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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The San Francisco Planning Department is the lead agency for implementation of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for all projects sponsored by the City 
and County of San Francisco or conducted within San Francisco. The San Francisco 
Planning Department is preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC’s) proposed Regional Groundwater 
Storage and Recovery Project (Project or proposed Project). The EIR, which will assess 
the potential impacts of the Project on the physical environment of the project area, is 
being prepared in accordance with CEQA. CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR 
when a proposed project could significantly affect the physical environment. 

As part of the EIR process, the San Francisco Planning Department conducted a public 
scoping meeting in July 2009, soliciting comments from the public to help determine the 
scope of the EIR. This report describes the scoping process and summarizes the public’s 
and regulatory agencies’ comments received during scoping. 

1.2 NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

As the first step in the CEQA process, the San Francisco Planning Department 
published a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on June 24, 2009, announcing the anticipated 
preparation of the Draft EIR for the proposed Project. The NOP summarized the goals, 
objectives, and elements of the proposed Project, and presented the San Francisco 
Planning Department’s determination that the proposed Project may have a significant 
effect on the environment. The NOP also described the requirement for preparation of 
an EIR on the proposed Project under CEQA. The San Francisco Planning Department 
determined that an EIR is the appropriate environmental document for the proposed 
Project. The NOP also described the scoping process and included information on a 
public scoping meeting. The scoping process, notification procedures, and outcome of 
the scoping meetings are described below, following a brief description of the proposed 
Project. 

1.3 REGIONAL GROUNDWATER AND STORAGE RECOVERY PROJECT 

The purpose of the Project is to further the use of the South Westside Groundwater 
Basin as an underground storage reservoir by storing water in the basin during wet 
periods for subsequent recapture during dry periods. This new dry-year water supply 
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would be made available to the cities of Daly City and San Bruno, the California Water 
Company (Cal Water) in its South San Francisco service area (collectively referred to as 
Partner Agencies) and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) retail water 
customers.  

The SFPUC proposes to provide surface water, when available, to Partner Agencies, to 
be used by these agencies in lieu of pumping groundwater during normal and wet 
rainfall years. The Partner Agencies currently use groundwater as one of the sources of 
their drinking water supply. This supply would be partially replaced by surface water 
supplies from the SFPUC regional water system. The reduction of pumping by Partner 
Agencies would ultimately increase groundwater storage within the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin by up to 61,000 acre-feet (AF) (approximately 20 billion gallons). 
Stored groundwater would be utilized by pumping new Project wells during periods of 
insufficient surface water supplies (i.e., dry years). As part of the proposed Project, 
SFPUC would construct new groundwater production well facilities, which would be 
operated by either the Partner Agencies or SFPUC for pumping groundwater at a rate 
of 7.2 million gallons per day during dry years. The proposed Project would help meet 
the water supply reliability needs of all SFPUC customers during dry years and may 
provide some increased level of regional operational flexibility to respond and restore 
service during unplanned outages. 

The proposed Project is one of several facility improvement projects identified in the 
SFPUC’s Water System Improvement Program (WSIP). The WSIP was adopted by the 
SFPUC in October 2008 to improve the SFPUC’s regional water system with respect to 
water quality, seismic response, water delivery, and water supply to meet water 
delivery needs in the service area and establishes level of service goals and system 
performance objectives. The proposed Project’s primary contribution to the WSIP goals 
is its ability to meet the water supply needs of SFPUC customers during drought years. 
To address the potential environmental impacts of the WSIP, the San Francisco 
Planning Department prepared a Program EIR (PEIR) on the proposed WSIP, which 
was certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on October 30, 2008 (San 
Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 17734). At a project-level of detail, the PEIR 
evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP’s water supply strategy and, at a 
program level of detail, it evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP’s facility 
improvement projects, including the proposed Project. 

The proposed Project consists of:  1) cooperative management of surface water and 
groundwater to optimize the water demand and supply balance; and 2) construction 
and operation of groundwater production well facilities on 16 of 19 potential sites in 
northern San Mateo County. Each groundwater well facility site would contain a 
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groundwater production well, pump station, underground distribution piping, and 
utility connections. Some well facility sites would contain groundwater disinfection 
units and groundwater treatment facilities. Well facilities would connect to distribution 
systems for Daly City, San Bruno, Cal Water, and to the SFPUC regional water 
transmission system for delivery of blended surface and grounwater supplies to retail 
customers in San Francisco. In addition, the Westlake Pump Station in Daly City may 
need to be upgraded, and treatment facilities may need to be added to several well 
facility sites. 
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2. SCOPING MEETING PROCESS 

2.1 PURPOSE OF SCOPING MEETING 

The purpose of scoping is to solicit input from the public and agencies on the 
appropriate scope, focus, and content of the EIR. The San Francisco Planning 
Department will consider all of the input received during the scoping process in the 
preparation of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR will describe the existing environmental 
conditions of the area that could be affected by the proposed Project and evaluate the 
potential effects of the proposed Project in accordance with CEQA. The comments 
provided by the public and agencies during scoping will help the San Francisco 
Planning Department identify pertinent issues, methods of analyses, and level of detail 
that should be addressed in the Draft EIR. The scoping comments will also provide the 
basis for developing a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that will be evaluated in 
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is scheduled to be available for public comment in summer 
2010. In addition to facilitating public and regulatory agency input on the scope and 
focus of the Draft EIR, scoping allows the San Francisco Planning Department to 
explain the EIR process to the public and to identify additional opportunities for public 
comment and public involvement during the EIR process.  CEQA requires that the 
public be informed about the significant environmental effects of a proposed project, 
and the ways in which those environmental effects can be avoided or reduced, before 
the project is approved. 

2.2 NOTIFICATION OF SCOPING MEETING 

The scoping period began on June 24, 2009, with the issuance of the NOP. A public 
scoping meeting was held on July 9, 2009, and written comments were accepted 
through July 28, 2009. Agencies and the public were notified about the availability of 
the NOP and the public scoping meeting date and location, and were provided with 
details on the comment process. The following methods of notification were used: 

Mailing List. A mailing list was compiled, including approximately 1,500 contacts for 
affected federal, state, regional, and local agencies; federal, state, regional, and local 
elected officials; regional and local interest groups; member agencies of the Bay Area 
Water Supply and Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) within San Mateo County; other 
potentially affected groundwater and irrigation users; and land owners and residents 
within approximately 300 feet of the Project well facility sites. 
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NOP Form and Report. On June 24, 2009, the NOP Form and Report (Appendix A) 
were distributed via certified mail to 32 potentially affected agencies and the State 
Clearinghouse. The NOP Form was also sent via first-class mail to the entire mailing 
list. 

Meeting Notification. Notice of the public scoping meeting was provided to 
individuals and the general public through the following means (see Appendix B): 

• Legal notices. Notices of the public scoping meeting, including information on 
how to obtain a copy of the NOP and provide public comment, were placed in 
the legal classified section of the San Francisco Examiner (6/24/09) and San Mateo 
County Times (6/24/09). 

• Display ads. Display ads with information about the public scoping meeting, 
including information on how to obtain a copy of the NOP and provide public 
comment, were placed in the San Francisco Examiner (date) and San Mateo 
County Times (date) by the PUC. 

• Locations where NOP was made available. The NOP Form and Report were 
posted to the San Francisco Planning Department’s website 
(www.sfgov.org/planning/mea) as well as the SFPUC project website 
(www.sfwater.org). A printed copy of the NOP was also provided to anyone 
who requested it from the San Francisco Planning Department or the SFPUC. 

2.3 SCOPING MEETING 

The public scoping meeting was held on July 9, 2009 at the South San Francisco 
Municipal Services Building at 33 Arroyo Drive in South San Francisco, California, and 
was attended by 33 individuals. 

The meeting included a presentation on the environmental review process and the 
proposed Project, followed by a formal public comment period. Attendees interested in 
presenting verbal comments submitted speaker cards and were called upon to speak. 
The meetings concluded with closing remarks. A transcript of this meeting is provided 
in Appendix C. Appendix D contains copies of the scoping meeting presentation, 
handout agenda, fact sheet, comment cards, speaker cards and sign-in sheets. 

Immediately prior to the scoping meeting, an Informational Session was held by the 
SFPUC at the scoping meeting location where attendees were invited to view Project 
display boards and ask questions of the SFPUC project team.  

http://www.sfgov.org/planning/mea
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3. SCOPING COMMENTS RECEIVED 

3.1 OVERVIEW 

Table 1 lists comments received by commenter type and source.  Six people spoke at the 
scoping meeting, and ten comment letters were received during the comment period.  
One additional comment letter was received after the close of the comment period.  This 
additional written comment is included in this summary.   

TABLE 1 
Comments Received by Commenter Type and Source 

Commenter 
Type 

Comment Source 

Federal Agency • None 

State Agencies • Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit, Scott Morgan (Written Comment #1) 

• California Department of Transportation, Lisa Carboni (Written 
Comment #2) 

• California Department of Water Resources, Karl P. Winkler (Written 
Comment #3) 

Regional and 
Local Agencies 

• County of San Mateo Planning and  Building Department, Melissa Ross 
(Written Comment #4) 

• Town of Colma, Laura Allen (Written Comment #5) 
• Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency, Nicole M. Sandkulla 

(Written Comment #6) 
• Town of Colma, Andrea Ouse (Oral Comment #101) 
• Montara Water and Sanitary District, Paul Perkovic (Oral Comment 

#106) 

Business • Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson, & Judson, Robert B. Maddow 
(BPMNJ) (Written Comment #7) 

• Kathryn Slater Carter (Oral Comment #103) 
•  BPMNJ, Robert B. Maddow (Oral Comment #105) 

Groups • California Trout, Mondy Lariz (Written Comment #8) 
• Committee to Save Lake Merced, Jerry Cadagan (Written Comment #9) 
• Tuolumne River Trust, Peter Drekmeier (Written Comment #10)  
• Restore Hetch Hetchy, Bob Hackamack (Written Comment #11) 
• Tuolumne River Trust, Peter Drekmeier (Oral Comment #102) 
• Lakeshore Area Improvement Club, Jim Stark (Oral Comment #104) 
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3.2 SUBJECT AREA OF COMMENTS 

This section presents a summary of the comments received during the scoping process 
period. Table 2 identifies the issue areas raised by individual commenters. The 
corresponding comment number is provided in parentheses at the end of each 
comment. A transcript of the oral comments from the public scoping meeting is 
provided in Appendix C. The written comments (by number) can be found in Appendix 
E.  

TABLE 2 
Comments Received by Commenter and Type of Communication 
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Written Comments 

#1 Scott Morgan, 
State 
Clearinghouse 

6/25/09 
X             

#2 Lisa Carboni, 
California 
Department of 
Transportation 

7/13/09 

X         X X   

#3 Karl P. 
Winkler, 
California 
Department of 
Water 
Resources 

7/28/09 

      X       

#4 Melissa Ross, 
County of San 
Mateo 

7/24/09 
       X      

#5 Laura Allen, 
Town of Colma 

7/28/09 
 X X   X X X      
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TABLE 2 
Comments Received by Commenter and Type of Communication 
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#6 Nicole M. 
Sandkulla, 
BAWSCA 

7/31/09 
 X X X X  x       

#7 Robert B. 
Maddow, Bold, 
Polisner, 
Maddow, 
Nelson & 
Judson 

7/28/09 

 X    X X      X 

#8 Mondy Lariz, 
California 
Trout 

7/28/09 
X      X       

#9 Jerry Cadagan, 
Committee to 
Save Lake 
Merced 

7/28/09 

X  X X   X     X  

#10 Peter 
Drekmeier, 
Tuolumne 
River Trust 

7/28/09 

   X   X       

#11 Bob 
Hackamack, 
Restore Hetch 
Hetchy 

7/28/09 

 X X   X        

Oral Comments 

101 Andrea Ouse, 
Town of Colma 

7/9/09 
 X    X X  X     
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TABLE 2 
Comments Received by Commenter and Type of Communication 
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102 Peter 
Drekmeier, 
Tuolumne 
River Trust 

7/9/09 

   X   X       

103 Kathryn Slater 
Carter 

7/9/09 
   X   X       

104 Jim Stark, 
Lakeshore Area 
Improvement 
Club 

7/9/09 

      X       

105 Robert B. 
Maddow, 
BPMNJ 

7/9/09 
 X  X  X X       

106 Paul Perkovic, 
resident of 
Montara and a 
member of the 
Board of 
Directors of the 
Montara Water 
and Sanitary 
District 

7/9/09 

      X       

 

Please note that some of the comments summarized below may not characterize the 
project or its potential effects correctly. It is not uncommon for scoping comments to 
misrepresent the proposed project. The meaning of the comment summaries has not 
been changed, even if the comments appear to be incorrect. This summary does not 
include commentary on the comments. The comments will be considered in preparation 
of the EIR. 
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Notice of Preparation 
 
Comment:  The commenter states that he was dismayed to find no mention of Lake 
Merced in the NOP. (#8, California Trout) 
 
Comment:  The commenter states that there are too few details in the project 
description found in the NOP. Nowhere in the NOP or related material presented at the 
scoping meeting is Lake Merced or the Tuolumne River mentioned. It is within these 
two water bodies that the potentially significant negative environmental effects of the 
Project might materialize. Amplifying the project description after the deadline for 
scoping comments has passed would seem inconsistent with the spirit of the scoping 
process. Based on the inadequacy of the detail in the project description, the NOP 
should be withdrawn at this time and reissued only when an adequately detailed 
project description is submitted by the SFPUC. (#9, Committee to Save Lake Merced) 
 
Scope of EIR 
 
Comment:  Several commenters expressed uncertainty over whether the test wells 
warrant a categorical exemption under CEQA.  The Town of Colma requested that the 
project description and any other available information about the test wells be provided 
to the Town of Colma for review and comment.  The test wells and the rest of the 
Project are all part of the same reasonably foreseeable “project” under CEQA, and that 
the EIR should describe the construction and operational impacts of the test wells; 
provide information regarding rates of pumping to be used to test the stability of the 
underlying aquifer, planned draw-down of groundwater levels to evaluate subsurface 
hydrogeological conditions, and the potential for well testing to result in a cone of 
depression affecting nearby groundwater users).  It is appropriate to include the test 
wells in the EIR, so that they cannot be placed in full operation until the EIR is certified 
and the Project is approved. (#101, Andrea Ouse, Town of Colma; #5, Town of Colma; 
#7, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson) 
 
