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100-year flood — A flood that has a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded each year.

A-weighted decibel (dBA) — Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within
the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-
weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or A-weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement
that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies.

Acoustical louver — Horizontal slats on a building that are used as sound-attenuating features; that is, to
keep noise from escaping.

Active fault — A fault that shows geologic evidence of movement within Holocene time (approximately
the last 11,000 years).

Alluvium - Consists of unconsolidated mixtures of gravel, sand, clay, and silt typically deposited by
streams.

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone — The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in
1972 to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. In accordance with this
act, the state geologist established regulatory zones called “earthquake fault zones” around the surface
traces of active faults and published maps showing these zones. Within these zones, buildings for human
occupancy cannot be constructed across the surface trace of active faults. Each earthquake fault zone
extends approximately 200 to 500 feet on either side of the mapped fault trace.

Aquifer — Permeable subsurface materials (soil, sediments, and rock) that contain groundwater. Aquifers
may be large or small, local or regional, shallow or deep, and confined or unconfined, depending on the
subsurface geologic conditions. The permeable materials that surround an unconfined aquifer allow the
water table to fluctuate in response to recharge (precipitation in the wet season) and discharge
(evapotranspiration in the dry season). A confined aquifer is contained within impermeable materials
and, as a result, the water table does not fluctuate.

There are three aquifer systems that are commonly referred to within the Westside Groundwater Basin,
defined below:

Shallow Aquifer: this aquifer is present in the northern part of the Basin, in the vicinity of Lake Merced
and the southern portion of the Sunset district of San Francisco. The base of the Shallow Aquifer is
defined as the top of the “-100 foot clay.”

Primary Production Aquifer: this aquifer is present throughout the Basin, overlying the “W-clay” where
present. Where the W-clay is not present in locations to the south (in the South San Francisco area),
the Primary Production Aquifer is divided into shallow and deep units separated by a clay unit at an
elevation of approximately -300 feet mean sea level (msl).

Deep Aquifer: this aquifer underlies the W-clay, and thus its extent is limited to the generally-known
extent of that clay unit.
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Asbestos — A common name for a group of naturally occurring fibrous silicate minerals that are made up
of thin but strong, durable fibers. Asbestos is a known carcinogen and presents a public health hazard if
it is present in the friable (easily crumbled) form. Naturally occurring asbestos would most likely be
encountered in Franciscan ultramafic rock (primarily serpentinite) or Franciscan mélange.

Base flows — Flows in a river or stream that occur in the absence of any recent rainfall.

Beneficial uses — Uses of water defined in the State of California Water Code (Chapter 10 of Part 2 of
Division 2), including but not limited to agricultural, domestic, municipal, industrial, power generation,
fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, and mining.

Biological Opinion — Document issued under the authority of the federal Endangered Species Act stating
the findings of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service as to
whether a federal action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a threatened or endangered
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.

Brackish water — A mixture of freshwater and saltwater.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) — Regulations set forth in California Public Resources
Code Sections 21000-21178 that requires State and local agencies to identify and minimize significant
environmental effects of a project.

Channel — A natural or artificial watercourse, with a defined bed and banks to confine and convey
continuously or periodically flowing water.

Chloramine/chloraminated — Chloramine is a chemical disinfecting agent comprised of a combination of
chlorine and ammonia. Water that has been disinfected with chloramines is “chloraminated.”

Chlorination/dechlorination — A disinfection process that involves the addition of free chlorine, whether
as chlorine gas or liquid sodium hypochlorite. Dechlorination is the process of removing chlorine from a
substance such as water.

City Datum - City Datum is a measurement system that has been used at Lake Merced since at least 1926
and is used throughout this document for Lake Merced water levels. The City Datum does not represent
the depth of the lake. An elevation of 0 feet City Datum is equal to 11.37 feet above mean sea level
(NAVD 88). Thus, a lake level of -11.37 City Datum is equal to mean sea level, and negative lake
elevations above this level are not below mean sea level.

Class I, II, and III Bicycle Facilities — A Class I bicycle facility (bike path) is an exclusive right-of-way
that is physically separated from motor vehicles. A Class II bicycle facility (bike lane) provides
preferential use of a paved area of roadway for bicyclists by establishing specific lines of demarcation
between areas reserved for bicycles and motor vehicles. A Class III bicycle facility (bike route) is a
roadway recommended for use by bicycles and shared with motor vehicles (with no marked lanes),
designated by signs.

Colluvium — A loose deposit of rock debris accumulated through the action of gravity at the base of a cliff
or slope.
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Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) — Because community receptors are more sensitive to
unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, State law requires that, for planning purposes,
an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24-hour noise descriptor called
the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL adds a 5-dBA “penalty” during the evening
hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and a 10-dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).

Cone of depression — The area of groundwater level decline around a well caused by pumping.

Conjunctive Use — The coordinated and planned management of both surface and groundwater
resources to maximize the efficient use of the resource; that is, the planned and managed operation of a
groundwater basin and a surface water storage system combined through a coordinated conveyance
infrastructure.

