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DATE: June 12, 2009

TO: Interested Parties

FROM: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer

SUBJECT: Final Program Environmental Impact Report on the San Francisco

Public Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program
(Case No. 2005.0159E)

The Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) on the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission’s (SFPUC) Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) was certified by the
San Francisco Planning Commission as adequately fulfilling the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on October 30, 2008. Subsequent to the certification action, the
SFPUC approved the Phased WSIP and adopted the CEQA Findings, including a statement of
overriding considerations and the WSIP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Copies of the
certification motion and CEQA Findings are attached to this memorandum.

This document is the consolidated Final PEIR; it consists of eight volumes that contain the full Draft
PEIR (Volumes 1 through 5) and the Comments and Responses document (Volumes 6 through 8), but
also incorporates text revisions described in the Comments and Responses document. This
consolidated Final PEIR does not contain any new information from that presented in the Draft PEIR
(published on June 29, 2007) and the Comments and Responses document (published on September
30, 2008). The text revisions include those prepared in response to comments received on the Draft
PEIR as well as corrections and relevant updates. The document also provides cross-references to
information in the Comments and Responses document, updates information on the CEQA process,
and consolidates the tables of contents for the eight volumes. This document is intended to facilitate
use of the Final PEIR as a reference document, which should be cited based on the certification date of
October 30, 2008 and referenced as follows:

San Francisco Planning Department, 2008. Final Program Environmental Impact Report on the
San Francisco Public  Utilities Commission’s Water System Improvement Program. State
Clearinghouse No. 2005092026. Certified October 30, 2008.

To assist the reader in identifying the text changes that were incorporated subsequent to publication
of the Draft PEIR, this consolidated Final PEIR includes a vertical line along the outside margin of the
pages where changes have been made; new and revised figures are labeled as New or Revised,
respectively, in the figure title. Other than the vertical line along the margin, deleted text is not shown,
except where an entire paragraph was deleted, in which case the deletion is noted in square brackets
and italics. The consolidated Final PEIR preserves the same pagination as was used in the Draft PEIR
so that any cross-references remain accurate; thus, where the text changes involved inserting lengthy
new text, the new page numbers are labeled with 4, b, ¢, etc. following the original page number (e.g.,
pp. 4.7-24a and 4.7-24b follow p. 4.7-24 and come before p. 4.7-25).
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Suite 400

San Francisco,
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Final PEIR for the SFPUC'’s Case No. 2005.0159E
Water System Improvement Program

In response to some comments on the Draft PEIR, it was necessary to provide supplemental
discussion of certain issues to confirm and validate the original analysis or discussion presented in the
Draft PEIR, but in these instances the comments did not warrant a change or correction in the text of
the Draft PEIR. In these cases, the consolidated Final PEIR includes cross-references and explanatory
notes, which are called out in square brackets and italics in the revised text in Volumes 1 through 5 to
refer the reader to the additional information presented in the Comments and Responses document
(Volumes 6 though 8).

This consolidated Final PEIR also provides guidance for the reader in locating the description of the
Phased WSIP and its environmental effects. The Phased WSIP is a variation of the proposed program
described and analyzed in the Draft PEIR, and, as indicated in the Comments and Responses
document, its potential environmental effects fall within the range of impacts previously evaluated in
the Draft PEIR for the originally proposed program and alternatives. The SFPUC ultimately adopted
the Phased WSIP, as described above.

The user’s guide below is intended to help the reader navigate through the Final PEIR and to find
relevant cross-references between the Draft PEIR and Comments and Responses document. It
indicates where changes were made to the Draft PEIR as part of the Comments and Responses
document, provides cross-references for information on the Phased WSIP, and shows the
interrelationships among the various sections of the PEIR.
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Final PEIR for the SFPUC'’s

Water System Improvement Program

Case No. 2005.0159E

USER'’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR

Changes from the Other Relevant PEIR
Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections
VOLUME 1
Summary Summary Summary of the Yes, changes made due | Refer to all chapters of the
proposed program, to project description PEIR for full discussions
impacts, mitigation updates, updates to
measures, variants, and | impacts and mitigation
alternatives measures, and
introduction of the
Phased WSIP Variant
Chapter 1 Introduction Purpose of proposed Yes, changes made to Refer to Chapter 11 for
program and CEQA correct editorial errors updates to the CEQA process
process for the PEIR
Chapter 2 Existing Existing facilities, Yes, changes made to
Regional Water | operations, regulatory update information on
System requirements existing facilities and
SFPUC policies
Chapter 3 Program Location, objectives, Yes, changes made due | Refer to the following sections
Description background, proposed to revisions in some for supplemental discussions:
water supply strategy and | facility project Section 13.2 for project
facilities, required actions | descriptions and to revisions; Section 13.4 for the
and approvals include cross-reference Phased WSIP; Section 14.1
to information on the for the need for the program;
Phased WSIP Variant Section 14.2 for demand
projections, conservation, and
recycling assumptions; and
Section 14.3 for the dry-year
water transfer
VOLUME 2
Chapter 4 WSIP Facility Projects — Setting and Impacts
Section 4.1 Overview Approach used to No changes Refer to Appendix C for the
analyze program-level assumptions used for facility
impacts and to develop improvement projects and
programmatic mitigations Section 14.4 for additional
for key regional facility discussion of the appropriate
improvement projects level of detail for the program-
level analysis
Section 4.2 Plans and Plans and policies Yes, changes made to
Policies relevant to facility update the setting to
projects and plan include the San
consistency evaluation Francisco Municipal
Green Building Program
Section 4.3 Land Use and Setting and impacts No changes Refer to Section 6.3 for
Visual Quality mitigation measures
Section 4.4 Geology, Soils, Setting and impacts No changes Refer to Section 6.3 for
and Seismicity mitigation measures
Section 4.5 Hydrology and Setting and impacts Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.3 for
Water Quality update the regulatory mitigation measures
framework to clarify three
impacts
Section 4.6 Biological Setting and impacts Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.3 for
Resources clarify the setting and two | mitigation measures, to
impacts Section 14.4 for supplemental
discussion, and to Appendix D
for supporting details

SAN FRANCISCO
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Final PEIR for the SFPUC'’s

Water System Improvement Program

Case No. 2005.0159E

USER’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR (Continued)

Changes from the Other Relevant PEIR
Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections
VOLUME 2 (cont.)
Section 4.7 Cultural Setting and impacts Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.3 for
Resources clarify and refine the mitigation measures and to
historical resources Section 15.3 for supplemental
analysis discussion
Section 4.8 Traffic, Setting and impacts Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.3 for
Transportation, clarify one impact mitigation measures and to
and Circulation Appendix F for supporting
details
Section 4.9 Air Quality Setting and impacts Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.3 for
update setting to include | mitigation measures
the Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Ordinance
Section 4.10 | Noise and Setting and impacts No changes Refer to Section 6.3 for
Vibration mitigation measures and to
Appendix F for supporting
details
Section 4.11 Public Services | Setting and impacts Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.3 for
and Utilities update the setting mitigation measures
Section 4.12 | Recreational Setting and impacts Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.3 for
Resources update the setting, clarify | mitigation measures
one impact, and augment
the references
Section 4.13 | Agricultural Setting and impacts No changes Refer to Section 6.3 for
Resources mitigation measures
Section 4.14 | Hazards Setting and impacts No changes Refer to Section 6.3 for
mitigation measures and to
Appendix G for supporting
details
Section 4.15 | Energy Setting and impacts No changes Refer to Section 6.3 for
Resources mitigation measures
Section 4.16 | Collective Combined impacts of No changes Refer to Section 6.3 for
Impacts of WSIP | multiple facility projects mitigation measures
Facilities under the proposed
program
Section 4.17 | Cumulative Impacts of the proposed | No changes Refer to Section 6.3 for
Effects program in combination mitigation measures
with other projects
VOLUME 3
Chapter 5 WSIP Water Supply and System Operations — Setting and Impacts
Section 5.1 Overview Approach used to Yes, changes made due | Refer to Sections 13.3 and
analyze water supply to refinement and update | 14.5 for supplemental
impacts and mitigation of hydrologic modeling discussion of hydrologic
measures; includes a modeling and to Appendices
description of hydrologic H and O for supporting details
modeling
Section 5.2 Plans and Plans and policies Yes, changes made to
Policies relevant to water supply | clarify applicability of
system operations and plans and policies
plan consistency

SAN FRANCISCO
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Final PEIR for

the SFPUC’s

Water System Improvement Program

Case No. 2005.0159E

USER’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR (Continued)

Changes from the

Other Relevant PEIR

Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections

evaluation

VOLUME 3 (cont.)

Section 5.3 Tuolumne River System and Downstream Water Bodies — Setting and impacts on the Tuolumne
River, the San Joaquin River, and the Sacramento—San Joaquin Delta watersheds and associated
resources

Section 5.3.1 | Stream Flow and | Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 13.3 for
Reservoir Water | stream flow and reservoir | clarify impact analysis supplemental discussion of
Levels levels along the hydrologic modeling and to

Tuolumne River, San Sections 14.6, 14.7, and 14.8

Joaquin River, and for supplemental discussion of

Sacramento—San stream flow in the Tuolumne

Joaquin Delta River and downstream water
bodies

Section 5.3.2 | Geomorphology | Setting and impacts on No changes Refer to Sections 14.6 and

the geomorphology of the 14.7 for supplemental

Tuolumne River discussion of the
geomorphology along the
Tuolumne River

Section 5.3.3 | Surface Water Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to Refer to Sections 14.6, 14.7,

Quality surface water quality in clarify regulatory and 14.8 for supplemental
the Tuolumne River, the | framework discussion of surface water
San Joaquin River, and quality in the Tuolumne River
the Sacramento—San and downstream water bodies
Joaquin Delta

Section 5.3.4 | Surface Water Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 14.8 for

Supplies surface water supplies clarify one impact supplemental discussion of

along the lower issues related to the San
Tuolumne River, the San Joaquin River and Delta
Joaquin River, and the
Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta

Section 5.3.5 | Groundwater Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to
groundwater resources in | clarify the regulatory
the Tuolumne River setting
watershed

Section 5.3.6 | Fisheries Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.4 for
fishery resources along clarify two impacts mitigation measures and to
the Tuolumne River, the Section 14.7 for supplemental
San Joaquin River, and discussion of fisheries in the
the Sacramento—San lower Tuolumne River
Joaquin Delta and

Section 5.3.7 | Terrestrial Setting and impacts on No changes Refer to Section 6.4 for
Biological terrestrial biological mitigation measures and to
Resources resources along the Section 14.6 for supplemental

Tuolumne River, the San discussion of biological
Joaquin River, and the resources along the upper
Sacramento—San Tuolumne River

Joaquin Delta

Section 5.3.8 | Recreational and | Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to
Visual recreational and visual clarify the setting and
Resources resources along the one impact

Tuolumne River

Section 5.3.9 | Energy Setting and impacts on No changes

Resources energy resources related

to water supply and

SAN FRANCISCO
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Final PEIR for

the SFPUC’s

Water System Improvement Program

Case No. 2005.0159E

USER’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR (Continued)

Changes from the

Other Relevant PEIR

Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections
system operations
VOLUME 3 (cont.)
Section 5.4 Alameda Creek Watershed Streams and Reservoirs — Setting and impacts on the Alameda Creek
watershed and associated resources
Section 5.4.1 | Stream Flow and | Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made due | Refer to Section 6.3 for
Reservoir Water | stream flow and reservoir | to revisions in some mitigation measures and to
Levels levels in the Alameda facility project Section 14.9 for supplemental
Creek watershed descriptions, updated discussion of revisions to
modeling, and refined facility project descriptions and
impact analysis refined analysis; refer to
Appendices H, N, and O for
supporting details of the
hydrologic analysis
Section 5.4.2 | Geomorphology | Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to
the geomorphology of clarify impact analysis
Alameda Creek
Section 5.4.3 | Surface Water Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to
Quality surface water quality in clarify the setting and
the Alameda Creek one impact
watershed
Section 5.4.4 | Groundwater Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to
groundwater resources in | clarify one impact
the Alameda Creek
watershed
Section 5.4.5 | Fisheries Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made due | Refer to Section 6.3 for
fishery resources in the to revisions in some mitigation measures, to
Alameda Creek facility project Section 14.9 for supplemental
watershed descriptions, updated discussion of Alameda Creek
modeling, and refined watershed fishery issues, and
impact analysis to Appendix N for supporting
details
Section 5.4.6 | Terrestrial and Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.3 for
Biological terrestrial biological clarify three impacts mitigation measures
Resources resources in the Alameda
Creek watershed
Section 5.4.7 | Recreational and | Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 13.2 for
Visual recreational and visual clarify the setting and to revisions to facility project
Resources resources in the Alameda | refine the impact analysis | descriptions
Creek watershed due to revisions in some
facility project descriptions
Section 5.5 San Francisco Peninsula Streams and Reservoirs — Setting and impacts on the Peninsula watershed
(San Mateo and Pilarcitos Creek watersheds) and associated resources
Section 5.5.1 | Stream Flow and | Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made due | Refer to Section 13.3 for a
Reservoir Water | stream flow and reservoir | to updated hydrologic description of the updated
Levels levels in the watersheds | modeling and refined hydrologic modeling and
of San Mateo and Pilarcitos watershed refined Pilarcitos watershed
Pilarcitos Creeks impact analysis impact analysis
Section 5.5.2 | Geomorphology | Setting and impacts on No changes
the geomorphology of
San Mateo and Pilarcitos
Creeks
Section 5.5.3 | Surface Water Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made due | Refer to Section 6.4 for

Quality

surface water quality in
the San Mateo and
Pilarcitos Creek
watersheds

to updated hydrologic
modeling and refined
Pilarcitos watershed
impact analysis

mitigation measures and to
Section 13.3 for a description
of the updated hydrologic
modeling and refined Pilarcitos
watershed impact analysis
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Final PEIR for the SFPUC'’s
Water System Improvement Program

Case No. 2005.0159E

USER’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR (Continued)

Changes from the

Other Relevant PEIR

Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections
VOLUME 3 (cont.)
Section 5.5.4 | Groundwater Setting and impacts on No changes
groundwater resources in
the San Mateo and
Pilarcitos Creek
watersheds
Section 5.5.5 | Fisheries Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made due | Refer to Section 6.4 for
fishery resources along to updated hydrologic mitigation measures and to
San Mateo and Pilarcitos | modeling and refined Section 13.3 for a description
Creeks Pilarcitos watershed of the updated hydrologic
impact analysis modeling and refined Pilarcitos
watershed impact analysis
Section 5.5.6 | Terrestrial Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made due | Refer to Section 6.4 for
Biological terrestrial biological to updated hydrologic mitigation measures and to
Resources resources in the San modeling and refined Section 13.3 for a description
Mateo and Pilarcitos Pilarcitos watershed of the updated hydrologic
Creek watersheds impact analysis modeling and refined Pilarcitos
watershed impact analysis
Section 5.5.7 | Recreational and | Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to
Visual recreational and visual clarify the setting
Resources resources along San
Mateo and Pilarcitos
Creeks
Section 5.6 Westside Setting and impacts on Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 6.4 for
Groundwater the north and south clarify and update the mitigation measures
Basin Resources | portions of the setting and to clarify one
groundwater basin impact
Section 5.7 Cumulative Cumulative impacts on Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 14.9 for
Effects affected water resources | update information on supplemental discussion of
and a discussion of cumulative projects and | the cumulative analysis of
global climate change on | to refine the cumulative Alameda Creek fisheries and
the water supply sources | analysis of Alameda to Section 14.11 for
Creek watershed supplemental discussion of
resources global climate change
VOLUME 4
Chapter 6 Mitigation Detailed description of Yes, changes made to Refer to Sections 14.7, 14.9,
Measures mitigation measures and | refine and clarify several | 14.10, 15.2, and 15.4 for
discussion of the impacts | mitigation measures supplemental discussion
of mitigation measures related to clarification and
refinement of mitigation
measures
Chapter 7 Growth- Water demand projections | Yes, changes made to Refer to Appendix E for
Inducement and analyses of growth- correct editorial errors supporting details
Potential and inducement impacts and and to clarify the
Indirect Effects | secondary effects of discussion
of Growth growth
Chapter 8 WSIP Variants Description and analysis | Yes, changes made to Refer to Section 13.4 for
and Impact of variants requested by | introduce the Phased supplemental discussion of
Analysis the SFPUC WSIP Variant the Phased WSIP Variant
Chapter 9 CEQA Description, analysis, and | Yes, changes made due | Refer to Section 13.3 for

Alternatives

comparison of CEQA
alternatives, the
alternatives screening
process, and the

to refined analysis of
Pilarcitos watershed
resources and to clarify
the Modified WSIP

refined Pilarcitos watershed
impact analysis and to Section
14.10 for supplemental
discussion of the Modified

SAN FRANCISCO
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Final PEIR for the SFPUC'’s
Water System Improvement Program

Case No. 2005.0159E

USER’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR (Continued)

Changes from the

Other Relevant PEIR

Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections
alternatives rejected Alternative WSIP Alternative
VOLUME 4 (cont.)
Chapter 10 Impact Significant unavoidable No changes
Overview effects and irreversible
environmental changes
VOLUME 5
Appendix A Notice of Copy of Notice of No changes Supporting information for
Preparation / Preparation and Scoping Chapter 1
Scoping Report | Report
Appendix B WSIP Initial CEQA checklist of No changes Refer to Chapters 4, 5, 6, and
Study Checklist | environmental effects 7 for complete descriptions of
impacts and mitigation
measures
Appendix C WSIP Facility WSIP facility Yes, changes made due | Supporting details for
Project improvement project to revisions in some Chapter 4; refer to
Information information: facilities; facility project Section 13.2 for revisions to
operations; locations; descriptions facility project descriptions
construction; affected
roads and construction
traffic; and permits,
approvals and agency
coordination that may be
required
Appendix D Biological Special-status species in | No changes Supporting details for Section
Resources, the Alameda and 4.6
Special-Status Peninsula watersheds
Species
Appendix E Growth- Supplemental information | Yes, changes made to Supporting details for Chapter
Inducement on water supply correct minor errors 7
Potential and assurances, methodology
Supporting for demand projections,
Information growth trends, and indirect
effects of growth
Appendix F Noise and Traffic | Typical maximum No changes Supporting details for
Background construction noise levels, Sections 4.8 and 4.10
Data estimated maximum truck
noise levels, and
background traffic
volumes
Appendix G Hazardous Regulatory framework for | No changes Supporting details for
Materials hazardous materials Section 4.14
Appendix H Modeling Supporting information on | Yes, changes made to Refer to Appendix O for
Analysis — Water | the hydrologic modeling include reference citation | updated modeling results
Supply and used in the Draft PEIR for
System water supply and system
Operations operations impacts
Appendix | Report EIR authors and Yes, changes to update
Preparers consultants information
VOLUME 6
Chapter 11 Introduction to | Update of CEQA Yes, editorial changes Supplements information in

Comments and
Responses

process, list of
commenters, and guide

made from Comments
and Responses

Chapter 1, refer to
Appendices K, L, and M for

SAN FRANCISCO
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Final PEIR for the SFPUC'’s Case No. 2005.0159E
Water System Improvement Program

USER’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR (Continued)

Changes from the Other Relevant PEIR
Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections
to responses document to reflect additional supporting details
updated CEQA process
for the PEIR
VOLUME 6 (cont.)
Chapter 12 Comment Letters
Section 12.1 Federal Comments from federal No changes Refer to Section 15.1 for
Agencies agencies responses
Section 12.2 | State Agencies | Comments from state No changes Refer to Section 15.2 for
agencies responses
Section 12.3 | Local and Comments from local and | No changes Refer to Section 15.3 for
Regional regional agencies responses
Agencies
Section 12.4 | Groups Comments from groups No changes Refer to Section 15.4 for
responses
Section 12.5 | Citizens Comments from citizens | No changes Refer to Section 15.5 for
responses
Section 12.6 | Public Hearing Copies of transcripts from | No changes Refer to Chapter 15 for
Transcripts public hearings responses
Section 12.7 Form Letters Form letter comments No changes Refer to Section 15.6 for
responses
VOLUME 7a
Chapter 13 Introduction to Responses and WSIP Revisions
Section 13.1 | Overview of Organization of No changes
Responses responses
Section 13.2 Program Revisions to the No changes Supplements information in
Description proposed program since Chapter 3
Changes publication of the Draft
PEIR
Section 13.3 | Updated Water | Updated information on No changes Supplements information in
System hydrologic modeling Sections 5.1, 5.4, and 5.5
Assumptions
Section 13.4 | Phased WSIP Description and Yes, changes made from | Supplements information in
Variant environmental impacts of | Comments and Chapters 3 and 8
the Phased WSIP Responses document to
correct errors that were
previously published in
an errata
Chapter 14 Master Responses — Comprehensive responses to issues that received humerous comments
Section 14.1 | Purpose and Master response No changes Supplements information in
Need Chapter 3
Section 14.2 Demand Master response No changes Supplements information in
Projections, Chapter 3
Conservation,
and Recycling
Section 14.3 | Proposed Dry- Master response No changes Supplements information in
Year Transfer Chapter 3
SAN FRANCISCO 9
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Final PEIR for

the SFPUC’s

Water System Improvement Program

Case No. 2005.0159E

USER’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR (Continued)

Changes from the

Other Relevant PEIR

Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections
Section 14.4 | PEIR Master response No changes Supplements information in
Appropriate Chapter 4

Level of Analysis
VOLUME 7a (cont.)
Section 14.5 | Water Master response No changes Supplements information in
Resources Section 5.1
Modeling
Section 14.6 | Upper Tuolumne | Master response No changes Supplements information in
River Issues Section 5.3
Section 14.7 Lower Tuolumne | Master response No changes Supplements information in
River Issues Section 5.3
Section 14.8 | Delta and San Master response No changes Supplements information in
Joaquin River Section 5.3
Issues
Section 14.9 | Alameda Creek | Master response No changes Supplements information in
Fishery Issues Sections 5.4 and 5.7; refer
also to Appendix N
Section 14.10 | Modified WSIP Master response No changes Supplements information in
Alternative Chapter 9
Section 14.11 | Climate Change | Master response No changes Supplements information in
Section 5.7
Chapter 15 Responses to Individual Comments
Section 15.1 | Federal Responses to comments | No changes See Section 12.1 for
Agencies from federal agencies comments
Section 15.2 | State Agencies | Responses to comments | No changes See Section 12.2 for
from state agencies comments
Section 15.3 | Local and Responses to comments | No changes See Section 12.3 for
Regional from local and regional comments
Agencies agencies
VOLUME 7b
Chapter 15 Responses to Individual Comments (cont.)
Section 15.4 | Groups Responses to comments | No changes See Section 12.4 for
from groups comments
Section 15.5 | Citizens Responses to comments | No changes See Section 12.5 for
from citizens comments
Section 15.6 | Form Letters Responses to form letter | No changes See Section 12.7 and
comments Appendix L for comments
Chapter 16 Staff-Initiated Revisions to Draft PEIR No changes Refer to all chapters with
Text Changes changes from the Draft PEIR
VOLUME 8
Appendix J Draft PEIR Draft PEIR notification, No changes Provides supplemental
Notification mailing list, and public information to Chapter 11
hearing materials
Appendix K Attachment Log | Summary of attachments | No changes Provides supplemental

SAN FRANCISCO
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Final PEIR for

the SFPUC’s

Water System Improvement Program

Case No. 2005.0159E

USER’S GUIDE TO CHANGES IN THE WSIP FINAL PEIR (Continued)

Changes from the Other Relevant PEIR
Section Name Description Draft PEIR? Sections
to comments information to Chapter 12
Appendix L Form Letter 1 Copies of form letters No changes Refer to Section 12.7 for
Submittals responses
VOLUME 8 (cont.)
Appendix M Comment Copies of comment No changes Provides supplemental
Letters Received | |etters received after information to Chapter 12
After December 31, 2007 and
December 31, cross-references to
2007 pertinent responses
Appendix N Technical Supporting analysis of No changes Provides supporting
Memorandum — | flows in lower Alameda information for Sections 5.4
Estimation of Creek and 14.9
Flow Changes in
Lower Alameda
Creek
Appendix O Hydrologic Updated hydrologic No changes Refer to Appendix H for
Modeling — modeling results modeling results used in the
Additional prepared for the Draft PEIR
Supporting Comments and
Information Responses document
Attachments:

1. Planning Commission Motion No. 17734, October 30, 2008
2. Water System Improvement Program, California Environmental Quality Act Findings

SAN FRANCISCO
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Planning Commission Motion No. 17734

HEARING DATE: October 30, 2008

Hearing Date: ~ October 30, 2008

Case No.: 2005.0159E

Project: Water System Improvement Program
Zoning: N/A

Block/Lot: N/A

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
1155 Market Street, 11t Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Staff Contact: ~ Diana Sokolove - (415) 575-9046
diana.sokolove@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL PROGRAM
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR A PROPOSED WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION.

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
hereby CERTIFIES the Final Program Environmental Impact Report identified as Case
No. 2005.0159E for the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP), including a series
of facilities improvement projects, in Alameda, Santa Clara, San Francisco, San Joaquin,
San Mateo, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties (hereinafter “Project”), based upon the
following findings:

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

www sfplanning.org



Motion No. 17743 CASE NO. 2005.0159E
Hearing Date: October 30, 2008 Water System Improvement Program

seq., (hereinafter “CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code (hereinafter “Chapter 31”).

A. The Department determined that a Program Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter “PEIR") was required and in accordance with Sections 15063 and
15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Department prepared a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) of an EIR and conducted scoping meetings (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A).
The NOP was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to other
interested parties on September 6, 2005, initiating a public comment period that
extended through October 24, 2005. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15083,
the San Francisco Planning Department held five public scoping meetings, one
each in Sonora, Modesto, Fremont, Palo Alto and San Francisco, between October
5, 2005 and October 19, 2005. The purpose of the meetings was to present the
proposed WSIP to the public and receive public input regarding the proposed
scope of the Program EIR analysis. A scoping report was prepared to summarize
the public scoping process and the comments received in response to the NOP,
and the main body of the report is included in Appendix A of the Draft Program
EIR.

B. On June 29, 2007, the Department published the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (hereinafter “DPEIR”) and provided public notice in a newspaper
of general circulation of the availability of the DPEIR for public review and
comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearings
on the DPEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department’s list of persons
requesting such notice and other interested parties.