Comment:  Commenters suggest that the EIR should look at the additional use of 
recycled water as a source of water for irrigation purposes.  The EIR should address 
how the water recycling program could work in parallel with the proposed project a the 
EIR should include an assessment of potential impacts if recycled water is used. (#105, 
Robert B. Maddow, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson; #6, BASWCA) 
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Comment:  The environmental impacts of planned upgrades to the Westlake Pump 
Station and the addition of treatment facilities at well facility sites should be addressed 
in the EIR. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should present the detailed operation strategy for the proposed 
Project, including the individual facilities, along with a detailed hydrological and 
environmental impact analysis of the proposed Project and associated facilities based 
upon the known operational strategy. (#6, BAWSCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should clarify how the administrative board for the management of 
the Westside Basin was arranged, and asks if the SFPUC intends to include 
representatives from the neighboring jurisdictions, public representatives, and 
representatives from existing irrigators (cemeteries and golf courses). The purview of 
the administrative board also should be described, as well as regulations and 
administrative rules that will govern the Board and the South Westside Groundwater 
Basin, and the notification process and timing for review and comment by users on any 
proposed administrative regulations. Describe if the board (assuming there will be an 
oversight committee) has a right to dictate how much water can be pumped and if there 
will be pumping limits. The EIR should clarify the rules that the SFPUC and 
participating pumpers have agreed to that will govern the operation of the Project 
during wet, normal, and dry periods, as well as the development of additional 
groundwater capability to meet future local water supply reliability needs. (#6, 
BAWSCA; #5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should describe how the baseline data for existing groundwater 
users, such as irrigators, will be determined, and if there has been an assessment of their 
future needs and the associated impacts. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should describe the jurisdiction the water providers would have 
over procedures for replacement of existing wells, which is currently permitted by the 
County. The EIR should describe if there will be another approval process that will 
have oversight in these requests. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should describe the bases for the establishment of the various 
baseline quantity numbers provided in the NOP, including 1) the estimate of the 
quantity currently in storage in the groundwater basin, 2) how it was determined that 
61,000 acre-feet of groundwater storage is available in the Westside Basin, 3) the method 
of determining that 7.2 million gallons a day would be pumped in dry years, and 4) the 
length of time it will take for the aquifer to be replenished or brought to the desired 
levels. (#5, Town of Colma) 
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Comment:  The EIR should describe if there is a plan to assemble an agreement 
(Memorandum of Understanding) between the irrigators, water providers, and 
legislative bodies in each jurisdiction to define the various limits and protections for 
current and future activities. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should describe if irrigation uses have been factored into the 
calculations for replenishing the water table. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The project description must include information on the location of the 
distribution system extensions necessary to connect Project facilities to existing 
distribution lines. Issues addressed should include aesthetics impacts, street and on-
street parking closures affecting traffic, parking, and emergency response, and any 
economic impacts on local businesses that would result in indirect impacts on the 
physical environment. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The existing project description (provided with the NOP) is inadequate to 
allow for meaningful CEQA review for the following reasons: 
 

1) It lacks definitions of critical terms such as “excess surface water”, “dry, normal 
and wet” years, and “sufficient surface water supplies.” 

2) It lacks adequate information regarding the aquifer in question to give meaning 
and context to the stated Project purposes. For example, the total capacity, 
current storage volume, and unused capacity for future conjunctive use in the 
South Westside Groundwater Basin are not given. 

3) It should spell out how the proposed Project integrates with SFPUC’s plans for 
groundwater development in the North Westside Groundwater Basin. 

 
The commenter states that many answers to these issues may be found in the 
“groundwater storage and recovery agreement” mentioned in the project description. If 
so, then that agreement should be publicly disclosed before preparation of the EIR, and 
the scoping process should occur after, not before, those critical details are revealed. 
(#302-3, Jerry Cadagan, Committee to Save Lake Merced) 
 
Comment:  If this is a regional project, why is the North Westside Groundwater Basin 
not included? (#11, Restore Hetch Hetchy) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should repeat the clarification made on Page 1, Footnote 1 of the 
NOP whenever the 8.5-year design drought cycle is discussed. (#6, BAWSCA) 
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Comment:  The EIR should address the potential for other users of the basin, who are 
not participating in this Project, to affect the overall storage level in the basin and the 
amount of water potentially available for withdrawal under the Project. The EIR should 
discuss what mechanisms can be implemented to protect the Program Storage against 
withdrawal by other non-participating pumpers. (#6, BAWSCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should clarify exactly how the new dry-year water supply would 
be made available to Partner Agencies and SFPUC wholesale customers under the 
terms of the Shortage Allocation Plan between the SFPUC and its wholesale customers. 
If the intent is that the available Program Storage, as quantified by the SFPUC Storage 
Account, will be taken into consideration by the SFPUC when determining how much 
water is available for delivery and whether a shortage condition exists, the EIR should 
provide this clarity. (#6, BAWSCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should address how the Program Storage and associated Project 
facilities might be used during an emergency, what rules would be applied to such 
operations, and who the beneficiaries would potentially be. (#6, BAWSCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should provide the water supply availability criteria to be used to 
determine the conditions of a “normal”, “wet”, and “dry” year associated with Project 
operation. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should provide a definition of “excess surface water” that 
determines the amount of reduced groundwater pumping in normal and wet years. (#6, 
BASWCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should define the methods to determine the amount of 
groundwater in the storage account at any point in time. Also, the basis for estimating 
underground losses of stored water that is not subsequently available for recapture 
needs to be explained. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Project Alternatives 
 
Comment:  Several commenters suggested that the EIR look at the possibility of using 
stormwater as a component of the recharge of the basin. The EIR should look at 
recharge of the groundwater with stormwater even in wet years, thus decreasing 
reliance on the Tuolumne River.  The EIR should study using treated stormwater 
runoff, since most of the cities have existing stormwater drainage systems. Preliminary 
inquiry into the injection of stormwater and/or recycled water to the aquifer in this 
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regard was that local geological conditions do not lend themselves to effective use of 
injection wells. This issue needs to be examined and discussed in the EIR in greater 
detail, including consideration of using the soon-to-be-made-available public 
groundwater model to determine optimum locations for injecting stormwater and 
recycled water. (#105, Robert B. Maddow, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson; 
#102, Peter Drekmeier, Tuolumne River Trust; #103, Kathryn Slater-Carter; #10, 
Tuolomne River Trust; #9, Committee to Save Lake Merced) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should discuss what would be necessary to recharge more of the 
75,000 acre feet vacant storage available in this aquifer and the time to accomplish 
refilling. (#11, Restore Hetch Hetchy) 
 
Comment:  If there are alternatives that consider different well locations than those 
listed in the NOP, the EIR should discuss the siting criteria used to select an alternative 
well site. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Comment:  Discuss using recycled water and urban stormwater runoff after the first 
flushing rain as source to raise the level in Lake Merced for this recharge purpose. (#11, 
Restore Hetch Hetchy) 
 
Permits and Approvals 
 
Comment:  The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) should be added to the 
list of permitting agencies. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Groundwater Levels 
 
Comment:  The EIR should study the potential settlement issues associated with the 
more active management of the aquifer, including recharging the aquifer and deleting a 
part of the aquifer. It appears there is a gradual decrease in the amount of water in the 
aquifer right now. (#101, Andrea Ouse, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  Several of the golf courses throughout the basin have switched from use of 
groundwater to use of recycled water, and they have worked hard and paid money to 
preserve the aquifer. The proposed doubling of production of groundwater from the 
aquifer is of concern to some owners of private wells who have the legal rights to 
groundwater use within the basin. Beyond the in-lieu pilot program, no one knows 
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what will happen when the aquifer is refilled. The EIR should describe how the effects 
of refilling the aquifer will be measured, both from the standpoint of its long-term 
productivity and from the standpoint of the impact on private well owners who have 
legal right to use water from the aquifer.  There is potential for negative impacts to the 
production wells of pumpers, including the golf clubs, particularly during dry years. 
Should water levels be depressed below the screened intervals of the well casings, there 
is possibility of long-term well damage. The impacts on private wells may require 
mitigation by the SFPUC, and this needs to be analyzed and disclosed in the EIR.  The 
locations of the new extraction wells proposed by the SFPUC, and any new wells 
planned by their municipal partners, need to be fully disclosed and analyzed in the EIR, 
with detailed maps. The results of the analysis, to be determined by mutual interference 
modeling, needs to be fully disclosed and analyzed in the EIR and the mitigation plan. 
(#105, Robert B. Maddow, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson; #7, Bold, Polisner, 
Maddow, Nelson & Judson) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should address the effect of aquifer replenishment to the assessed 
amounts (61,000 acre feet) on whatever lies above the basin, and also the effect of 
lowering the water table on whatever lies above the basin. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  There is the possibility that the ratio of “stored” to future extracted water is 
not actually or even close to 1:1. There is the potential for new users, or the potential for 
the “stored” water to be lost (not remain within the aquifer or the portion that is 
utilized), or the actual “usable” available storage may not be accurate. Careful 
environmental and technical analysis of the actual storage capacity and the effects of its 
use are needed before the Project is approved. (#7, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & 
Judson) 
 
Groundwater Quality 
 
Comment:  Will contaminants be remobilized when the basin is refilled? Numerous gas 
stations are located throughout the urbanized area in the basin. Some may have had 
leakage problems with MTBE-supplemented fuel. Some contaminants may have 
adhered to the soil particles when water levels were lower, and as the water levels are 
raised, the contaminants may be remobilized. Beyond leaking underground storage 
tanks, contaminants might have been deposited in the basin through industrial activity 
long ago and during the time when the aquifer was being hit hard. (#106, Paul Perkovic, 
member of the Board of Directors of the Montara Water and Sanitary District; #105, 
Robert B. Maddow, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson; #5, Town of Colma) 
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Comment:  The potential for water levels to decline, even temporarily, as a result of dry 
year pumping may negatively impact water quality by concentrating contaminants and 
minerals. There may also be a potential for mixing of waters (and minerals) that may 
not otherwise have occurred, which would be a cause of concern and should be 
analyzed in the EIR. (#7, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should explain how the high nitrate and manganese concentrations 
in water from the aquifer will be handled during drought when about 7.2 mgd will be 
added to the diminished surface supply. Describe if wellhead treatment will be used to 
accomplish reduction of these two chemicals or of blending with system water take care 
of these problems. (#11, Restore Hetch Hetchy) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should discuss the reason(s) for providing disinfection facilities at 
each well as disinfection is not necessarily required under Title 22 of the California 
Code of Regulations. It should specify the type of disinfection method to be used 
(chlorine or chloramines) and discuss any blending impacts or water quality 
compatibility issues. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should include the site-specific water quality testing data which is 
required in the pre-design. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should include an assessment to determine the ability to meet 
water quality goals when blending under the planned operational scheme. Project 
documentation indicates this will be verified from water samples collected from the test 
wells in the pre-design phase. The commenter asks if sufficient information will be 
available at the time of the EIR analysis to confirm that blending is a viable method to 
achieve water quality goals. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should provide the details of the long term monitoring program 
which will be used to assess changes in local groundwater quality and levels within the 
South Westside Groundwater Basin as a whole. The program should include the 
development of a best practices plan to protect the groundwater basin if not already 
developed. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Comment:  It is indicated in the documentation for this Project that Drinking Water 
Source Assessments will be performed during pre-design. The commenter asks if these 
assessments will be available for use in the EIR analysis. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Water Supply 
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Comment:  The commenter asks if the rate of recharge for the basin has been calculated 
and how long the water supply will last given that during dry years there would be 
more water extracted. (#103, Kathryn Slater-Carter) 
 
Comment:  The commenter asks how the Project will stabilize the water supplies that 
would be available from Hetch Hetchy to meet the coastal needs, including within the 
Montara Water and Sanitary District and the Coastside County Water District. (#106, 
Paul Perkovic, member of the Board of Directors of the Montara Water and Sanitary 
District) 
 
Comment:  It would be prudent to include in Project plans emergency generators or 
backup generators in the well pump-housing and treatment facilities. (#106, Paul 
Perkovic, member of the Board of Directors of the Montara Water and Sanitary District) 
 
Comment:  The Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation agency has a very complex 
water allocation scheme for drought periods, which is based on historic use and recent 
use. If participating agencies take delivery of a much higher quantity of water from the 
SFPUC system during the recharge period, then would their groundwater allocation be 
much higher during a drought? (#106, Paul Perkovic, member of the Board of Directors 
of the Montara Water and Sanitary District) 
 
Comment:  The Department of Water Resources states that it strongly supports the 
concept of the Project, and recognizes the importance of this Project and similar 
groundwater storage projects that meet the State of California’s future water supply 
needs. (#3, Department of Water Resources) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should address any effect of the Project on reducing the availability 
of water supplies provided by California Water Company to the Town of Colma and its 
residents, thus requiring the Town and its residents to acquire water from other 
sources, and to identify other sources that are available. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The current Notice and Description did not mention the specific source of 
the surface water supply that would be used to replace the present well water being 
pumped. The concern is that more water will be drawn from other watersheds. Those 
sources must be acknowledged and their impacts shown and mitigation provided in the 
Project EIR.  The EIR should present a water balance stating the source of replacement 
water and provide a detailed water balance for the SFPUC delivery system as a whole. 
The comment provides a list of surface water diversions and inputs that should be 
presented in the water balance. (#11, Restore Hetch Hetchy). 



