4. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

| hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of a Resolution adopted by the Board of
Directors of the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority, at a regular meeting thereof held on
the 28th day of November, 2022,by the following vote of the members thereof:

AYES, and in favor thereof, Directors:

NOES, Directors:
ABSENT, Directors:

SECRETARY OF THE DALY CITY JOINT
POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY

APPROVED:

PRESIDENT OF THE DALY CITY JOINT
POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY
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RESOLUTION NO:

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE DALY CITY JOINT POWERS
FINANCING AUTHORITY DECLARING THE INTENT TO REIMBURSE EXPENDITURES
FROM THE PROCEEDS OF CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND FINANCINGS
FROM THE STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

WHEREAS, the City of Daly City (the "City") desires to finance the costs of acquiring,
constructing and/or reconstructing certain public facilities and improvements to maintain and
enhance water quality, manage non-point source pollution, protect drinking water sources, and
manage stormwater and related impacts to City and regional water and wastewater systems
including certain treatment facilities, pipelines and other infrastructure, which project is
commonly referred to as the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (the "Project™);
and

WHEREAS, the City intends to finance the construction and/or reconstruction of the Project
or portions of the Project with moneys (“Project Funds") provided by the State of California,
acting by and through the State Water Resources Control Board (“State Water Board”); and

WHEREAS, the City of Daly City (the “City”) and the North San Mateo County Sanitation
District (the “Sanitation District”) are parties to a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, dated
as of March 1, 2021, pursuant to which the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority (the
“Authority”) was established as a joint exercise of powers authority under the Joint Exercise
of Powers Act (Government Code §6500 et seq.) (the “Joint Powers Law”) for the purpose of
providing assistance to the City and the Sanitation District with their financing programs, and
for any other financing purposes authorized under Article 4 of the Joint Powers Law and other
applicable law; and

WHEREAS, the City has asked the Authority to provide assistance with State Water Board
financing for the Project; and

WHEREAS, the State Water Board may fund the Project Funds with proceeds from the sale of
obligations the interest upon which is excluded from gross income for federal income tax
purposes (the "Obligations"), and

WHEREAS, prior to either the issuance of the Obligations or the approval by the State Water

Board of the Project Funds the City desires to incur certain capital expenditures (the
"Expenditures") with respect to the Project from available moneys of the City; and
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WHEREAS, the City has determined that those moneys to be advanced by the City to pay the
Expenditures are available only for a temporary period and it is necessary to reimburse the City
for the Expenditures from the proceeds of the Obligations; and

WHEREAS, United States Income Tax Regulations section 1.150-2 provides generally that
proceeds of tax-exempt debt are not deemed to be expended when such proceeds are used for
reimbursement of expenditures made prior to the date of issuance of such debt unless certain
procedures are followed, one of which is a requirement that (with certain exceptions), prior to the
payment of any such expenditure, the issuer declares an intention to reimburse such expenditure;
and

WHEREAS, in its Resolution No. 19-200 adopted on December 9, 2019, the City declared its
intention to reimburse Expenditures for capital costs of the Project from the proceeds of tax-
exempt debt to be issued in the maximum principal amount of $130,000,000; and

WHEREAS, in its Resolution No. 19-198 adopted on December 9, 2019, the City declared its
intention to reimburse Expenditures for capital costs of the Project from Project Funds from the
State Water Board in the maximum principal amount of $60,000,000; and

WHEREAS, although the Authority will not pay for any Expenditures for capital costs of the
Project from any source of funds other than financing proceeds, will not own or operate the
Project, and acts as a conduit for the City to finance the Project, the State Water Board has asked
the Authority to adopt this resolution; and

WHEREAS, in order to comply with the requirements of the State Water Board but without
impairing the declarations of the City in Resolution No. 19-198 and Resolution No. 19-200, the
Authority wishes to declare its official intent to reimburse the Expenditures referenced herein
from the proceeds of tax-exempt debt.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Daly City Joint
Powers Financing Authority as follows:

Section 1. The Authority, in its capacity as a conduit issuer for the City, hereby states its
intention and reasonably expects to reimburse Expenditures paid prior to the issuance of the
Obligations or the approval by the State Water Board of the Project Funds.

Section 2. The reasonably expected maximum principal amount of the Project funded by the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund is $60,000,000.00.