C. Notices of availability of the DPEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing
were posted near the project site at O’Shaughnessy Dam in Tuolumne County by
Department staff on July 25, 2007, and posting of the Notice of Availability were
made by Department staff at a public library in each of the counties potentially
affected by the Program (i.e., Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Counties) in July 2007.

D. On June 29, 2007, copies of the DPEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list
of persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DPEIR, and
to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State
Clearinghouse. The DPEIR was posted on the Department's website.

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State
Clearinghouse on June 29, 2007.

2. The DPEIR was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested
organizations and individuals for review and comment on June 29, 2007 for a 90-day
public review period. The public review period was subsequently extended and
closed on October 15, 2007, for a total of 108 days. Six duly advertised public

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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hearings on the Draft PEIR to accept written or oral comments were held in Sonora,
Modesto, Fremont, Palo Alto, and San Francisco (two hearings) between September
5, 2007 and October 11, 2007. All of the public hearings transcripts are in the Project
record.

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received
at the public hearings and in writing during the public review period for the DPEIR,
prepared revisions to the text of the DPEIR in response to comments received or
based on additional information that became available during the public review
period, and corrected errors in the DPEIR. This material was presented in a Draft
Comments and Responses document, published on September 30, 2008, distributed
to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DPEIR, and made
available to others upon request at Department offices and on the Department’s
website.

4. A Final Program Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FPEIR”) has been
prepared by the Department, consisting of the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, and the Comments and Responses, all
as required by law.

5. Project files on the FPEIR have been made available for review by the Commission
and the public. These files are available for public review at the Department offices
at 1650 Mission Street, and are part of the record before the Commission. Linda
Avery is the custodian of records. Copies of the DPEIR and associated reference
materials as well as the C&R document are also available for review at public
libraries in each of the following counties: Alameda, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San
Mateo, Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne.

6. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Project Sponsor, has indicated

that the presently preferred program is the Phased WSIP Variant, which is described
and analyzed in the FPEIR.

7. The FPEIR added new information to the DPEIR, as detailed in the Department Staff
Memorandum dated October 16, 2008. This additional information does not involve
a new significant environmental impact, a substantial increase in the severity of a
significant environmental impact, or a feasible alternative or mitigation measure
considerably different from others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the
significant environmental impacts of the Program and that the Project Sponsor
declines to adopt. No information indicates that the DPEIR was inadequate or
conclusory. Therefore, recirculation of the PEIR is not required or necessary because:
(1) no new significant environmental impact would result from the Program (the
Phased WSIP Variant as well as the originally preferred Program) or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2) no substantial increase in the
severity of an environmental impact would result; (3) no feasible program

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Phased WSIP
Variant, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it; and (4) the Draft PEIR was
not so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature so that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FPEIR, hereby does find that
the Phased WSIP Variant described in the FPEIR and preferred by the Project
Sponsor, will have the following significant and unavoidable effects on the
environment.

Significant and Unavoidable Water Supply/System Operations Impacts:

— The proposed water supply and system operations would reduce stream

flows and alter the stream hydrograph along Alameda Creek below the
Alameda Creek Diversion Dam in the Alameda Creek watershed in
Alameda County and result in a significant and unavoidable impact on
stream flow in Alameda Creek between the diversion dam and the
confluence with Calaveras Creek;

The proposed water supply and system operations would result in a
potentially significant and unavoidable impact in the Peninsula watershed
on fishery resources in Crystal Springs Reservoir in San Mateo County;
and

The Program would indirectly contribute to potentially significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts caused by growth in the SFPUC
service area, as identified in the planning documents and associated
environmental documents for the affected jurisdictions.

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Facility Improvement Project

Impacts:

SAN FRANCISCO
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The WSIP may have significant and unavoidable impacts on the
environment in the following ways based on programmatic information
provided in the FPEIR about the WSIP facilities improvement projects.
These impacts will be reevaluated in subsequent CEQA documentation
based on site-specific, project-level information. Until more detailed
project-level assessments are completed to determine the significance of
impacts, these impacts are conservatively considered to be potentially
significant and unavoidable. The impacts include:

Land Use and Visual Quality

— Temporary disruption or displacement of land uses during
construction periods.
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— Existing land uses could be displaced to accommodate

proposed facilities at some locations.

— Removal of a large area of existing oak woodland cover as

part of the Calaveras Dam Replacement project would
permanently alter a scenic vista.

Cultural Resources

— Alteration or demolition of existing or potential historic

facilities.

— Substantial adverse effects on existing or potential historic

districts.

Noise and Vibration

Excessive construction noise could occur in close proximity
to sensitive receptors and audible construction noise could
occur during the more noise-sensitive nighttime hours.

— Construction activities could generate vibration in proximity

to sensitive receptors during the nighttime hours with
implementation of some WSIP facility projects.

Biological Resources

— Multiple facility improvement projects in the Sunol Valley

would have a potentially significant and unavoidable
collective impact on biological resources because of the
number of WSIP projects in this region and the extent of
overlap in terms of construction activity timing and location.

Potentially significant and unavoidable collective impacts on
special-status plant species could occur during construction
of the Crystal Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade
and Lower Crystal Springs Dam projects.

Impacts Due to Implementation of Multiple WSIP Projects

(Collective Impacts)

— Temporary impacts on existing land uses near the Irvington

Tunnel portal in Fremont could occur during construction if
staging and access under both the New Irvington Tunnel
and Bay Division Pipeline Reliability Upgrade projects
overlap in this vicinity.
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Impacts on biological resources in Sunol Valley because of
the number of WSIP projects in this region and the extent of
overlap in terms of construction activity timing and location.

Impacts on biological resources (special-status plant species)
on the Peninsula during construction of the Crystal
Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade and Lower
Crystal Springs Dam projects.

Impacts on historical resources due to implementation of
multiple projects in areas with water system facilities more
than 45 years old.

Truck traffic impacts due to the numerous potentially-
affected roadways, including regional roadways.

Multi-regional effects on air quality from ozone and
particulate matter emissions during construction of multiple
projects. "

Noise impacts from construction of multiple WSIP projects
the San Joaquin, Bay Division, Peninsula, and San Francisco
regions.

Impacts Due to Implementation of all WSIP Projects Combined

with Non-WSIP Projects (Cumulative Impacts)

Impacts on individual historic resources or on potential
historic districts in the Sunol Valley and Peninsula regions.

Regionwide traffic impacts from construction-related traffic
(e.g., increased travel times).

Regionwide air quality impacts due to the nonattainment
status for ozone and particulate matter in both the San
Francisco Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley Air Basins as
well as the Program’s contribution to construction-related
diesel particulate matter emissions.

Construction-related noise impacts on local and regional
roadways.

9. On October 30, 2008, the Commission reviewed and considered the FPEIR and
hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which
the FPEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed comply with the provisions of

SAN FRANCISCO
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CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative
Code.

10. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FPEIR concerning File No.
2005.0159E, Water System Improvement Program, reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,
accurate and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document contains
no significant revisions to the DPEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE
COMPLETION of said FPEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by mg Co

at its regular meeting of October 30, 2008. /

Lm a A ery
Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Moore, and Lee
NOES: None

ABSENT:  None

EXCUSED: Commissioner Sugaya

ADOPTED: October 30, 2008

SAN FRANCISCO 7
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ATTACHMENT A
WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS:
FINDINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ALTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERA TIONS

SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

In determining to approve the Phased Variant of the Watstem Improvement Program
("*Phased WSIP Variant” or the "Program"), the Sann€Eisco Public Utilities Commission
("SFPUC") makes and adopts the following findings of factl decisions regarding mitigation
measures and alternatives, and adopts the statememteniding considerations, based on
substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceedimdy @nder the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), California Public Rasaes Code Sections 21000 et seq.,
particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Impkatinen of CEQA (“CEQA
Guidelines”), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15@08e@, particularly Sections
15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco AdntiarstCade.

This document is organized as follows:

Section | provides a description of the Program proposedadoption (the Phased WSIP
Variant), the environmental review process for the Rnogithe approval actions to be taken and
the location of records;

Section Il identifies the impacts found not to be sigaifit that do not require mitigation;

Section Il identifies potentially significant impadtsat can be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation and describes thpadigion of the mitigation measures;

Section 1V identifies significant impacts that canrlm¢ avoided or reduced to less-than
significant levels and describes any applicable mitigati@asures as well as the disposition of
the mitigation measures;

Section V evaluates the different Program altevestiand the economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations that supportoappof the Phased WSIP Variant and
the rejection of the alternatives, or elements thfesnalyzed; and

Section VI presents a statement of overriding conatées setting forth specific reasons in
support of the Commission's actions and its rejectidheflternatives not incorporated into the
Program.

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP9rfthe mitigation measures that
have been proposed for adoption is attached with fireiags asAttachment B. The MMRP
is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Set8081. Attachment B



provides a table setting forth each mitigation measuedli; the Final Program Environmental
Impact Report for the WSIP ("Final PEIR" or "PEIR"athis required to reduce or avoid a
significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifise agency responsible for
implementation of each measure and establishes mogitaciions and a monitoring schedule.
The full text of the mitigation measures is set fontttachment B.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in tihe rcord before the Commission.
The references set forth in these findings to cenpaiges or sections of the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (“Draft PEIR” or "DEIR") ¢he Comments and Responses
document ("C&R") in the Final PEIR are for ease ofnerfee and are not intended to provide an
exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for theserfgsl

|. APPROVAL OF THE PROGRAM
A. Program Description

By this action, the SFPUC adopts and implements sultarihe Program identified as the
Phased WSIP Variant in Chapter 13, Section 13.4 of thR,R& increase the reliability of the
regional water system that serves 2.4 million peopkain Francisco and the San Francisco Bay
Area; the Phased WSIP Variant is a variation ofahginal WSIP described in Chapter 3 of the
PEIR. The Phased WSIP Variant invoife§ implementation of all proposed WSIP facility
improvement projectas described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR to insurettigpublic health,
seismic safety and delivery reliability goals are achieasdsoon as possiblend phased
implementation of a water supply program to meet projected water mesh@irough 2030
Under the Phased WSIP Variant, the SFPUC establishieseaim mid-term planning horizon —
2018. The Commission is making a decision about providing watpply to the water
customers through 2018 only, and is deferring a decisiomdiegalong-term water supply after
2018 and through 2030 until it undertakes further water supply plaramid demand analysis.
All non-water supply related goals and system performabgtives identified for the original
WSIP would be achieved under the Phased WSIP Variant &anddalidual WSIP facility
improvement projects proposed in the original WSIP woulddrstructed.

Under the Phased WSIP Variant, the SFPUC will constaand operate all the regional water
system WSIP facility improvement projects while (1)iting water sales to an average annual
of 265 million gallons per day (mgd) from the watershedsuhh 2018; and (2) improving
water supply reliability to meet the goals and objectivethe WSIP including no greater than
20 percent rationing systemwide in any one year of a drougitg.Phased WSIP Variant would
not provide water supply to meet 300 mgd average annual whsnis2030 as proposed under
the WSIP. Rather, the SFPUC would limit deliverie;méomore than an annual average of 265
mgd from the watersheds through 2018, and the SFPUC and walkolasstomers would
collectively develop 20 mgd in conservation, recycled wated groundwater to meet or offset
the projected regional water system purchase request of gé5m2018. This 20 mgd of
conservation, recycled water, and groundwater includesajaweint of 10 mgd of conservation,
recycled water and groundwater in San Francisco as pmposker the WSIP and 10 mgd of
conservation, recycled water and groundwater developed byhihlesale customers, which is in



addition to 15 mgd of conservation, recycled water andirgtwater already assumed by the
wholesale customers in preparing their regional watgesypurchase requests.

There is no change between the WSIP and the Phasdel ViBiant in the average annual water
delivery proposed for the SFPUC's retail customerscthreent average annual retail customer
demand is approximately 91 mgd and this same amount would dwdgut to the retail
customers through 2018, although 10 mgd of this amount would be @dovitrough
conservation, recycled water, and groundwater develope@nnFgancisco. While the WSIP
proposed to provide the full 2030 projected wholesale cust@werage annual purchase
requests of 209 mgd, the Phased WSIP Variant instead is des@meeket a projected 2018
wholesale customer average annual purchase request of 19 @2@t8, although 10 mgd of
this amount would be provided through conservation, recyesdr, and groundwater projects.

Under the Phased WSIP Variant, the SFPUC also wouldtemgnt the delivery and drought
reliability elements of the WSIP, including the Westsikesin Conjunctive Use Project and
proposed dry-year transfers from the Modesto Irrigatiastriot ("MID") and the Turlock
Irrigation District ("TID"), which would increase averaganual diversions from the Tuolumne
River by about 2 mgd over existing conditions.

Before 2018, the SFPUC would engage in a new planning processt@luate water system
demands and water supply options. As part of the pro&sss,Francisco would conduct
additional environmental studies and CEQA review as apptepto address the SFPUC's
recommendation regarding water supply and proposed watensgeliveries after 2018. This
Commission would review and consider approval of the gevimany new master Water Sales
Agreement that would take effect after 2018.

As originally proposed, the WSIP established program goalsnprovements to the regional
water system and system performance objectives irrélaes af water quality, seismic reliability,
delivery reliability, and water supply through the year 203 Tacility improvement projects
and the proposed water supply option included in the WStiAgirally proposed were designed
to: (1) ensure compliance with existing and anticipatedréutvater quality standards under all
operating conditions; (2) upgrade the seismic standardstichtfacilities to improve seismic
reliability and to reduce the system’s vulnerability sotlequakes; (3) improve water delivery
reliability under a variety of operating conditions byproving overall operations of the system;
and (4) assure that the SFPUC has an adequate suppdyesfavailable to deliver to customers
during both non-drought and drought periods through 2030.

The SFPUC initially proposed the draft WSIP in early 200thasesult of long-term planning
and in response to legislative mandates, including a 20@2-approved bond measure. The
draft WSIP is described in PEIR Chapter 3. For budgeting namdagement purposes, the
SFPUC categorized as part of the WSIP all capital inggr@nts and projects that will receive
financing from the 2002 voter-approved bond measure. Sameob all, of the activities and
projects that the SFPUC has identified for financing pseg as part of the WSIP are analyzed in
the Program EIR as explained in PEIR Section 3.4. (CEQAlelines section 15168.) Other
proposed WSIP activities that are not evaluated in tHR® REe undergoing independent project-
level CEQA review as explained in EIR Section 3.4.6. ptaposes of these CEQA findings,
the facility projects included under the “Program,” “WSIBt™Variant” refer only to the facility



improvement projects included in the PEIR. WSIP facittiprovement projects included in the
PEIR will also undergo independent project-level CEQAawvi

In March 2008, the SFPUC determined that it would like th@op@do consider approval and
implementation of a variation of the WSIP. The prognaariation is called the Phased WSIP
Variant and is a hybrid combination of the WSIP progranoréginally proposed and the No
Purchase Request Increase Alternative analyzed in #fe EIR at pages 9-7 through 9-16, 9-40
through 9-47 and 9-84 through 9-96, as well as the Modified W3tnaltive analyzed in the
Draft PEIR at pages 9-7 through 9-16 and 9-78 through 9-96 and @&Repages 14.10-1
through 14.10-26. The Phased WSIP Variant also includes stemeents of the Aggressive
Conservation and Recycling Alternative analyzed in th&ftlEIR at pages 9-7 through 9-16, 9-
47 through 9-59, and 9-84 through 9-96.

The Phased WSIP Variant includes the following key progriements:

* Full implementation of all of the 17 proposed WSIP ligcimprovement projects
described in the PEIR (Draft EIR Sections 3.4.6 and 3.8; C&Rpter 16, pages 16-14
to 16-17).

* Water supply delivery to regional water system custonmeozigh 2018 only of 265 mgd
average annual target delivery originating from the TuolyrAteaneda and Peninsula
watersheds. This includes 184 mgd for the wholesale custdmelgding 9 mgd for the
cities of San Jose and Santa Clara), and 81 mgd foetdieaustomers.

* Development of 20 mgd of conservation, recycled watérgaoundwater within the
service area (10 mgd retail; 10 mgd wholesale).

* Dry year transfer from MID and/or TID of about 2 mgdupted with the Westside
Groundwater Basin conjunctive-use project to meet the dtosgin goal of limiting
rationing to no more than 20 percent on a systemwide. basis

* Re-evaluation of 2030 demand projections, potential regwatdr system purchase
requests, and water supply options by 2018 and a separate SFé&landa 2018
regarding regional water system water deliveries 2f0é8.

* Financial incentives to limit water sales to an anavarage of 265 mgd from the
watersheds.

The SFPUC will deliver to customers up to 265 mgd from tHel8F-watersheds on an average
annual basis. While average annual deliveries from thé&JSRRatersheds would be limited to
265 mgd such that there would be no increase in diversionsthe Tuolumne River to serve
additional demand, there would be a small increase rageeinnual Tuolumne River diversions
of about 2 mgd over existing conditions in order to meetdélivery and drought reliability
elements through 2018. As part of adoption of this PrograenSEPUC will implement the
mitigation measures identified for the Phased WSIP aviarin the Final PEIR, including
measures addressing interim impacts from potential in@easédeliveries from the SFPUC
watersheds over the total average annual of 265 mgd in thé g rconservation, recycled
water and groundwater projects are not completed pribetincrease in customers’ demand.

The SFPUC must maintain water deliveries to all itsaousrs for the protection of public health
and safety. Therefore, the SFPUC will work with istomers to develop financial incentives to
limit water sales to an average annual amount of 265 mgul thhe watersheds through 2018.



With the projected 20 mgd of conservation, recycled wateérganundwater projects, the system
would meet average daily demand of 285 mgd in 2018.

Summaries of the WSIP facility improvement projeatsl ahe WSIP water supply under the
Phased WSIP Variant are provided in the SFPUC staff neaxdam dated September 30, 2008,
and summaries of the WSIP facility improvement prigjiece set forth in PEIR Chapter 3, pages
3-48 through 3-73 and Appendix C, and are listed below. Thecpsaee analyzed in the PEIR,
Chapter 4. This approval action slightly modified thefstadommendation as set forth in the
Resolution.

Phased WSIP Variant Facility Improvement Projects

The size and design of the WSIP facility improvemprajects are driven by the system
performance objectives and would not change as a rddihiée avater supply decision proposed
in the Phased WSIP Variant. The SFPUC prepared a medwmnadescribing the factors
affecting facilities capacity, dated July 29, 2008, and thernmhtion from that memorandum is
incorporated by reference here. The draft WSIP includedpieufirogram goals for improving
seismic reliability and water delivery reliability, megt current and future water quality
regulations, and meeting water supply reliability goaleugh the year 2030. Design and
capacity of the WSIP facility improvement projectsligzen by all four of the WSIP objectives -
- the need to improve system performance for seisatighility and water delivery reliability as
well as maintaining high water quality standards and mgetater supply goals. All four of
these objectives are factored into the decision on baizé the WSIP’s individual facilities. As
is explained in the SFPUC memorandum, even if the gbate®ting projected increases in
water supply demands were dropped from the mix of programtmggecthe other program
goals would cause the SFPUC to design WSIP facility ingarent projects of the same size.
The sizing of the facilities is necessary to reliatdyfiver an average annual amount up to 300
mgd in light of the regional system's needs for seisamd delivery reliability during both
drought and non-drought periods, and to meet water qualityre@ogmts.

The Phased WSIP Variant includes the following faciltprovement projects:

San Joaquin Region

SJ-1, Advanced Disinfection

SJ-2, Lawrence Livermore Supply Improvements
SJ-3, San Joaquin Pipeline System

SJ-5, Tesla Portal Disinfection Station

Sunol Valley Region

SV-1, Alameda Creek Fishery Enhancement
SV-2, Calaveras Dam Replacement

SV-3, Additional 40-mgd Treated Water Supply
SV-4, New Irvington Tunnel

SV-5, SVWTP — Treated Water Reservoirs
SV-6, San Antonio Back-Up Pipeline



Bay Division Region
BD-1, Bay Division Pipeline Reliability Upgrade

Peninsula Region

PN-2, Crystal Springs/San Andreas Transmission Upgrade
PN-3, HTWTP Long-Term Improvements

PN-4, Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvement

San Francisco Region

SF-1, San Andreas Pipeline No. 3 Installation
SF-2, Groundwater Projects

SF-3, Recycled Water Projects

B. Program Objectives

The SFPUC developed the WSIP to address several problemssaes that it had identified
with its regional water system. In developing the W3oals and objectives, the SFPUC
incorporated two fundamental principles pertaining to thetiagisregional system: (1)
maintaining a clean, unfiltered water source from thechléletchy system, and (2) maintaining
a gravity-driven system.

Among the considerations leading to identification of\W®@IP were the following:

* Aging InfrastructureThe SFPUC regional water system is old. Many of ithgonents were
built in the 1800s and early 1900s; parts of the region&msystem were built using now-
outdated construction materials and/or methods and amntyrm need of major repair. As the
system ages, its reliability decreases and the riskilofé increases.

* Exposure to Seismic and Other Hazard$ie 167-mile-long system crosses five active
earthquake faults. Many of the SFPUC regional watdesygomponents are located on or in
the immediate vicinity of major earthquake faults. Du¢he age of the system, many facilities
do not meet modern seismic standards. To protect publitys#fe California Department of
Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams has ingh@geerating restrictions on Calaveras
and Crystal Springs Reservoirs, reducing the local ggocapacity and impairing normal system
operations; this storage capacity needs to be restored.

» Maintain Water QualityThe regional water system currently meets or exceedtng water
guality standards. However, system upgrades are neededptoventhe SFPUC's ability to
continue to maintain compliance with current water gquatandards and to meet anticipated
future water quality standards under a range of operatingjit@ns, including such events as a
major earthquake, without reducing system reliability.

* Improve Asset Management and Delivery Reliabilityorder to implement a feasible asset
management program in the future that will provide continubastenance and repairs to
facilities, the regional water system requires redoogdi.e., backup) of some critical facilities
necessary to meeting day-to-day customer water supptisn&Vithout adequate redundancy of



critical facilities, the SFPUC has limited operatioflakibility in the event of an emergency or a
system failure, as well as constraints on conducting ateegystem inspection and maintenance.

» Meet Customer Water Demandsdditional supplies are needed to satisfy current demand i
drought years and projected 2030 demand in all years. The exqeené the last 150 years of

record as well as recent studies on California’s clingltew the region is susceptible to

droughts. Two of the most severe droughts occurred during sh&paears. The regional water

system currently has insufficient water supply to meettamer demand during a prolonged
drought, and this situation will worsen in the future.

To address these challenges to the reliability of dggonal water system, the SFPUC must
replace or upgrade numerous components of the systenddrgbme new components—thus
the need for the WSIP and its associated facility ivgm@ent projects.

Goals and objectives were established for the WSIP thescrand analyzed in the PEIR.
Because of the decision to phase implementation of arvsapply program to meet projected
water purchases through 2030, the water supply objectivéhéorPhased WSIP Variant is
slightly different from the water supply objective omiglly proposed, as revised below. The
goals and objectives of the Phased WSIP Variant aremiessbelow.

Phased WSIP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Program Goal System Performance Objective
Water Quality -maintain « Design improvements to meet current and foreseeable fetlzeal
high water quality and state water quality requirements.

« Provide clean, unfiltered water originating from Hetaktdty
Reservoir and filtered water from local watersheds.

« Continue to implement watershed protection measures.

Seismic Reliability — « Design improvements to meet current seismic standards.
reduce vulnerability to - Deliver basic service to the three regions in the seariea (East/
earthquakes South Bay, Peninsula, and San Francisco) within 24 howrsaaft

major earthquake. Basic service is defined as averagerywionth
usage, and the performance objective for design of thenalgi
system is 229 mgd. The performance objective is to providesdgl
to at least 70 percent of the turnouts in each regioh, o4, 44,
and 81 mgd delivered to the East/South Bay, Peninsulesamd
Francisco, respectively.

» Restore facilities to meet average-day demand of up to §d0 m
within 30 days after a major earthquake.



Program Goal System Performance Objective

Delivery Reliability — « Provide operational flexibility to allow planned maintenanc
increase delivery shutdown of individual facilities without interrupting customer
reliability and improve service.

ability to maintain the - Provide operational flexibility to minimize the risk £érvice
system interruption due to unplanned facility upsets or outages.

« Provide operational flexibility and system capacitydplenish local
reservoirs as needed.

+ Meet the estimated average annual demand of up to 300 mgd under
the conditions of one planned shutdown of a major facility for
maintenance concurrent with one unplanned facility outagéodae
natural disaster, emergency, or facility failure/upset.

Water Supply -meet « Meet average annual water demand of 265 mgd from the SFPUC
customer water needs in watersheds for retail and wholesale customers during nonglaro
non-drought and drought years for system demands through 2018.

periods « Meet dry-year delivery needs through 2018 while limiting ratig

to a maximum 20 percent system-wide reduction in watsice
during extended droughts.

« Diversify water supply options during non-drought and drought
periods.

« Improve use of new water sources and drought management,
including groundwater, recycled water, conservation, eargsters.

Sustainability -enhance « Manage natural resources and physical systems to pvagatshed
sustainability in all ecosystems.
system activities « Meet, at a minimum, all current and anticipated legglirements

for protection of fish and wildlife habitat.

« Manage natural resources and physical systems to ppotielat
health and safety.

Cost-effectiveness — « Ensure cost-effective use of funds.
achieve a cost-effective, «  Maintain gravity-driven system.
fully operational system . . :
« Implement regular inspection and maintenance progralfo
facilities.
C. Environmental Review

In accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the CEQA Gwadelthe San Francisco
Planning Department, as lead agency, prepared a Notice pdrBtien (NOP) of an EIR and
conducted scoping meetings (see Draft PEIR, Appendix B¢ NOP was circulated to local,
state, and federal agencies and to other interestedspartiSeptember 6, 2005, initiating a
public comment period that extended through October 24, 2005.