SCOPING SUMMARY MEMORANDUM 
 

Case No. 2008.1396E Page 18 Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 
  October 2009 

 
Comment:  The EIR should include a groundwater recovery assessment. (#6, BASWCA) 
 
Surface Water – Lake Merced  
 
Comment:  The Lakeshore Acres Improvement Club has been concerned with lake 
levels at Lake Merced. The EIR should examine Lake Merced water levels and respond 
to all the concerns that are already known regarding the lake’s water levels. (#104, 
Lakeshore Area Improvement Club) 
 
Comment:   The commentor states that a significant contributing factor to the decline in 
Lake Merced lake levels during the 80’s was excessive pumping from the Westside 
Basin, resulting in an overdraft condition of the aquifer.  The EIR should analyze 
whether the Project would cause excessive aquifer pumping and resultant overdraft, 
resulting in significant harm to the environment.  (#9, Committee to Save Lake Merced) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should discuss the “potential for the flow from the shallow 
aquifer/lake system toward the underlying aquifer from which nearby production wells 
withdraw water” in the South Westside Groundwater Basin south of Lake Merced 
(quote from the Draft WSIP PEIR). (#11, Restore Hetch Hetchy) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should discuss the lake level management plan for Lake Merced. 
(#6, BASWCA) 
 
Surface Water – Tuolumne River 
 
Comment:   The EIR should address the impacts of what sounds like the diversion of an 
extra 6.7 million gallons of water per day from the Tuolumne River in wet years, in 
addition to what was studied in the WSIP EIR. Additional information will be available 
at the end of this year or early next year that was not available at the time of the WSIP 
EIR. The PUC is doing a biological study of the stretch of the river below Hetch Hetchy 
as part of the Kirkwood Powerhouse Agreement in 1988. (#102, Peter Drekmeier, 
Tuolumne River Trust) 
 
Comment:  The commenter states that in general the Tuolumne River Trust supports 
the concept of cooperative management of surface water and groundwater to optimize 
the water demand and supply balance. However, the trust has concerns that the Project 
could harm the Tuolumne River by increasing diversions in normal and wet years. The 
EIR needs to identify the source(s) of the additional surface water that would provide 
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an additional 5.4 millions gallons per day to SFPUC customers in normal and wet years. 
It also should define wet, normal and dry years. (#10, Tuolumne River Trust) 
 
Comment:  Currently, 60 percent of the Tuolumne River is used for agricultural and 
urban uses, and even more water is diverted, causing significant impacts to the river 
ecosystem, including a decline in anadromous fish. Diverting more water from the river 
would exacerbate this problem. The commenter states that the WSIP PEIR analysis of 
the impacts on salmon and steelhead from diverting more water from the Tuolumne 
River was wholly inadequate. New information about potential impacts to the 
Tuolumne River from increasing diversion should be included in the EIR for the Project, 
such as the SFPUC study of biological resources in the stretch of the river downstream 
of the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir, expected to be completed by the end of 2009. (#10, 
Tuolumne River Trust)  
 
Comment:  The EIR should address comments submitted by the Department of Fish 
and Game on January 15, 2009 for the San Joaquin Pipeline System Project regarding the 
effect of increased diversions from the Tuolumne River on fish species in the river. (#10, 
Tuolumne River Trust) 
 
Comment:  Wet years do not result in “wasted” water. Wet years can provide better 
flows for juvenile salmon and steelhead, enabling them to get flushed out into the Bay 
and Ocean in higher numbers. The EIR should study the impacts of diverting additional 
water from the Tuolumne River on fish populations even in wet and normal years. (#10, 
Tuolumne River Trust) 
 
Comment:  Requirements for instream flows in the lower Tuolumne River are likely to 
increase as a result of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing 
process that will begin in 2011 and be completed in 2016. FERC actions must be 
considered in the CEQA analysis for the Project. (#10, Tuolumne River Trust) 
 
Water Rights 
 
Comment:  The EIR should describe if the water in the South Westside Groundwater 
Basin is to be used for the purposes of supplying residential, commercial, agricultural 
and recreational needs of those who reside over the basin, or if there are plans to export 
the water to communities beyond the underlying limits of the basin. If the plans are to 
export the water, describe of this will affect the ability of existing users to access more of 
the water in the basin. Describe if those jurisdictions that are not Partner Agencies will 
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be allowed to review any agreement made with customers not located directly over the 
basin. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should describe if the current and future water rights of an 
established pumper will be preserved by their current standard (#5, Town of Colma). 
 
Comment:  The project description should identify the proposed management structure 
in terms of the assertion of authority over the aquifer. It should address whether the 
Project will change the rights and ownership of the water to include entities other than 
those that already have rights to the water (#101, Andrea Ouse, Town of Colma). 
 
Comment:  The commenter asks about the legal implications of the undertaking and the 
impact of the Project on private property owners’ rights to extract water from the basin 
for productive, beneficial uses, including the potential for some wells to be rendered 
obsolete, or require deepening, or require users to make new pumping or water supply 
arrangements. (#105, Robert B. Maddow, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should discuss the rights that municipalities, residents, and 
property owners that are located in the overlying lands of the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin have to the use of groundwater within the Basin. The comment also 
provides a summary of water use rights under California law. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should address any reasonably likely effects of the Project on 
groundwater rights, including the effects of water storage during wet periods and water 
recapture during dry periods on the town of Colma and its residents’ use of the 
groundwater. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR should describe the provisions the City of San Francisco plans to 
make to avoid or minimize any adverse effects on groundwater rights of overlying 
municipalities, including through project design or compensation. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR needs to address protection of existing overlying rights, including 
any existing overlying rights that are not currently utilized due to the use of recycled 
water for irrigation in areas served by the aquifer. If the SFPUC seeks to recover the 
15,000 AF they have already stored, the EIR should indicate how the interests of the 
overlying owners will be protected – i.e. how will the SFPUC assure other pumpers that 
their water rights will not be impaired by this excess pumping? (#7, Bold, Polisner, 
Maddow, Nelson & Judson) 
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Water Supply Cost 
 
Comment:  What would be the cost of the increased use of Hetch Hetchy water, which 
is very expensive water, and would business owners see an increase in their water rates. 
Daly City is able to keep the cost down by also using groundwater? (#103, Kathryn 
Slater-Carter) 
 
Comment:  If Daly City, South San Francisco, and Cal Water are provided additional 
water from Hetch Hetchy instead of pumping groundwater, would these entities pay 
the current Hetch Hetchy wholesale price for this water or would it be treated as an 
advance of so many acre feet of water that could be drawn on in the future? Because the 
cost for Hetch Hetchy water increases each year, paying current prices to purchase 
water to allow recharge, and then drawing on that water in the future when the 
agencies otherwise would be paying much higher rates to purchase Hetch Hetchy 
water, would mean that the other Hetch Hetchy water users, the Bay Area Water 
Supply and Conservation Agency, are underwriting the cost of water to South City, 
Daly City, and Cal Water. It would seem fairer to treat it as an advance of water that is 
then repaid later by drawing on groundwater, and the payments for Hetch Hetchy 
water remain at an average use and escalating price to pay for the seismic improvement 
program. (#106, Paul Perkovic, member of the Board of Directors of the Montara Water 
and Sanitary District) 
 
Comment:  Energy costs for irrigation users of the aquifer should be analyzed in the 
EIR. (#7, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson) 
 
Climate Change  
 
Comment:  The EIR must consider climate change in detail given that the Project is 
partially based on the premise that there will be undefined “excess” surface water 
available in the undefined “normal and wet years.” (#9, Committee to Save Lake 
Merced) 
 
Land Use and Planning  
 
Comment:  The two potential Project sites located in Broadmoor are within 
unincorporated San Mateo County jurisdiction. Therefore, the SFPUC is required to 
submit a project description for review and determination of General Plan conformity 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65402. (#4, County of San Mateo) 
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Comment:  The EIR should list the municipalities that are located in the overlying lands 
of the South Westside Groundwater Basin. The commenter asks if the Town of Colma, 
in particular, is located in these lands. (#5, Town of Colma) 
 
Aesthetics 
 
Comment:  The commenter is concerned about the buildings associated with each well 
site, specifically their location and physical appearance. The Town of Colma tries to 
keep its policies in line with the Town’s existing tranquil and serene environment. 
(#101, Andrea Ouse, Town of Colma) 
 
Cultural Resources  
 
Comment:  If construction activities are proposed within the State’s Right-of-Way 
(ROW), Caltrans requires documented results of a current (no more than 5 years old) 
archaeological record search at the Northwest Information Center of the California 
Historical Resources Information System before an encroachment permit can be issued. 
If warranted, a cultural resource study by a qualified, professional archaeologist in 
compliance with NEPA (if there is a federal action on the Project), CEQA, and PRC 
section Section 5024.5 (for state-owned historic resources), and Volume 2 of Caltrans 
“Standard Environmental Reference.” (#2, California Department of Transportation) 
 
Transportation and Circulation 
 
Comment:  Caltrans comments that, as lead agency, the San Francisco Planning 
Department is responsible for all Project mitigation, including any needed 
improvements to State Highways. The EIR should fully discuss the Project’s fair share 
contribution, financing, scheduling, and implementation responsibilities as well as lead 
agency monitoring for all proposed mitigation measures. The Project’s traffic mitigation 
fees should also be specifically identified. (#2, California Department of Transportation) 
 
Comment:  Any required roadway improvements must be completed prior to issuance 
of Project occupancy permits. Also, an encroachment permit is required when a project 
involves work in the State’s ROW so the lead agency should ensure resolution of 
Caltrans concerns prior to submittal of the encroachment permit application. Traffic-
related mitigation measures will be incorporated into the construction plans during the 
encroachment permit process. (#2, California Department of Transportation) 
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Comment:  Because the proposed Project is located adjacent to State highway facilities, 
the EIR must evaluate traffic impacts on State facilities to determine if a Traffic Impact 
Study is warranted. In addition, Project vehicle trips and hours of operation should be 
discussed and street routes for vehicles should be identified. Use of the Caltrans 
guidance for preparation of traffic impact studies is recommended. (#2, California 
Department of Transportation) 
 
Comment:  Project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles 
on State facilities requires a transportation permit. (#2, California Department of 
Transportation) 
 
Comment:  Caltrans encourages the San Francisco Planning Department to coordinate 
with Caltrans for all SFPUC WSIP projects, and provides a contact name and address. 
(#2, California Department of Transportation) 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
Comment:  The Draft WSIP PEIR lists several golf courses located atop the aquifer that 
are successfully using recycled water for irrigation. The EIR should discuss the impact 
on aquifer recovery from conversion to using recycled water for additional golf courses 
and other irrigated landscapes that still pump from this aquifer or use system water for 
irrigation. (#11, Restore Hetch Hetchy) 
 
Comment:  The commenter expresses concern about the test wells and indicates that the 
test wells appear to be handled as a separate project and not encompassed as part of a 
cumulative review of the Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. (#101, Andrea 
Ouse, Town of Colma) 
 
Comment:  The EIR needs to fully analyze the impacts of the Project and other 
groundwater-related projects in the area, including, but not limited to the SFPUC’s 
proposed lake level restoration project for Lake Merced; the project to pump 
groundwater at production rates from the North Westside Basin; the variety of recycled 
water projects proposed in various portions of the land overlying the aquifer; and 
stormwater management projects being considered in the area, particularly to the extent 
they may involve detention basins.  (#7, Bold, Polisner, Maddow, Nelson & Judson) 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project
The proposed Project is located in the South Westside Groundwater
Basin in San Mateo County, and the proposed facilities will be
constructed in northern San Mateo County. The South Westside
Groundwater Basin is located in San Mateo County within the larger
Westside Groundwater Basin which underlies both San Francisco and
San Mateo counties. Proposed facilities are located in the cities of
South San Francisco, Colma, San Bruno, Milbrae, and Daly City and
in unincorporated portions of San Mateo County.
N/A
N/A
N/A
Various
Greg Bartow, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

(415) 934-5724
San Francisco Planning Department
Diana Sokolove - (415) 575-9046

diana.sokolove(iisfgov.org

1650 Mission SI.

Suite 400

San Francisco.

CA 94103-2479

Reception:

415.558.6378

Fax'

415.558.6409

Planning

Information:

415.558.6377

The purpose of the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery (GSR) Project (Project or proposed
Project) is to further the use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin as an underground storage
reservoir by storing water in the basin during wet periods for subsequent recapture during dry periods.
This new dry-year water supply would be made available to the cities of Daly City and San Bruno, the
California Water Company (Cal Water) in its South San Francisco service area (collectively referred to as
Partner Agencies) and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) wholesale water customers.

The SFPUC proposes to provide surface water, when available, to Partner Agencies, to be used by these
agencies in lieu of pumping groundwater during normal and wet rainfall years. The Partner Agencies
currently use groundwater as one of the sources of their drinking water supply. This supply would be
partially replaced by surface water supplies from the SFPUC regional water system. The reduction of
pumping by Partner Agencies would ultimately increase groundwater storage within the South Westside
Groundwater Basin by up to 61,000 acre-feet (AF) (approximately 20 billion gallons). Stored groundwater
would be utilized by pumping new Project wells during periods of insufficient surface water supplies
(i.e., dry years). As part of the proposed Project, SFPUC would construct new groundwater production
well facilities, which would be operated by either the Partner Agencies or SFPUC for pumping
groundwater at a rate of 7.2 milion gallons per day during dry years. The proposed Project would help
meet the water supply reliability needs of all SFPUC customers during dry years and may provide some

www.sfplanning.org
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increased level of regional operational flexibility to respond and restore service during unplanned
outages.

The proposed Project is one of several facility improvement projects identified in the San Francisco
Region as part of the SFPUC's Water System Improvement Program (WSIP). The WSIP was adopted by
the SFPUC in October 2008 to improve the SFPUC's regional water system with respect to water quality,
seismic response, water delivery, and water supply to meet water delivery needs in the service area and
establishes level of service goals and system performance objectives. The proposed Project's primary
contribution to the WSIP goals is its abilty to meet the water supply needs of SFPUC customers during
drought years.

The proposed Project consists of 1) cooperative management of surface water and groundwater to
optimize the water demand and supply balance; and 2) construction and operation of groundwater
production well facilities on 16 of 19 potential sites in northern San Mateo County. Each groundwater
well facility site would contain a groundwater production well, pump station, underground distribution
piping, and utility connections. Some well facility sites would contain groundwater disinfection units
and groundwater treatment facilities. Well facilties would connect to distribution systems for Daly City,
San Bruno, Cal Water, and SFPUC. In addition, the Westlake Pump Station in Daly City may need to be
upgraded and treatment facilities may need to be added to several well facility sites.

FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact Report is
required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15063

(Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance),
and for the reasons documented in the attached project description and description of potential
environmental effects. (Documents are also available online at: http://www.sfgov.org/planning/mea.)

PUBUC SCO~NG PROCESS

Pursuant to the State of California Public Resources Code Section 21083.9 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15206, a public scoping meeting wil be held to receive oral comments concerning the scope of the EIR at
the following location, date, and time.

SAN FRANCISCOPLANING ~-l 2
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tOeA TION:

South San Francisco Municipal Services Building
Community Room
33 Arroyo Drive
South San Francisco, CA
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DATE: Thursday, July 9, 2009
6:15-7:00 p.m. Informational Session
7:00 p.m. Scoping meeting
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Written comments will also be accepted at this meeting and until the close of business on July 28,
2009. Written comments should be sent to Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Regional
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Scoping Comments, San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. They also may be submitted
by fax to (415) 558-6409 or sent by email to diana.sokolove¡gsfgov.org.

If you work for a Responsible or Trustee Agency, we need to know the views of your agency
regarding the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your
agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed Project. Your agency may
need to use the EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this proposed Project. Please
include the name of a contact person in your agency.

.d i1 J ZO
Date ~

Environmental Review Officer

-w
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1.0 OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is proposing the
Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery (GSR) Project (Project or proposed
Project), which would be located in northern San Mateo County, California (see
Figures 1, 2, and 3). To meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requirements, the San Francisco Planning Department's Major Environmental
Analysis Division (MEA) wil prepare and distribute an Environmental Impact

Report (EIR) describing and analyzing the environmental effects of the proposed
Project. This Notice of Preparation (NOP) provides a description of the Project
background, a brief description of the proposed Project elements, and describes
some of the proposed Project's potential environmental effects.

The purpose of the proposed Project is to further the use of the South Westside
Groundwater Basin as an underground storage reservoir by storing water in the
basin during wet periods for subsequent recapture during dry periods. This new
dry-year water supply would be made available to the cities of Daly City and San
Bruno, the California Water Company (Cal Water) in its South San Francisco
service area (collectively designated as Partner Agencies) and SFPUC wholesale
water customers.

SFPUC proposes to provide excess surface water when available to the Partner
Agencies to be used by these agencies in lieu of pumping groundwater during
normal and wet years. The Partner Agencies currently use groundwater as one of
the sources of their drinking water supply. This supply would be partially
replaced by surface water supplies from the SFPUC regional water system. The
reduction of groundwater pumping by Partner Agencies would ultimately
increase groundwater storage within the South Westside Groundwater Basin by
up to 61,000 acre-feet! (AF) (approximately 20 bilion gallons). Stored

i The SFPUC plans for an 8.5-year drought. Over this 8.5-year period, the SFPUC anticipates it wil exercise

its dry-year supplies after the first year of the drought. Therefore, the 61,000 AF of storage is assumed to be
used over 7.5 years of the design drought, with wells operating at a maximum capacity of 7.2 MGD.
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groundwater would be utilized by pumping new Project wells during periods of
insuffcient surface water supplies (i.e., dry years). As part of the proposed
Project, SFPUC would create new groundwater production well facilities, which
would be operated by either the Partner Agencies or SFPUC for pumping
groundwater at a rate of up to 7.2 milion gallons per day (MGD) during dry
years. The proposed Project would help meet the water supply reliability needs
of all SFPUC customers during dry years and may provide some increased level
of regional operational flexibility to respond and restore service during
unplanned outages.

The proposed Project is a component of the SFPUC's proposed Water System
Improvement Program (WSIP) (see www.sfwater.org). The basic goals of the
WSIP are to increase the reliability of the regional water system with respect to
water quality, seismic response, delivery, and water supply to meet water
delivery needs in the service area. A Program EIR (PEIR) for the WSIP was
certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission, and the WSIP was adopted
by the SFPUC on October 30, 2008. The PEIR addresses the potential
environmental impacts of the WSIP facilities on a programmatic level and
evaluates regional water supply alternatives. The proposed Project, which is the
subject of this Nap, is one component of the WSip2; implementation of this
proposed Project would contribute to meeting the WSIP's overall goals and
objectives.

For purposes of the WSIP PEIR, the SFPUC's regional water system facilities
were subdivided into six regions: Hetch Hetchy, San Joaquin, Sunol Valley, Bay

Division, Peninsula, and San Francisco. The proposed Project would occur in the
San Francisco Region.

2.0 PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES

The proposed Project facilities would consist of new groundwater production
well facilities within the South Westside Groundwater Basin (Basin); the facilities
are designed to withdraw up to 7.2 MGD from the volume of stored
groundwater directly resulting from Project-related reduced groundwater

2 The Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project was listed as the Conjunctive Use Project in the

PElR.
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pumping in the Basin by Partner Agencies during normal and wet years. Up to
16 new groundwater well facilities would be constructed on 16 of the 19 potential
sites in northern San Mateo County to supply the needed withdrawal capacity.
Well facilities would be connected to Daly City, San Bruno, Cal Water, or SFPUC
distribution systems. In addition, the existing Westlake Pump Station in Daly
City may need to be modified and treatment facilities may need to be added.

Each groundwater well facility site would contain a groundwater production
well, pump station, underground distribution piping, and utility connections.
Each well facility would have a disinfection unit as required, unless it is near an
existing disinfection unit that can accommodate the additional volume, in which
case the well would be connected to the existing unit. Well facility sites where
the groundwater may need treatment have been designed with appropriate
treatment facilities.

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

As described above, the San Francisco Planning Commission certifed the WSIP
PEIR in October 2008. The PEIR addressed the potential environmental impacts

of the WSIP facilities on a programmatic level and evaluated regional water
supply alternatives. The PEIR is available on the San Francisco Planning

Department website at www.sfgov.org/planning/mea.

The San Francisco Planning Department wil prepare a project-specific EIR to
evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed Project. The EIR wil be
prepared in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15161 and will
address project-specific construction and operational impacts.

The first step in the environmental review process is the formal public scoping
process, for which this NOP has been prepared. Following the public scoping
period, a Draft EIR will be prepared and circulated for a 45-day public review
period. Public comments on the Draft EIR wil be accepted in writing during the
review period or verbally at a formal public hearing to be held by the San
Francisco Planning Commission. The San Francisco Planning Department then
wil prepare written responses to comments on environmental issues raised
during the public review period, and a Response to Comments document will be
prepared. That document wil be considered by the San Francisco Planning
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Commission, along with the Draft EIR and any revisions to the draft based on
the response to comments, for certification as a Final EIR.

4.0 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

The San Francisco Planning Department wil hold a public scoping meeting at
the following location, date, and time.

DATE: Thursday, July 9, 2009

6:15-7:00 p.m. Informational Session

7:00 p.m. Scoping meeting

LOCATION:

South San Francisco Municipal Services Buildin
Community Room
33 Arroyo Drive

South San Francisco, CA

The purpose of this meeting is to assist the Planning Department with its review
of the proposed scope and content of the EIR as summarized in this NOP. The
public wil be given the opportunity to provide comment for consideration. The
San Francisco Planning Department also wil accept written comments on the
scope of the EIR at the meeting or by mail, em ail, or fax until close of business
(5:00 p.m.) on July 28,2009. Written comments may be submitted by mail to the
San Francisco Planning Department, Attn: Bil Wycko, Environmental Review
Officer, Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Scoping

Comments, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. They also
may be submitted by fax to (415) 558-6409, or sent by em ail to

diana .sokolove(gsfgov .org.
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5.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

5.1 Project Location

The proposed Project is located in the South Westside Groundwater Basin in San
Mateo County, and the proposed facilities wil be constructed in northern San
Mateo County as shown in Figures I, 2, and 3. The South Westside Groundwater
Basin is located in San Mateo County within the larger Westside Groundwater
Basin3, which underlies both San Francisco and San Mateo counties. The Project
is also located within the water service areas for the cities of Daly City, San
Bruno, and Milbrae and within the Cal Water service area, which includes
portions of South San Francisco, Colma, and unincorporated San Mateo County.

Groundwater well facilities would be constructed and operated at up to 16
locations in the cities of Colma, Daly City, South San Francisco, San Bruno,
Milbrae, and unincorporated San Mateo County (see Figures I, 2, and 3). Well
facilities would be connected to existing water distribution pipelines owned by
Daly City, San Bruno, Cal Water, and SFPUC. The Project also includes an
upgrade of the existing Westlake Pump Station in Daly City to serve the
proposed new well facility sites.

5.2 Project Objectives

The proposed Project is a regional groundwater storage and recovery project that
is part of the SFPUC's WSIP. The overall goals of the WSIP for the regional water
system are to maintain high-quality water; reduce vulnerability to earthquakes;
increase water delivery reliability; meet customer water supply needs; enhance
sustainability; and achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system. The
proposed Project's primary contribution to the WSIP goals is its ability to meet
the water supply needs of SFPUC customers during drought years. In addition,

3 The Westside Groundwater Basin extends from western San Francisco south into San Mateo County. The

Basin has an area of approximately 40 square miles and underlies Daly City, Colma, South San Francisco,
San Bruno, Millbrae, and Burlingame. The Westside Groundwater Basin has been administratively divided
at the San Francisco County-San Mateo County line. This is a political boundary, not a physical boundary.
The portion of the basin that lies within San Francisco County is referred to as the North Westside
Groundwater Basin. The portion of the basin that lies within San Mateo County is referred to as the South
Westside Groundwater Basin. The Project would occur solely within the South Westside Groundwater
Basin.
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the Project may provide some increased level of regional operational flexibility to
respond and restore service under unplanned outages.

The specific objectives of the proposed Project are to:

· Cooperatively manage the South Westside Groundwater Basin through

the coordinated use of SFPUC surface water and the groundwater

pumped by the Partner Agencies;

. Provide increased SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies in normal
and wet years, resulting in a reduction of groundwater pumping by these
agencies and an increase in groundwater storage in the South Westside
Groundwater Basin;

. Increase the pumping capacity from the South Westside Groundwater

Basin by up to 7.2 MGD to supply water during dry years and
emergencies; and

. Provide a new dry-year groundwater supply for SFPUC customers and

increase water supply reliability during the 8Vz-year design drought cycle.

5.3 Proposed Proj ect

The proposed Project is a groundwater storage and recovery project, which
includes the operation of new groundwater production wells and associated
distribution and treatment facilities. This section includes a description of these
proposed Project components.

5.3.1 Groundwater Storage and Recovery

The Partner Agencies currently supply potable water to their customers
through a combination of groundwater from the South Westside

Groundwater Basin and purchase of SFPUC surface water. The proposed
Project would provide additional SFPUC surface water to the Partner
Agencies during normal and wet years when suffcient surface water
supplies are available. The Partner Agencies would reduce their
groundwater pumping by a comparable amount and allow the
groundwater basin to recharge naturally during these periods.
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Figure 4 ilustrates the increase in groundwater storage expected from a
reduction in pumping during normal and wet years, as well the decrease
in groundwater storage projected from an increase in pumping during dry
years.

During normal and wet years, the volume of groundwater in the South
Westside Groundwater Basin would naturally increase due to the reduced
groundwater pumping, eventually reaching an increased storage volume
of up to 61,000 AF. During dry or drought years, the Partner Agencies and
SFPUC would pump previously stored groundwater. This new dry-year
water supply would be made available to both the Partner Agencies and
SFPUC wholesale customers under the terms of the Shortage Allocation
Plan between the SFPUC and its wholesale customers4. A groundwater
storage and recovery agreement would be negotiated by and between the
SFPUC and Partner Agencies for groundwater and surface water
management. Specifically, the agreement would cover water accounting;
ownership principles; and operation, maintenance and replacement of
facilities.

5.3.2 Production Wells and Associated Facilities

The proposed Project includes new groundwater production well facilities
within the South Westside Groundwater Basin to withdraw the increased
volume of stored groundwater at a rate of 7.2 MGD. Up to 16 new
groundwater well facilities would be constructed on 16 of the 19 potential
sites in northern San Mateo County. Of the 19 sites, 5 well facilities would
connect to Daly City's distribution system, 3 well facilities would connect
to San Bruno's distribution system, 4 well facilities would connect to Cal
Water's distribution system, and 7 well facilities would connect to the
SFPUC distribution system. In addition, the Westlake Pump Station In
Daly City may be expanded and additional treatment facilities added.

Each groundwater well facility site would contain a groundwater
production well, a pump station, underground distribution piping, and

4 The Shortage Allocation Plan idcntificd a watcr allocation mcthod to bc uscd to dctcnninc thc sharc of

water for wholesale customcrs during shortagcs causcd by drought.
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Regional Groundwater Storage
and Recovery Project

Figure 4

Groundwater Storage
and Recovery

Figure (A) reflects the existing groundwater conditions, showing available storage space above the aquifer. In (B) the
upward arrows represent the filling of the storage space with groundwater during wet years; in (C) the downward arrows
represent the decline in stored water during dry years. The "Drinking Water Wells" represent the existing wells operated by
the Cities of San Bruno and Daly City and California Water Service Company. The "Recovery Wells" represent the new
wells that are proposed as part of the Project.
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utility connections. Each well facility also would have a disinfection unit,
unless it is located near an existing disinfection unit that can
accommodate the additional volume, in which case the well would be
connected to the existing unit. Well facility sites where the groundwater
may need treatment have been designed with appropriate treatment
facilities (e.g., disinfection and manganese treatment). The facilities and
the nature, extent and anticipated duration of construction activities are
described further below.

Prior to confirming the final selected sites and full development of the
groundwater well facilities, monitoring wells and test wells may be
installed at the well facility sites to gather information about local

groundwater characteristics and to determine the technical feasibility of
each of the sites to produce sufficient volumes and quality of water for
operation of a groundwater production well. If selected, sites would be
converted from test wells to permanent production wells; pumps would
be added, well enclosures would be built (fencing or building),
disinfection units and treatment facilities would be constructed as needed,
and utility and distribution pipelines would be installed.

A list of the 19 potential well facility sites and pump station upgrade is
provided in Table 1.