Connate water — Older, high salinity water that is trapped in sediments when they are deposited. Flow
of connate waters into the South Westside Groundwater Basin would have an impact identical to
seawater intrusion.

Cultural resource — A fragile and nonrenewable remain of human activity that is valued by or
significantly representative of a culture or that contains significant information about a culture. Cultural
resources encompass archaeological, traditional, and built environment resources, including landscapes
or districts, sites, buildings, structures, objects, or cultural practices that are usually greater than 50 years
of age and possess architectural, historic, scientific, or other technical value.

Cumulatively considerable — A CEQA term used to indicate whether or not a cumulative impact is
significant.

Day-night noise level (Lan) — Another 24-hour noise descriptor, called the day-night noise level (Lan), is
similar to CNEL. While both add a 10-dBA penalty to all nighttime noise events between 10:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m., Lan does not add the evening 5-dBA penalty. In practice, Lan and CNEL usually differ by less
than 1 dBA at any given location for transportation noise sources.

Deciduous trees — Trees that shed their leaves each year, typically in winter.

Design drought — A planning and operational tool that water supply agencies use to define a reasonable
worse-case drought scenario based on local hydrology in order to establish design and operating
parameters for the water system. Droughts more severe than the design drought would cause failure of
supply within the water system.

Designed historic landscape — The National Register Bulletin 18 defines a designed historic landscape as
“a landscape that has significance as a design or work of art; was consciously designed and laid out by a
master gardener, landscape architect, architect, or horticulturalist to a design principle, or an owner or
other amateur using a recognized style or tradition in response or reaction to a recognized style or
tradition; has a historical association with a significant person, trend, event, etc., in landscape gardening
or landscape architecture; or a significant relationship to the theory or practice of landscape architecture.”

Discharge — The flow of surface water in a stream or canal or the outflow of groundwater from a flowing
artesian well, ditch, or spring. Also refers to the discharge of liquid effluent from a facility or to chemical
emissions into the air through designated venting mechanisms.
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Disinfection and Disinfection Byproducts — Disinfection is the treatment process used to inactivate and
destroy disease-causing bacteria, viruses, and other waterborne microorganisms. Chlorine, a commonly
and historically used disinfectant in drinking water, provides a high degree of public health protection
from bacteria and viruses. However, in 1974 it was discovered that chlorine reacts with natural organic
and inorganic matter in water to form disinfection byproducts. The major groups of disinfection
byproducts produced by chlorination are trihalomethanes and haloacetic acids, and these byproducts
have been shown to cause health effects in laboratory animals. Thus, based on numerous toxicological
studies, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency adopted the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Disinfectants and
Disinfection Byproducts Rules to lower the public health risk associated with potential exposure to
disinfection byproducts.

Dissolved oxygen (DO) — The oxygen freely available in water, which is vital to fish and other aquatic
life and for the prevention of odors. DO levels are considered an important indicator of a water body’s
ability to support desirable aquatic life. Secondary and advanced wastewater treatments are generally
designed to ensure adequate DO in waste-receiving waters.

Disturbance — Any event or series of events that disrupt ecosystem, community, or population structure
and alter the physical environment.

Diversion — The use of part of a stream flow as water supply; a channel for diverting water to sites where
it can be used and disposed of. In terms of waste management, potentially recyclable material that has
been diverted out of the waste disposal stream, and therefore not disposed of in landfills.

Dual Phase Extraction — A remedial technology that uses pumps to remove various combinations of
contaminated groundwater, separate-phase petroleum product, and hydrocarbon vapor from the
subsurface.

Earthquake faults — A discrete surface or zone separating two rock masses (or blocks of crust) across
which one mass has slid past the other. These include:

Reverse faults involve predominantly vertical movement in which the upper block moves upward
in relation to the lower block.

Thrust faults are low-angle reverse faults.
Blind-thrust faults are low-angled subterranean faults that have no surface expression.

Range-front faults are faults along the front of mountain ranges responsible for the uplift of the
mountains.

Strike-slip faults are vertical (or nearly vertical) fractures where the blocks have mostly moved
horizontally.

Ecosystem — A geographically identifiable area that encompasses unique physical and biological
characteristics. It is the sum of the plant community, animal community, and environment in a particular
region or habitat.

Endangered species — Any species or subspecies of bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile, or plant that
is in serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all or a significant portion of its range. Federally-
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listed endangered species are officially designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National
Marine Fisheries Service and published in the Federal Register. Species may also be listed under the
California Endangered Species Act by the Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Endemic — The ecological state of being unique to a defined geographic location, such as an island,
nation, or other defined zone, or habitat type; organisms that are indigenous to a place are not endemic to
it if they are also found elsewhere.

Enhancement — Measures that develop or improve the quality or quantity of existing conditions or
resources beyond a condition or level that would have occurred without an action (i.e.,, beyond
compensation).