As indicated in the NOP, the Program EIR addressefutiheange of environmental impacts of
the WSIP. The NOP included a preliminary list of the podéenvironmental impacts related to
the following resource topics: surface water resourcesymgiwater resources; fisheries and
aguatic resources; terrestrial vegetation and wildlifeplogy, soils, and seismicity; cultural
resources; land use, plans, and policies; recreationuéigra resources; traffic, transportation,



and circulation; air quality; noise and vibration; pub&cwices, utilities, and energy; hazards and
public safety; visual quality; socioeconomics; growth-ingoest potential and secondary

effects of growth; and cumulative effects. The NOPvjgled a general description of the

proposed action, the need for the program and programitisetieé¢ proposed facilities, and the

program location.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, the San Frarelanaing Department held five

public scoping meetings, one each in Sonora, Modesto, Rteialo Alto and San Francisco,
between October 5, 2005 and October 19, 2005. The purpose oe#tings was to present the
proposed WSIP to the public and receive public input regardiegproposed scope of the
Program EIR analysis. Attendees were provided an opportinitgice comments or concerns
regarding potential effects of the WSIP.

A scoping report was prepared to summarize the public scopogesy and the comments
received in response to the NOP, and the main bodyeafetbort is included in Appendix A of
the Draft Program EIR. Based on sign-in sheets ah edicthe meetings, 260 participants
attended the scoping meetings, with 75 of those partigpanbviding oral comments.

Transcripts of each scoping meeting are included in thesdaping report on file with the San
Francisco Planning Department.

The San Francisco Planning Department also held a scomagng for resource agencies on
Thursday, November 3, 2005 in San Francisco. Representfttbrasthe following agencies
attended: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San FrancisgoR&gional Water Quality Control
Board, California Department of Fish and Game, and WiSh and Wildlife Service.
Representatives of the U.S. Environmental Protectiomégeand the National Marine Fisheries
Service were invited but unable to attend. Additional cootinawvith public agencies through
informal consultation and telephone interviews waslooted throughout the EIR process.

In addition to comments received during scoping meetirggantents on the NOP were received
by letter sent via mail, email, or fax (104, including nfoletters counted once each but

submitted multiple times), orally by speakers at thgsmp meetings (79), and by phone (187
voicemail messages left with the San Francisco Plarib@martment). The comments addressed
concerns regarding the full range of potential environalergsues as well as program

alternatives and the CEQA process.

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared tfteFBsgram EIR, which describes
the WSIP and the environmental setting for the proposegramg identifies potential impacts,
presents mitigation measures for impacts found to befisgnt or potentially significant, and
evaluates program alternatives. It also includes arysinabf three variants to the proposed
WSIP, as requested by the SFPUC. The analysis of envinbahmapacts is divided into three
main groups: (1) construction and operational impactetM$IP facility improvement projects;
(2) water supply and system operational impacts of t&éPand (3) growth-inducing impacts.
In assessing construction and operational impacts effdhility improvement projects, the
Program EIR considers impacts of individual projects, ftoellective” construction and
operational impacts from multiple WSIP facility impement projects, and cumulative impacts
associated with construction and operation of WSIP gi®jen combination with other past,



present, and future actions with potential for similapacts on the same resources as those
affected by the WSIP. Similarly, in assessing water lsuppd system operations impacts, the
Program EIR includes analysis of cumulative impactsaaen with the WSIP water supply
and system operations in combination with other passepteand future actions with potential
for impacts on the same resources as those affectd hySIP.

Each environmental issue presented in this Draft PEIRas/zed with respect to significance
criteria that are based on the San Francisco Plannipgrideent Major Environmental Analysis
Division (MEA) guidance regarding the environmental effégtbe considered significant. MEA
guidance is, in turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendixt@ same modifications. In cases
where potential environmental issues associated withMBH°> are identified but are not clearly
addressed by MEA's standard Initial Study checklist, additiompact significance criteria are
presented. (Draft EIR, Appendix B.)

The Draft EIR was circulated to local, state, and f@lddagencies and to interested organizations
and individuals for review and comment on June 29, 2007 for-@&a9Q@ublic review period,
which was extended once and closed on October 15, 2007 tdtel aof 108 days. Six public
hearings on the Draft PEIR to accept written or ocehments were held in Sonora, Modesto,
Fremont, Palo Alto, and San Francisco (two hearibgsieen September 5, 2007 and October
11, 2007. During the public review period, the San Francisconiplg Department received
approximately 1,500 written comments sent through the ondly hand-delivery, fax, or email
as well as approximately 200 oral comments made at sixcplshrings. A court reporter was
present at each of the public hearings, transcribed tilecomments verbatim, and prepared
written transcripts. Appendix J of the PEIR includes amany of the Draft PEIR notification
and public hearing process.

The Comments and Responses ("C&R") document was publish8emember 30, 2008 and it
provides copies of all of the comments received onDRhaft PEIR as well as individual
responses to those comments. In some cases, th@sespo individual comments are presented
as master responses, which consist of comprehensiveassiisns of issues that received
numerous comments. In addition, the C&R includes desmngptof changes in the WSIP that
were proposed by the SFPUC after publication of the R&fR, and it includes a description
and analysis of the Phased WSIP Variant.

The C&R provided additional, updated information and clatifice on issues raised by
commenters, as well as consultant, SFPUC and PlanningtDweé experts. The Final PEIR
incorporates information obtained and produced after the MBIR was completed, and
contains additions, clarifications, and modificatiomgluding a description and analysis of the
Phased WSIP Variant. The Planning Commission reviewed amgideved the Final PEIR and
all of the supporting information. The Final PEIR providedraented and updated information
on many issues presented in the Draft PEIR, includingr{butimited to) the following topics:
revisions to the Hetch Hetchy/Local Simulation Model; igoidal analysis of the Tuolumne
River impacts; changes and clarifications on the ¢tz Watershed analysis and impact
conclusions; an analysis of the Alameda Creek Fishedsues, including future potentially
occurring steelhead in the Alameda Creek watershed; upddtedhation on the San Joaquin
River and the San Francisco Bay Delta; an update tofilvenation provided on climate change

10



issues; and WSIP facility improvement projects updates. certifying the Final PEIR, the
Planning Commission found that the Final PEIR does not addisant new information to the
Draft EIR that would require recirculation of the PEIRder CEQA because the Final PEIR
contains no information revealing (1) any new significarirenmental impact that would result
from the Phased WSIP Variant or from a new mitigatimeasure proposed to be implemented,
(2) any substantial increase in the severity of a pusWyoidentified environmental impact, (3)
any feasible project alternative or mitigation measoomsiderably different from others
previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the envirotehé@mpacts of the Phased WSIP
Variant, but that was rejected by the project's propsner (4) that the Draft EIR was so
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory inendttat meaningful public review
and comment were precluded. This Commission concumairdetermination.

D. Environmental Analysis of the Phased WSIP Variant

The Final PEIR included a description and analysis oPtiesed WSIP Variant, as discussed in
the C&R, Chapter 13, Section 13.4. The C&R analysis ocded that the potential
environmental effects of the Phased WSIP Variant fathiw the range of impacts already
evaluated in the Draft PEIR for the WSIP and the adittras. This Variant is similar to the No
Purchase Request Increase Alternative analyzed in tfe EIR. Also relevant are the analyses
of the No Program Alternative, the Aggressive Cond@rnANater Recycling and Local
Groundwater Alternative, and the Modified WSIP Altervet

The Phased WSIP Variant would have the same impactxiated with proposed facility
construction and operation as the WSIP. The 17 fadrtiigyrovement projects proposed under
the WSIP and analyzed in the Program EIR would also bleemgnted under the Phased WSIP
Variant to meet the intent of the water quality, seesreliability, delivery reliability, and water
supply goals of the WSIP.

The Phased WSIP Variant would have impacts associatiéd it proposed water supply
program similar to those described in the Draft PEIRtl@ alternatives where the wholesale
customer purchase requests for 2030 would not be provided bygtbealewater system. Under
those alternatives, the Draft PEIR assumed thatwih@lesale customers might pursue other
types of projects to either reduce demand and/or to suppiethe surface water supplies
delivered by the regional water system from the SFPW@@&mheds. The potential facility and
operations impacts associated with such projects aresdisg in the Draft EIR in Section 9.2.2,
No Program Alternative (Vol. 4, Chapter 9, pp. 9-34 to 9-38ktiBn 9.2.3, No Purchase
Request Increase Alternative (Vol. 4, Chapter 9, pp. 9-904%6), and Section 9.2.4, Aggressive
Conservation/Water Recycling and Local GroundwateerAlitive (Vol. 4, Chapter 9, pp. 9-55
to 9-57).

Similar to the Modified WSIP Alternative and the AggiessConservation/Water Recycling
and Local Groundwater Alternative, the Phased WSIPawgr which envisions developing
additional local conservation, recycled water and groamew projects, could result in
construction and operation of additional recycled wated groundwater facilities in the
wholesale customer service areas; thus, collectiaats in the Bay Division and Peninsula
Regions and associated cumulative effects would ochwe.types of impacts associated with
implementation of the local recycled water and groundwptojects are summarized in Table
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13.9 (which is the same as Draft EIR Table 9.12) in C&Ri&@ed 3.4 (C&R, page 13-34) and
generally relate to construction of new infrastructwater quality, and groundwater resources,
and operational uses of energy and long-term air queatiigsions.

In the event local conservation, recycled water omuggavater projects are not sufficient or
cannot be developed in time to meet the demands of dabk aholesale customers, SFPUC
customers could be expected to pursue alternative wateryssgunices. The types of impacts
associated with water supply acquisition projects aremsanmed in Table 13.8 (which is the
same as Draft EIR Table 9.10) in C&R Section 13.4 (C&Rjepal3-31 to 13-32). Depending
on the facilities needed to convey the supplemental msofm the wholesale customer service
areas, the construction and operation of such fasltould result in a full range of construction
and operational impacts similar to those described aftBR Chapter 4 for the WSIP facility
improvement projects in the South Bay and Peninsulss gdeech as traffic, air quality, noise,
energy use, waste disposal, and vibration). In genexdhic types of impacts are common to
water supply transfers/acquisition and include: the cessaif water application to lands
irrigated by the water being transferred; changes retatdldws, fisheries, and water quality;
and impacts caused by the use of existing or the conetrumt new infrastructure. If water is
transferred from agricultural customers, without implatagon of agricultural conservation
measures, the transfer can result in the conversi@agrdultural land to nonagricultural land.
Beneficial environmental effects (related to retiringaidage-impaired lands, reducing the
application of pesticides, etc.) can also occur. Téedrfor new facilities and/or changes in the
operations of existing facilities depend on the sourceupply (e.g., the Tuolumne River
through transfers with TID and MID, water-rights hokleorth of the Delta, in the Delta, or
south of the Delta), the quantity of supply, the medrnveyance, and any additional storage
requirements. Construction or expansion of intertiesomnecting pipelines could be required,
potentially resulting in impacts similar to those ddsedifor the WSIP pipeline projects.

If desalination technologies were used to supplement potaldés supplies, implementation of a
desalination project to augment wholesale customer safmlies would result in the full range
of construction impacts at the proposed facility logafisuch as traffic, air quality, noise, and
vibration) as well as operational impacts related to a&xjuasources, water quality, energy
consumption, air quality, visual resources, land use aadnplg, traffic, and greenhouse gas
emissions. The programmatic impacts of construction gedation of a desalination facility are
described in the Draft EIR under WSIP Variant 2, Regi@resalination for Drought (Draft EIR,
Chapter 8, pp. 8-24 to 8-32).

The water supply impacts of the Phased WSIP Variantdvbel similar to those analyzed in
Chapter 9 of the Draft PEIR for the No Purchase Requestdse Alternative, and overall the
impacts of the Phased WSIP Variant through 2018 would bethas the water supply impacts
of the WSIP set out in Chapter 5 of the PEIR. Witleva exceptions, the water supply impacts
identified as potentially significant and mitigable fdwetproposed WSIP remain potentially
significant and mitigable for the Phased WSIP Variahtvo impacts on the lower Tuolumne
River were determined to be less than significant ag s the SFPUC does not increase
deliveries to customers above 265 mgd from the watersHegsact 5.3.6-4, effects on fishery
resources along the Tuolumne River below La Grange Rauth, Impact 5.3.7-6, impacts on
terrestrial biological resources along the TuolumnesRbelow La Grange Dam. Although the
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Phased WSIP Variant is designed to keep deliveries foar@eeling an annual average level of
about 265 mgd, in the event the SFPUC must deliver nhare 265 mgd to its customers from
the watersheds, the SFPUC shall implement the mgiganeasures associated with these
impacts in proportion to the extent of the exceedante.implementing the Phased WSIP
Variant, the need could arise to temporarily increaseeates from the Tuolumne River and
local watersheds over the 265 mgd average annual targks teveeet customer water delivery
needs in the near term, because of public health arty safnsiderations and because it might
not be possible to implement all of the local condgrwa recycling and groundwater projects
and actions in time to meet increasing customer desnaAtthough avoidance of these impacts
on the lower Tuolumne River is not assured, the magnitindguency, and duration of the
impacts are likely to be less than the originally psgebWSIP. The impact analysis for the
Phased WSIP Variant recognized that, between now and 20h&rige from the Tuolumne
River and local watersheds might increase abov@@bemgd average annual level (to a possible
275 mgd average annual) for up to a few years. By 2018, andpsentll before, it is expected
that local projects would provide sufficient local supphydaconservation to bring SFPUC
watershed deliveries back down to current levels, averageal 265 mgd.

Under the Phased WSIP Variant, the SFPUC would moraties $0 ensure that sales delivered
from the SFPUC watersheds are limited to an averageahh 265 mgd through 2018. The
SFPUC would measure and review average annual sales atosise of each fiscal year.
Mitigation Measures 5.3.6-4a or 5.3.6-4b, as well as MiogatMeasure 5.3.7-6, will be
implemented when the average annual sales exceed 265 mgth&avatersheds. The SFPUC
would continue to implement the necessary measure(s) tinati average annual SFPUC
watershed deliveries are 265 mgd or less. Similar to thW8plementation of Measure 5.3.6-
4a is the preferred mitigation approach, and for the Ph¥¢8tP Variant, the amount of
conserved water required to reduce the impact to less thaificeint would be proportional to
the amount of increased diversions from the TuolumrerRiontributing to exceeding the 265
mgd deliveries restriction.

Four impacts in the Pilarcitos watershed were determinetle potentially significant and
mitigable for the originally proposed WSIP, but are coed less than significant for the
Phased WSIP Variant through 2018: Surface Water Quality tnrph&c3-2,effects on water
guality in Pilarcitos Creek between Pilarcitos Reserand Stone Dam; Fisheries Impacts 5.5.5-
4, effects on fishery resources in Pilarcitos Resenamd 5.5.5-5, effects on fishery resources
along Pilarcitos Creek below Pilarcitos Reservoir baeldw Stone Dam; and, Terrestrial Biology
Impact 5.5.6-4, impacts on biological resources in Pilasdreservoir. With the Phased WSIP
Variant, operations for Pilarcitos Reservoir and asés to Pilarcitos Creek will be similar to
existing conditions resulting in a less than significampact. Thus no mitigation is required.
(DEIR pages 5.5.3-5 through 5.5.3-7; C&R pages 13-39 and 13-44; DEIR5fRager; C&R
pages 13-39 and 13-44; DEIR pages 5.5.6-17 through 5.5.6-22; C&R pages 13-39, d3:-84 an
80 to 16-82.)

E. Changes to Facility Improvement Projects in the Alamea Creek Watershed

Since publication of the Draft PEIR in June 2007, SFPWI proposed modifications to the
project descriptions of two of the facility improvemenbjpcts—the Alameda Creek Fishery
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Enhancement (SV-1) and Calaveras Dam Replacement ($¥ejcts—and these proposed
changes would affect overall system operatiofifiese modifications were made due to the
numerous comments received on the potential impacts orefsteelhead fishery resources in
the Alameda Creek watershed as well as to actions iakéuly 2007 by other agencies in the
watershed. The SFPUC has incorporated project revisiongratettive measures into these two
projects to reduce the WSIP’s potential to affect habibaditions for potential future-occurring
steelhead in the upper watershed. The project revisionsdwamdur regardless of steelhead
presence or absence in the upper watershed, while thetim®t®easures are designed to reduce
the WSIP’s potential to affect habitat conditions patential, future-occurring steelhead in the
Alameda Creek watershed in the event that man-madensaim Alameda Creek are removed
and steelhead gain access to the upper watershed. [[@varfg project revisions have been
incorporated into the Alameda Creek Fishery Enhancementl{S&nhd Calaveras Dam
Replacement (SV-2) projects:

» The Calaveras Dam Replacement project would includdityaonodifications at the
Alameda Creek Diversion Dam (ACDD) to construct a newalsg structure needed to
implement bypass stream flows.

» If a structural alternative involving construction ofexapture facility is selected under
the Alameda Creek Fishery Enhancement project, the teeaficility would be located
at the downstream end of the reach of Alameda Creekebatthe lower Sunol Valley
and the confluence with Arroyo de la Laguna. As anradiére to the recapture facility,
the SFPUC may coordinate with other water agenciedet@lop and implement other
means of recapturing fishery enhancement flows consistéhtthe 1997 California
Department of Fish and Game Memorandum of Understan@in§@G MOU)?

The project components designed to provide protective ures$or future-occurring steelhead
in the upper Alameda Creek watershed will include theviotig:

* An operational plan to provide minimum stream flowssupport steelhead spawning
below the ACDD to the confluence with Calaveras Cre&lerwprecipitation naturally
generates runoff and flow in the creek, including the-specific studies needed to
determine the specific minimum stream flow requiremémtsupport steelhead spawning
in this reach of the creek.

* A detailed monitoring plan to survey and document steellspaavning, subject to
review and comment by the appropriate resource agencies.

* Interim minimum flows would be implemented consistesth the 1997 CDFG MOU,
with the additional requirement that these flows wdaddachieved through bypass flows

1

See Memorandum from Michael Carlin to the Planning Depart dated July 16, 2008.
2

Under the 1997 CDFG MOU, the SFPUC and CDFG readiegment on the magnitude
and timing of flows to be released from Calaveras Regeor the purposes of improving fishery
habitat conditions. The MOU includes provisions for tR€SC to divert flows from Alameda
Creek to the SFPUC regional system at a suitable dozamstiocation equivalent to the magnitude
and timing of these releases; the MOU refers to thisexapture.”
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at the ACDD at all times when flows are availablaipper Alameda Creek, rather than
through releases at Calaveras Dam, and with the folgpeonditions:

o The SFPUC would provide seasonal flow bypasses at theDA@mi/or flow
releases from Calaveras Dam, either (1) without recam(2) with recapture at
a point approximately at the downstream end of the redchlameda Creek
between the lower Sunol Valley and the confluence Wittoyo de la Laguna,
below critical riffle locations or lower in the cleebetween December 1 and June
30 (combined adult and juvenile migration period) in an ameguivalent to the
flow release schedule provided in the 1997 CDFG MOU.

o As an alternative to the recapture facility, the SERuUbuld coordinate with other
water agencies to develop and implement other means ecépturing
enhancement flows consistent with the 1997 CDFG MOU abcation
downstream of the reach of Alameda Creek betweerother ISunol Valley and
the confluence with Arroyo de la Laguna.

The C&R also proposed a minor revision to an existinggation measure (Mitigation Measure
5.4.5-3a, Minimum Flows for Resident Trout on Alameda Krée address other native stream
species, including steelhead. The mitigation measuresetr®rgh in the MMRP attached to
these Findings as Attachment B. The project descriptiodifications would generally reduce
the impacts identified in the Draft PEIR, and, in sooases, would reduce impacts from
potentially significant to less than significant (i.enpacts 5.4.7-1 and 5.4.7-2). Implementation
of the project revisions and protective measures, alatigtihe mitigation measures designed to
reduce impacts on resident trout, would be effective surasy that if in the future steelhead
successfully migrate above the BART weir, that thesBdaVNSIP Variant will not result in a
significant adverse effect on steelhead life stagesiahiat in Alameda Creek.

F. Approval Actions
1. Planning Commission Actions
On October 30, 2008, the Planning Commission certified thea PEIR.
2. Public Utilities Commission Actions

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission is takimg following actions and approvals to
implement the Program.

» Adopt these CEQA findings and the attached Mitigation Mwoimy and Reporting
Program.

» Approve the Water System Improvement Program, the Ph&¢8tP Variant, as
described herein.

 Endorse the selected Water Supply Elements of a newerWaales Agreement
(“Elements”) and authorize the General Manager to negosiath Agreement with the
wholesale customers in substantial conformance wétwtiter supply principles.
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3. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions

 The Planning Commission's certification of the EIR mayappealed to the Board of
Supervisors. If appealed, the Board of Supervisors willraite whether to uphold the
certification or to remand the EIR to the Planning Depant for further review.

 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors approves aradincof bond monies to pay
for mitigation measures necessary to implement thgrgm.

4. Other -- Federal, State, and Local Agencies

Implementation of the water supply mitigation measwisinvolve consultation with/required
approvals by other local, state and federal regulatomyce® including:

* Modesto Irrigation District

» Turlock Irrigation District

» California Water Resources Control Board

» California Department of Fish and Game

» California Department of Health Services (for apprarad permits required for drinking
water source assessments for groundwater wells)

* U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

* U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

* NOAA Fisheries- National Marine Fisheries Service

* U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Servi¢esemite National Park (for
consultation on and sharing data from ongoing studidsii?bopenaut Valley)

To the extent that the identified mitigation measussgiire consultation or approval by these
other agencies, this Commission urges these agenciesgbimssiplementing, coordinating or
approving the mitigation measures, as appropriate to thieydar measure.
There will be further project approvals following projsgecific environmental review, for each
of the individual WSIP projects. The actions describa@in contemplate only the approval and
implementation of the Program as a whole and not aadlevery project-specific approval.

G. Content and Location of Record

The record upon which all findings and determinationsedl&t the Program are based includes
the following:

* The draft Water System Improvement Program and theecBN&SIP Variant
* The PEIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upprthe PEIR. (The

references in these findings to the Program EIR or tH& Ri€lude both the Draft EIR
and the C&R documents.)
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» All information (including written evidence and testimomybvided by City staff to
the SFPUC and the Planning Commission relating to the RE€RNSIP, the proposed
Program, and the alternatives set forth in the PEIR.

» All information (including written evidence and testimonygsented to the SFPUC
and the Planning Commission by the environmental conswdtahsub-consultants who
prepared the PEIR, or incorporated into reports presentée B8FPUC.

* All information (including written evidence and testimonyjesented to the City
from other public agencies relating to the WSIP, thgyRnm or the PEIR.

» All information (including written evidence and testimormresented at any public
hearing or workshop related to the WSIP, the Program anBER.

* For documentary and information purposes, all locallypéeld land use plans and
ordinances, including, without limitation, general planscific plans and ordinances,
together with environmental review documents, findings, mniiga monitoring
programs and other documentation relevant to planned lgiowie area.

* The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

e All other documents available to the SFPUC and the pullenprising the
administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Coci®8&1167.6(e).

The Public Utilities Commission has relied on all af tocuments listed above in reaching its
decision on the Program, even if not every documestfaranally presented to the Commission.
Without exception, any documents set forth above nptesented fall into one of two
categories. Many of them reflect prior planning or legigé decisions with which the
Commission was aware in approving the Program. Othardents influenced the expert
advice provided to Planning Department and PUC staff or danssil who then provided advice
to the Commission. For that reason, such documentsgart of the underlying factual basis for
the Commission’s decisions relating to the adoptiomeRrogram.

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all lettersardang the Draft EIR received during the
public review period, the administrative record, and backgtalocumentation for the Final
PEIR, as well as additional materials concerning approvahe Phased WSIP Variant and
adoption of these findings are contained in SFPUC fitessted at the SFPUC, 1155 Market
Street, San FranciscKelley Caponeis the custodian of records for the SFPUC. CEQ&sfil
are also available at the San Francisco Planning Departh@50 Mission Street, San Francisco.
Linda Avery is the Custodian of Records for the Planning Departméiik.files have been
available to the SFPUC and the public for review in waigg these findings and whether to
approve the Program.

H. Findings About Significant Environmental Impacts And Mitigation Measures
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The following Sections I, 1l and IV set forth the SF€'s findings about the Final PEIR's
determinations regarding significant environmental impactd #re mitigation measures
proposed to address them. These findings provide theemwvattalysis and conclusions of the
SFPUC regarding the environmental impacts of the Phasd® W&iant and the mitigation
measures included as part of the Final PEIR and adopted ISFfPEC as part of the Phased
WSIP Variant. To avoid duplication and redundancy, anadumsethe SFPUC agrees with, and
hereby adopts, the conclusions in the Final PEIR, tfredimmgs will not repeat the analysis and
conclusions in the Final PEIR, but instead incorpordtesitby reference herein and relies upon
them as substantial evidence supporting these findings.

In making these findings, the SFPUC has consideredpimoas of SFPUC staff and experts,
other agencies and members of the public. The SFPUC fimatsthe determination of
significance thresholds is a judgment decision withindiseretion of the City and County of
San Francisco; the significance thresholds used inPBER are supported by substantial
evidence in the record, including the expert opinion of BBERFpreparers and City staff; and the
significance thresholds used in the PEIR provide reasoaableéppropriate means of assessing
the significance of the adverse environmental effecteeProgram. Thus, although, as a legal
matter, the SFPUC is not bound by the significance detations in the PEIR (see Pub.
Resources Code, § 21082.2, subd. (e)), the SFPUC finds thenageesand hereby adopts
them as its own.

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analgéigach environmental impact
contained in the Final PEIR. Instead, a full explamawnf these environmental findings and
conclusions can be found in the Final PEIR and thesenfschereby incorporate by reference
the discussion and analysis in the Final PEIR supportieg Rinal PEIR’s determination
regarding the Phased WSIP Variant’s impacts and mitigateasures designed to address those
impacts. In making these findings, the SFPUC ratieepts and incorporates in these findings
the determinations and conclusions of the Final PEIRimgldo environmental impacts and
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such mdieiiions and conclusions are
specifically and expressly modified by these findings.

As set forth below, the SFPUC adopts and incorporates$ thle mitigation measures set forth in
the Final PEIR and the attached MMRP to substantiadisele or avoid the potentially significant
and significant impacts of the Phased WSIP Variantadiopting these mitigation measures, the
SFPUC intends to adopt each of the mitigation meagu@sosed in the Final PEIR for the
Phased WSIP Variant. Accordingly, in the event agaiiton measure recommended in the Final
EIR has inadvertently been omitted in these findingtherMMRP, such mitigation measure is
hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by refereln addition, in the event the
language describing a mitigation measure set forth in thedengs or the MMRP fails to
accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the FER due to a clerical error, the language
of the policies and implementation measures as s#t fiorthe Final PEIR shall control. The
impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in fihdgegs reflect the impact and
mitigation measure numbers used in the Final PEIR.