TABLE 1

Well Facility Locations

Site IDa Site Name Location

1 Lake Merced Golf Course Daly City

2 Park Plaza Meter Daly City

3 Ben Franklin Intermediate School Unincorporated San Mateo County
(Broadmoor)

4 Garden Village Elemcntary School Unincorporated San Matco County
(Broad moor) 

5 Right-of-Way at Scrra Bowl Daly City

6 Right-of-Way at Colma BART Daly City

7 Right-of-Way at Colma Boulevard Colma

8 Right-of-Way at Serramontc Colma
Boulevard
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TABLE 1

Well Facility Locations

Site IDa Site Name Location

8a Standard Plumbing Supply Colma

9 Treasure Island Trailer Court South San Francisco

10 Right-of-Way at Hickey Boulevard South San Francisco

lOa Alta Loma Drive South San Francisco

11 South San Francisco Main Area South San Francisco

12 Funeral Home South San Francisco

12a Funeral Home South San Francisco

13 South San Francisco Linear Park South San Francisco

14 Golden Gate National Cemetery San Bruno

15 Golden Gate National Cemetery San Bruno

16 Milbrae Corporation Yard Milbrae

PS Westlake Pump Station Upgrade Daly City

a. The EIR wil evaluate the environmental effects of the development of all 19 well facility sites, even
though a maximum of 16 well facilities would be constructed.

Well Station Design

The SFPUC has considered institutional, regulatory, operational,
maintenance, and technical information in the design of the well stations.
Three well station types are included in the proposed Project:

. Type 1 - well only, building or fenced enclosure;
· Type 2 - well plus chemical treatment building; and
. Type 3 - well plus chemical treatment and filtration building.

Site-specific well station design characteristics are listed in Table 2 and
described in detail below. These characteristics include proposed building
type, pump type, water distribution system connection point,
groundwater disinfection location, and the method that would be used to
achieve agency-specific water quality goals (i.e., blending with surface
water or treatment).
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TABLE 2

Site-Specific Well Station Characteristics

Site Site Well Pump Connection Alternate Disinfection Method for
ID Description Station Type Point Connection Location Achieving

Type" Point Water
Quality
Goals

1 Lake Merced Type 2 Above- SFPUC San Daly City At site Blendingb
Golf Club ground Andreas

Pipeline #2

2 Park Plaza Meter Type 1 Submersible Daly City SFPUC Sunset Westlake Pump Blending
with Supply Station
fenced
enclosure

3 Ben Franklin Type 1 Submersible Daly City SFPUC Sunset Westlake Pump Blending
Intermediate with Supply Station
School fenced

enclosure

4 Garden Village Type 1 Submersible Daly City SFPUC Sunset Westlake Pump Blending or
Elementary with Supply Station iron/manganese
School fenced treatment

enclosure

5 Right-of-Way at Type 2 Above- Daly City Cal Water At site Blending or
Serra Bowl ground iron/manganese

treatment

6 Right-of-Way at Type 2 Above- Cal Water SFPUC At site Blending or
Colma BART ground Pipeline iron/manganese

treatment

7 Right-of-Way at Type 2 Above- Cal Water SFPUC At site Blending or
Colma Boulevard ground Pipeline iron/manganese

treatment

8 Right-of-Way at Type 2 Above- Cal Water SFPUC At site Blending or
Serra monte ground Pipeline iron/manganese
Boulevard treatment

8a Standard Type 2 Above- Cal Water SFPUC At site Blending
Plumbing Supply ground

9 Treasure Island Type 2 Above- SFPUC Sunset None At site Blending
Trailer Court ground Supply

Pipeline
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TABLE 2

Site-Specific Well Station Characteristics

Site Site Well Pump Connection Alternate Disinfection Method for
ID Description Station Type Point Connection Location Achieving

Type" Point Water
Quality
Goals

10 Right-of-Way at Type 2 Above- Daly City SFPUC San At site Blending
Hickey ground Andreas #2

Boulevard

lOa Alta Lorna Drive Type 2 Above- SFPUC San Cal Water At site Blending
ground Andreas

Pipeline #2

11 SSF Main Area Type 2 Above- SFPUC Sunset Cal Water At site Blending
ground Supply

Pipeline

12 Funeral Home Type 2 Above- SFPUC Sunset Cal Water or At site Blending
ground Supply other SFPUC

Pipeline pipeline

12a Funeral Home Type 2 Above- SFPUC Sunset Cal Water or At site Blending
ground Supply other SFPUC

Pipeline pipeline

13 SSF Linear Park Type 3 Above- San Bruno Cal Water, At site Blending or
ground SFPUC, or iron/manganese

other San treatment
Bruno

14 Golden Gate Type 1 Above- San Bruno SFPUC At site Blending or
National with ground pipeline iron/manganese
Cemetery building treatment

enclosure

15 Golden Gate Type 3 Above- San Bruno SFPUC At site Blending or
National ground pipeline iron/manganese
Cemetery treatment

16 Milbrae Corp Type 2 Above- SFPUC Crystal None At site Blending
Yard ground Springs

Pipeline #2

a. Type 1 is Well Only; Type 2 is Well plus Chemical Treatment Building; Type 3 is Well plus
Chemical Treatment and Filtration Building; see text below for further description of conceptual
layouts.

b. Blending is the mixing of groundwater with other potable supply water
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Buildings would be about is feet tall and constructed of concrete block.
Acoustical louvers for noise reduction would be used. The buildings
would be painted in neutral colors with anti-graffiti coating.

It is anticipated that all outdoor site lighting would be activated by
motion-controlled sensors, with manual switching available for as-needed
night operations. Facilities would be designed to meet California's energy
efficiency standards outlined in Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations and use recycled materials to the extent possible.

Type 1 Conceptual Layout: Well-Only. The conceptual layout for the "well-
only" type includes an approximately 40-foot by 20-foot building or
fenced enclosure to house the wellhead, pump, piping, and associated
electrical and control equipment.

Type 2 Conceptual Layout: Well plus Chemical Treatment. The conceptual
layout for the "well with chemical treatment" type would consist of a 40-
foot by 20-foot building to house the wellhead, pump, pipeline, and
associated electrical and control equipment, plus an approximately IS-foot
by IS-foot building extension for chemical storage and handling. Space
would be provided onsite for disinfection, pH adjustment, and fluoride
addition if needed.

Type 3 Conceptual Layout: Well plus Chemical Treatment and Filtration. The
conceptual layout for the "well with chemical treatment and filtration"
type would be similar to Type 2 but with the addition of a fitration
system. The building dimensions would be approximately 2S feet by 80
feet. Filtration would be located only at well facilities that require
manganese and/or iron removaL. This well station type would be larger
than the other types to provide space for the wellhead, treatment facilities,
and fitration vessels. The filtration system consists of a series of vertical
pressure vessels. The number and size of the pressure vessels would
depend on the well yield and the number of wells connected to the
filtration system. The backwash water from the system would connect to a
nearby sanitary sewer. It is anticipated that filters would be backwashed,
on average, once a day for 4 minutes.
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Well Pumps

Each well facility site would contain either a submersible or above-ground
pump. The selection of the pump type is based on the preference of the
Partner Agency responsible for well operation. In most cases, the wells
would be equipped with above-ground pumps. In comparison to

submersible motors, above-ground motors are more efficient, have a
longer service life, are more durable in cases where variable frequency
drives are required, and are more accessible and thus easier to maintain.
In cases where noise, visibility, or lack of space is an issue, submersible
pumps would be used. Submersible motors are quieter to operate, but
more difficult to maintain, because maintenance requires the removal of
the entire pump assembly. Any wells that are in fenced enclosures (i.e.,
without buildings) have been designated for submersible pumps.

Utility and Distribution Piping

Underground piping would connect the wells to the local distribution
systems or SFPUC water distribution system. In addition, underground
piping would connect well facilities to the storm drain system and/or the
sanitary sewer system to allow discharge of the initial flush of water.
Chloraminated water would be de-chlorinated or sent to the local sanitary
sewer system. Backwash from the manganese treatment facilities would
also be sent to the local sanitary sewer system. The piping for all selected
sites would consist of a total of approximately 4,600 feet of 6-inch pipe and
12,500 feet of 8-inch pipe. In general, the pipeline route would be
excavated to a depth of 6 feet. The maximum width of the pipeline work
area (including the trenches) would be 20 feet. The pipelines would be
constructed using conventional open-cut trenching techniques. Above or
underground electrical lines would also be installed from the
groundwater well facilities to the nearest power source (PG&E facilities).
The dimension of the trenches for the underground electrical lines ~ould
be smaller than those of the water pipelines.

Westlake Pump Station Upgrade

Upgrades to the Westlake Pump Station may be necessary to serve the
well stations at Sites 2,3 and 4. The upgrades would include new chemical
storage tanks, replaced or upgraded chemical metering pumps, a resized
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transformer, and up to three new booster pumps to deliver the additional
water into the distribution system.

5.3.3 Construction Methods

Monitoring Wells, Geotechnical Borings, and Test Wells

Prior to the selection and full development of the groundwater production
well sites, monitoring wells and test wells may be installed and
geotechnical borings may be driled at the well facility sites to gather
information about local groundwater characteristics and to determine the
technical feasibility of each of the sites to produce sufficient volumes and
quality of water for operation of a groundwater production well.

Depending upon the results of the testing, well facility sites would be
selected, and test wells converted to permanent production wells, which
would consist of full development of the well facility site to include the
addition of pumps to the wells, the addition of enclosures around the
well, installation of disinfection units and treatment facilities as needed,
and installation of utilities and distribution pipelines.

In the event that additional monitoring or test wells are needed, the

selected site would need to be cleared of vegetation and graded for
installation and driling of the borehole. For monitoring wells, a borehole
would be driled to a depth of approximately 750 feet below ground. For
test wells, one steel casing would be installed to a depth of approximately
50 feet, with a borehole driled to a depth of approximately 550 to 700 feet.
Equipment used for well driling and construction would include a
mounted dril rig on a support truck, pump and pick up trucks or trailers
and similar equipment. Construction of a monitoring well would be
completed in approximately three weeks, with construction activities
occurring between 8:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday only.
Construction and testing of test wells would require approximately 4
weeks. Driling would extend for about a week both during the day and
night. If the results of the test wells were favorable and the wells were
selected as permanent production well sites, then development of
production well facilities would occur, as described below.
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Additional geotechnical borings may be required and would be driled to
a depth of approximately 50 feet below ground surface (deeper if fill or
soft soil is encountered). A boring would be completed in approximately
two days. Driling activities would occur between 8:00 AM and 7:00 PM
Monday through Friday only.

Construction of Well Station Facilities

Each well facility site would include a construction staging area; some
sites may have two optional locations for staging areas. The minimum size
of the staging area would be 1,500 square feet. Staging areas would be
fenced. Any temporary spoils (excavated material) storage would occur
inside the staging areas.

Construction of facilities at the well sites would require site clearing and
grubbing. Site excavation and grading would be minor, with grading to a
maximum depth of 5 feet for the building foundation (if the well facility
includes a building) and utilties underneath the building. After the

foundation and utilties connections are constructed, the remainder of the
building would be constructed and the well pump and other equipment
installed, as needed. No significant near-surface groundwater is expected
at any site; therefore dewatering for construction of project facilities is not
anticipated. Diesel generators with self-contained fuel tanks may be used
during construction. Construction equipment is expected to include: a
front end loader, backhoe/excavator, fork lift, telescopic crane, cement
mixer, concrete pump truck, compactor, hauling trucks, pump-setting rig,
and arc welder.

It is estimated that during the peak construction period, the maximum
number of construction workers at anyone site would be 15.

Construction of Distribution and Utility Connections

In general, the pipeline routes would be excavated up to a depth of 6 feet.
The width of pipeline construction zones would be generally 20 feet, and
the width of the electrical connection construction zones would be less
than 20 feet. The pipelines would be constructed using conventional open-
cut trenching techniques. Construction equipment is expected to include:
an excavator, front-end loader, hauling trucks, compactor, asphalt trucks,
and arc welder. Diesel generators with self-contained fuel tanks may be
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used during construction. At some sites, pipeline excavation would
generate excess soil (called spoils) that would be reused onsite (for
engineering fill) or disposed of at a Class II non-hazardous waste
disposal site. After pipeline placement, the trenched area would be
restored to its original condition.

5.3.4 Operation and Maintenance

Project operations would be designed to allow natural recharge of the
South Westside Groundwater Basin through reduced Partner Agency

groundwater pumping, to provide up to 61,000 AF of increased
groundwater in storage to be used by the SFPUC and Partner Agencies
during drought conditions.

Figure 5 ilustrates how the Project would change the source of water
supply for the Partner Agencies. During normal and wet years, the
portion of water supply coming from SFPUC surface water would

increase compared to the existing condition. During dry years, the portion
of water supply coming from groundwater would increase compared to
the existing condition. For SFPUC wholesale water customers, the source
of water supply would not change during normal and wet years; but the
portion of groundwater delivered to some SFPUC customers would
increase during dry years, compared to existing conditions.

An accounting of additional storage volumes (called the SFPUC Storage
Account) would track the amount of water that has been stored during the
normal and wet years and the amount of water pumped during dry years.
The specific volumes shown in Figure 5 are based on historic rainfall and
hydrology (MWH, 2007), but actual volumes in any given year would
vary depending on several factors, including: 1) the final location and
capacity of the project well facilities, 2) the availability of additional stored
water in the SFPUC Storage Account, and 3) direction from the Operating
CommitteeS regarding which wells should be used.

5 It is expected that a Project agreement by and between SFPUC and the Partner Agencies would establish an

Operating Committee. The role of the Operating Committee would be to monitor and track the SFPUC
Storage Account, including any losses from the system, and establish pumping schedules for the project
wells.