Section 3. This resolution is being adopted no later than 60 days after the date on which the
Authority will expend moneys for the construction portion of the Project costs to be
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reimbursed with Project Funds.

Section 4. Each Expenditure will be of a type properly chargeable to a capital account under
general federal income tax principles.

Section 5. To the best of our knowledge, the Board of Directors is not aware of the previous
adoption of official intents by the Board of Directors that have been made as a matter of course
for the purpose of reimbursing expenditures and for which tax-exempt obligations have not been
issued.

Section 6. This resolution is adopted as official intent of the Authority in order to comply with
Treasury Regulation 81.150-2 and any other regulations of the Internal Revenue Service relating
to the qualification for reimbursement of Project costs.

Section 7. All of the recitals in this resolution are true and correct and the Authority so finds,
determines and represents.

Section 8. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

| hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of a Resolution adopted by the Board of
Directors of the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority, at a regular meeting thereof held on
the 28th day of November, 2022,by the following vote of the members thereof:

AYES, and in favor thereof, Directors:

NOES, Directors:
ABSENT, Directors:

SECRETARY OF THE DALY CITY JOINT
POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY

APPROVED:

PRESIDENT OF THE DALY CITY JOINT
POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY
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RESOLUTION NO:

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE DALY CITY JOINT POWERS
FINANCING AUTHORITY AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING OFFICIALS TO APPLY
FOR CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND FINANCINGS AND AUTHORIZING
AND DIRECTING OTHER RELATED ACTIONS

WHEREAS, the City of Daly City (the "City") desires to finance the costs of acquiring,
constructing and/or reconstructing certain public facilities and improvements to maintain and
enhance water quality, manage non-point source pollution, protect drinking water sources, and
manage stormwater and related impacts to City and regional water and wastewater systems
including certain treatment facilities, pipelines and other infrastructure, which project is
commonly referred to as the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (the "Project");
and

WHEREAS, the City intends to finance the construction and/or reconstruction of the Project
or portions of the Project with moneys (“Project Funds") provided by the State of California,
acting by and through the State Water Resources Control Board (“State Water Board”); and

WHEREAS, the City and the North San Mateo County Sanitation District (the “Sanitation
District”) are parties to a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, dated as of March 1, 2021,
pursuant to which the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority (the “Authority”) was
established as a joint exercise of powers authority under the Joint Exercise of Powers Act
(Government Code §6500 et seq.) (the “Joint Powers Law”) for the purpose of providing
assistance to the City and the Sanitation District with their financing programs, and for any
other financing purposes authorized under Article 4 of the Joint Powers Law and other
applicable law; and

WHEREAS, the City has asked the Authority to provide assistance with Clean Water State
Revolving Fund financing from the State Water Board for the Project; and

WHEREAS, the Authority wishes to delegate to certain authorized representatives the legal
authority to take certain actions with respect to the proposed financing.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Daly City Joint
Powers Financing Authority as follows:

Section 1. The Executive Director or a written designee of the Executive Director (the “Authorized
Representative”) is hereby authorized and directed to sign and file, for and on behalf of the
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Authority, in its capacity as a conduit issuer for the City, a Financial Assistance Application for a
financing agreement from the State Water Board for the planning, design, and construction of the
Project.

The Authorized Representative is designated to provide the assurances, certifications, and
commitments required for the financial assistance application, including executing a financial
assistance agreement from the State Water Resources Control Board and any amendments or
changes thereto.

The Authorized Representative is designated to represent the Authority in carrying out the
Authority’s responsibilities under the financing agreement, including, to the extent applicable,
certifying disbursement requests on behalf of the Authority and compliance with applicable state
and federal laws.

Section 2. All of the recitals in this resolution are true and correct and the Authority so finds,
determines and represents.

Section 3. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

| hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of a Resolution adopted by the Board of
Directors of the Daly City Joint Powers Financing Authority, at a regular meeting thereof held on
the 28th day of November, 2022,by the following vote of the members thereof:

AYES, and in favor thereof, Directors:

NOES, Directors:
ABSENT, Directors:

SECRETARY OF THE DALY CITY JOINT
POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY

APPROVED:

PRESIDENT OF THE DALY CITY JOINT
POWERS FINANCING AUTHORITY
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