In the sections II, Il and IV below, the same findirage made for a category of environmental
impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeatiehtical finding dozens of times to
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address each and every significant effect and mitigateasure, the initial finding obviates the
need for such repetition because in no instance ISEREJC rejecting the conclusions of the
Final PEIR or the mitigation measures recommended in it PEIR for the Phased WSIP
Variant. There are determinations of significance ndigg the originally proposed WSIP and
proposed mitigation measures identified in the PEIR dahatnot applicable to the Phased WSIP
Variant, and therefore, those impacts and mitigatioasumes are not included in these findings.

Il. IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AND T HUS REQUIRING
NO MITIGATION

A. WSIP Water Supply | mpacts

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for imspat are less than significant.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21002; CEQA Guidelines, 88 15126.4, subd, {8139).) The
Phased WSIP Variant diverts less water than the gexptVSIP and therefore the water supply
impacts are generally the same as or less than thalse ofiginally proposed WSIP. (See C&R
section 13.4, pp. 13-29 through 13-44.) Based on substantial exigtetine whole record of this
proceeding, the SFPUC finds that implementation of théewsupply portion of the Phased
WSIP Variant will not result in any significant impacdn the following areas and that these
impact areas therefore do not require mitigation:

1. Tuolumne River System and Downstream Water Bodies

» Stream Flow (Impacts 5.3.1-1 effects on flow along the river below O’Shaughnessy
Dam;5.3.1-2 effects of flow along Cherry Creek below Cherry D&ng.1-3 effects of
flow along Eleanor Creek below Eleanor Datn3-1-4 effects of flow along the river
below La Grange Dan®-.3-1-5 effects of flow along the San Joaquin River and the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta) (DEIR pages 5.3.1-20 through39.3C&R pages
14.6-8 to 14.6-10, 14.7-12 to 14.7-14, 14.8-2 to 14.8-9 and 16-47);

* Geomorphology (Impacts 5.3.2-1 effects on sediment transport and channel
characteristics between O’Shaughnessy Dam and Do FReervoir5.3.2-2 effects
on sediment transport and channel characteristics bedo@range Dam) (DEIR pages
5.3.2-5 through 5.3.2-7; C&R pages 14.6-10 to 14.6-12 and 14.7-15 to 14.7-16);

» Surface Water Quality (Impacts 5.3.3-1 effects on quality in Hetch Hetchy Reservoir
and along the Tuolumne River below O’'Shaughnessy BaBn3-2 effects on quality in
Don Pedro Reservoir and along the Tuolumne River belanGtange Dam5.3.3-3
effects on quality along the San Joaquin River and tloeaB®nto-San Joaquin Delta)
(DEIR pages 5.3.3-13 through 5.3.3-20; C&R pages 14.6-12 to 14.6-13, 14.2-40J+0
11, and 14.8-2 to 14.8-16);

e Surface Water Supplies(Impacts 5.3.4-1 effects on Tuolumne River, San Joaquin
River, and Stanislaus River water uséss3.4-2 effects on Delta water users) (DEIR
pages 5.3.4-5 through 5.3.4-11; C&R pages 14.8-9 to 14.8-16, 15-4-217 to 15a4@18,
16-48);

* Groundwater (Impacts 5.3.5-1 alteration of stream flows along the Tuolumne River,
which could affect local groundwater recharge and leveB.5-2 alteration of stream
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flows along the Tuolumne River, which could affect localugrdwater quality) (DEIR
pages 5.3.5-3 through 5.3.5-5);

» Fisheries (Impacts 5.3.6-1 impacts on effects on fishery resources in Hetch hyetc
Reservoir5.3.6-2 effects on fishery resources along the Tuolumne Rigervden Hetch
Hetchy Reservoir and Don Pedro Reserv®iB.6-3 effects on fishery resources in Don
Pedro Reservoir5.3.6-5 fishery resources along the San Joaquin River) (Did&es
5.3.6-24 through 5.3.6-28 and 5.3.6-32 through 5.3.6-33; C&R pages 15.4-226-to 15.4
227 and 16-49);

» Terrestrial Biology (Impacts 5.3.7-1 impacts on riparian habitat and related biological
resources in Hetch Hetchy Reservoir and along the bkdcbannel portions of the
Tuolumne River from O’Shaughnessy Dam to Don Pedro Resebv8.7-3 impacts on
biological resources in Lake Eleanor and along EleanoekCre.3.7-4, biological
resources in Lake Lloyd and along Cherry Creel8,7-5 biological resources in Don
Pedro Reservoirs.3.7-7 conflicts with the provisions of adopted conservatiomgplar
other approved biological resource plans for the Tuolumnkl VAmd Scenic River)
(DEIR pages 5.3.7-14 through 5.3.7-27);

* Recreational and Visual Resourcefimpact 5.3.8-1 effects on reservoir recreation due
to changes in water system operatidn8;8-2 effects on river recreation due to changes
in water system operations;3.8-3 effects on the aesthetic values of the Tuolumne Wild
and Scenic River.) (DEIR pages 5.3.8-23 through 5.3.8-35; C&R [16g49);

* Energy Resourceglmpact 5.3.9-1 Effects on hydropower generation at facilities along
Tuolumne River (beneficial).) (DEIR pages 5.3.9-2 througd533;

e Cumulative Impacts (Impacts 5.7.2-1 cumulative effects on the Tuolumne River from
Hetch Hetchy Reservoir to Don Pedro Reservbii.2-2 cumulative effects on the
Tuolumne River from Don Pedro Reservoir to the San JoaRwer; and5.7.2-3
cumulative effects on the San Joaquin River, StanidRiver, and Delta) (DEIR pages
5.7-22 through 5.7-52).

. Alameda Creek Watershed

» Stream Flow (Impacts 5.4.1-1,effects on flow along Calaveras Creek below Calaveras
Reservoir5.4.1-3 effects in San Antonio Reservoir and along San Aot@neek;5.4.1-

4, effects on flow along Alameda Creek below the confteeaf San Antonio Creek)
(DEIR pages 5.4.1-19 through 5.4.1-25 and 5.4.1-35 through 5.4.1-43; C&R 1€
through 16-57);

» Geomorphology (Impacts 5.4.2-1 effects on channel formation and sediment transport
along Calaveras Creel5.4.2-2, effects on channel formation and sediment transport
along Alameda Creek downstream of the diversion dam andsiceam of the San
Antonio Creek confluencds.4.2-3,effects on channel formation and sediment transport
along San Antonio Creek downstream of San Antonio Rege@EIR pages 5.4.2-3
and -4; C&R pages 15.2-29 to 15.2-34, 15.3-15to 15.3-17 and 16-57 to 16-58);

e Surface Water Quality (Impacts 5.4.3-1 effects on water quality in Calaveras
Reservoir5.4.3-2,effects on water quality in San Antonio Reservbit.3-3,changes in
water quality along Calaveras, San Antonio, and Alame@&ks) (DEIR pages 5.4.3-6
through 5.4.3-12; C&R pages 15.2-34 to 15.2-38 and 16-59 to 16-60);
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Groundwater Bodies (Impact 5.4.4-1 changes in groundwater levels, flows, quality,
and supplies) (DEIR pages 5.4.4-5 through 5.4.4-7; C&R pages15.3-18-&];
Fisheries (Impacts 5.4.5-1 effects on fishery resources in Calaveras Reservoir
(beneficial);5.4.5-2 Effects on fishery resources along Calaveras CrekiknbCalaveras
Dam and along Alameda Creek below confluence with Calaveresk (beneficial);
5.4.5-4 effects on fishery resources in San Antonio Reservmendficial); 5.4.5-5
effects on fishery resources along San Antonio Creetwb&an Antonio Reservorr;
5.4.5-6, effects on fishery resources along Alameda Creek betmfluence with San
Antonio Creek) (DEIR pages 5.4.5-16 through 5.4.5-18 and 5.4.5-2223nd

Terrestrial Biology (Impacts 5.4.6-1 Other Species of Concern/Common Habitats
and Species,effects on riparian habitat and related biological ueses in Calaveras
Reservoir;5.4.6-2, Sensitive Habitats/Others Species of Concemifects on riparian
habitat and related biological resources along AlamedakCfeom below the diversion
dam to the confluence with Calaveras CreéeH;6-3, Sensitive Habitats/Other Species
of Concern/Common Habitats and Specieseffects on riparian habitat and related
biological resources along Calaveras Creek, from @adsvReservoir to the confluence
with Alameda Creek5.4.6-4, Sensitive Habitats/Other Species of Concern/Common
Habitats and Speciesgeffects on riparian habitat and related biological resgsialong
Alameda Creek, from the confluence with Calaveras Ctedke confluence with San
Antonio Creek5.4.6-5,effects on riparian habitat and related biological resesim San
Antonio Reservoir5.4.6-6, effects on riparian habitat and related biological ueses
along San Antonio Creek between Turner Dam and the coofiueith Alameda Creek;
5.4.6-7 effects on riparian habitat and related biologicabueses along Alameda Creek
below the confluence with San Antonio Creél4.6-8,conflicts with the provisions of
adopted conservation plans or other approved biologicalires plans) (DEIR pages
5.4.6-14 through 5.4.6-26; C&R pages 5.2-13 to 15.2-14, 16-62 to 16-64);

Recreational and Visual Impact -- (Impacts 5.4.7-1effects on recreational facilities
and/or activities; and.4.7-2 visual effects on scenic resources or visual charaéter o
water bodies (DEIR, pp. 5.4.7-5 and 5.4.7-6; C&R pp. 13-5 and 16-6GE566).
Operations under the Phased WSIP Variant would subsbhantgluce flows along
Alameda Creek in the Sunol Regional Wilderness during wandrearly spring months
and could affect the recreational experience for hikdmyever, protective measures
included in the Calaveras Dam Replacement project woulddacbypass flows at the
Alameda Creek Diversion Dam when flow is available, ébgrretaining flowing water
in the creek and maintain the recreational and visualt@gsali On July 16, 2008 the
SFPUC revised the project description for the Calav®ean Replacement project. The
revised project description includes specific operational potdéofor seasonal bypass
flows at the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam (ACDD) andGladaveras Dam. Bypassing
flow from the ACDD, when such flows are present, rtssil water in Alameda Creek
below the ACDD to the confluence with Calaveras Kre&he addition of the flow
releases from ACDD resulted in a determination thad tmpact is now less than
significant for recreation and visual effects.

Cumulative Impacts (Impact 5.7.3-1 cumulative effects on the Alameda Creek
watershed). (DEIR, pages 5.7-61 through 5.7-67; C&R, pages 14.9%24ht4.9-50).
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. Peninsula Watersheds

o Stream Flow (Impacts 5.5.1-1 effects on flow along the San Mateo CreBl&.1-2
effects on flow along Pilarcitos Creek) (DEIR pages15® through 5.5.1-22; C&R
pages 16-61 to 16-73);

» Geomorphology (Impact 5.5.2-1 changes in sediment transport and channel
morphology in the Peninsula watershed) (DEIR pages 5.th&dgh 5.5.2-4);

» Surface Water Quality (Impacts 5.5.3-1,effects on water quality in Crystal Springs
Reservoir, San Andreas Reservoir, and San Mateo CEeBI3-2, effects on water
quality in Pilarcitos Creek between Pilarcitos Reseraod Stone Dam.) (DEIR pages
5.5.3-5 through 5.5.3-7; C&R pages 13-39 and 13-44). (Note: The PEIRndedr
Impact 5.5.3-2 to be potentially significant and mitigabletfe WSIP, but this impact
determination is less than significant for the Phas&IPRAWariant through 2018.) With
the Phased WSIP Variant, operations for PilarcitoseR®ir and releases to Pilarcitos
Creek will be similar to existing conditions, resultinga less than significant impact;

* Groundwater (Impact 5.5.4-1,alteration of stream flows along Pilarcitos Creek,chhi
could affect groundwater levels and water quality) (DEIR p&g®.4-1 through 5.5.4-3);

* Fisheries(Impacts 5.5.5-2 effects on fishery resources in San Andreas Resebubib-

3, effects on fishery resources along San Mateo CrBdk5-4 effects on fishery
resources in Pilarcitos Reservo#.5.5-5 effects on fishery resources along Pilarcitos
Creek below Pilarcitos Reservoir and below Stone D@B)JR page 5.5.5-7; C&R pages
13-39 and 13-44). (Note: The PEIR determined Impacts 5.5.5-4 and 5.6.36 t
potentially significant and mitigable for the WSIP, bu¢dé impact determinations are
less than significant for the Phased WSIP Variantutjino2018.) Proposed operations
under the Phased WSIP Variant would be within the sangeras existing conditions,
resulting in a less than significant impact);

» Terrestrial Biology (Impacts 5.5.6-2 impacts on biological resources in San Andreas
Reservoir5.5.6-3 impacts on biological resources along San Mateo (relekv Lower
Crystal Springs Dam5.5.6-4 impacts on biological resources in Pilarcitos Reserv
5.5.6-5, impacts on biological resources along Pilarcitos CreelowbePilarcitos
Reservoir;5.5.6-6,impacts on biological resources along Pilarcitos Cilesdaw Stone
Dam; 5.5.6-7, conflicts with the provisions of adopted conservatmans or other
approved biological resource plans) (DEIR pages 5.5.6-17 throGdgihtZ2; C&R pages
13-39, 13-40, 13-44 and 16-80 to 16-82). (Note: The PEIR determined I:pa&#4 to
be potentially significant and mitigable for special s$aspecies for the originally
proposed WSIP with implementation of a mitigation meador the originally proposed
WSIP. Since the Phased WSIP Variant does not resutigacts that require mitigation,
this impact is less than significant for the PhasedRMW&driant through 2018);

* Recreational and Visual Resourceglmpact 5.5.7-1 effects on recreational facilities
and/or activities;5.5.7-2 visual effects on scenic resources or the visual ctearad
water bodies.) (DEIR pages 5.5.7-4 through 5.5.7-6);

e Cumulative Impacts (Impacts 5.7.4-1 cumulative effects on the San Mateo Creek
watershedb.7.4-2 cumulative effects on the Pilarcitos Creek watedshEIR, pages
5.7-74 through 5.7-84).
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4. South Westside Groundwater Basin

* Groundwater -- Impacts 5.6-1 --basin overdraft due to pumping from the Westside
Groundwater Basins.6-3 -- seawater intrusion due to decreased groundwater levels in
the Westside Groundwater Basin. (DEIR pages 5.6-25 throue2vsaéd 5.6-29)

5. North and South Westside Groundwater Basin

* Groundwater -- Impacts 5.6-4,land subsidence due to decreased groundwater levels in
the Westside Groundwater Basin if the historical lowewévels are exceedekinpact
5.6-6 drinking water contaminants above maximum contamitevels and adverse
effects of adding treated groundwater to the distributistesy.) (DEIR pages 5.6-23
through 5.6-27 and 5.6-28 through 5.6-32)

* Cumulative Impacts (Impacts 5.7.5-1 cumulative effects on the North Westside
Groundwater Basinp.7.5-2, cumulative effects on the South Westside Groundwater
Basin). (DEIR pages 5.7-89 to 5.7-91.)

Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed in deté#ilei record, including in, but not
limited to, the Draft PEIR at Chapter 5, Sections 5.8, 5.5, and 5.6 and in the C&R Chapter
13, Section 13.4.

B. WSIP Facility Construction and Operation I mpacts

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for imspat are less than significant.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21002; CEQA Guidelines, 88 15126.4, subd, {8139).) The
Phased WSIP Variant will have the same facility camtsion and operation impacts as the
originally proposed WSIP because the Phased WSIP Yamgtements all the same projects as
the originally proposed WSIP. (See C&R pages 13-17, 13-30dhr83.) Based on substantial
evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the SFRWS that implementation of the
Facility Construction and Operations portion of the P&asSIP Variant will not result in any
significant impacts in the following areas and thaséhenpact areas therefore do not require
mitigation:

» Land Use and Visual Quality (Impact4.3-3 Temporary construction impacts on scenic
vistas or visual character) (DEIR, pp. 4.3-28 to 4.3-29);

* Geology, Soils, and SeismicityImpacts4.4-2 Erosion during construction;4.4-3
Substantial alteration of topograph¥;4-5 Surface fault rupture4.4-6 Seismically
induced ground shaking4.4-7, Seismically induced ground failure, including
liquefaction and settlememnt;4-8 Seismically induced landslides or other slope failures)
(DEIR, pp. 4.4-27 to 4.4-29, 4.4-31 t0 4.4-41);

» Hydrology and Water Quality (Impacts4.5-1 Degradation of water bodies as a result
of erosion and sedimentation or a hazardous mateekdase during constructiod;5-
3a, Degradation of water quality due to dewatering discha#y@&s3h Degradation of
water quality due to construction-related dischargesesitéd water4.5-5 Degradation
of water quality and increased flows due to discharges facguwater during operation)
(DEIR, pp. 4.5-21 to 4.5-28, 4.5-31 to 4.5-37, 4.5-41 to 4.5-49);
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» Traffic, Transportation and Circulation (Impact4.8-6 Long-term traffic increases
during facility operation) (DEIR, pp. 4.8-28 to 4.8-31);

» Air Quality (Impacts 4.9-4, Air pollutant emissions during project operatidr9-5,
Odors generated during project operatiérg-6, Secondary emissions at power plants;
4.9-7, Conflict with implementation of applicable regional air quality plans addressing
criteria air pollutants and state goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions) (DEIR, pp.
4.9-37 to 4.9-47);

* Noise and Vibration (Impact 4.10-4 Disturbance due to long-term noise increases)
(DEIR, pp. 4.10-33 to 4.10-38);

* Hazards (Impacts4.14-3, Risk of fires during constructiof;14-4, Gassy conditions in
tunnels; 4.14-6, Accidental hazardous materials release from construction equipment;
4.14-7, Increased use of hazardous materials during oper&tldn8, Emission or use of
hazardous materials within %2 mile of a school) (DEIR, pp. 4.14-26 to 4.14-31, 4.14-35to
4.14-42);

» Collective (Impacts4.16-2, Collective exposure of people or structures to geologic and
seismic hazard#}.16-9, Collective impacts on utilities and landfill capacity) (DEIR, pp.
4.16-13, 4.16-33);

» Cumulative (Impacts4.17-1, Cumulative disruption of established communities, changes
in existing land use patterns, and impacts on the existing visual char&diés2,
Cumulative exposure of people or structures to geologic and seismic hakams,
Cumulative impacts related to the degradation of water quality, alteration of drainage
patterns, increased surface runoff, and flooding haza¥ds;-4, Cumulative loss of
sensitive biological resource$;17-9, Cumulative impacts related to disruption of utility
service or relocation of utilities4.17-10, Cumulative effects on recreational resources
during constructior4.17-11, Cumulative conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses;
4.17-12, Cumulative effects related to hazardous conditions and exposure to or release of
hazardous materialgt.17-13, Cumulative increases in the use of nonrenewable energy
resources) (DEIR, pp. 4.17-46 to 4.17-52, 4.17-60 to 4.17-64).

Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed in detail in the record, including in, but not
limited to, the Draft PEIR at Chapter 4, Sections 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.8, 4.9, 4.10, 4.14, 4.167and 4.

[1I.  FINDINGS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE
AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

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 Ill and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the
PEIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the PEIR and recommended
for adoption by the SFPUC, which can be implemented by the SFPUC. The mitigation measures
proposed for adoption in this section are the same as the mitigation measures identified in the
Final PEIR for the Phased WSIP Variant. The full explanation of the potentially significant
environmental impacts is contained in Chapters 4, 5, and 13 of the Final PEIR. The full text of
the mitigation measures is contained in the Final PEIR amttacthment B, the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program.
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As explained previouslyAttachment B contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guideling®®46091. It provides a
table setting forth each mitigation measure listed@nREIR that is required to reduce or avoid a
significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency responsible for
implementation of each measure, establishes monitaatigns and a monitoring schedule.

The SFPUC adopts all of the mitigation measures propimsetie Phased WSIP Variant. The
SFPUC will implement all of the water supply and systgperations mitigation measures as part
of adoption of the Phased WSIP Variant. The SFPUQ wmiplement the programmatic
mitigation measures identified to address WSIP facilitgrowement projects impacts as part of
approval and adoption of individual WSIP projects, andetlpgegrammatic mitigation measures
will be re-evaluated as part of the project-level CE@dew and will be confirmed, refined or
replaced with an equivalent measure, as applicable. SARJC finds that all the mitigation
measures are appropriate and feasible, and that changdterations will be required in, or
incorporated into, the Program and the projects that retiga avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the PEIR. Basedhenanalysis contained in the PEIR,
other considerations in the record, and the standardsgoifisance, the SFPUC finds that
implementation of all of the proposed mitigation measwvélsreduce potentially significant
impacts to dess-than-significant level, discussed in this Section llI.

A. WSIP Water Supply and System Operations | mpacts
1. Tuolumne River System and Downstream Water Bodies
Fisheries

Impact 5.3.6-4— Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources along ti@lufnne River below La
Grange Dam in the event diversions from the TuolumneerRsubstantially increase over
existing conditions. (DEIR, pp. 5.3.6-28 to 5.3.6-32; C&R1h7-2 to 14.7-7 and 13-43 to 13-
44.) Under the Phased WSIP Variant, there may be a-tnor increase in deliveries to
customers from the watersheds above the existing t6v265 mgd, while the SFPUC and/or
BAWSCA and wholesale customers implement the localseovation, recycled water and
projects needed to meet demands through 2018. In this inperiod, there is a potential for
increased diversions from Hetch Hetchy Reservoir toes&wPUC customers, which in turn
would result in flow reductions below La Grange Dam anftequent water temperature
increases, which could adversely affect habitat conditfor juvenile salmonids. Flow changes
with the Phased WSIP Variant with the 265 mgd deliverytdinon and a small increase in
average annual diversions from the Tuolumne River of 2 mgdder to implement delivery and
drought reliability elements of the WSIP through 2018 were rowted to be less than
significant. However, it is recognized that under thased WSIP Variant, deliveries could
exceed 265 mgd while the SFPUC and/or wholesale customelesnient the local conservation,
recycled water and groundwater projects needed to meetsiocg demands. Therefore, it was
conservatively assumed that total water deliveries al&Bme mgd could cause potentially
significant impacts on the lower Tuolumne River duringséh@eriods until average annual
deliveries were reduced to 265 mgd. This impact is less thaificant if the annual average
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deliveries to customers does not exceed 265 mgd from thershatls and does not require
mitigation.

Mitigation Measure 5.3.6-4a, Avoidance of Flow Changes by Reducing Demand 10on
Pedro Reservoir Water, _OR Mitigation Measure 5.3.6-4b, Fishery Habitat Enhancement

This Commission recognizes that mitigation measure 5.3i§-@artially within the jurisdiction
of MID and TID. The Commission urges MID and TID toisisg implementing this mitigation
measure, and finds that MID and TID can and should parté&ipamplementing this mitigation
measure.

This Commission also recognizes that mitigation mea&uBe6-4b is partially within the
jurisdiction of other agencies, including the Califoriapartment of Fish and Game. The
Commission urges this agency to assist in implementiiggntiitigation measure, and finds that
this agency can and should participate in implementing thigation measure if measure 5.3.6-
4a is determined to be infeasible.

Terrestrial Biological Resources

Impact 5.3.7-2— Terrestrial Biology: Impacts on alluvial featurésitt support meadow and
riparian habitat along the Tuolumne River from O’Shaughn&ssm to Don Pedro Reservoir.
(DEIR, pp. 5.3.7-21 t0 5.3.7-22; C&R pages 14.6-4 to 14.6-7.) Tingadlarea supporting the
largest wetland complex in this section of the TuolumneiRE the Poopenaut Valley, although
smaller alluvial areas downstream, where larger tricegagmpty into the Tuolumne River, also
support riparian and/or wetland habitats. Delayed snowmlelises, reductions in flow, and the
resulting reduction in groundwater recharge would result innaremental reduction in the
extent and diversity of wetland and riparian habitatdudiog sensitive wetland and riparian
habitats in the Poopenaut Valley. A reduction in wetland riparian habitat would reduce
suitable breeding habitat for key special-status specieently occurring along this reach
(e.g., foothill yellow-legged frog, California red-legged frognd willow flycatcher), the
populations of which are already critically reduced in $herra Nevada. A reduction in the
extent and diversity of wetland and riparian habitatsld/oeduce habitat quality and extent for
animal and plant species of concern. All natural haba#ected by the Program are considered
sensitive. The Program could affect a large numbeoaofnegon animal species that depend on
sensitive meadows and larger riparian areas for food aret.co

Mitigation Measure 5.3.7-2, Controlled Releases to Recharge Gmdwater in Streamside
Meadows and Other Alluvial Deposits.

Impact 5.3.7-6 — Terrestrial Biology: Impacts on biological resegclong the Tuolumne
River below La Grange Dam in the event that diversifnosn Hetch Hetchy Reservoir
substantially increase over existing conditions (DEIRyega5.3.7-25 to 5.3.7-26; C&R pages
14.4-13 and 13-43 to 13-44). Under the Phased WSIP Variant, itieyebe a short-term
increase in deliveries to customers from the watershédse the existing level of 265 mgd,
while the SFPUC and/or BAWSCA and wholesale custonngpéement the local conservation,
recycled water and projects needed to meet demands throughli2@i8.interim period, there
is a potential for increased diversions from Hetch Hefagervoir to serve SFPUC customers,
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which in turn would result in flow reductions below La Gga Dam. Delayed spring releases
and reductions in average and total flow (particularly duaing following an extended drought)
below La Grange Dam would reduce or eliminate suitahheliions for the recruitment of some
riparian species along the river. Because of the knowsepee of key special-status species and
the very limited amount of remaining suitable habitainglthis reach of the Tuolumne River,
this incremental impact would be potentially significafibw changes with the Phased WSIP
Variant with the 265 mgd delivery limitation and a smadirease in average annual diversions
from the Tuolumne River of 2 mgd in order to implementw#eli and drought reliability
elements of the WSIP through 2018 were determined to beHas significant. However, it is
recognized that under the Phased WSIP Variant, deliveaakl exceed 265 mgd while the
SFPUC and/or wholesale customers implement the looatervation, recycled water and
groundwater projects needed to meet increasing demandsrefdie, it was conservatively
assumed that deliveries above 265 mgd could cause potesigailficant impacts on the lower
Tuolumne River during these periods until average annuigedes were reduced to 265 mgd.
Species of concern that would be adversely affected agges in the extent and quality of
suitable riparian habitat include western pond turtle, re¢\mat species, and a wide variety of
riparian- and marsh-associated bird species. The popwlatfa@ommon species that depend on
riparian habitat could be adversely affected by the aiberatf habitat. This impact is less than
significant if the annual average deliveries to custondemss not exceed 265 mgd from the
watersheds, and would not require mitigation.