1006 IYll.Æ
r IT 'rA65 ei~lI:

Notice of Preparation Project Description

20 Regional Groundwater Storage and
Recovery Project

June 24, 2009



Groundwater from 
Partner Facilities

6.7

Groundwater from Partner 
Facilities

1.3

Groundwater from 
Partner Facilities

6.7

15

20

25

ow
 (m

gd
)

Increased 
Surface 

Water Supply 
During Normal 
and Wet Years

Surface Water 
Supply

14.5

Surface Water 
Supply

19.9

Surface Water 
Supply

7.3

Groundwater from 
SFPUC Storage Account

7.2

0

5

10

Av
er

ag
e 

An
nu

al
 F

lo

Project�Conditions
Normal�&�
Wet��Years

Dry��
Years

Existing�Conditions

Groundwater from Partner Facilities

Groundwater from Storage Account

Surface Water Supply

Partner facilities are operated by City of Daly City, City of San Bruno, and Cal Water.1

Source of Water Supply for Partner
Agencies

Regional Groundwater Storage
and Recovery Project

Figure 5

1



During normal and wet years, the proposed groundwater well facilities
would be operated by SFPUC or by Partner Agencies only periodically for
maintenance purposes. During dry years, the proposed groundwater well
facilities would be operated by SFPUC or by Partner Agencies for
additional water supply.

All well stations would be unmanned, but subject to remote monitoring
and operation by the Partner Agency or SFPUC who would operate the
well facility. Each well station would be visited daily when wells are
operating for routine equipment checks, lasting approximately 30 minutes
each. During normal and wet years, wells would be visited on a weekly
basis, would be normally off, but regular exercising would be conducted.
Longer term maintenance would include removal and repair or
replacement of pumps, valves, and other equipment. Production wells
may require redevelopment and/or rehabilitation on an infrequent basis.

6.0 PERMITS AND ApPROVALS REQUIRED

The SFPUC may be required to obtain the following permits and approvals for
Project construction and operation:

. Section 404 Permit from the U.s Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) if the

Project affects jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the U.s.
· U.s Department of Veterans Affairs approval and National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review for Sites 14 and 15 at the Golden
Gate National Cemetery.

. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Section 7 consultation under the federal

Endangered Species Act, if the Project affects threatened or endangered
species or their habitat.

. Review by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation may be required

if the Project affects properties listed on or eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places.

. Permit amendments and approval of well construction and operation
from the California Department of Public Health, Water Supply Division.

. Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement from the

California Department of Fish and Game if the Project could affect
streambeds under California jurisdiction.

. Section 2081/2080.1 Incidental Take Permit from the California

Department of Fish and Game if a "take" (to hunt, pursue, catch, capture,
¡roe, 1;qIoE
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or kil, or attempt the same) could occur to state-listed species as a result
of the Project.

. California Department of Fish and Game Memorandum of Agreement if
needed to ensure no effect to fully protected species.

. Preparation of a California Department of Toxic Substances Control

Contaminated Soil Treatment Work Plan (required only if contaminated
soil is encountered during construction).

. San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Discharge

permits, if required, for emergency and/or maintenance water discharges,
and for "overboard" pumping of well waters.

· San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401
Certification, the state certification of the federal Section 404 Wetlands
Permit.

· California Department of Transportation Encroachment permits to cross

State roadways and Interstate Highways.
· State Water Resources Control Board Stormwater General Permit and

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, if more than one acre of land is
disturbed.

. Bay Area Air Quality Management District permit for stationary
equipment that may generate air pollutants (e.g., generators).

. EIR certification by the San Francisco Planning Commission.

. Board of Supervisors approval may be needed for funding appropriation

or property rights acquisition.
. SFPUC approval, adoption of CEQA findings and mitigation monitoring

and reporting program (MMRP).
. Adoption of CEQA findings and MMRP by local City Councils or Boards

of Supervisors.
. San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission review of local, state and

national landmarks and historical landscapes.
. Determination of Project consistency with park use by local Recreation

and Park Commissions and approval of use of property under their
jurisdiction.

. Approval of local Unified School District(s) for use of property under their
jurisdiction.

· Approval of exterior design of proposed facilities on SFPUC property or
right-of-way by the San Francisco Arts Commission.

. Agreements with Partner Agencies.

. Local Department(s) of Public Health approval of well construction and

operation permits in accordance with California Department of Water
Resources Standards.
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. Local Department(s) of Public Health approval of Certified Unified

Program Agencies (CUP A)/Hazardous Materials Business Plan for Project
operations.

. Local Department(s) of Public Works approval of excavation permits,

encroachment permits, and temporary occupancy permits for street space.
. Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) encroachment permits to cross existing

BART system.

7.0 PROPERTY RIGHTS ACQUISITION

Several types of property rights would be needed for Project construction and
operation, as shown in Table 3. The process for acquiring right-of-way involves
the preparation of deed and appraisal map, an appraisal of fair market value,
negotiations with property owners, and condemnation (if necessary).

TABLE 3

Property Rights Proposed for Acquisition

Property Rights
Acquisition
Type

Access Temporary or permanent rights to enter or cross another
Easement property

Pipeline Rights to install and maintain a pipeline over or across
Easement another property

Fee Acquisition
Purchase of all the property rights, land, improvements (if
any), etc.

Encroachment Rights to encroach across a publicly-owned street or
Permi t highway for pipeline or other purposes

Of the 19 potential well sites, 12 sites are on SFPUC fee-owned land or within
SFPUC right-of-way. The other seven well sites are on other public and private
parcels which would require an acquisition of property use rights for the well(s),
connecting pipelines, and/or access. Lastly, several sites have lengthy connecting
pipeline requirements that would most likely be constructed on a combination of
public and private parcels.
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8.0 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

The proposed Project schedule expected at the time of this NOP includes
construction of permanent well facilities and pipeline connections from April
2012 through approximately May 2014.

9.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

9.1 Environmental Issues to be Addressed in the EIR

The EIR wil address all environmental issue areas required under CEQA. The
EIR wil address environmental impacts of the proposed Project due to
construction and operation activities and wil propose mitigation measures for
impacts considered to be significant. The following sections describe the
anticipated environmental issues that wil be addressed by the EIR.

9.1.1 Land Use and Visual Quality

Construction and operation of the proposed Project could affect land uses
and visual quality of the Project sites and surrounding areas. Potential
impacts to be evaluated in the EIR include:

· Temporary and permanent disruption or displacement of existing
land uses during construction including construction impacts on

such sensitive land uses as schools, residences and funeral homes,
and the potential temporary closure of a portion of South San

Francisco Linear Park to the public.

. Impacts on scenic vistas or visual character, including potential
impacts on the visual character of Golden Gate National Cemetery,
Woodlawn Cemetery, Greenlawn Memorial Park, and Lake Merced
Golf Club.
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9.1.2 Geology, Soils and Seismicity

Construction and operation of new well facilities and below-ground
distribution pipelines and electrical power lines could result in site-
specific impacts on or from local geology and soils conditions. Potential
impacts to be evaluated in the EIR include:

. Seismic hazards and/or increased exposure of people and
structures to seismic hazards, including impacts from ground-
shaking in the event of an earthquake on the San Andreas fault or
other Bay Area fault.

. Increased exposure of people or structures to geologic hazards

(such as liquefaction, poor soil conditions, or unstable slopes) from
construction in geologic hazard zones.

. Soil erosion potential from construction activities.

. Potential land subsidence from drawdown of the groundwater

aquifer.

9.1.3 Hydrology and Water Quality

Construction and operation of the Project could affect surface water
quality and could affect groundwater levels and quality in the Project area
and in the South Westside Groundwater Basin as a whole. Potential
impacts to be evaluated include:

. Changes in local groundwater quality and levels within the South
Westside Groundwater Basin as a whole.

. Changes in drinking water quality due to use of treated
groundwater.

. Alteration of drainage patterns and increase in stormwater flows

due to increase in the amount of impervious surfaces.

. Degradation of surface water quality as a result of erosion and

sedimentation, hazardous materials release during construction,
and construction dewatering discharges.
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9.1.4 Biological Resources

The proposed Project could result in a permanent loss of wetlands and
sensitive habitats and could directly impact special-status wildlife and
plant species. Temporary impacts to biological resources could result from
proximity to construction activities, including noise, vibration, and dust.
Potential impacts to be evaluated include:

. Impacts on wetlands and aquatic resources.

. Impacts on sensitive wildlife habitats and protected/heritage trees.

. Impacts on special-status wildlife and plant species - direct
mortality and/or habitat effects.

· Conflcts with adopted conservation plans or other approved
biological resources plans.

9.1.5 Cultural Resources

The proposed Project could affect archaeological, historical, or
paleontological resources through ground-disturbing activities during
construction, or by introducing new facilities that compromise the historic
integrity of historic buildings or landscapes. Potential impacts to be
evaluated include:

. Impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources.

· Impacts on the historical significance of a historic district,
contributor to a historic district, or historic landscape. Of particular
focus wil be the proposed well facilties on 1920s Lake Merced Golf
Club; the turn of the century Woodlawn Cemetery, the Cypress
Lawn Cemetery, and the Golden Gate National Cemetery.

· Impacts on Native American cultural resources.

9.1.6 Traffic, Transportation and Circulation

Construction could have temporary impacts on traffc volumes, traffc
safety, and parking in the vicinity of the well facility sites and at the
Westlake Pump Station. Potential impacts to be evaluated EIR include:
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. Temporary reduction in roadway capacity and increased traffic
delays, including impacts from short-term closure of one parking
and/or traffic lane. Impaired access to adjacent roadways and land
uses.

. Temporary displacement of on- or off-street parking.

. Increased traffic safety hazards during construction.

. Long-term traffc increases during facility operation.

9.1.7 Noise and Vibration

Construction noise and vibration impacts from the proposed Project
would be associated with facility construction activities, and therefore,
would be temporary and short-term. Operation of the proposed pumps
and treatment facilities could create permanent noise impacts. Potential
impacts to be evaluated include:

. Impacts of construction noise and vibration on sensitive receptors

in the vicinity of Project construction sites, especially such sensitive
land uses as schools, health care facilities, cemeteries, funeral
homes, and churches.

. Noise impacts from groundwater well station operation, including
pumps and groundwater treatment facilities.

9.1.8 Recreational Resources

Construction could temporarily disrupt recreational uses in the vicinity of
the well facility sites as a result of noise, dust, and temporary access
restrictions. The EIR wil evaluate the impact of the Project on recreational
resources. Potential impacts to be evaluated include:

. Temporary and permanent impacts on recreational facilities,
including but not limited to Lake Merced Golf Club and Linear
Park in South San Francisco.

200ß IYlI.E
c.." i J. 100; aii llì

Notice of Preparation Project Description

28 Regional Groundwater Storage and
Recovery Project

June 24, 2009



9.1.9 Other Environmental Issues

Other environmental issues that wil be evaluated in the EIR include the
Project's potential impacts on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions;
public services and utilities, including the Project's beneficial effect on
water supply; agricultural resources; hazards, including the potential
hazards from chemical storage at the well sites; and energy resources.

The EIR also wil evaluate any potential growth-inducing impacts that
could result from implementation of the Project. The EIR also wil address
whether the Project could result in impacts that would be significant when
combined with the impacts of other SFPUC or non-SFPUC projects
occurring in the same geographic area as the Project and at the same time.

9.2 Alternatives

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to
the project, or to the location of the project, that would attain most of the basic
project objectives but that could avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. The EIR wil identify the potentially significant
impacts of the proposed Project. The findings of the EIR impact analysis wil
guide the refinement of an appropriate range of alternatives to be evaluated in
the EIR that would avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts, while stil
meeting the project objectives. Alternatives suggested during the public scoping
period would also be considered. The EIR wil include a discussion of impacts
associated with the No Project Alterative.
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San Francisco Planning Department
Major Environmental Analysis Division

SCOPING MEETING

REGIONAL GROUNDWATER STORAGE AND RECOVERY 
PROJECT

Environmental Impact Report

JULY 9, 2009



Scoping Meeting Purpose

• Hear your comments on the proposed scope 
and focus of environmental review of the 
proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and 
Recovery Project

• Help identify the following to be analyzed in 
depth:

� Range of alternatives 
� Environmental effects
� Methods of assessment
� Mitigation measures



Scoping Meeting Agenda

• Introductions
• Presentation

� Overview of Environmental Review Process
� Overview of Regional Groundwater Storage and 

Recovery Project

• Public Comments
• Closing Remarks



Scoping Meeting Reminders

• Sign in at the table near the entrance.
• Pick up copies of meeting materials.
• If you would like to speak during tonight’s 

hearing, fill out a speaker card.
• To make written comments, pick up comment 

cards.
� Drop off at the end of the meeting
� Mail or fax later

• Please hold all comments until the end of the 
presentation.



Project Team Introductions

San Francisco Planning Department 
(Lead Agency under CEQA)

� Diana Sokolove, Senior Environmental Planner

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
(Project Sponsor)

� Greg Bartow, Project Manager
� Suet Chau, Environmental Project Manager
� Michele Liapes, Communications
� Les Chau, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants



ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW PROCESS



California Environmental Quality Act

Proposed projects require environmental 
review under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) before they can be 
considered for approval

For SFPUC projects, CEQA is implemented by 
the San Francisco Planning Department



CEQA Objectives

• Present environmental impacts of proposed 
projects

• Identify ways to avoid or reduce environmental 
impacts

• Support the agency decision-making process

• Encourage public participation

• Enhance interagency coordination



What will the EIR do?

• Provide a detailed description of the project and 
the existing environment

• Identify potential environmental impacts

• Identify ways to avoid or reduce significant 
environmental effects through mitigation or 
alternatives to the proposed project



PROPOSED REGIONAL 
GROUNDWATER STORAGE 
AND RECOVERY PROJECT



SFPUC Hetch Hetchy Water System



Water System Improvement Program 
(WSIP)

• Voter Approved November 2002
• More than 85 projects to:

� repair, replace and seismically upgrade key water 
system facilities

� add new, redundant facilities to insure system
reliability

� diversify water supply and increase dry year 
supplies



Need for the Project

• Develop dry-year water supply
• Meet the 80% water supply reliability goal 

adopted by the SFPUC Commission



South Westside 
Groundwater
Basin

Partner Agencies:

City of Daly City

California Water 
Service Co

City of San Bruno





How Would How Would 
The Project The Project 
Work?Work?



How Would The Project Work?