Mitigation Measure 5.3.6-4a, Avoidance of Flow Changes by RedugrDemand for Don
Pedro Reservoir Water OR Mitigation Measure 5.3.7-6, Lower Tuolumne River Riparian
Habitat Enhancement

This Commission recognizes that mitigation measure 5.3.&4the preferred mitigation
approach but implementation is partially within the juesidn of MID and TID or other water
agencies. The Commission urges MID and TID or other rwagencies to assist in
implementing this mitigation measure, and finds that MHa TID or other water agencies can
and should participate in implementing this mitigation snee.

This Commission also recognizes that mitigation measuB7-6 is partially within the
jurisdiction of other agencies, depending on the select@émhaand could include the California
Department of Fish and Game, U. S. Fish and Wildli&vigee and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. The Commission urges these agencies to mssmplementing this mitigation
measure, and finds that these agencies can and shoudshp#etin implementing this mitigation
measure if measure 5.3.6-4a is determined to be infeasible.

2. Alameda Creek Watershed

Fisheries

Impact 5.4.5-3— Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources along Atentéreek downstream of
Alameda Creek Diversion Dam. (DEIR, pp. 5.4.5-18 to 5.4-20G&H, pp. 13-37 and 13-38;
13-44; 16-61 and 16-62.) Following implementation of the Calav@aas Replacement project
(SV-2) as one of the WSIP facility improvement prageaperation of Calaveras Reservoir and
the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam would be restored to pre-206&8itons. A substantial
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increase in diversions from Alameda Creek to Calaveesefoir would reduce flows in this
stretch of the creek, despite proposed bypass flows div@esion dam. Diversion of most or all
flows during late winter and spring months would reduce biléyaof resident rainbow trout to
spawn and for eggs to incubate; additional monitoring lavdae needed to determine the
effectiveness of proposed bypass flows to sustain troptilation. In addition, the increased
diversion of flows to the reservoir would prevent fighssage to downstream reaches of the
creek, and increase the potential for fish entrainmeneghere are currently no screens on the
diversion dam. If monitoring indicates that resideotitipopulations are not being sustained, the
SFPUC shall either modify the minimum stream flowngplement mitigation measure 5.4.5-3b.

Mitigation Measure 5.4.5-3a, Minimum Flows for Resident Trouton Alameda Creek
Mitigation Measure 5.4.5-3b, Alameda Diversion Dam Diversion Resttions or Fish
Screens

This Commission recognizes that mitigation measures 5.4a6x3&.4.5-3b are partially within
the jurisdiction of other agencies, including the CatifarDepartment of Fish and Game, the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board and th&. Army Corps of Engineers. The
Commission urges these agencies to assist in implergethis mitigation measure, and finds
that these agencies can and should participate innnepleng this mitigation measure.

Terrestrial Biological Resources

Impact 5.4.6-1— Terrestrial Biology: Effects on riparian habitatlaelated biological resources
in Calaveras Reservoir. (DEIR, pp. 5.4.6-14 to 5.4.6-17; C&R1Bp37 and 13-38; 13-44.)
Increased reservoir storage elevations would resuiuimdation and permanent loss of seasonal
wetlands, seeps, perennial freshwater marsh, and riphaibiat that have established since
2002. Since 2002, foothill yellow-legged frogs have occupied appabaiyn10,000 linear feet
of stream channel along Arroyo Hondo between the maximaservoir elevation mandated by
the Division of Safety of Dams and the spillway elematiHigher maintained reservoir levels
would reduce the length of this high-quality habitat alongctlkeek and adversely affect existing
populations of foothill yellow-legged frog.

Mitigation Measure 5.4.6-1, Compensation for Impacts on Terrestl Biological Resources

This Commission recognizes that mitigation measure 5.4s6partially within the jurisdiction
of other agencies, including the California DepartmentFsh and Game, the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the U.S. Ar@grps of Engineers. The
Commission urges these agencies to assist in implergethis mitigation measure, and finds
that these agencies can and should participate innnepieng this mitigation measure.

Impact 5.4.6-2— Terrestrial Biology: Effects on riparian habitatlaelated biological resources
along Alameda Creek, from below the diversion dam tocthdluence with Calaveras Creek.
(DEIR, pp. 5.4.6.2-18 to 5.4.6-19; C&R pp. 13-37 and 13-38; 13-44; 15.2-128duktion in
the frequency, duration, and magnitude of flows belowditaersion dam would reduce the total
available aquatic breeding habitat and food sources fofo@ugdi red-legged frog and foothill
yellow-legged frog populations that currently occupy tbach of Alameda Creek.
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Mitigation Measure 5.4.1-2, Diversion Tunnel Operation
Mitigation Measure 5.4.5-3a, Minimum Flows for Resident Trouton Alameda Creek

This Commission recognizes that mitigation measures 5.4&83&.4.1-2 are partially within
the jurisdiction of other agencies, including the CalifarDiepartment of Fish and Game. The
Commission urges these agencies to assist in implergethis mitigation measure, and finds
that these agencies can and should participate innnepleng this mitigation measure.

Impact 5.4.6-3— Terrestrial Biology: Effects on riparian habitatiaelated biological resources
along Calaveras Creek, from Calaveras Reservoir todh#uence with Alameda Creek. (DEIR,
pp. 5.4.6-19 to 5.4.6-22; C&R pp. 13-37 and 38; 13-44.) Future outletat/@klaveras Dam
would have the capacity to make higher-volume releasas tinder existing conditions.
Depending on the timing and volume of operational releathey could adversely affect the
reproductive success of special-status amphibian specieg @i reach (e.g., California red-
legged frog and foothill yellow-legged frog).

Mitigation Measure 5.4.6-3, Operational Procedures for CalaveraBam Releases

Impact 5.4.6-4— Terrestrial Biology: Effects on riparian habitatiaelated biological resources
along Alameda Creek, from the confluence with Calavéhaek to the confluence with San
Antonio Creek. (DEIR, pp. 5.4.6-22 to 5.4.6-23; C&R pp. 13-37 an88133-44.) Depending
on annual rainfall and localized site conditions along ¢heek segment, changes in winter and
summer flows along this reach could result in both bela¢find adverse impacts on habitat for
California red-legged frog and foothill yellow-legged frog p@pioins.

Mitigation Measure 5.4.6-3, Operational Procedures for CalaveraBam Releases
Mitigation Measure 5.4.5-3a, Minimum Flows for Resident Trouton Alameda Creek

This Commission recognizes that mitigation measures 5.4td3.4.5-3a are partially within
the jurisdiction of other agencies, including the CalifarDiepartment of Fish and Game. The
Commission urges this agency to assist in implementiiggniitigation measure, and finds that
this agency can and should participate in implementinghhiigation measure.

3. Peninsula Watersheds
Terrestrial Biological Resources

1. Impact 5.5.6-1— Terrestrial Biology: Impacts on biological resosrae upper and

Lower Crystal Springs Reservoirs. (DEIR, pp. 5.5.6-14 $06517; C&R pp. 13-39 to 13-41;

13-44.) Implementation of the Lower Crystal Springs Danprovements project (PN-4) would
raise average monthly water levels in Crystal SpringseR®eir and result in a short-term
reduction in the overall extent of freshwater marshhasreservoir fills. Proposed changes in
operations would maintain maximum reservoir levels dusngimer for longer periods than
under existing conditions, which could affect the compmsiand structure of riparian habitats.
In addition, sensitive upland habitats that are unable lkrate these longer periods of
inundation would be lost. Elevated reservoir levels ldidnundate existing populations of
special-status plant species, including serpentine-assddatintain thistle and Marin western
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flax, and their habitat could be permanently lost. Theeréxof available habitat for San
Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog woultetmporarily reduced during
reservoir refill, but wetland habitat that would establhhigher elevations could be more
extensive. Raised reservoir levels would provide greateoroppties for largemouth bass and
other predators to access frogs and snakes. Periodic drawadlmmg planned maintenance
could adversely affect San Francisco garter snake faggdwabitat. Changes in wetland habitat
due to reservoir refill and proposed operations would adyeasiect reptile and bird species of
concern, particularly if permanent changes in the cortiposof wetland vegetation occur.
Permanent loss of upland habitat, including upland treesslgnd, and coastal scrub, would
result in significant impacts on several bird and mamspalcies of concern. Serpentine- and
grassland-associated plant species unable to toleratededt@eriods of inundation would be
lost. Due to the extent of area involved, impacts onmom habitats and species would be
significant.

Mitigation Measure 5.5.6-1a, Adaptive Management of Freshwater Mah and Wetlands at
Upper and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoirs

Mitigation Measure 5.5.6-1b, Compensation for Impacts on Terrégsal Biological
Resources

Mitigatioln Measure 5.5.6-1c, Compensation for Serpentine Sedpelated Special-Status
Plants

This Commission recognizes that mitigation measure5.5artially within the jurisdiction of

other agencies, including the California Department df Bisd Game, the California Regional

Water Quality Control Board, the U.S. Army Corps ofgifxeers and possibly the National

Marine Fisheries Service. The Commission urges thgeacies to assist in implementing this

mitigation measure, and finds that these agenciesrchst®uld participate in implementing this

mitigation measure.

4. North Westside Groundwater Basin

1. Impact 5.6-1 — Groundwater: Basin overdraft due to pumping from the Westside
Groundwater Basin. (DEIR, pp. 5.6-23 to 5.6-24; C&R pp. 13-10; 18D 13-30.) The
proposed water supply option would include installation otafour primary production and
deep aquifer production wells in San Francisco to provide & tdt2 mgd of annualized
production rate, as implemented through Local Groundwatejed®s (part of SF-2). With
implementation of the Phased WSIP Variant, productioanpoto 4 mgd (4,500 afy) under the
Local Groundwater Projects (SF-2) and continued nonpotabigipg of 0.5 mgd (560 afy)
would be the major groundwater use in the North Westsidelir@water Basin once irrigation
pumping is replaced with recycled water at the San lBem&oo and Golden Gate Park; thus,
the maximum total annual pumping by 2018 is estimated to be 5{(6Based on water years
1987 and 1988, the annual recharge to this basin was estimatg®b@ afy. However, this
analysis was done during the first two-years of an anggdrought and therefore is considered
to be a low estimate of groundwater recharge to thehNestside Groundwater Basin relative
to average conditions. Estimates of recharge to #snlare being refined as part of ongoing
groundwater modeling efforts on behalf of the SFPUC, hisdanalysis indicates that recharge
to the basin could range from about 4,850 afy to 6,950 &he total proposed pumping rate of
4.5 mgd (5,060 afy) would be within the range of rechargedagtbundwater basin. However,
because it exceeds the lower end of the range, arddutiies indicating the range have not been
completed at this program-level of analysis, potentiabacts related to depletion of
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groundwater resources in the North Westside Groundwatein Baould be considered
potentially significant

Mitigation Measure 5.6-1, Groundwater Monitoring to Deermine Basin Safe Yield

Impact 5.6-2— Surface water. changes in water levels in Lake Merced and othercifater
features, including Pine Lake, due to decreased groundwatéy ilevke Westside Groundwater
Basin. (DEIR, pp. 5.6-27 to 5.6-28; C&R pp. 13-10; 13-29 and 30.) Bectne primary
production aquifer is not in direct hydraulic connectionhwthe shallow aquifer in the Lake
Merced vicinity or with Lake Merced, proposed pumping frdm primary production aquifer
under Local Groundwater Projects is not expected to haect effect on lake levels, but could
potentially cause an indirect effect. Shallow groundwbeels could decline due to flow from
the shallow aquifer under Lake Merced toward the prinmoduction aquifer in which future
production wells would be completed under the proposed prograerefore, the potential to
adversely affect water levels in Lake Merced and othefase water features would be
potentially significant

Mitigation Measure 5.6-1, Groundwater Monitoring to Deermine Basin Safe Yield
Mitigation Measure 5.6-2, Implementation of a Lake Level Managemd Plan

Impact 5.6-3— Groundwater: Seawater intrusion due to decreased groundwater levéte i
Westside Groundwater Basin. (DEIR, pp. 5.6-28 to 5.6-29; C&RL3{1.0; 13-29 and 13-30.)
In the North Westside Groundwater Basin, the shallowfaqis in direct connection with the
ocean from approximately Lake Merced to the north. Bectheseshallow aquifer is in direct
connection with the ocean and groundwater pumping wowerlgroundwater levels, impacts
related to the potential to cause seawater intrusidhenNorth Westside Groundwater Basin
would bepotentially significant

Mitigation Measure 5.6-1, Groundwater Monitoring to Deermine Basin Safe Yield

5. North and South Westside Groundwater Basins

* Impact 5.6-5 - Groundwater: Contamination of drinking water due to groundwater
pumping in the Westside Groundwater Basin. (DEIR, pp3%.6 5.6-32; C&R pp. 13-
10; 13-29 and 30.) During operation, groundwater production wetistreacted under
the Local and Regional Groundwater Projects could induggation of chemical or
microbiological contamination from sources surroundingviledls, potentially resulting
in an exceedance of drinking water standards in the groundwéterever, under the
California Department of Public Health Drinking Watesugce Assessment Protection
(DWSAP) program, the SFPUC would develop a drinking weberrce assessment. The
second step in the DWSAP program is the voluntary dpusdmt and implementation of
a source water protection program. Development of thigrano is not mandated under
the DWSAP program, but protection of water quality is apdrtant component of a
complete wellhead protection program for the protectiodrmking water quality. Until
production well locations are selected and a drinking wsaierce assessment performed,
the potential for contamination of a drinking water wednigot be fully evaluated.
Therefore, impacts related to potential contaminatibra @rinking water source are

31



consideredpotentially significantor the Local and Regional Groundwater Projects (SF-
2)

Mitigation Measure 5.6.5, Drinking Water Source Assessmentsr Groundwater Wells
B. WSIP Facility Improvement Projects Construction and Operation | mpacts

The Phased WSIP Variant will have the same impagtthe originally proposed WSIP because
it implements all facility improvement projects ag triginally proposed WSIP. (C&R pp. 13-
17; 13-30 — 33.)

1. Land Use and Visual Quality

Impact 4.3-1 — Land Use: Temporary Disruption or Displacement ofsting Land Uses
During Construction. Potentially significant land use iotpavere identified in association with
the following facility improvement projects: SJ-3, BDBD-2, SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3. (DEIR,
pp. 4.3-9 to 4.3-20, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-30 to 32, 6-34 to 6-42, 6-44.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a, SJVAPCD Dust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b, SJVAPCD Exhaust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1c, BAAQMD Dust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1d, BAAQMD Exhaust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a, Health Risk Screening or Use of Sobtlters

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2b, Vacate SFPUC Land Managers’ Residegs in Sunol Valley

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a, Noise Controls

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1b, Vacate SFPUC Caretaker's Resideaat Tesla Portal

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a, Limit Hourly Truck Volumes

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2b, Restrict Truck Operations

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2c, Vacate SFPUC Land Manager's Residence

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3a,Vibration Controls to Prevent Cosmetic or Structural Damage

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3b, Limit Vibration Levels at or Below Vibration Perception
Threshold

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3c, Limit Tunnel-Related Detonation ® Daylight Hours

Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, Coordination with Golf Course/Recreatinal Facility Managers

Impact 4.3-4 — Visual Quality: Permanent Adverse Impacts on Scengta¥ or Visual
Character. Potentially significant visual quality impaestye identified in association with the
following facility improvement projects: SJ-1, SJ-%-%, SV-4, BD-1, BD-2, PN-2, PN-3, PN-
4, SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.3-29 to 4.3-43, 6-7 to 6-8.)

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4a, Architectural Design
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4b, Landscaping Plans
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4c, Landscape Screens
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4d, Minimize Tree Removal
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Impact 4.3-5 — Visual Quality: New Permanent Sources of Light arldr&s Potentially
significant glare impacts were identified in associatwith all of the facility improvement
projects. (DEIR, pp. 4.3-43 to 4.3-44, 6-8.)

Mitigation Measure 4.3-5, Reduce Lighting Effects

2. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Impact 4.4-1 — Geology, Soils, and Seismicity: Slope instability dgriconstruction.
Potentially significant geology, soils, and seismigmypacts were identified in association with
the following facility improvement projects: SJ-2, 3YSV-2, SV-3, SV-4, SV-5, PN-3, SF-2,
and SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.4-23 to 4.4-27, 6-4, 6-9.)
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, Quantified Landslide Analysis
Impact 4.4-4— Geology, Soils and Seismicity: Squeezing Ground ahdi®ence
During Tunneling. Potentially significant geology, soilsl&eismicity impacts were identified
in association with the following facility improvemeptojects: SV-4 and BD-1. (DEIR, pp.
4.4-29 t0 4.4-31, 6-9.)
Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, Subsidence Monitoring Program
Impact 4.4-9 — Geology, Soils and Seismicity: Expansive or Corro$edls. Potentially
significant geology, soils and seismicity impacts weentified in association with all of the
facility improvement projects. (DEIR, pp. 4.4-42 to 4.4-44, 6-9.)
Mitigation Measure 4.4-9, Characterize Extent of Expansive an@€orrosive Soil

3. Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact 4.5-2— Hydrology and Water Quality: Depletion of Groundwdesources. Potentially
significant hydrology and water quality impacts were ideat in association with the following
facility improvement projects: SV-4. (DEIR, pp. 4.5-2&84t5-30, 6-9 to 6-10.)
Mitigation Measure 4.5-2, Site Specific Groundwater Analysigand Identified Measures
Impact 4.5-4— Hydrology and Water Quality: Flooding or water qualityacts associated with
impeding or redirecting flood flows. Potentially signifitdnydrology and water quality impacts
were identified in association with the following fatsilimprovement projects: SJ-3, SV-1, SV-
4, BD-1, BD-2, and SF-2. (DEIR, pp. 4.5-37 to 4.5-41, 6-10.)

Mitigation Measure 4.5-4a, Flood Flow Protection Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.5-4b, Site Specific Flooding Analysis antdlentified Measures
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Impact 4.5-5 —Hydrology and Water Quality: Degradation of water quadig increased flows
due to discharges to surface water during operation. fdkesignificant hydrology and water
quality impacts were identified in association with thiofeing facility improvement projects:
SF-2. (DEIR, pp. 4.5-41 to 4.5-49, 6-10.)

Mitigation Measure 4.5-5, Stormwater Treatment and GroundwaterMonitoring

Impact 4.5-6 — Hydrology and Water Quality: Degradation of water quadity a result of
alteration of drainage patterns or an increase in impgsvgurfaces. Potentially significant
hydrology and water quality impacts were identified in asdmn with the following facility
improvement projects: SJ-2. (DEIR, pp. 4.5-49 to 4.5-51,&-10.)

Mitigation Measure 4.5-6, Appropriate Source Control and SiteDesign Measures
4. Biological Resources

Impact 4.6-1 —Biological Resources: Impacts on wetlands and aquatouress. Potentially
significant impacts to biological resources were iderdifin association with the following
facility improvements: SJ-1, SJ-2, SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-12S8V-3, SV-4, SV-5, BD-1, BD-2, PN-
2, PN-4, SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.6-43 to 4.6-811063-6, 6-11 to 21.)

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1a, Wetlands Assessment
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b, Compensation for Wetlands and Other Biological Resrces

Impact 4.6-2 —Biological Resources: Impacts on Sensitive Habitats, @omHabitats, and
Heritage Trees. Potentially significant impacts to lgalal resources were identified in
association with the following facility improvement§J-1, SJ-2, SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-1, SV-2, SV-3,
SV-4, SV-5, BD-1, BD-2, PN-2, PN-4, SF-1, SF-2, and SRBEIR, pp. 4.6-52 to 4.6-59, 6-4
to 6-6, 6-12 to 6-13.)

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b,Compensation for Wetlands and Other Biological Resources
Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, Habitat Restoration/Tree Replacement

Impact 4.6-3 —Biological Resources: Impacts on key special status speai®ct mortality
and/or habitat effects. Potentially significant imggattt biological resources were identified in
association with the following facility improvement§J-1, SJ-2, SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-1, SV-2, SV-3,
SV-4, SV-5, BD-1, BD-2, PN-2, and PN-4. (DEIR, pp. 4.6-54.®68, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-11 to 6-
13.)

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b,Compensation for Wetlands and Other Biological Resources

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a, Protection Measures During Construction for Key Special-
Status Species and Other Species of Concern

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b,Standard Mitigation Measures for Specific Plants and Animad

Impact 4.6-4 — Biological Resources: Water discharge effects @arian and/or aquatic
resources. Potentially significant impacts to biologieslources were identified in association
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with the following facility improvements: SJ-3, SV-4DBEL, and BD-2. (DEIR, pp. 4.6-69 to
4.6-73, 6-13.)

Mitigation Measure 4.6-4, Pipeline and Water Treatment Plant Teated Water Discharge
Restrictions

Impact 4.6-5 — Biological Resources: Conflicts with adopted condéwmaplans, or other
approved biological resources plans. Potentially sigmficapacts to biological resources were
identified in association with the following facilitynprovements: SJ-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.6-73 to
4.6-74, 6-11 to 6-13.)

Mitigation Measure 4.6-13 Wetlands Assessment

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b, Compensation for Wetlands and Other Blogical Resources

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, Habitat Restoration/Tree Replacement

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a, Protection Measures During Construedn for Key Special-
Status Species and Other Species of Concern

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b, Standard Mitigation Measures for Sgcific Plants and Animals

5. Cultural Resources

Impact 4.7-1— Cultural Resources: Impacts on paleontological resauieetentially significant
impacts to cultural resources were identified in associatwvith the following facility
improvements: SJ-1, SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-1, SV-2, SV-3458V-5, PN-3, SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3.
(DEIR, pp. 4.7-47 to 4.7-55, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-22.)

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, Suspend Construction Work if Paleordlogical Resource is
Identified

Impact 4.7-2 — Cultural Resources: Impacts on unknown and known prelusémd historic
archaeological resource®otentially significant impacts to cultural resourcesenidentified in
association with all of the facility improvement®EIR, pp. 4.7-55 to 4.7-63, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-22 to
6-26.)

Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, Archeological Testing, Monitoring, ad Treatment of Human
Remains
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2b, Accidental Discovery Measures

Impact 4.7-3— Cultural Resources: Impacts on the historical signifieanf a historic district or
a contributor to a historic district. Potentially sigraint impacts to cultural resources were
identified in association with the following facilitynprovements: SJ-1, SJ-3, SV-4, BD-1, BD-
2, PN-4, and SF-1. (DEIR, pp. 4.7-69 to 4.7-75, 6-26 to 6-30.)

Mitigation Measure 4.7-3, Protection of Historic Districts

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a, Alternatives Identification and Resotce Relocation
Mitigation Measure 4.7-4b, Historical Resources Documentation
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Mitigation Measure 4.7-4c, Secretary of the Interior's Stadards for Treatment of Historic
Properties

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4d, Historic Resources Survey and Redgs

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4e, Historic Resources Protection Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4f, Preconstruction Surveys and VibrationMonitoring

Impact 4.7-4— Cultural Resources: Impacts on the historical sigamfte of individual facilities
resulting from demolition or alteration. Potentiadignificant impacts to cultural resources were
identified in association with the following facilitynprovements: SJ-1, SJ-3, BD-1, BD-2, and
SF-1. (DEIR, pp. 4.7-76 to 4.7-83, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-26 to 6-30.)

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a,Alternatives ldentification and Resource Relocation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4b,Historical Resources Documentation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4c,Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Hstoric
Properties

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4d,Historic Resources Survey and Redesign

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4e Historic Resources Protection Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4f, Preconstruction Surveys and Vibration Monitoring

Impact 4.7-5 — Cultural Resources: Impacts on adjacent historic aothi@ resources.
Potentially significant impacts to cultural resources evétentified in association with the
following facility improvements: SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-2, 8VBD-1, BD-2, PN-2, PN-4, SF-1, and
SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.7-83 to 4.7-86, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-26 to 6-30.)

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a,Alternatives ldentification and Resource Relocation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4b,Historical Resources Documentation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4c,Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Hstoric
Properties

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4d,Historic Resources Survey and Redesign

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4e Historic Resources Protection Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4f, Preconstruction Surveys and Vibration Monitoring

6. Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation

Impact 4.8-1 — Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation: Temporagduction in roadway
capacity and increased traffic delays. Potentially 8@amt impacts to traffic, transportation,
and circulation were identified in association with théowing facility improvements: SJ-3,
SV-2, BD-1, PN-2, PN-4, SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3. (DEIR, 14 to 4.8-15, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-30 to
6-31.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans

Impact 4.8-2: Short-term traffic increases on roadways due to congiruelated vehicle trips.

Potentially significant impacts to traffic, transpoidat and circulation were identified in
association with the following facility improvement§J-1, SJ-2, SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-1, SV-2, SV-3,
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SV-4, SV-5, BD-1, BD-2, PN-2, PN-3, PN-4, SF-1, and SHBEIR, pp. 4.8-15 to 4.8-20, 6-4
to 6-6, 6-30 to 6-32.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans

Impact 4.8-3 — Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation: Impairectess to adjacent roadways
and land uses. Potentially significant impacts to itratifansportation, and circulation were
identified in association with the following facility provements: SJ-3, SV-2, BD-1, BD-2, PN-
4, SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-20 to 4.8-24, 6-4 t®&36,t0 6-32.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures

Impact 4.8-4 — Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation: Temporargpthcement of on-street
parking. Potentially significant impacts to trafficaisportation, and circulation were identified
in association with the following facility improvement8D-1, PN-4, SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3.
(DEIR, pp. 4.8-24 t0 4.8-27. 6-4 to 6-6, 6-30 to 6-32.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.8-4 Accommodation of Displaced Public Parking Supply for
Recreational Visitors

Impact 4.8-5 — Traffic, Transportation, and Circulationncreased potential traffic safety
hazards during construction. Potentially significant ingao traffic, transportation, and
circulation were identified in association with afltbe facility improvements. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-
27 to 4.8-28, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-30 to 6-31.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures
7. Air Quality

Impact 4.9-1 —Air Quality: Construction emissions of criteria po#ats. Potentially significant

impacts to air quality were identified in associationhwtite following facility improvements:
SJ-1, SJ-2, SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-1, SV-2, SV-3, SV-4, SV-51BBAd BD-2. (DEIR, pp. 4.9-21 to
4.9-27, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-34 to 6-37.)

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a, SJVAPCD Dust Control Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b, SJVAPCD Exhaust Control Measure
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1c, BAAQMD Dust Control Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1d, BAAQMD Exhaust Control Measures

Impact 4.9-2 — Air Quality: Exposure to diesel particulate matter (DRMring construction.
Potentially significant impacts to air quality were idéetl in association with the following
facility improvements: SV-2, SV-5, and BD-1. (DEIR, g®-27 to 4.9-34, 6-37 to 6-38.)

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a, Health Risk Screening or Use of Sobtlters
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Mitigation Measure 4.9-2b, Vacate SFPUC Land Managers’ Residegs in Sunol Valley

Impact 4.9-3— Air Quality: Exposure to emissions (possibly including a&i® from tunneling.
Potentially significant impacts to air quality were idéetl in association with the following
facility improvements: SJ-3, SV-4, BD-1, PN-2, SF-E-& and SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.9-34 to
4.9-36, 6-38.)

Mitigation Measure 4.9-3, Tunnel Gas Odor Control
8. Noise and Vibration

Impact 4.10-2, Noise and Vibration Temporary Noise Disturbance Along Construction Haul
Routes. Potentially significant noise impacts werentified in association with the following
facility improvement project: SV-4. (DEIR, pp. 4.10-23 th0426, 6-41 to 6-42.)

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2c, Vacate SFPUC Land Manager's Resideac

Impact 4.10-3 — Noise and Vibration: Disturbance due to constructiomatedl vibration.
Potentially significant vibration impacts were identifiedassociation with the following facility
improvement project: SV-4. (DEIR, pp. 4.10-27 to 4.10-33, 6-42.)

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a, Noise Controls
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3a, Vibration Controls to Prevent Cosmet or Structural Damage

9. Public Services and Utilities

Impact 4.11-1— Public Services and Utilities: Potential temporary damager disruption of
existing regional or local public utilities. Potentiaflignificant impacts to public services and
utilities were identified in association with the lfaling facility improvement projects: SJ-3,
SV-1, SV-2, SV-3, SV-4, BD-1, BD-2, PN-2, PN-4, SF-1, S SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.11-10
to 4.11-15, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-43 to 6-44.)

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1a, Notify Neighbors of Potential Utility &rvice Disruption

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1b, Locate Utility Lines Prior to Excavaton

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1c, Confirmation of Utility Line Inform ation

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1d, Safeguard Employees from Potential Aalents Related to
Underground Utilities

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1e, Notify Local Fire Departments

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1f, Emergency Response Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1g, Prompt Reconnection of Utilities

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1h, Coordinate Final Construction Plans vth Affected Utilities

Impact 4.11-2 —Public Services and Utilities: Temporary Solid Wast&eé&t on Solid Waste
Landfill Capacity. Potentially significant impacts public services and utilities were identified
in association with all of the facility improvement paig (DEIR, pp. 4.11-15 to 4.11-21, 6-
44.)
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Mitigation Measure 4.11-2, Waste Reduction Measures

Impact 4.11-3 —Public Services and Utilities: Impacts related to comglawith federal, state,
and local statutes and regulations related to solidewa2btentially significant impacts to public
services and utilities were identified in associatiorhvaill of the facility improvement projects.
(DEIR, pp. 4.11-22, 6-44.)

Mitigation Measure 4.11-2, Waste Reduction Measures

Impact 4.11-4 —Public Services and Utilities: Impacts related to theaaion of utilities.
Potentially significant impacts to public services andtiddiwere identified in association with
all of the facility improvement projects. (DEIR, ph11-22 to 4.11-23, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-43 to 6-44.)

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1a, Notify Neighbors of Potential Utility &rvice Disruption

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1b, Locate Utility Lines Prior to Excavaton

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1c, Confirmation of Utility Line Inform ation

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1d, Safeguard Employees from Potential Aalents Related to
Underground Utilities

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1e, Notify Local Fire Departments

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1f, Emergency Response Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1g, Prompt Reconnection of Utilities

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1h, Coordinate Final Construction Plans vth Affected Utilities

10. Recreational Resources

Impact 4.12-1— Recreational Resources: Temporary Conflicts withlbdished recreational uses
during construction. Potentially significant impacts @oreational resources were identified in
association with the following facility improvement prats: SJ-3, SV-4, BD-1, BD-2, PN-2,

SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.12-18 to 4.12-27, 6-4 to 6-61®®32, 6-34 to 6-44.)

Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, Coordination with Golf Course/Recreatinal Facility Managers

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a, SJVAPCD Dust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b, SJVAPCD Exhaust Control Measure

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a, Health Risk Screening or Use of Sobtlters

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2b, Vacate SFPUC Land Managers’ Residegs in Sunol Valley

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a, Noise Controls

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1b, Vacate SFPUC Caretaker's Resideaat Tesla Portal

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a, Limit Hourly Truck Volumes

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2b, Restrict Truck Operations

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2c, Vacate SFPUC Land Manager's Resideac

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3a, Vibration Controls to Prevent Cosmet or Structural Damage

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3b, Limit Vibration Levels at or Below Mbration Perception
Threshold
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Impact 4.12-2 — Recreational Resources: Conflicts with establisheteaéional uses due to
facility siting and project operation. Potentially sigzaht impacts to recreational resources
were identified in association with the following fatgilimprovement projects: SF-1, SF-2, and
SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.12-27 to 4.12-28, 6-7 to 6-8, 6-44.)

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4a, Architectural Design

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4b, Landscaping Plans

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4c, Landscape Screens

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4d, Minimize Tree Removal

Mitigation Measure 4.12-2, Appropriate Siting of Proposed Facilies

11. Agricultural Resources

Impact 4.13-1 — Agricultural Resources: Temporary conflicts with esti®d agricultural
resources. Potentially significant impacts to agricalttgsources were identified in association
with the following facility improvement projects: SJ8Y-1, SV-2, SV-3, and SV-4. (DEIR,
pp. 4.13-11 to 4.13-15, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-45.)

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a, Supplemental Noticing and Soil StopKing
Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b, Avoidance or Soil Stockpiling

Impact 4.13-2 - Agricultural Resources: Conversion of farmlands to -agricultural uses.
Potentially significant impacts to agricultural resogregere identified in association with the
following facility improvement projects: SJ-3, SV-31daSV-5. (DEIR, pp. 4.13-15to 4.13-17,
6-45.)

Mitigation Measure 4.13-2, Siting Facilities to Avoid Prime Famland

12. Hazards
Impact 4.14-1 - Hazards: Potential to encounter hazardous materiadsiliror groundwater.
Potentially significant hazards impacts were identifieéssociation with the following facility
improvement projects: BD-1, BD-2, SF-1, SF-2, and SFEEIR, pp. 4.14-16 to 4.14-22, 6-4
to 6-6, 6-45 to 6-46.)
Mitigation Measure 4.14-1a, Site Health and Safety Plan
Mitigation Measure 4.14-1b, Materials Disposal Plan
Mitigation Measure 4.14-1c, Coordination with Property Owners andRegulatory Agencies
Impact 4.14-2 — Hazards: Exposure to naturally occurring asbestos. ntidie significant
hazards impacts were identified in association withftllewing facility improvement project:
BD-1. (DEIR, pp. 4.14-23 to 4.14-26, 6-46.)

Mitigation Measure 4.14-2, Health Risk Screening and AirbornéAsbestos Monitoring Plan
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Impact 4.14-5— Hazards: Exposure to hazardous building materials. nfadbg significant
hazards impacts were identified in association withféllewing facility improvement projects:
SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-2, SV-4, BD-1, PN-2, PN-3, PN-4, SF-1, S4r@,SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.14-31 to
4.14-35, 6-46.)

Mitigation Measure 4.14-5, Hazardous Building Materials Surveysind Abatement
13. Energy Resources

Impact 4.15-1 — Energy Resources: Construction related energy usgentially significant
energy impacts were identified in association with ddlithe facility improvement projects.
(DEIR, p. 4.15-8, 6-34 to 6-37, 6-47.)

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b, SJVAPCD Exhaust Control Measure
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1d, BAAQMD Exhaust Control Measures

Impact 4.15-2 — Energy Resources: Long-term energy use during operatiBotentially
significant energy impacts were identified in associatith the following facility improvement
projects: SJ-1, SJ-2, SJ-3, SJ-5, SV-1, SV-3, SV-5, BBBL2, PN-2, PN-3, SF-1, SF-2, and
SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.15-8 to 4.15-14, 6-47.)

Mitigation Measure 4.15-2, Incorporation of Energy Efficient Measires
14. Collective Facilities Impacts

Impact 4.16-1a— Collective temporary and permanent impacts on exidénd uses in the
vicinity of the proposed facility site. Potentially sifioant collective land use impacts were
identified in association with the following facilitynprovement project regions: Peninsula
Region Improvements. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-8 to 4.16-11, 6-32.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8.-4, Accommodation of Displaced Public Rking Supply for
Recreational Visitors

Impact 4.16-1b — Collective temporary and permanent impacts on the Ivisharacter the
surrounding area. Potentially significant collective Visgaality impacts were identified in
association with the following facility improvement pgct regions: San Joaquin Region, Bay
Division Region, Peninsula Region, San Francisco Reg(@EIR, pp. 4.16-11 to 4.16-12, 6-7
to 6-8.)

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4a, Architectural Design
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4b, Landscaping Plans
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4c, Landscaping Screens

Impact 4.16-3 — Collective WSIP impacts related to the degradatiosusface waters and

flooding hazards. Potentially significant collectivedigiogy and water quality impacts were
identified in association with multi-regional effeets well as the following facility improvement
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project regions: San Joaquin Region, Sunol Valley Redday Division Region, Peninsula
Region and San Francisco Region. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-131& %6, 6-10.)

Mitigation Measure 4.5-4a, Flood Flow Protection Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.5-4b, Site-Specific Flooding Analysis anttientified Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.5-5, Stormwater Treatment and GroundwaterMonitoring
Mitigation Measure 4.5-6, Appropriate Source Control and SiteDesign Measure

Impact 4.16-4 — Collective loss of sensitive biological resource®otentially significant
collective biological resource impacts were identifiedassociation with multi-regional effects
as well as the following facility improvement projaelgions: San Joaquin Region and Bay
Division Region. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-16 to 4.16-19, 6-11 to 6-21.)

Mitigation Measures 4.6-1a, Wetlands Assessment

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b, Compensation for Wetlands and Other Blogical Resources

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, Habitat Restoration/Tree Replacement

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a, Protection Measures During Construedn for Key Special-
Status Species and Other Species of Concern

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b, Standard Mitigation Measures for Sgcific Plants and Animals

Mitigation Measure 4.16-4a, Bioregional Habitat Restoration Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.16-4b, Coordination of Construction Staging andAccess

Impact 4.16-5— Collective increase in impacts related to archaewdbgpaleontological and
historical resources. Potentially significant colleetcultural resource impacts were identified
in association with multi-regional effects as wellths following facility improvement project
regions: San Joaquin Region and Bay Division Regi@EIR, pp. 4.16-19 to 4.16-22, 6-26 to
6-30.)

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a, Alternatives Identification and Resotce Relocation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4b, Historical Resources Documentation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4c, Secretary of the Interior's Stadards for Treatment of Historic
Properties

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4d, Historic Resources Survey and Redgs

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4e, Historic Resources Protection Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4f, Preconstruction Surveys and VibratiorMonitoring

Impact 4.16-6— Collective traffic increases on local and regionads Potentially significant
collective traffic impacts were identified in asso@atwith the following facility improvement
project regions: San Joaquin Region, Sunol Valley Redday Division Region, Peninsula
Region and San Francisco Region. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-23l& 26, 6-30 to 6-33.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans
Mitigation Measure 4.16-6a, SFPUC WSIP Projects Construction Codinator
Mitigation Measure 4.16-6b, Combined San Joaquin Traffic ControPlan
Mitigation Measure 4.16-6¢, Combined Sunol Valley Traffic Contol Plan
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Impact 4.16-7— Collective increases in construction and/or operatiemagsion in the region.
Potentially significant collective air quality impactgere identified in association with the
following facility improvement project regions: San doen Region, Sunol Valley Region, and
Bay Division Region. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-26 to 4.16-29, 6-37 896-

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a, Health Risk Screening or Use of Sobtlters

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2b, Vacate SFPUC Land Managers’ Residegs in Sunol Valley

Mitigation Measure 4.16-7a, Dust and Exhaust Control Measuref®r All WSIP Projects

Mitigation Measure 4.16-7b, Health Risk Screening or Use ofd®t Filters for All Projects
in the San Joaquin and Sunol Valley Regions

Mitigation Measure 4.16-7c, Vacate SFPUC Land Managers’ Resideas for All Projects in
the Sunol Valley Region

Impact 4.16-8— Collective increases in construction-related and opeedtnoise. Potentially
significant collective noise impacts were identifiedassociation with the following facility
improvement project regions: Sunol Valley Region. ®Fp. 4.16-30 to 4.16-33, 42 to 6-43.)

Mitigation Measure 4.16-8b, Vacate Land Manager's Residence fokll Projects in Sunol
Valley Region

Impact 4.16-9 — Collective impacts on landfill capacity. Potentialignificant impacts on
landfill capacity were identified in association with af the facility improvement project
regions (Draft PEIR, p. 4.16-33.)

Mitigation Measure 4.11-2, Waste Reduction Measures

Impact 4.16-10— Collective effect on recreational resources during tcoctson. Potentially
significant collective recreational resource impawatsre identified in association with the
following facility improvement project regions: Sawadjuin Region, Sunol Valley Region, Bay
Division Region, Peninsula Region and San FranciscooReg(DEIR, pp. 4.16-33 to 4.16-34,
6-44.)

Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, Coordination with Golf Course/Recreatinal Facility Managers
Mitigation Measure 4.12-2, Appropriate Siting of Proposed Facilies

Impact 4.16-11 — Collective conversion of farmland to nonagricultuusies. Potentially

significant collective agricultural resource impacts aevaedentified in association with the
following facility improvement project regions: Sdoaquin Region and Sunol Valley Region.
(DEIR, p. 4.16-34, 6-45.)

Mitigation Measure 4.13-2, Siting Facilities to Avoid Prime Famland
Impact 4.16-12— Collective effects related to hazardous conditiormsexposure to ore release

of hazardous materials. Potentially significant coilecthazard impacts were identified in
association with the following facility improvement jgct regions: San Joaquin Region, Sunol
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Valley Region, Bay Division Region, Peninsula Region San Francisco Region. (DEIR, pp.
4.16-35 to 4.16-36, 6-30 to 6-32, 6-46.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans
Mitigation Measure 4.14-1b, Materials Disposal Plan

Impact 4.16-13— Collective increases in the use of nonrenewable emesgyrces. Potentially
significant collective energy resource impacts weratifled in association with multi-regional
effects as well as the following facility improvememoject regions: San Joaquin Region, Sunol
Valley Region, Bay Division Region, Peninsula Regiang San Francisco Region. (DEIR, pp.
4.16-36 to 4.16-38, 6-35 to 6-37, 6-47.)

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b, SJVAPCD Exhaust Control Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1d, BAAQMD Exhaust Control Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.15-2, Incorporation of Energy Efficiency Measres

Conservation, Recycling and Groundwater Programs The Final PEIR also identified
possible impacts and mitigation strategies for facilipesentially developed by the wholesale
customers to decrease demand for water or to supplemgartsuaply as well. (See C&R pages
13-30 — 34; see also DEIR pp. 9-34 to 9-37; 9-55 to 9-57.) Whiedifficult to predict what
facilities will be implemented by the wholesale custosn any decisions to approve new projects
or programs will undergo further CEQA review and will ipp@ved by the individual customer
or by BAWSCA. This Commission recommends that thelegade customers approve projects
that incorporate the mitigation strategies set fortthe Final PEIR, and finds that the wholesale
customers can and should adopt applicable mitigation measutestrategies.

IV.  SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR R EDUCED TO A
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record oé thesceedings, the SFPUC finds that,
where feasible, changes or alterations have been edgorr incorporated into, the Phased WSIP
Variant to reduce the significant environmental impactedi below as identified in the FEIR.
The SFPUC finds that the mitigation measures in th&kRibld described below are appropriate,
and that changes have been required in, or incorpordtede Phased WSIP Variant that, to
use the language of Public Resources Code section 21002 and GE@ines section 15091,
may substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., redacéess than significant levels), the
potentially significant environmental effect associatethwinplementation of the individual
WSIP facility improvement projects, as described in Bregram EIR Chapter 4, and the
potentially significant or significant environmental efieesssociated with implementation of the
water supply program, as described in the Program EIR, GhbpteThe SFPUC adopts all of
the mitigation measures proposed in the Program EIRat®atrelevant to the Phased WSIP
Variant and set forth in the MMRP, attached heretAteechment B. The SFPUC further finds,
however, for the impacts listed below, that no mii@atis currently available to render the
effects less than significant. The effects theeef@main significant and unavoidable. Based on
the analysis contained within the Program EIR, other idersions in the record, and the
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standards of significance, the SFPUC finds that because sspects of the Phased WSIP
Variant would cause potentially significant impacts fdrich feasible mitigation measures are
not available to reduce the impact to a less-than-#gnif level, the impacts asgnificant and
unavoidable.

With respect to the facility improvement projects intgaand those water supply/system
operations impacts directly related to one of the WV@iojects, the PEIR provides a program-
level of analysis based on preliminary project inforovatiDue to the lack of site-specific
details, the impacts are based on reasonable woestasasmptions, and the feasibility of many
mitigation measures is uncertain. Thus, to be ceasge, these impacts are considered
potentially significant and unavoidable. However, subsequent environmental review and
analysis of all WSIP facility improvement projectdlwiccur when more detailed, site-specific
information is available, and it may be determined #idier the impacts no longer apply or that
feasible mitigation measures may be available.

The SFPUC determines that the following significant inpaa the environment, as reflected in
the Program EIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Reso@ode Section 21081(a)(3) and
(b), and CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, thd GHBtermines that
the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding coasioles described in Section VII below.
This finding is supported by substantial evidence in the degbthis proceeding.

A. WSIP Water Supply and System Operations | mpacts
1. Alameda Creek Stream Flow

Impact 5.4.1-2— Stream Flow: Effects on flow along Alameda Creekwehe Alameda Creek
Diversion Dam. (DEIR, pp. 5.4.1-25 to 5.4.1-33, C&R page 13-&&3toring the levels of the
Calaveras Dam reservoir under the Calaveras Dam é@wpént Project would increase
diversions from Alameda Creek to Calaveras Resemearly eliminating the low and moderate
(1 to 650 cfs) flows in Alameda Creek downstream of thersior dam that currently occur
when the diversion gates are closed, and substamtéllycing many higher (greater than 650
cfs) flows. Under the Phased WSIP Variant, flows innAdala Creek in the reach below the
diversion dam to the Calaveras Creek confluence angeimelach below the confluence would
be substantially reduced compared to the conditions stezde since December 2001, when the
California Department of Water Resources, Division @ffe§/ of Dams imposed storage
capacity restrictions on Calaveras Reservoir. Thdsiegon of stream flows and alteration of the
stream hydrograph is considered a substantial hydrologict effel, as a result, this impact is
significant and unavoidable Implementation of Measure 5.4.1-2 would reduce the imipact
requiring the SFPUC to close the diversion dam and cédmmeda Creek diversions to
Calaveras Reservoir as soon as possible each yeaw tloe reservoir is at desired levels, such
that the later-season storm flows not needed td @dilaveras Reservoir are allowed to flow
down Alameda Creek past the diversion dam to the lowashes. This measure would help
reduce the impact, but not to a less than significant.leve

Mitigation Measure 5.4.1-2, Diversion Tunnel Operation

2. San Francisco Peninsula Fisheries
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Impact 5.5.5-1-Fisheries: Effects on fishery resources in Cryspain§s Reservoir (Upper and
Lower). (DEIR, pp. 5.5.5-6 to 5.5.5-7; C&R, pp. 15.2-15 and 15.2-R&3toring the levels of
the reservoir under the Lower Crystal Springs Dam éwpments project (PN-4) could cause a
potential loss of stream channel and potential spawningiar8an Mateo Creek. However,
upstream areas may provide suitable replacement habitstipjoort the population and this
prospect is currently under evaluation in the projectHSEQA review for the Lower Crystal
Springs Dam Improvements project. Thus, implementabibiMeasure 5.5.5-1, Create New
Spawning Habitat Above Crystal Springs Reservoir, if fdasimay reduce this impact to less
than significant. The project-level CEQA review foreth.ower Crystal Springs Dam
Improvements project will further evaluate the seveotythis impact and the feasibility and
efficacy of Measure 5.5.5-1. To be conservative, at tbgram-level of analysis, this impact is
consideregotentially significant and unavoidable

Mitigation Measure 5.5.5-1, Create New Spawning Habitat Above @stal Springs
Reservoir

B. Growth Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (d) requires auss®on of the ways in which

projects could be growth inducing, including the ways in whitte ‘proposed project could

foster economic and population growth, or the constranaifoadditional housing, either directly

or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” CEQAacalgequires a discussion of ways in
which a project may remove obstacles to growth, as agelays in which a project may set a
precedent for future growth or encourage and facilitateradltivities that could significantly

affect the environment, either individually or cumuletw PEIR Chapter 7 and Appendix E
provide detailed analysis of the growth-inducing effectdhefdriginally proposed WSIP in the

Draft PEIR and concluded in the C&R document, page 13-45, hkaPhased WSIP Variant

would have similar growth-inducing impacts through 2018.

Impact 7-1 — By removing the lack of a reliable water supply systenorge potential
obstacle to growth within the SFPUC service area andigpng, and assisting in development
of, additional water supply sources such as recycledrvaaid groundwater projects as well as
promotion of more efficient use of water through conggmameasures, the Phased WSIP
Variant would have an indirect growth-inducing effect adow to the CEQA definition above.
The Phased WSIP Variant would support planned growth in BRUJS service area through
2018, although it appears that some growth would occur irregpedtthe Phased WSIP Variant
due to increased water delivery efficiencies (e.g., plumbodg cchanges), conservation, and
other water supply sources. Growth would in turn resuihdiect effects. In most cases, the
effects of planned population and employment growth hage lentified and addressed in the
EIRs for the general plans and associated area planssgaxfic plans adopted by the
jurisdictions in the service area. Some of the ideutifrelirect effects of growth are significant
and unavoidable; others are significant but can be mitigate

Potentially significant and unavoidable impacts as altred planned growth in the SFPUC

service area have been identified in the followingasréraffic congestion, air pollution, traffic
noise, construction noise, increased demand for publiot&chod other public services, loss of
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recreational opportunities and impacts on visual qualityltreguirom the loss of open space,
cumulative effects on over-utilized parks, loss of Wedhabitat and wetlands and impacts on
other biological resources, cumulative impacts on alltuesources, increased flooding
potential, increased urban runoff pollutants, seismic kazamduced population growth, failure
to meet housing demand for projected population growth, expagunew development to
contaminated soil or groundwater, insufficient water suppigufficient wastewater disposal
capacity, loss of agricultural resources, land use ctsflconflicts with existing land use plans
or policies, and changes in density, scale, and chacierarea.

The Phased WSIP Variant would have the same growth-indirtepotential through 2018 as
the WSIP because the SFPUC (with the cooperatior®/8CA and the wholesale customers)
would provide the additional water supply to meet 2018 purcalespeests. The Phased WSIP
Variant would support much of the planned growth through 2018 ijutfselictions served by
the SFPUC regional water system. In general, developpianned and approved through the
general plan process in the SFPUC service area would éavieonmental impacts. The
environmental consequences of this planned growth have bgetyladdressed in local plans
and the associated CEQA review as well as in otheregrspecific documentation. In a number
of jurisdictions, negative declarations or mitigatedjaieve declarations were prepared for
general plans and related planning documents that were faahdto have significant
environmental effects. (DEIR, pp. 7-1 to 7-78; C&R page 13-45.)

With the exception of the No Purchase Request Altemmadill of the alternatives analyzed in the
PEIR contribute in similar ways to growth inducemenpagcts, since each of the Alternatives
provides alternative ways of meeting future water supply ddraa one of the WSIP objectives.
It is also likely that the water customers would finteialate sources of water to meet future
demand under the alternatives that are not effectivenaeting demand like the Aggressive
Conservation and Recycling Alternative. Under this seenthe Alternative itself may not be
growth-inducing, but growth could still occur. There arenmtigation measures proposed for
implementation by the SFPUC that could substantiallyedese or eliminate growth-inducing
impacts because the SFPUC does not have controtlevelecisions that each local agency will
make with respect to growth in their jurisdictions. Indwal agencies' general plans and
environmental documents contain actions, limitations afiigation measures that will be
implemented in the individual jurisdictions with lockvelopment project or program approvals.
These kinds of mitigation measures were identified énREIR pages 7-67 through 7-78 and in
PEIR Appendix E, Section E.5 and Table E.5.1. This Comomssiges the local agencies to
implement those mitigation measures already identifeefkasible, and finds that these agencies
can and should implement those mitigation measures

B. WSIP Facility Construction and Operation | mpacts
1. Land Use and Visual Quality

Impact 4.3-1 — Land Use: Temporary disruption or displacement of egisiand uses during
construction. Potentially significant and unavoidablaedlause impacts were identified in
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association with the following facility improvement gat: SV-4. (DEIR, pp. 4.3-9 to 4.3-16,
6-4 to 6-6, 6-8, 6-30 to 6-32, 6-34 to 6-42.)