• 48 Potential 
Well Sites 
Evaluated

• 19 Sites 
advanced for 
EIR

• Up to 16 sites 
would be 
developed



Well Facility Locations (1 of 3)



Well Facility Locations (2 of 3)



Well Facility Locations (3 of 3)



Project Description

• Develop agreements with Daly City, San Bruno, 
and Cal Water to store 61,000 acre feet of water 
(approximately 20 billion gallons)

• Develop capacity to pump 7.2 million gallons per 
day over 7.5 years

• Pump only stored water (an operating committee 
would be created to monitor the volume of 
stored and pumped project water)



Project Description

• Construct up to 16 well facilities (including 
pipelines, etc.)

• Disinfect water per state Department of Public 
Health requirements

• Provide other treatment if needed (e.g., 
manganese)

• Connect to Daly City, San Bruno, Cal Water or 
SFPUC drinking water systems (depending on 
location).



Ensuring a High Quality Drinking Water



Typical Site Layout



Sample Well Facility (with Enclosure)



Environmental Review Schedule

• Notice of Preparation – June 24, 2009
• Public Scoping Meeting – July 9, 2009
• Scoping Period Ends – July 28, 2009
• Public Review of Draft EIR – Summer 2010
• Release of Final EIR – Mid 2011
• Certification of Final EIR – Mid 2011



PUBLIC COMMENT



Comment Session Ground Rules

• Submit speaker cards to speak

• Wait until your name is called 

• Speak into the microphone and state your 
name

• Summarize comments verbally and provide 
more detail in writing

• Use comment forms for more extensive input



CLOSING REMARKS



Where to Send Comments

Scoping comments accepted through July 28, 2009

Send by email to: diana.sokolove@sfgov.org

Send by fax to: (415) 558-6409

Send by U.S. mail to:

San Francisco Planning Dept
Attn:  Bill Wycko, ERO
Groundwater Storage and Recovery
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400      
San Francisco, CA  94103



For More Information

About the Environmental Review Process:
Diana Sokolove, San Francisco Planning Department, Major 

Environmental Analysis Division
(415) 575-9046, diana.sokolove@sfgov.org

The Notice of Preparation is available online at 
www.sfgov.org/planning/mea

About the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery 
Project

Michele Liapes, SFPUC
(415) 554-3211, mliapes@sfwater.org



SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SFPUC: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

MEA: Major Environmental Analysis Division, San Francisco Planning Department

CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act

WSIP: Water System Improvement Program

GSR*: Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

EIR: Environmental Impact Report

AGENDA
        7:00 PM

SFPUC Web Site:

For GSR Project: Michele Liapes at SFPUC, (415)554-3211 or mliapes@sfwater.org

For EIR: Diana Sokolove at SF Planning, (415) 575-9046 or diana.sokolove@sfgov.org

Introductions - Diana Sokolove, San Francisco Planning Department 

Presentation:

•  Environmental Review Process Overview - Diana Sokolove, San Francisco Planning Department

•  Project Overview - Greg Bartow, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Public Comment

Closing Remarks

For More 
Information

Glossary

Documents 
Currently 
Available

- GSR Notice of Preparation of an EIR

- GSR Fact Sheet 

- 2008 Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report, Westside Basin 

Planning Department Web Site: 

 www.sfwater.org

 www.sfgov.org/site/planning

Public Scoping Meeting 
Proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

South San Francisco, CA  - July 9, 2009

* The GSR was formerly called the Groundwater Conjunctive Use Project

The following documents are available by calling (415) 554-3211 or at  

www.sfwater.org/msc_main.cfm/MC_ID/13/MSC_ID/427  

The following document is available by calling (415) 575-9046 or at  

www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/planning/NOP(1).pdf
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SIGN-IN SHEET

NAME AFFILIATION ADDRESS EMAILPHONE

(Please print)

Public Scoping Meeting 
Proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

South San Francisco, CA  - July 9, 2009



SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SPEAKER CARD

Name:

Phone:

Affiliation:

Street Address:

City, State, Zip:

CONTACT INFORMATION

SPEAKER CARD

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Email:

Name:

Phone:

Affiliation:

Street Address:

City, State, Zip:

CONTACT INFORMATION

Email:

Public Scoping Meeting 
Proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

South San Francisco, CA  - July 9, 2009

Public Scoping Meeting 
Proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

South San Francisco, CA  - July 9, 2009



SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

COMMENTS

Thank you for participating in tonight’s Public Scoping Meeting on the SFPUC’s Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project.  Your comments on 

the scope and focus of the environmental review are encouraged.

Name (Please print):

City, State, Zip:

Affiliation (if applicable):

Phone:

Address:

COMMENTS

Email:

Mail Questions to: Diana Sokolove, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Fax: (415) 558-6409 Email: diana.sokolove@sfgov.org        

For more information on SFPUC’s project, contact: Michele Liapes, SFPUC Communications Division

Phone: (415) 554-3211          Email: mliapes@sfwater.org

Public Scoping Meeting 
Proposed Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project 

South San Francisco, CA  - July 9, 2009



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

Appendix E 
Written Comments Received During Scoping 

Process





WRITTEN COMMENT #1









WRITTEN COMMENT #2







WRITTEN COMMENT #3







WRITTEN COMMENT #4



WRITTEN COMMENT #5











WRITTEN COMMENT #6







WRITTEN COMMENT #7









"Mondy Lariz" <mlariz@comcast.net>
07/28/2009 04:17 PM 
Please respond to 
<mlariz@comcast.net> To 
 <diana.sokolove@sfgov.org> 
 cc 

 bcc 

 Subject 
 Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Scoping Comments 

By email to diana.sokolove@sfgov.org 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission St., #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

                                 July 28, 2009 

Re:  Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Scoping Comments
--- Case No. 2005.0164E 

Dear Mr. Wycho: 

I was dismayed to find no mention of Lake Merced in the above referenced
document.
Rather than supply additional comments I will simple say that I agree with
the comments made by Mr. Cadagan for the Committee to Save Lake Merced. 
Thank you considering these comments and working to ensure an adequate
CEQA document and project. 
Sincerely,

For California Trout 
Mondy Lariz 
2353 Venndale Ave 
San Jose, CA 95124 
(408) 358-6963 

WRITTEN COMMENT #8



socialchr <socialchr@aol.com>
07/28/2009 04:01 PM To 
 "diana.sokolove@sfgov.org" <diana.sokolove@sfgov.org> 
 cc 
 "Peter Drekmeier" <Peter@Tuolumne.org>, "Bob Hackamack" <jdmack@jps.net>,  
"mike marshall" <mike@hetchhetchy.org>, "Mondy Lariz"
<mlariz@comcast.net>, rrcollins@n-h-i.org, ajensen@bawsca.org, "Bartow,
Greg" <GBartow@sfwater.org> 
 bcc 

 Subject 
 Regional Groundwater Storage, etc. Case No. 2005.0164E 

Committee to Save Lake Merced 
13225 Sylva Lane 
Sonora  CA  95370 
Ph  209-536-9278 
Fax  209-536-9378 

By Fax to diana.sokolove@sfgov.org 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission St., #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

                                 July 28, 2009 

Re:  Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Scoping Comments
--- Case No. 2005.0164E 

Dear Mr. Wycho: 

What follows are the comments of the Committee to Save Lake Merced (the
“Committee”) on the June 24, 2009 Notice of Preparation (and Project
Description and related materials) of an Environmental Impact Report
(“EIR”) for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Groundwater
Storage and Recovery Project (the “Project”).  The Committee is a
coalition of users of Lake Merced formed in 1993 to address the declining
water levels in the lake.  The Committee has since 1993 remained active in
the efforts to permanently reverse those declining water levels and
anticipates remaining active until a final resolution of the lake level
issue is reached.  Thus, our comments here are primarily directed at
matters that relate to Lake Merced water levels.  However, we anticipate
that one or more organizations concerned with issues affecting the
Tuolumne River will also comment on the scope of the EIR for the Project.
We are firm supporters of the goals of those organizations and in no
fashion do we intend that our comments be inconsistent with the goals of
those concerned with the health and welfare of the Tuolumne River. 

WRITTEN COMMENT #9



The Project is a conjunctive use project and, as the NOP points out, was
listed as the “Conjunctive Use Project” in the SFPUC’s Water System
Improvement Program and the related Program Environmental Impact Report.
The Committee is fully supportive of conjunctive use of water, but also
mindful of the old adage that “the devil is in the details”.  In this case
it can’t be determined if there is a devil in the details because there
are far too few details in the project description found in the NOP.
Some of the more important matters that need to be in the project
description before meaningful environmental analysis can be done appear in
the numbered paragraphs below. 

The primary purpose of an EIR is to “identify significant effects on the
environment of a project”.  The NOP lists in Section 9.1 some of the
environmental issues to be addressed, including land use; geology, etc;
hydrology and water quality; biological resources; cultural resources;
traffic,etc; noise and vibration; and recreational resources.
Surprisingly, nowhere in Section 9 of the NOP (or elsewhere in the project
description or related material presented at the July 9 scoping meeting)
is mention made whatsoever of “Lake Merced” or the “Tuolumne River”.  It
is in those two bodies of water that the potentially truly significant
negative environmental effects of the Project might materialize.  Being
specifically interested in Lake Merced, the Committee notes that it is
fairly well acknowledged that a significant contributing factor to the
environmentally damaging decline in lake levels during the 80’s was
excessive pumping from the Westside Basin aquifer. That resulted in an
overdraft condition in the aquifer.  The Committee does not find comfort
in the material currently available that excessive aquifer pumping and
resultant aquifer overdraft might not result from operation of the Project
thereby causing significant and unnecessary harm to the environment.

It is fundamental to CEQA that an EIR must be prepared with “a sufficient
degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences.” CEQA Guidelines ¶ 15151.  No citation should
be needed for the proposition that an EIR cannot meet that test if the
description of the project that is the subject of the EIR is fundamentally
inadequate.  It is possible that SFPUC plans to amplify the project
description after the deadline for scoping comments has passed.  That
would seem inconsistent with the spirit of the scoping process and, in
this case, the requirement that at least one scoping meeting be held in
connection with projects of statewide, regional or areawide significance.
CEQA Guidelines ¶ 15082(ç)(1).  In other words, what is the point in
having a mandatory scoping procedure if the project description in
existence at the time of the scoping meeting and during the scoping
comment period is so lacking in basic information? 

Based on the foregoing, and taking into the specific comments below on the
inadequacy of the detail in the project description, the Committee
respectfully submits that the NOP should be withdrawn at this time and
reissued only when an adequately detailed project description is submitted
by the SFPUC. 

A second important purpose of an EIR is to identify alternatives to the
project.  One possible alternative (maybe better characterized as a
“supplement”) would be to add as a project feature the injection of
stormwater and/or recycled water to the aquifer.  Upon informal
preliminary inquiry in this regard we were told that geological conditions



in the area do not lend themselves to effective use of injection wells.
This issue needs to be examined (and discussed in the EIR) in much greater
detail, including consideration of using the soon-to-be-made-public
groundwater model to determine optimum locations for injecting stormwater
and/or recycled water. 

We submit the following specific comments, most of which are consistent
with our belief that the existing project description in inadequate to
allow for meaningful CEQA review in an EIR. 

            1. The project description lacks definitions of critical terms
such as “excess surface water” (¶1.0; p.1), “dry, normal and wet” years
(throughout the project description); “sufficient surface water supplies”
(¶5.3.1; p.9). 

            2. The project description lacks adequate information
regarding the aquifer in question to give meaning and context to the
stated project purposes (¶5.2; p.8).  It is stated more than once (e.g. ¶5. 
3.1; p.10) that storage in the aquifer will be increased by 61,000 AF
“eventually”.  But neither the total capacity or current storage volume in
the aquifer (or relevant portion of the larger Westside Basin aquifer) is
given.  This project relates to just the South Westside Groundwater Basin
which is a part of the larger Westside Groundwater Basin.  An earlier
study of the entire Westside Groundwater Basin estimated that “on the
order of 75,000 acre-feet of available storage” would be available for
possible conjunctive use.  Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Update of the
Conceptualization of the Lake-Aquifer System: Westside Ground-Water Basin,
April 2004.  These numbers may possibly be reconcilable, but it would be
essential for those doing the current environmental study to have
up-to-date information on total capacity of the South Westside Groundwater
Basin, its current storage situation, and unused capacity for future
conjunctive use storage.

            3. Related to paragraph 2 immediately above is that fact that
SFPUC has plans for groundwater development in the North Westside
Groundwater Basin.  The current project description should spell out how
these two seemingly closely related projects are being integrated. 

            4. Many of the answers to the specific issues raised above may
ultimately be found in the “groundwater storage and recovery agreement”
cryptically mentioned in ¶5.3.1 (p.10) and slightly more prominently
mentioned in footnote 5 to ¶5.3.4 (p.20).  If that agreement is intended
to spell out critical questions such as the missing definitions and even
more basic questions ---- such as whether pumping in dry years may occur
before recharge has occurred ---- then that agreement should be prepared
and publicly disclosed before preparation of the EIR.  (As noted above,
the scoping process should occur after, not before, those critical details
are revealed.) 

            5. The Committee cannot keep current on evolving CEQA law
regarding the need to consider climate change in EIRs under CEQA.
Regardless of the current state of the law, in this instance it seems
essential that climate change be considered in detail given that the
project is partially based on the premise that there will be undefined
“excess” surface water (presumably referring to Tuolumne River water ---
85% of SFPUC’s surface supply) available in the undefined “normal and wet
years”.



Respectfully Submitted, 

Committee to Save Lake Merced 

By      s/ Jerry Cadagan 
            Jerry Cadagan 

cc. CalTrout 
      Tuolumne River Trust 
      Restore Hetch Hetchy 
      SFPUC 
      BAWSCA 



 
 
 
July 28, 2009 
 
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission St., #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re:  Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project Scoping Comments 
 
Dear Mr. Wycko: 
 
The Tuolumne River Trust appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Notice of 
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Groundwater Storage and 
Recovery Project (Case No. 2005.0164E). 
 
The purpose of the Project is to further the use of the South Westside Groundwater 
Basin as an underground storage reservoir by storing water in the basin during wet 
periods for subsequent recapture during dry periods.  The dry year water supply would 
be made available to the cities of Daly City and San Bruno, the California Water 
Company in its South San Francisco service area, and SFPUC wholesale water 
customers. 
 