Mitigation Measure 4.16-1a, Construction Coordination at Irvington Potal

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1c, BAAQMD Dust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1d, BAAQMD Exhaust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a, Health Risk Screening or Use of Sobtlters

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2b, Vacate SFPUC Land Managers’ Residegs in Sunol Valley

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a, Noise Controls

Mitigation Measures 4.10-2a, Limit Hourly Truck Volumes

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2b, Restrict Truck Operations

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2c, Vacate SFPUC Land Manager's Residence

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3a,Vibration Controls to Prevent Cosmetic or Structural Damage

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3b, Limit Vibration Levels at or Below Vibration Perception
Threshold

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3c, Limit Tunnel-Related Detonation ® Daylight Hours

Impact 4.3-2— Land Use: Permanent Displacement or Long-Term Disnupmtf Existing Land
Uses. Potentially significant and unavoidable land ugsmats were identified in association
with the following facility improvement projects: SJ-8V-3, BD-1, PN-2, SF-2, and SF-3.
(DEIR, pp. 4.3-20 to 4.3-28, 6-7.)

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, Facility Siting Studies

Impact 4.3-4 — Visual Quality: Permanent Adverse Impacts on Scengta¥ or Visual
Character. Potentially significant and unavoidable vispality impacts were identified in
association with the following facility improvementoject: SV-2. (DEIR, pp. 4.3-29 to 4.3-39,
6-7 to 6-8.)

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4a, Architectural Design
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4b, Landscaping Plans
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4c, Landscape Screens
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4d, Minimize Tree Removal

2. Cultural Resources

Impact 4.7-3— Cultural Resources: Impacts on historical signifteaof a district or a

contributor to a historic district. Potentially sigoént and unavoidable cultural resource
impacts were identified in association with the follogvifacility improvement projects: SV-2
and PN-2. (DEIR, pp. 4.7-69 to 4.7-75, 6-7 to 6-8, 6-26, 6-2930.6-

Mitigation Measure 4.7-3, Protection of Historic Districts

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a, Alternatives Identification and Resotce Relocation
Mitigation Measure 4.7-4b, Historical Resources Documentation
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Mitigation Measure 4.7-4c, Secretary of the Interior's Stadards for Treatment of Historic
Properties

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4d, Historic Resources Survey and Redgs

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4e, Historic Resources Protection Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4f, Preconstruction Surveys and Vibration Monitoring

Impact 4.7-4 —Cultural Resourcesmpacts on the historical significance of individual feieis
resulting from demolition or alteration. Potentiadignificant and unavoidable cultural resource
impacts were identified in association with the folilogvfacility improvement projects: SV-2,
SV-4, PN-2, and PN-4. (DEIR, pp. 4.7-76 to 4.7-82, 6-4 to 6% ® 6-30.)

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a, Alternatives Identification and Resotce Relocation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4b, Historical Resources Documentation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4c, Secretary of the Interior's Stadards for Treatment of Historic
Properties

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4d, Historic Resources Survey and Redgs

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4e, Historic Resources Protection Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4f, Preconstruction Surveys and VibratiorMonitoring

3. Noise and Vibration

Impact 4.10-1 —Noise: Disturbance from temporary construction-relab®ise increases.
Potentially significant and unavoidable noise impactseweentified in association with all of
the facility improvement projects. (DEIR, pp. 4.10-1@b0-23, 6-4 to 6-6, 6-39 to 6-41.)

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a, Noise Controls
Mitigation Measure 4.10-1b, Vacate SFPUC Caretaker's Resideaat Tesla Portal

Impact 4.10-2 — Noise: Temporary noise disturbance along constructiaul routes.
Potentially significant and unavoidable noise impactsewdentified in association with the
following facility improvement projects: SJ-1, SJ-3-% BD-1, BD-2, PN-3, SF-1, SF-2, and
SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.10-23 t0o 4.10-26, 6-41 to 6-42.)

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a, Limit Hourly Truck Volumes
Mitigation Measure 4.10-2b, Restrict Truck Operations

Impact 4.10-3 —Vibration: Disturbance due to construction-related atibn. Potentially
significant and unavoidable vibration impacts were idesdtifin association with the following
facility improvement projects: SJ-3, SV-3, BD-1, BD-E-§ SF-2, and SF-3. (DEIR, pp. 4.10-
27 to 4.10-33, 6-42.)

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3a, Vibration Controls to Prevent Cosmet or Structural Damage

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3b, Limit Vibration Levels at or Below Mbration Perception
Threshold

Mitigation Measure 4.10-3c, Limit Tunnel-Related Detonation ® Daylight Hours
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4. Collective Facilities Impacts

Impact 4.16-1a— Collective temporary and permanent impacts on exidénd uses in the
vicinity of the proposed facility site. Potentiallgsificant and unavoidable collective land use
impacts were identified in association with the follogvifacility improvement project regions:
Bay Division Region. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-8 to 4.16-11, 6-32.)

Mitigation Measure 4.16-1a, Construction Coordination at Irvington Potal

Impact 4.16-4 — Collective loss of sensitive biological resources.eRmlly significant and
unavoidable collective biological resource impacts welentified in association with the
following facility improvement project regions: Sundalley Region and Peninsula Region.
(DEIR, pp. 4.16-16 to 4.16-19, 6-11 to 6-21.)

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1a, Wetlands Assessment

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1b, Compensation for Wetlands and Other Blogical Resources

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, Habitat Restoration/Tree Replacement

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a, Protection Measures During Construebn for Key Special-
Status Species and Other Species of Concern

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b, Standard Mitigation Measures for Sgcific Plants and Animals

Mitigation Measure 4.16-4b, Coordination of Construction Staging andAccess

Impact 4.16-5— Collective increase in impacts related to archaewdbgpaleontological and
historical resources. Potentially significant and undable collective cultural resource impacts
were identified in association with the following failimprovement project regions: Sunol
Valley Region and Peninsula Region. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-19 to 4.16-28,to 6-30.)

Mitigation Measures 4.7-4a, Alternatives ldentification and Resurce Relocation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4b, Historical Resources Documentation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4c, Secretary of the Interior's Stadards for Treatment of Historic
Properties

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4d, Historic Resources Survey and Redgs

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4e, Historic Resources Protection Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4f, Preconstruction Surveys and VibratiorMonitoring

Impact 4.16-6 —Collective impact from multi-regional effects onffig transportation, and
circulation were identified as potentially significaartdd unavoidable due to multiple roadways
affected by construction activities within one or morgiors and/or when construction vehicles
use regional roadways. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-23 and 6-32)

Mitigation Measure 4.16-6a, SFPUC WSIP Projects Construction Codinator
Impact 4.16-7 —Collective impact from multi-regional effects on gwality was identified as

potentially significant and unavoidable due to residuakrdmrtions to ozone and particulate
matter emissions during construction. (DEIR, pp. 4.16-26, ©&-5438)
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Mitigation Measure 4.16-7a, Dust and Exhaust Control Measuref®r All WSIP Projects

Impact 4.16-8— Collective increases in construction-related and opeedtnoise. Potentially
significant and unavoidable collective noise impactsewdentified in association with the
following facility improvement project regions: San doe Region, Bay Division Region,
Peninsula Region and San Francisco Region. (DEIRL.pB-30 to 4.16-33, 6-42 to 6-43.)

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a, Noise Controls

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1b, Vacate SFPUC Caretaker's Resideaat Tesla Portal

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a, Limit Hourly Truck Volumes

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2b, Restrict Truck Operations

Mitigation Measure 4.16-8a, Limiting Hourly Truck Volumes and Restricting Truck
Operations on Haul Routes for Multiple WSIP Projects

Mitigation Measure 4.16-8b, Vacate Land Manager's Residence fokll Projects in Sunol
Valley Region
5. Cumulative Facilities Impacts

Impact 4.17-5 — Cumulative increase in impacts on archaeologicaleopéblogical, and
historical resources. Potentially significant and unavo@ahimulative cultural resource
impacts were identified in association with all of tHodlowing facility improvement project
regions. (DEIR, pp. 4.17-52 to 4.17-53, 6-26 to 6-30.)

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a, Alternatives Identification and Resotce Relocation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4b, Historical Resources Documentation

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4c, Secretary of the Interior's Stadards for Treatment of Historic
Properties

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4d, Historic Resources Survey and Redgs

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4e, Historic Resources Protection Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4f, Preconstruction Surveys and VibratiorMonitoring

Impact 4.17-6— Cumulative traffic increases on local and regiooatls. Potentially significant
and unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts were idemtifia association with all of the
following facility improvement project regions. (DEIBRp. 4.17-54 to 4.17-57, 6-33.)

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, Traffic Control Plan Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b, Coordination of Individual Traffic Control Plans

Mitigation Measure 4.16-6a, SFPUC WSIP Projects Construction Codinator

Mitigation Measure 4.16-6b, Combined San Joaquin Traffic ControPlan

Mitigation Measure 4.16-6¢, Combined Sunol Valley Traffic Contol Plan

Mitigation Measure 4.17-6, SFPUC WSIP Projects Construction Cadinator — Other
Agencies

Impact 4.17-7— Cumulative increases in construction and/or ogeratiemissions in the region.
Potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative air dqualmpacts were identified in
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association with all of the following facility impromeent project regions. (DEIR, pp. 4.17-57 to
4.17-59, 6-34 to 6-38.)

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a, SJVAPCD Dust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b, SJVAPCD Exhaust Control Measure

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1c, BAAQMD Dust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1d, BAAQMD Exhaust Control Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.11-2, Waste Reduction Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.15-2, Incorporation of Energy Efficient Measires

Mitigation Measure 4.16-7a, Dust and Exhaust Control Measuref®r All WSIP Projects

Mitigation Measure 4.17-6, SFPUC WSIP Projects Construction Cadinator — Other
Agencies

Impact 4.17-8— Cumulative increases in construction-related and opaedtnoise. Potentially
significant and unavoidable cumulative noise impacteevidentified in association with all of
the following facility improvement project regions. (IB& pp. 4.17-59 to 4.17-60, 6-43.)

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a, Limit Hourly Truck Volumes
Mitigation Measure 4.10-2b, Restrict Truck Operations
Mitigation Measure 4.17-8, Coordination of Truck Traffic on Local Sreets

V. EVALUATION OF PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES

This Section describes the Phased WSIP Variant asasdthe Program Alternatives and the
reasons for approving the Phased WSIP Variant and fartirggethe Alternatives. This Article
also outlines the Phased WSIP Variant's purposes and praviclestext for understanding the
reasons for selecting or rejecting alternatives.

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable rdrgjesimatives to the Project or the
Project location that generally reduce or avoid potdntsignificant impacts of the Project.
CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a "Nodetbjalternative. Alternatives provide a
basis of comparison to the Project in terms of thgnificant impacts and their ability to meet
Program objectives. This comparative analysis is usedotsider reasonable, potentially
feasible options for minimizing environmental consequentésedProject.

A. Reasons for Selection of the 2018 Phased Project Variant

The overall goals of the Phased WSIP Variant fordéiggonal water system are to:

» Maintain high-quality water and a gravity-driven system
* Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes

* Increase delivery reliability

» Meet customer water supply needs through 2018

* Enhance sustainability

» Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system
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The SFPUC staff recommended this Variant in order tiy fmplement all proposed WSIP
facility improvement projects to insure that the public [theaseismic safety and delivery
reliability goals of the WSIP are achieved as soon asiple while phasing implementation of a
water supply program to meet projected water purchases th2@3§h Deferring a decision on
the 2030 water supply element of the WSIP until 2018 allowsS#RUC and its wholesale
customers to focus first on implementing additionalaloecycled water, groundwater and
demand management actions while minimizing additional do@ssrom the Tuolumne River.
Under the Phased WSIP Variant, the SFPUC would estadiisimterim mid-term planning
horizon — 2018. By adopting this Variant, the SFPUC isrdatg a decision regarding long-
term water supply until 2018 in light of then-current imhation and updated analysis. Because
it remains at present unclear whether in 2018 the SFPU@pprove a water supply scenario
for 2030 with adverse environmental effects beyond thoseciassd with the Phased WSIP
Variant, the Phased WSIP Variant may, in the long raweha lesser level of environmental
effect than the original WSIP. All non-water suppélated WSIP goals and level of service
objectives would be achieved under this Variant and alviddal WSIP facility improvement
projects proposed in the original WSIP would be constducte

It is necessary to implement all of the WSIP fagiimprovement projects in order to achieve the
program goals of the Phased WSIP Variant, as set ilor8ection | of these findings, above.

The Phased WSIP Variant is superior to the Alternativeachieving the urgent goals of the

WSIP; it allows the SFPUC to meet its water quasigismic safety and water delivery reliability

goals while minimizing effects on the SFPUC watershédsugh 2018. The Phased WSIP

Variant also focuses efforts on conservation, rengciind groundwater projects before deciding
whether to increase deliveries from the watersheds.

As discussed above, impacts from Phased WSIP Varanidvbe less than those for the original
WSIP because (1) the impact on Tuolumne River woulcebs &nd likely of shorter duration,
and (2) certain impacts in the Pilarcitos watershetliarthe Alameda Creek watersheds would
not occur with Phased WSIP Variant.

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The Commission rejects the Alternatives set fortlhenEinal PEIR and listed below because the
Commission finds that there is substantial evidengeluding evidence of economic, legal,
social, technological, and other considerations dasdrin this Section in addition to those
described in Section VII below under CEQA Guidelines 15091 (affia) make infeasible such
Alternatives. In making these determinations, the @@sion is aware that CEQA defines
“feasibility” to mean "capable of being accomplished suacessful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environnemsacial, legal, and technological
factors.” The Commission is also aware that under £E&se law the concept of “feasibility”
encompasses (i) the question of whether a particulamative promotes the underlying goals
and objectives of a project. and (ii) the question of ivreain alternative is “desirable” from a
policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is blase a reasonable balancing of the relevant
economic, environmental, social, legal, and technolodagcabrs.

In addition, adoption of the Phased WSIP Variant medluce many of the water supply impacts
associated with increased diversions until at least 2018thenddditional water conservation,
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recycling and groundwater projects will have the effectealucing the projected demand for
water to be diverted from the SFPUC watersheds through 26d8beyond. Some of the
alternatives are less effective in reducing environmeantphcts associated with water supply
than the Phased WSIP Variant and are not environmestglgrior to the Phased WSIP Variant
because they do not attempt to reduce projected demand dtmr wut would look to
development of alternative sources of water, each oflwhas environmental effects. While
some of the other alternatives would avoid or lesstain WSIP impacts, they would also
result in substantial additional impacts that the sedaWSIP Variant would not generate,
because these alternatives would require substantidlosdd major facilities and affect other
environmental resources in different geographic locationaddition to those affected by the
Phased WSIP Variant. There would thus be no basis WEEA for selecting a particular
alternative where this is the case. The Phased W&tRM also incorporates elements of three
alternatives, the No Purchase Request AlternativeAgigeessive Conservation/Water Recycling
and Groundwater Alternative, and the Modified WSIP Alare, as described below.
Therefore, the Commission is not rejecting thoseradttives in their entirety.

1. No Program Alternative

Under the No Program Alternative, the SFPUC would @nmnt only those facility
improvement projects driven by regulatory requirementexisting agreements with regulatory
agencies. The system would meet the water quality gboate AVSIP, but it would fail to meet
the seismic and delivery reliability goals and would havetéd ability to serve the increase in
customer purchase requests through 2018, as both the magnituflecuehcy of rationing
would increase in response to droughts. The SFPUC wouldaemddéo meet increasing
customer purchase requests by diverting additional Tuolumne Rater only when available.
It would not secure an additional dry-year supply transféfuolumne River water, implement
the Westside Basin groundwater conjunctive-use prograndeweelop the proposed recycled
water and groundwater projects in San Francisco or tiiesale customer service area. The
wholesale customers may decide to pursue supplemental ssguniges and/or conservation
measures to make up for the reduced reliability and the sappfyfall under this alternative, but
this would occur outside of and independent of the WSIP. paoed to the Phased WSIP
Variant, this alternative would develop less in termhsnew water supplies for the regional
system and would implement far fewer of the proposetitiaimprovement projects. (DEIR,
pages 9-23 to 9-40.)

Although it appears that fewer facility improvement pctgewould be implemented under the
No Program Alternative and that, as a result, theoeldvbe fewer facility construction and
operation impacts, it is expected that there would be rmmie emergency facility repair and
replacement projects under this alternative as the systetinues to age without proactive
improvement. Ultimately, through required repair and aepment efforts, a similar level of
facility improvement projects as that proposed under Hasé&d WSIP Variant might have to be
conducted under the No Program Alternative, resulting inhnmiche same facility impacts as
the Phased WSIP Variant; however, these repair addcespent projects would likely occur
over a longer period of time and in a less coordinatedcangprehensive manner. In addition,
implementing system improvements through a piecemedl largely emergency response
approach could result in greater environmental impacts asdnéggation for such impacts;
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when projects are implemented under emergency conditibey, often require little or no
environmental review (see Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, sbi§ds. (b)(4)) and thus could
be implemented without the same level of mitigatiad anitigation compliance monitoring that
would be required for the Phased WSIP Variant. Furthegmmecemeal implementation could
also increase the cumulative effects of multiplequential facility repair and replacement
projects throughout the system.

The Commission rejects this Alternative because It mat meet the fundamental and most
pressing needs of the water system — to improve tkengesafety and reliability of the water
system as a means of saving human life and property araastrophic earthquake scenario or
even a disaster scenario not rising to the level astiaphic. As the system ages, its reliability
decreases and the risk of failure increases. The 167londesystem crosses five active
earthquake faults. Many of the SFPUC regional watdesygomponents are located on or in
the immediate vicinity of major earthquake faults. Du¢he age of the system, many facilities
do not meet modern seismic standards. In order to ingpiem feasible asset management
program in the future that will provide continuous mainteeaand repairs to facilities, the
regional water system requires redundancy (i.e., backupdroé critical facilities necessary to
meeting day-to-day customer water supply needs. Withoujuatie redundancy of critical
facilities, the SFPUC has limited operational flextgiln the event of an emergency or a system
failure, as well as constraints on conducting adequatemyiaspection and maintenance. This
Alternative would place the water system at signifigésk to seismic hazards, increased facility
failures, and increased supply shortages on a day-to-dag, lbaswell as result in prolonged
service disruptions to many customers in the event obhathguake or other emergency due to
inadequate facility redundancy and operational flexibility:his Alternative is rejected as
infeasible because it meets none of the vitally irnrgpd Program objectives.

2. No Purchase Request Increase Alternative

As described in the PEIR, the No Purchase Requestab®rAlternative is designed to serve
wholesale customers only the amount of water requireerutine existing Master Water Sales
Agreement between the City and County of San Fran@adoeach of the wholesale customers
through 2030. Under the No Purchase Request Increase ailernthe SFPUC would
implement all of the proposed WSIP facility improvemgmbjects. It is expected that the
wholesale customers would pursue supplemental supply s@mdés conservation measures to
make up the supply shortfall under this alternative, but wusild occur outside of and
independent of the WSIP. This alternative was includedeiraliiernatives analysis in an effort to
avoid or minimize the potential growth-inducing effectsd asecondary effects of growth
associated with providing more water to the regional custemand the PEIR evaluates the
effects of this water supply approach on the SFPUC weaddss

This Commission acknowledges that the Phased WSIP nfasgasimilar to this Alternative
through the 2018 planning period. However, unlike the No PurdRagaest Alternative, the
Phased WSIP Variant includes financial incentives to indbheewholesale customers to limit
water use and thus minimize increases in diversions fltenSFPUC watersheds or other
locations, and instead, emphasizes the developmenteohative sources of water, including
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conservation measures, recycling projects and local groundwdgeelopment.  This
Commission adopts those portions of the No Purchase Belpoeease Alternative that are the
same as those included within the Phased WSIP Varianegus the remaining aspects of the
No Purchase Request Increase Alternative as infeaablbey do not incorporate the mitigation
measures, the financial incentives or the re-evaluatfothe customer demands in 2018. The
Commission finds that the Phased WSIP Variant islaino this Alternative, but the Variant
provides a mechanism to re-evaluate the long term wigt®ands and the need to divert more
water from the SFPUC watersheds in 2018. The Phased Wlént also provides that the
SFPUC and the customers will develop the most effecdind financially feasible methods of
providing recycled water and implementing conservatioasuees as a priority in the next ten
years.

To the extent that the No Purchase Request Increasendtive would fail to increase SFPUC
water deliveries through 2030 and not just through 2018, the @siom rejects the alternative
as infeasible for that reason alone. It is foreseetalt, within the next 22 years, the population
and economic trends within the SFPUC service areacvalite a substantial demand for new
water supplies, even with aggressive conservation effdrider the Phased WSIP Variant, the
SFPUC would wait until 2018 to determine whether and howddress demands arising
between 2018 and 2030. This latter approach is more realiglicesponsible from a public
policy standpoint, in that it (i) acknowledges the likebbd of increasing customer demands
between 2018 and 2030 and (ii) does not essentially forcangxBEPUC customers to seek
other sources for their needed new long-term water sup@se of which may be more
environmentally damaging than increasing the yield fromSRBUC system from averages of
265 mgd annually to an average of 300 mgd annually. Comparedheitiiat Purchase Increase
Alternative, the Phased WSIP Variant delays a decisiosupply needs between 2018 and 2030
for a decade in order to give SFPUC customers the chamaximize their conservation efforts
and identify any available, environmentally sustainable ceoaitternatives, while not making
any irrevocable decision to deny SFPUC supply increases 2018. In short, after balancing
competing policy considerations and the extent to whieh No Purchase Request Increase
Alternative would address the SFPUC’s long-term watgrply objective, the Commission
rejects as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA thoseigpw of the No Purchase Request
Increase Alternative not included within the Phased W&iiant.

3. Aggressive Conservation/Water Recycling and Local GroundwateXlternative

As described in the PEIR, under this alternative, th@8F would implement all of the
proposed WSIP facility improvement projects, but would eendr to serve the projected
increase in customer purchase requests through 2030 using onlgreddibnservation, water
recycling, and local groundwater projects. It does not adpeaaible, however, to fully meet the
2030 purchase requests with reasonably foreseeable conservegimycled water, and
groundwater projects within the service area. Therefotmder the Aggressive
Conservation/Water Recycling and Local Groundwater Adteve, the SFPUC would have to
either: (a) limit future customer purchase deliveries ¢éole¢krel that can be met, short of the 2030
requests (approximately 294 mgd under the most optimisti@soeinstead of 300 mgd average
annual) and increase the level of rationing to 25 percemtooe during droughts, or (b) provide
a supplemental supply to make up the delivery shortfall &t the 300 mgd.
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The Phased WSIP Variant incorporates the most impoelantents of this Alternative through
2018. The Variant establishes financial incentives to intheavholesale customers to develop
conservation, recycled water and groundwater projectsharsditnit deliveries from the SFPUC
watersheds to an average annual 265 mgd. The Phased W3Rt \ddaws the SFPUC to re-
evaluate water demands and the efficacy of the congmmyvatecycling and groundwater
programs in 2018. In the Phased WSIP Variant, the SFRICimplement 10 mgd of
conservation, recycling and groundwater projects in Sandigco, and the wholesale customers
will develop an additional 10 mgd of conservation, reegcland groundwater projects in the
wholesale customer service area. This Commissiontsebis Alternative insofar as it makes a
water supply decision to attempt to meet demand of 300 mgdgin2030 (although it may be
ineffective in meeting that demand and force customerse&k water from other entities);
instead, the Phased WSIP Variant focuses the SFPUarazustomers on implementation of
conservation, recycling and local groundwater projecterbe2018. The SFPUC will then re-
evaluate the water supply decision in 2018.

To the extent that the Aggressive Conservation/Waterydiag and Local Groundwater
Alternative does not include sufficient supplies to dedh foreseeable customer demand
through 2030, the Commission rejects those portions ofAtgressive Conservation/Water
Recycling and Local Groundwater Alternative not includethiwithe Phased WSIP Variant as
infeasible for that reason alone. Under the Phas&PWariant, unlike the Aggressive
Conservation/Water Recycling and Local Groundwater Adteve, the SFPUC has not refused
to supply the amounts of water predicted to be needed hgneers in 2030, but rather has
delayed any such decision until 2018. The Phased WSIP Y&nias has the virtues of being
more realistic and responsible from a public policy stamdpan that it (i) acknowledges the
likelihood of increasing customer demands between 2018 and 203@)adwks not essentially
force existing SFPUC customers to seek other sourcethdar needed new long-term water
supplies, some of which may be more environmentally dargaan increasing the yield from
the SFPUC system to the levels predicted to be need#Bih Compared with the Aggressive
Conservation/Water Recycling and Local Groundwater Adteve, the Phased WSIP Variant
delays a decision on supply needs between 2018 and 2030 forde decarder to give all
SFPUC customers the chance to maximize their cortgamnvafforts and identify any available,
environmentally sustainable source alternatives, whilenmaking any irrevocable decision to
deny SFPUC supply increases after 2018. In short, afteandayj competing policy
considerations and the extent to which the Aggressive Gaiger/Water Recycling and Local
Groundwater Alternative would address the SFPUC'’s long-teater supply objective, the
Commission rejects as infeasible within the meaningEe®A& those portions of the Aggressive
Conservation/Water Recycling and Local Groundwater rAdteve not included within the
Phased WSIP Variant.

4. Lower Tuolumne River Diversion Alternative
As described in the PEIR, under the Lower Tuolumne RiveerSion Alternative, the SFPUC
would implement all of the proposed facility improvemegnbjects and would serve the

projected increase in customer purchase requests through 2@8@h diversions from the
lower Tuolumne River near its confluence with the Saagudm River, assuming it could reach
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agreement with TID and MID. This alternative would incluzbnstruction and operation of
additional conveyance and treatment facilities to djvegnsport, treat, and blend the new
supply into the regional system. This Alternative espnted an alternative source of supply and
was evaluated to address impacts on the Tuolumne Riveekted resources.

This Commission rejects this Alternative as infeasillae ability to implement this Alternative
IS uncertain, given the number of agreements and agdpriha would be required to construct
the diversion and treatment facilities. Because thees®d WSIP Variant proposes to limit sales
of water from the SFPUC watersheds to 265 mgd through 201&ffdets on the Tuolumne
River would be substantially less since much less mabaild be diverted from the Tuolumne
River watershed. Through 2018, the Phased WSIP Variantiméit an average annual 2 mgd
more than SFPUC currently diverts from the Tuolumne IRiwemeet its delivery and drought
reliability objectives. There will be no need to condtradditional conveyance and treatment
facilities to divert, transport, treat, and blend thev iseipply into the regional system and incur
the financial or the environmental costs that such coctgtn will necessitate, as analyzed by
the SFPUC in its Report (SFPUC, Water Supply Options, 28p@endix C,WSIP Alternative
Water Supply Option,$repared by SFPUC and Parsons, June 2006).