In general, the Tuolumne River Trust supports the concept of cooperative management 
of surface water and groundwater to optimize the water demand and supply balance.  
However, we have concerns that this project could harm the Tuolumne River by 
increasing diversions in normal and wet years. 
 
Need to Study Impacts on the Tuolumne River 
 
Figure 5 in the Notice of Preparation (Source of Water Supply for Partner Agencies) 
suggests that the SFPUC would provide an additional 5.4 million gallons of surface 
water per day (mgd) to its customers in normal and wet years to enable them to reduce 
groundwater pumping by an equal amount.  The EIR needs to identify the source(s) of 
this additional surface water.  It also should define wet, normal and dry years.  
Assuming most of the additional 5.4 mgd is expected to come from the Tuolumne River, 
the impacts of increasing diversions should be studied in the Project EIR. 
 
Currently, 60% of the Tuolumne River is used for agricultural and urban uses, and even 
more water is diverted, causing significant impacts to the river ecosystem.  For example, 
the population of Chinook salmon has declined from more than 100,000 individuals per 
year prior to dam building, to 18,000 in 2000, to less than 500 in 2008.  In its comment 
letter on the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) DPEIR dated October 1, 2007, 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) stated that lack of adequate 
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instream flows was the primary cause of the decline in anadromous fish.  Diverting 
more water from the Tuolumne would only exacerbate this problem. 
 
The WSIP PEIR attempted to address the impacts on salmon and steelhead of diverting 
more water from the Tuolumne, however, the analysis was wholly inadequate.  The 
Tuolumne River Trust and other conservation organizations did not issue a legal 
challenge to the PEIR because we did not want to delay the seismic upgrades to the 
Hetch Hetchy Water System. 
 
New information about potential impacts to the Tuolumne River from increasing 
diversions should be included in the CEQA analysis for the Groundwater Storage and 
Recovery Project.  For example, the SFPUC is currently conducting a study of biological 
resources in the stretch of the Tuolumne downstream of the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir to 
meet a condition of the 1987 Kirkwood Powerhouse Agreement.  Because the study was 
not completed in time to be included in the WSIP PEIR, it is important that the results of 
this study be considered as soon as possible.  This study is expected to be completed by 
the end of 2009. 
 
On January 15, 2009, CDFG submitted comments on the San Joaquin Pipeline System 
Project.  They stated: 
 

“We are concerned, however, that the addition of a new pipeline segment will 
provide conveyance capacity for increased diversions from the Tuolumne 
watershed.  “To contribute toward meeting the overall program objectives of the 
WSIP, the SFPUC has designed the SJPL System Project to meet current and future 
water demand” (Pg. 1-2, DEIR).  This implies the SJPL will be integral either now or 
in the future for conveying additional water supplies which would likely include 
diversions of about two million gallons per day (mgd) over existing conditions from 
the Tuolumne River.  Be advised that for any activity that will divert or obstruct the 
natural flow…DFG may require a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement 
(LSAA), pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code, with the 
applicant.” 

 
CDFG went on to say: 
 

“In those documents (CDFG comments on the WSIP PEIR), we described in detail 
the critical and dire condition of native salmonids in the Tuolumne River.  We 
thoroughly outlined the relationship between in-stream flows and native salmonid 
productivity, as well a the need for decreased, rather than increased, Tuolumne 
River diversions to sustain native salmonid populations at high risk of extinction.  
Increased diversions of two mgd would also likely worsen conditions for other fish 
species in the Tuolumne River, and would likely add to cumulative impacts to water 
quality of the San Joaquin River, that may further impact sensitive species including 
federally threatened steelhead (see Zimmerman et al. 2008), State and federally 
endangered Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus), federally threatened southern 
distinct population segment (DPS) green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), and the 
State candidate longfin smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys), currently petitioned for 
endangered status.  DFG continues to respectfully request SFPUC consider all other 
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potential options for meeting increased customer demand until and after the year 
2018.” 

 
These comments should be addressed in the Project EIR for the Groundwater Storage 
and Recovery Project. 
 
It should be noted that wet years do not result in “wasted” water.  Wet years can 
provide better flows for juvenile salmon and steelhead, enabling them to get flushed out 
into the Bay and Ocean in higher numbers.  In big water years, such as 1982/83 and 
1997/98, the two reservoirs on the Tuolumne River filled to capacity, causing spillage 
over the dams.  As a result of the increased instream flows, the numbers of adult 
salmon and steelhead returning three years later increased dramatically.  However, in 
1994, despite the relative abundance of water, most of the River’s flow was captured in 
the two reservoirs to fill them after several years of drought (see attached graph).  As a 
result, the number of returning adult salmon three years later was much smaller than 
would otherwise have been expected. 
 
The EIR for the Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project should study the impacts of 
diverting additional water from the Tuolumne on fish populations even in wet and 
normal years. 
 
Furthermore, requirements for instream flows in the lower Tuolumne are likely to 
increase as a result of the FERC relicensing process that will begin in 2011 and be 
completed in 2016. 
 
A recent FERC order on a rehearing request for the 1995 FERC Settlement Agreement 
acknowledged the existence of steelhead in the lower Tuolumne and the need for them 
to be addressed.  It found that interim measures may be required prior to relicensing.  It 
also determined that within four years an instream flow of 4,000 cfs in the spring would 
be needed for study purposes and that the instream flow study, including a plan for a 
temperature model, be developed by MID and TID in consultation with NMFS, FWS 
and CDFG. 
 
This, and future FERC actions, must be considered in the CEQA analysis for the 
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project. 
 
Need to Study the Potential for Using Stormwater Runoff and/or Recycled Water to 
Enhance Recharge of the Groundwater Basin 
 
In response to CDFG’s request that “SFPUC consider all other potential options for 
meeting increased customer demand,” the EIR for the Groundwater Storage and 
Recovery Project should study the potential for using stormwater runoff and/or 
recycled water to enhance the recharge of the groundwater basin.  This would enable a 
higher sustainable rate of groundwater use in normal and wet years, thus reducing or 
eliminating increased diversions from the Tuolumne River. 
 
We believe our concerns are shared by the SFPUC Commission and the San Francisco 
Planning Commission.  SFPUC Resolution No. 08-0200, which approved the WSIP on 
October 30, 2008, states: 
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“Further resolved, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission shall set aggressive 
water conservation and recycling goals, shall bring short and long-term 
conservation, recycling and groundwater programs on line at the earliest possible 
time, and shall undertake every effort to reduce demand and any further diversions 
from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission watersheds…” 

 
In a letter dated December 18, 2008 to SFPUC President, Ann Moller Caen and SFPUC 
General Manager, Ed Harrington, the San Francisco Planning Commission wrote: 
 

“As you know, the Tuolumne River is a precious resource and the City and County 
of San Francisco should continue to protect it.  Thus, the Commission urges the 
SFPUC to continue to find alternative ways to provide water supply to the service 
area that do not involve withdrawing additional water off the Tuolumne River.” 

 
Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Peter Drekmeier 
Bay Area Program Director 
 
 
Attachments 
 
CDFG WSIP DPEIR comments 
CDFG letter dated January 15, 2009 
1994 stream flow graph 
FERC order on rehearing request 
SFPUC Resolution #08-0200 
SF Planning Dept. letter dated December 18, 2008 
 
 
cc: CDFG 
 SFPUC 
 SF Planning Commission 



      

                     

www.hetchhetchy.org 
PO Box 565, San Francisco, California  94104-0565   *   415.956.0401 

Restore Hetch Hetchy is a California non-profit corporation, tax ID # 77-0551533,  
exempt from state and federal income tax under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Contributions to Restore Hetch Hetchy are tax deductible to the extent allowed by law. 

           

  

    
          

          

      

           Please reply to:  PO Box 1886    
           Twain Harte  CA  95383-1886 
� � � � � ��������July�28,�2009�

� �
�
Mr.�Bill�Wycko�
Environmental�Review�Officer�
Regional�Groundwater�Storage�and�Recovery�Project�Scoping�������
� Comments�
San�Francisco�Planning�Department�
Sent�by�email�to�diana.sokolove@sfgov.org��submitted�at�3:20�PM�
�
� Subject:��South�Westside�Groundwater�Basin�EIR�Scoping�
�
Dear�Mr.�Wycko:�
�
Restore Hetch Hetchy appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping 
input for the SFPUC WSIP Regional Groundwater Storage and 
Recovery Project EIR, Case No. 2005:0164E. 

The use of this aquifer for domestic water supply during the design 
drought is good conjunctive-use, but the concept of replacing the 
present well water being pumping with surface supply to allow 
replenishment naturally during normal and wet years without listing the 
source of that surface water gives the impression that other watersheds 
will suffer impacts, which are not going to be addressed in this EIR.  
This is a serious omission that the EIR must address.  Because you did 
not mention the  specific source of the “surface water, when available” 
in your current Notice or Description, immediately makes those 
involved with the SFPUC source watersheds think the worst—that 
more water will be drawn from these watersheds for this project.  The 
fear is that offsetting replenishment surface flow were not presented 
nor mitigation provided for in your department’s 2008 PEIR for the 
WSIP, Case No. 2005.0159E referenced in your Description.  They 
would want those sources to be acknowledged and their impacts shown 
and mitigation provided for in this project EIR.  It would be a mistake 
not to do so if those assumptions are true.

To calm everyone we ask that you present a water balance in this EIR 
stating the source of this replacement water proposed and giving a 
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Tuolumne River at Moccasin in 2018 on a five-year rolling average; the same 
from Alameda Creek watershed to the Sunol Water Treatment Plant; from the 
Peninsular watersheds to Tracy WTP; from groundwater pumping inputs;  
purchases from other water suppliers; amount of Tuolumne River water put into 
and recovered from San Antonio Reservoir; amount of Tuolumne River diversion 
put into and recovered from Crystal Springs Reservoir; amount of Tuolumne River 
water put into and recovered from Pulgas Reservoir; amount traded to and from 
other water agencies (e.g. EBMUD); amount purchased from other agencies 
and delivered through the South Bay Aqueduct; the amount rejected from 
each of the two WTP as part of their normal operation; amount rejected at 
Livermore Lab water treatment facility; amount rejected by backwash from well 
water filtration; the amount sold to BAWSCA including “surface water, when 
available” “in lieu of pumping ground water” for this aquifer project as a 
separate item; sales within the  City of SF; that sold to Lawrence Livermore Lab; 
that sold to GE nuclear power generation near Sunol;  amount sold to or 
purchased from other government agencies not already included;  evaporation 
from WTPs and storage; transmission losses; losses from meter failure in SF 
(delivered but not billed or over billed); accretions; water main flushing; fire 
fighting use and hydrant testing;  and system operating spills and releases.  The 
amount sold to GCSD and that served to Moccasin and Early Intake should be 
stated as separate diversions.  Input flows will equal sales and outputs.  The 
amount of 223 mgd total sales goal by 2018 was stated to your Planning 
Commission for the PEIR on Oct 30, 2008 by SFPUC General Manager, Ed 
Harrington, during the decision meeting for Case No. 2005.0159E.  That amount 
has never appeared in print and this is the place for it to be stated and 
explained.  That water balance will let everyone know where the surface water 
replacement flow is coming from for this project.  Our expectation is that this 
water balance will show the well water replacement flow is part of the 223 mgd 
five-year rolling average goal for 2018. 

A second reason we ask for this water balance is for you to explain how the goal 
of total sales got from 217.3 mgd (calculated from Figure 2.4 on page 2-18 of 
the DPEIR) to 223 mgd that the Commission accepted.  Two mgd of the 
increase was noted in the WSIP Revision supplement (Chapter 13, Table 13.2, in 
the Phased WSIP column at page 13-13), but the purpose or reason for it was 
never given in print, nor was the other 3.7 mgd additional Tuolumne River 
diversion explained in print that was added by the General Manager just before 
October 30.  This extra amount also needs to be explained.  This EIR is the place 
to explain these increases as well as the source for the 4.5 mgd replacement 
surface (flow calculated from Figure 5 page 21 of this Description).  Is the 4.5 
mgd replacement flow part of the 223 mgd rolling average total sales as we 



expect?  Or do you plan to purchase this replacement water from another 
source?  A water balance will answer all these questions and restore our faith in 
your EIR process. 

Although Lake Merced is just north of the study area of the South Westside 
Groundwater Basin, please discuss the “potential for flow from shallow 
aquifer/lake system toward the underlying  
              
   Page 2, RHH Scoping Input to Case No. 2005.0164E    
  aquifer from which nearby production wells withdraw water” in the South 
Westside Groundwater Basin south of Lake Merced (quote from DPEIR page 5.6-
15 paragraph two).  Also    discuss using recycled water, and urban storm runoff 
after the first flushing rain as sources to raise the level in Lake Merced for this 
recharge purpose. 

The DPEIR lists several golf courses located atop this aquifer that are successfully 
using recycled water for irrigation (DPEIR page 5.6-8).   Discuss the impact on 
aquifer recovery from conversion to using recycled water for additional golf 
courses and other irrigated landscapes located over this aquifer that still pump 
from this aquifer or use system water for irrigation. 

Discuss the rate of aquifer refilling as related to less pumping and use of 
recycled water for irrigation above the aquifer. 

Discuss what would be necessary to recharge more of the 75,000 acre feet 
vacant storage available in this aquifer for drought use (DPEIR p 5.6-25) and the 
time to accomplish refilling.  

Explain how the high nitrate and manganese concentrations in water from this 
aquifer will be handled during drought when about 7.2 mgd will be added to 
the diminished surface supply (volume reference is from Section 5.3.2 of this  
Description and the minerals noted are in section 5.6.1.8 in DPEIR).  Will wellhead 
treatment be used to accomplish reduction of these two chemicals or will 
blending with system water take care of these problems? 

If this is a”Regional” Project, why is the North Basis not included? 

Please acknowledging this submission from us at  jdmack@jps.net   Please mail 
the author a hard copy of this DEIR and FEIR when each is available. 

    Sincerely, 



    Bob Hackamack, P.E. 
    Chair Water, Power and Restoration Committee 

Copy:   BAWSCA 
 Committee to Save Lake Merced 
 SFPUC 
 Tuolumne River Trust 
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Appendix F 
Scoping Meeting Sign-In Sheet 
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