The analysis in the Draft PEIR concluded that the envieottad impacts of this alternative
would result in greater impacts on the Tuolumne Rivesuees than the original WSIP or the
Phased WSIP Variant. This Alternative would not meetSR€UC's most basic objective of
maintaining a gravity-driven system. This Alternative Vdorequire construction of pumping
and treatment facilities in order to divert water friva lower Tuolumne River. This Alternative
will result in far more impacts than the Phased WS#pPant on the watershed and its resources,
including fisheries, due to the construction and operatiorthef facilities that must be
constructed to implement this Alternative. The PhawéslP Variant is superior to this
Alternative because the Phased WSIP Variant focusdsofirsieveloping more conservation,
water recycling and groundwater projects before determironditert more water from the
Tuolumne River on a long-term, extended basis. Thexgetbere should be no need to construct
a diversion structure prior to 2018.

In short, after balancing competing policy consideratiand the extent to which the Lower
Tuolumne River Diversion Alternative would result in geraenvironmental impacts and
address the SFPUC’s long-term water supply objective,Gbmmission rejects the Lower
Tuolumne River Diversion Alternative as infeasible witthe meaning of CEQA.

5. Year-round Desalination at Oceanside Alternative

As described in the PEIR, under the Year-round Desalinaticd@caanside Alternative, the
SFPUC would implement all of the proposed WSIP facilityprovement projects and would
construct a 25-mgd desalination plant in San Francisceetee the projected increase in
customer purchase requests through 2030. This alternative watuilkdvolve increased levels of
diversions from the Tuolumne River. The desalinatiomtpleould provide year-round supplies
during all hydrologic year types to blend into the regi@yatem at the Sunset Reservoir in San
Francisco. Compared to the originally proposed WSIP,dlésnative represents an alternative
source of supply and was evaluated to address the potempatts on the Tuolumne River,
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Alameda Creek, and Peninsula watersheds, including iRlar€reek, and related resources.
(DEIR, pp. 9-66 to 9-74.) Compared to the Phased WSIP Martigorovides a supply of water
that is not yet needed but has significant environmefftadte of its own, as discussed below.

This Commission rejects this Alternative as infeasiltleha time for the following reasons.
Construction and operation of a desalination facilitigeg unresolved environmental issues,
including questions about protecting aquatic resources, watttycurad brine disposal issues.
The plant would require significant increases in longatenergy use compared to the Phased
WSIP Variant. Because in California today, such engemeration typically involves the use of
fossil fuels, the energy demands of a desalinationitiawiill exacerbate global climate change
by increasing emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGSs), imagention of state policy as
embodied in the California Global Warming Solutions A£2006, also known as AB 32. This
Alternative is also likely to be quite costly for tis=PUC, as analyzed by the SFPUC in its
Report (SFPUC, Water Supply Options, 2007 [AppendiXMGIP Alternative Water Supply
Option 3 prepared by SFPUC and Parsons, June 2006). Feasibithg dfesalination plant is
also uncertain at this time; it would require numeroustm@il permits and approvals from,
among other agencies, the California Department ofthl&drvices, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the RWQCB and the California Coastal Cosians It is unlikely that this facility
can be approved and constructed in time to meet demaretfwap in the next 10 years. Thus
the Phased WSIP Variant is not only more feasiblenftechnological and timing perspectives
but also will have fewer environmental impacts becausesdbcus on conservation, recycling
and local groundwater projects. Instead, this Commidmtiaves that efforts should be made to
implement conservation measures, recycling projectd groundwater projects to meet
additional water supply demands in the relative shom;téllowing those efforts, demand for
water supply can be reassessed in 2018.

In short, after balancing competing policy consideratemd the extent to which the Year-round
Desalination at Oceanside Alternative would add a gteat of complexity and uncertainty to
the satisfaction of the SFPUC’s long-term water sumtdjective, the Commission rejects the
Year-round Desalination at Oceanside Alternative aggibde within the meaning of CEQA.

6. Regional Desalination for Drought Alternative

As described in the PEIR, under the Regional Desalin&ioDrought Alternative, the SFPUC
would implement all of the proposed WSIP facility impeavent projects and would partner
with other Bay Area water agencies to construct andab@e regional desalination plant that
would provide the SFPUC with supplemental supply during droughs.y&€ompared to the
originally proposed WSIP, this alternative representsalgrnative source of water supply and
was evaluated to address the potential impacts on thernelRiver.

This Commission does not fully reject this Alternatberause the SFPUC is currently exploring
a regional desalination plant for drought, as a parmiaf{term solution to water supply and
demand. The SFPUC is participating in the developmeieatasibility studies and pilot testing to
determine the viability of the regional desalination plaif found to be feasible, the SFPUC
would contribute funds towards environmental review, ptageastruction and operation of the
plant. Development of this Alternative would requirenstouction of multiple components,
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cooperation agreements with other agencies, and Idesd, and federal regulatory approvals.
There are many unresolved environmental issues, including @puestbout protecting aquatic
resources, water quality and brine disposal issues. plainé would require significant increases
in long-term energy use compared to the Phased WSIRnWarBecause in California today,
such energy generation typically involves the use @gkifofuels, the energy demands of a
desalination facility will exacerbate global climatbange by increasing GHG emissions, in
contravention of state policy as embodied in AB 32. Ddpwy on the agreements with other
participating agencies, this Alternative could also be quustly for the SFPUC as analyzed by
the SFPUC in the Bay Area Regional Desalination RtdfFe-feasibility Study, Final Report,
prepared by URS Corporation, 2003. While the desalinationpr@ayde a partial solution to
diverting more water from the SFPUC watersheds, itsdug appear to be environmentally
superior to the Phased WSIP Variant through 2018. InsteadCtrmmission believes that a
combination of efforts to be made under the Phased WatRnt to limit deliveries from the
SFPUC watersheds to approximately 265 mgd, average annuaéllags implementation of
conservation measures, recycled water projects and groterdmajects to meet additional
water supply demands in the relative short term, presarbetter approach to water system
management. In the near-term, this Commission cossities Alternative to be infeasible to
fulfill dry year or drought water supply needs because & potential financial and
environmental costs and the uncertainty regarding the SKEPaNliity to secure all necessary
agreements and approvals to implement the AlternativEhis Alternative proposes a
desalination facility that is in the beginning stages aisitality analyses, and many issues
remain to be resolved.

After balancing competing policy considerations and théergxto which the Regional
Desalination for Drought Alternative would add a great déabmplexity and uncertainty to the
satisfaction of the SFPUC's long-term water supply dhjecthe Commission presently rejects
the Regional Desalination for Drought Alternative rifeasible within the meaning of CEQA. In
doing so, however, the SFPUC is by no means closing tbe germanently on eventual
participation in a regional desalination facility. As pairits assessment in 2018 as to whether to
increase Tuolumne River diversions to meet anticipated 203@rdemn its service area, the
SFPUC will assess any progress the region has maded®watting in place, on a timely basis
and under acceptable environmental conditions, a faalitgésalinating seawater as a source of
supplemental water supply during droughts. Any such facilitgingply too ill-defined and
uncertain at present to be adopted at this time.

7. Modified WSIP Alternative

The Modified WSIP Alternative would implement all of tipeoposed facility improvement
projects, but would modify proposed system operationsitinmze environmental effects. This
alternative would include as part of its "Project dipgicm” the implementation of key
mitigation measures identified for the originally propo¥e¢8IP in the PEIR, including acquiring
a water transfer of conserved water as a supplemegtgedr source, implementing a minimum
instream flow requirement for resident fish in a partiof Alameda Creek, incorporating
mitigation measures to address impacts in the Pilarcieeek watershedmanaging the
inundation levels at Crystal Springs Reservoir to presapland habitat to the extent possible,
and increasing recycled water, conservation, and localngmater in partnership with
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wholesale customers. It also requires that any aadiki water diverted from the upper

Tuolumne River must be offset by conservation effootswater to be released to the lower
Tuolumne River. This Alternative proposes to divert anagemannual 15 mgd additional water
from the Tuolumne River between Hetch Hetchy and Don P&#servoirs compared to

existing conditions. This alternative was evaluated to addiiee impacts identified for the

originally proposed WSIP on the Tuolumne River, Alamedee&r and Peninsula watersheds,
including Pilarcitos Creek and Crystal Springs Reseraom, related resources. (DEIR, pp. 9-78
to 9-84; C&R Section 14.10.)

Water supply sources in both the Modified WSIP Altexgatind the Phased WSIP Variant are
similar, but differ in a few respects. First, the Med WSIP Alternative proposes to divert an
additional annual average of 15 mgd from the upper Tuolumne Eovapared to existing
conditions through 2030 and thus would result in diverting m@ater from the Tuolumne River
than would occur under the Phased WSIP Variant through 20a8er the Modified WSIP
Alternative, water would be diverted at Hetch HetchyeResir to meet 2030 demand. That
diversion would result in reduced inflow to Don Pedro Resgrwhich, under this Alternative,
would be offset by reduced outflow from Don Pedro becausensfecvation measures
undertaken by MID or TID (and/or in the service area otlaer nearby water agency). Water
releases from Don Pedro Reservoir to the lower TuoluRiver thus would be the similar to
existing conditions under the Modified WSIP AlternativEhe Phased WSIP Variant proposes
long-term increases in diversions of about 2 mgd, avemraggas from the Tuolumne River to
meet the Program’s reliability and drought rationing olyjestand would maintain total
deliveries to customers from the watersheds at 265 mgdygevannual. In the short term, the
Phased WSIP Variant may result in the need to deliwgeinan a total of 265 mgd, average
annual, to customers for a limited period while local eovestion, recycling and groundwater
programs are being implemented. Where the Phased WI&nYdiverts more than an average
annual of 265 mgd from the watersheds, mitigation measutldsawmplemented for the Lower
Tuolumne River.

Second, the approach to the dry-year transfer is glidiiterent for the Modified WSIP
Alternative and the Phased WSIP Variant. The WestSideindwater Basin conjunctive use
program would provide a supplemental dry-year water supphkcedor both the Phased WSIP
Variant and the Modified WSIP Alternative. The dry-yeater transfer from TID and MID
under the Modified WSIP Alternative would be a transfiade only from conserved water
(approximately 17.5 mgd average over the design drought). Es=e@NVSIP Variant does not
rule out the possibility of using conserved water only, ianllides preferred mitigation measure
5.3.6-4ato be implemented if average annual deliveriesatd#nirom the watersheds exceeds
265 mgd, but it does not require that dry-year transfers feceed water only (approximately 2
mgd average over the design drought). Thus, the subdtargdliced size of the dry-year
transfer under the Phased WSIP Variant compared to tlistbWSIP Alternative combined
with the urgency of undertaking the improvements and a&sang reliability through
implementation of the dry year supply measures makéicudi to require that no transfer occur
without equal and balancing conservation measures in MIDg&rvice area at this time.
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Third, the Phased WSIP Variant proposes more consemyagioycling and groundwater
programs than the Modified WSIP Alternative. Both Miiernative and the Variant assume 10
mgd of conservation, recycling and groundwater prograrS8aimFrancisco. While the
Modified WSIP Alternative commits to 5 — 10 mgd of aduhal conservation, recycling and
groundwater programs in the wholesale customer areaghr2030, the Phased WSIP Variant
requires that a minimum of 10 mgd of additional conseswatiecycling and groundwater
programs be implemented in the wholesale customerbgr2al8.

The Modified WSIP Alternative would result in more imgaoh the upper Tuolumne River
watershed than the Phased WSIP Alternative, but podsiblr impacts on the lower Tuolumne
River watershed if under the Phased WSIP Variant ageeannual deliveries from the
watersheds were to exceed 265 mgd in the short-termMdtdied WSIP Alternative would
lessen but not entirely eliminate impacts on the lolwelumne River, but the impacts would be
considered less than significant. (See C&R, Section 1g&ad®es 14.10-2 — 14.10-26.) As long
as average annual deliveries from the watersheds do notde2@&®engd under the Phased WSIP
Variant, impacts on the lower Tuolumne River would bes@ered less than significant;
mitigation measures will be implemented any time thB3F's average annual deliveries from
the watersheds exceed an average annual total of 265 mgd.

In the Alameda Creek watershed, the impacts of thesdeh&VSIP Variant and the Modified
WSIP Alternative are essentially the same. Thel8FPRas already incorporated the Alameda
Creek bypass flows between the Alameda Creek Diversiam @nd the confluence with
Calaveras Creek as protective measures under the Cal®arafeplacement project (SV-2),
and is adopting now the mitigation measures proposed foklmeda Creek watershed, so the
Modified WSIP Alternative and the Phased WSIP Variegult in similar impacts in the
Alameda Creek watershed.

The Modified WSIP Alternative incorporated as part sf"fproject description” four mitigation
measures proposed for operations at Pilarcitos ResamdirStone Dam to reduce identified
significant impacts of the originally proposed WSIP ia ®ilarcitos Creek watershed to a less
than significant level. The Phased WSIP Variant wowdt have any significant impacts in the
Pilarcitos watershed through 2018 because operations wouddnidar to existing conditions.
The impacts of the Modified WSIP Alternative and the d&daWSIP Variant are fairly similar;
the Phased WSIP Variant avoids the significant impaatd the Modified WSIP Alternative
incorporates mitigation measures to reduce the signifiogrdats to a less than significant level.

The Final PEIR concluded that impacts of the proposedté@r$prings Reservoir operations
would be potentially significant and unavoidable for bothMualified WSIP Alternative and the
Phased WSIP Variant with respect to Impact 5.5.5-1, sffenttrout spawning habitat along
Laguna and San Mateo Creeks. The impacts would be redutledimplementation of
mitigation measures, but impacts would remain potentiaiyistant under both scenarios.
Both scenarios assume that the impacts and mitigateasures will be re-evaluated in detail at
the project level and refined as part of the environmestaéw of the Lower Crystal Springs
Dam Improvements project (PN-4). Impacts on terrési@ogical resources in upper and
lower Crystal Springs Reservoirs are significant antijable for both the Phased WSIP Variant
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and the Modified WSIP Alternative, although the impaoctay be slightly less under the
Modified WSIP Alternative.

The Modified WSIP Alternative includes implementation motentially fewer long-term
conservation, water recycling and local groundwater pi®jecthin the regional service area
than under the Phased WSIP Variant. While construatibrthese facilities would cause
temporary construction disruption and related environmemigécts, long-term implementation
of these regional conservation, water recycling, andllgcoundwater projects would offset
impacts of the operational modifications proposed urtkeiModified WSIP Alternative on the
Tuolumne River. Compared to the Phased WSIP Variantyitdified WSIP Alternative would
result in approximately the same impacts on land useuaility, noise, traffic, and energy in
urban environments (expected to be largely mitigable).h Bo¢ Phased WSIP Variant and the
Modified WSIP Alternative will result in fewer and sifjnantly less severe impacts on
biological and fishery resources in natural habitats tharoriginally proposed WSIP.

The Modified WSIP Alternative was identified as timvieonmentally superior alternative in the
Draft PEIR for the 2030 planning horizon. It would reduce kepaats of the originally
proposed WSIP on natural resources along the lower frun@WRiver, in Alameda and Pilarcitos
Creeks, and in/around Crystal Springs and Pilarcitos R&sgr but it would continue to meet
the WSIP’s primary goals and objectives. Like the Ptha8&IP Variant, this alternative would
maximize the use of existing facilities and the largelgvgy-driven system without also
requiring the construction of additional major facibtiealled for under many other alternatives,
or substantially increasing the energy demand of theesysir need for pumping. This
Alternative will have more impacts on the upper TuolumRner, and possible less on the Lower
Tuolumne River. It is not entirely clear that the difed WSIP Alternative is substantially
environmentally superior to the Phased WSIP Variant and dateprovide a strong basis for
selecting this Alternative.

This Commission finds that the Phased WSIP Variantlistantially similar to this Alternative
in that it includes essentially the same elements aetethrough 2018. The Commission rejects
this Alternative insofar as it makes a decision throRQB80; instead, the Phased WSIP Variant
focuses the SFPUC and the customers on implementafioconservation, recycling and
groundwater projects before 2018. The SFPUC will thervadiate the water supply decision
in 2018. The Modified WSIP Alternative incorporates as pdrthe program most of the
mitigation measures proposed for the original WSIP inRB¢&R. Because this Commission is
adopting all relevant mitigation measures as part ofRhased WSIP Variant approval, most of
the impacts of the two approaches are similar.

The feasibility of this Alternative is not easilyrdomed because of its reliance on MID and TID
and/or another water supplier for conserved water of 15 mgichge annual, as well as the dry
year transfer. If the SFPUC could not procure comgekrvater from the MID, TID or another

water supplier, then no additional diversions from the dJmole River could occur under this

Alternative. Such an outcome would push the Alternaitivthe direction of the No Purchase
Request Increase Alternative, and the impacts of thigridtere would thus become similar to

the No Purchase Request Increase Alternative.
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After balancing competing policy considerations, includittte extent to which those
components of the Modified WSIP Alternative not incldde the Phased WSIP Variant would
delay resolution of key issues relating to the TID-MIQ-glear “conserved water” transfer and
operating criteria at Crystal Springs Reservoir, then@ission presently rejects as infeasible
within the meaning of CEQA those components the ModifiedRM&ternative not included
within the Phased WSIP Variant. In doing so, howetres,SFPUC recognizes that mitigation
measure 5.3.6-4a is the preferred mitigation measure anddsb®wndertaken as part of the
Phased WSIP Variant. The SFPUC is by no means cldsenddor on the possibility of an dry-
year “conserved water” transfer from TID and MID. Wiertthe SFPUC will ultimately be able
to implement the dry year transfer of conserved waté depend on complex negotiations,
regulatory issues, cost considerations, and other iteaesnay or may not be possible for the
various agencies involved to resolve within a reasonahk ftrame or during implementation of
the Phased WSIP Variant.

VII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

Pursuant to CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline 15093, the Gsiomihereby finds,
after consideration of the Final PEIR and the evidencthe record, that each of the specific
overriding economic, legal, social, technological arfteobenefits of the Program as set forth
below independently and collectively outweighs these sgamf and unavoidable impacts and is
an overriding consideration warranting approval of thegRmm. Any one of the reasons for
approval cited below is sufficient to justify approvélitibe Program. Thus, even if a court were
to conclude that not every reason is supported by substamitience, the Commission will
stand by its determination that each individual reasosufficient. The substantial evidence
supporting the various benefits can be found in the pregdiditings, which are incorporated by
reference into this Section, and in the documents fautidei Record of Proceedings, as defined
in Section I.

On the basis of the above findings and the substantidees® in the whole record of this

proceeding, the Commission specially finds that theresgaficant benefits of the proposed

Program to support approval of the Phased WSIP Variaspiia of the unavoidable significant

impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Owvegri@ionsiderations. The Commission
further finds that, as part of the process of obtainirgRAm approval, all significant effects on
the environment from implementation of the Phased WSIRaNtahave been eliminated or

substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigato@asures proposed in the PEIR for this
Variant are adopted as part of this approval action. €&urtbre, the Commission has

determined that any remaining significant effects on tharenment found to be unavoidable

are acceptable due to the following specific overriding eooc, technical, legal, social and

other considerations.

The Phased WSIP Variant has the following benefits:
1. Implementation of facility improvement projectdlweduce vulnerability to earthquakes.
Improvements are designed to meet current seismic standendsegional water system is a

critical and vulnerable link in the City’s and wholesalstomer’s ability to survive after a major
earthquake and to maintain access to critically needéesr wapplies. Not only will water be
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necessary for human consumption, but will provide enmengevater supply after an earthquake
to protect the public health and safety. The SFPUC wilitle to meet the fundamental and
most pressing needs of the water system — to impreveetbmic safety and reliability of the
water system as a means of saving human life and prapetgr a catastrophic earthquake
scenario or even a disaster scenario not rising teeted of catastrophic. As the system ages, its
reliability decreases and the risk of failure increadd®e 167-mile-long system crosses five
active earthquake faults. Facilities located nearetpets of intersection are at risk of failure
in the event of a major earthquake, an event considiady in the next 30 years. Due to the
age of the system, many facilities do not meet modesmsestandards. A failure of the water
system could leave some customers without water forAMdays, and in some instances as
long as 60 days. Alternative supplies will be limitedany communities have only a few days
of locally stored reserves in tanks and small resesyvmost of which would be depleted within
the first 48-72 hours of an emergency to meet the isipitde in demand for emergency services.
Potential economic losses to the region from a watpply interruption as well as incremental
damage from lack of adequate water supply to suppress post-qeakeduld likely total tens

of billions of dollars. The SFPUC system is a caltiegional asset providing an essential
service and commodity to the Bay Area economy. ltsraetiting condition places the regional
economy and the welfare of millions of Bay Areadesits at risk. Effecting the necessary
repairs and improvements to assure the water systemtisiged reliability, and developing it as
part of a larger, integrated water security strategy,iteal to the Bay Area’s economic security,
competitiveness and quality of life. (See “Hetch Het&fater and the Bay Area Economy”,
Bay Area Economic Forum 2002)

2. The SFPUC will be able to deliver basic serviceh® three regions in the service area
(East/South Bay, Peninsula, and San Francisco) withho@#ds after a major earthquake.

3. The SFPUC will be able to restore facilities teetnprojected average-day demand within 30
days after a major earthquake.

4. The Program reduces the physical, social, and econmpacts associated with the potential
rupture of the existing system including, but not limitedgoblic health and safety, flooding,
erosion, biological impacts, traffic interruption, andgerty damage.

5. The Program supports the economic vitality of theidredy fulfilling the water demands
under emergency conditions.

6. The Water system will maintain high-quality wated angravity-driven system, allowing the
SFPUC to continue to provide clean, unfiltered wategioating from Hetch Hetchy Reservoir
and filter all other surface water sources.

7. Improvements are designed to meet current and foldsefedure federal and state water
quality requirements.

8. The Phased WSIP Variant promotes on-going monitoring atemshed areas, limiting

diversions while exploring all options and demand by 2018 -dyhamic nature of information
and technology weighs in favor of making a decision otemsupply only through 2018.
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9. The Program will increase delivery reliability and iowe the ability to maintain the water
system, providing operational flexibility to allow plannedhintenance shutdown of individual
facilities without interrupting customer service, openal flexibility to minimize the risk of
service interruption due to unplanned facility upsets oageg, and operational flexibility and
system capacity to replenish local reservoirs as mkeedie order to implement a feasible asset
management program in the future that will provide continubastenance and repairs to
facilities, the regional water system requires rednogdi.e., backup) of some critical facilities
necessary to meeting day-to-day customer water supptysn&Vithout adequate redundancy of
critical facilities, the SFPUC has limited operatioflakibility in the event of an emergency or a
system failure, as well as constraints on conducting adegystem inspection and maintenance.
Failure to implement the Program would place the waystem at significant risk to seismic
hazards, increased facility failures, and increased sgholstages on a day-to-day basis, as well
as result in prolonged service disruptions to many custmethe event of an earthquake or
other emergency due to inadequate facility redundancy andtmpex flexibility.

10. The SFPUC can meet the estimated average annuahdlemder the conditions of one
planned shutdown of a major facility for maintenancaccorent with one unplanned facility
outage.

11. The SFPUC can meet customer water supply needs; teedSIP Variant would serve

265 mgd of retail and wholesale customer purchases frol8RR&JC watersheds, and meet or
offset the remaining 20 mgd through conservation, recycledrywand groundwater in the retail

and wholesale service areas. Ten mgd of this would be aseproposed under the WSIP,
through conservation, recycled water, and groundwaterqgpsoje San Francisco, and 10 mgd
would be met through local conservation, recycled waber groundwater in the wholesale

service area.

12. The Phased WSIP Variant can meet dry-year deliveeganthrough 2018 while limiting
rationing to a maximum 20 percent system-wide reductiowater service during extended
droughts.

13. The Phased WSIP Variant diversifies water supplpogtiuring non-drought and drought
periods.

14. The Phased WSIP Variant will substantially imprase of new water sources and drought
management, including use of groundwater, recycled wateseoaation, and transfers.

15. The Program will enhance sustainability in all sysgetivities, including management of
natural resources and physical systems to protect watkestosystems and to protect public
health and safety.

16. The Phased WSIP Variant will achieve a cost-effectully operational system, ensuring
cost-effective use of funds, and maintaining a gravity-arsistem.
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17. The water system will continue to provide a soufadean energy and require a low level
of energy to run the system, both of which help maintand minimize GHG emissions
associated with water and power utility services.

18. The PEIR identified climate change as a factat thay affect regional water system
operations due to potential changes in precipitationahginates as rainfall or snowmelt in the
Tuolumne watershed, and the magnitude of rain eventshenldcal system watersheds.
Understanding and adapting to climate change as it affeatershed ecosystems will be an
ongoing task for regional water system operators, busdigmce underlying the changes may be
better known in 2018 than it is today. The Phased WSIPanawill allow the SFPUC to
benefit from a better understanding of the sciencepatential effects of climate change when it
evaluates whether to increase water supply deliveries 8. 201

19. The PEIR identified at least three watersheds whereases in instream releases may be
required by regulatory changes or in conformance with U&FRstewardship goals, with
corresponding reductions in regional water system yiedy. 2018 most of these regulatory
requirements or stewardship programs will have been mweéed, thereby clarifying the
reliability and yield of the regional water system. eTProgram gives the SFPUC the flexibility
to take into consideration these issues when it evaluateether to increase water supply
deliveries in 2018.

To accomplish all of the SFPUC’s objectives, it mustvendorward with the WSIP facility
improvement projects as proposed, to improve seismic atdrwlelivery reliability, to meet
current and future water quality regulations, to provide fiditmnal system conveyance for
maintenance and delivery reliability, and to meet watgply reliability goals for 2018 and
possibly beyond. Like all water utilities, the SFPU@sinconsider current needs as well as
possible future changes and unplanned outages, and desigtem $iyat achieves a balance
among the numerous objectives, functions and risks arveafpplier must face. As prudent
water managers, the SFPUC must make decisions abouttdiananage its water system
effectively. Approval of the Phased WSIP Variant wilow the SFPUC to accomplish these
many goals.

Having considered these benefits, including the benefitausied in Section | above, the
Commission finds that the benefits of the Program eigiv the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, and that the adverse environmdfaatseare therefore acceptable.
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