Environmental cases (hazardous materials) — Sites suspected of releasing hazardous substances or have
had cause for hazardous materials investigations and are identified on regulatory agency lists. These are
sites where soil and/or groundwater contamination is known or suspected to have occurred.

Ethnohistoric context — Combined historical and anthropological context.

Exclusion head — The theoretical groundwater level that must be maintained at a well location to prevent
seawater intrusion from reaching the well location.

Expansive soils — These types of soils are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume
change (shrink and swell) due to variations in soil moisture content.

Fault creep — Movement along a fault that does not entail noticeable earthquake activity.

Floodplain - Land adjacent to a watercourse over which water flows in times of flood. The limits of the
flood plain are defined by the peak level of a 1-in-100 year return period flood.

Flow — The volume of water passing a given point per unit of time.
Fossiliferous deposits — Fossil-containing deposits.

Franciscan mélange — Mélange is a mixture of rock materials of differing sizes and types typically
contained within a sheared matrix.

Fugitive dust — “Fugitive” dust generally refers to the emission of fine soil particles that are released to
the atmosphere from a construction site or agricultural field.

Groundwater flux — The rate at which water discharges from the aquifer.

Groundwater recharge — Inflow to aquifers from precipitation, infiltration, through-flow, and/or other
means that replaces groundwater lost through pumping or other forms of discharge. The process of water
being added to the saturated zone or the volume of water added by this process.

Habitat — The specific area or environment in which a particular type of animal or plant lives.

Hazardous materials — As defined in Section 25501(h) of the California Health and Safety Code,
hazardous materials are materials that, because of their quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical
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characteristics, pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the
environment if released to the workplace or environment. Hazardous materials have been and are
commonly used in commercial, agricultural, and industrial applications as well as in residential areas to a
more limited extent.

Hazardous materials business plans — Businesses that handle specified quantities of chemicals are
required to submit a hazardous materials business plan (HMBP) in accordance with community right-to-
know laws. This plan allows local agencies to plan appropriately for a chemical release, fire, or other
incident.

Hazardous waste — Any material that is relinquished, recycled, or inherently waste-like. Title 22 of the
California Code of Regulations, Division 4.5, Chapter 11, contains regulations for the classification of
hazardous wastes. A waste is considered a hazardous waste if it is toxic (causes human health effects),
ignitable (has the ability to burn), corrosive (causes severe burns or damage to materials), or reactive
(causes explosions or generates toxic gases) in accordance with the criteria established in Article 3. Article
4 lists specific hazardous wastes, and Article 5 identifies specific waste categories, including Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous wastes, non-RCRA hazardous wastes, extremely
hazardous wastes, and special wastes.

Heritage trees — Large, old, or historically important trees that receive local-jurisdiction protection.

Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct — The part of the regional water system consisting of the transmission facilities
that convey water from Hetch Hetchy Reservoir, including pipelines and tunnels from the beginning of
the Foothill Tunnel to the Alameda East Portal.

High-priority utility lines — As defined by Caltrans (1999), pipelines carrying: petroleum products;
oxygen; chlorine; toxic or flammable gases; natural gas in pipelines greater than six inches diameter with
normal operating pressures greater than 60 pounds per square inch gauge; and underground electricity
supply lines, conductors, or cables with potential to ground more than 300 volts that do not have
effectively grounded sheaths.

Hold Periods — Refers to the period when the SFPUC has neither directed “take” nor “put” of in-lieu
groundwater. This would occur when the SFPUC Storage Account is full, but there is no shortage
requiring the SFPUC to pump groundwater from Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project
wells. During Hold Periods, Project wells would remain inactive apart from well exercising and
emergencies.

Hydrograph — A graph showing water levels with respect to time. A well hydrograph commonly shows
water level.

Hydrology — The science that deals with the waters above and below land surfaces; their occurrence,
circulation, and distribution, both in time and space; their biological, chemical, and physical properties;
and their reaction with their environment, including their relation to living beings.

Impaired Water Bodies — Segments of a water body where it is known that water quality does not meet
applicable water quality standards, and/or is not expected to meet applicable water quality standards,
even after application of technology-based effluent limitations.
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Impervious surfaces — A surface composed of any material that impedes or prevents the natural
infiltration of water into the soil, such as paved streets, driveways, rooftops, and parking lots.

In-lieu Groundwater Recharge — The practice of providing surplus surface water to groundwater users,
thereby leaving groundwater in storage for later use.

Inert solid waste material — Includes asphalt, concrete, rock, stone, brick, sand, soil, and fines.
Juvenile — A young or sexually immature animal.

Lateral spreading — A phenomenon where large blocks of intact, non-liquefied soil move downslope on a
liquefied substrate of large aerial extent.

Leq — Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level
(called Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leqes) is the steady-state energy
level measured over a 24-hour period.

Level of Service (traffic) — A qualitative description of a transportation facility’s performance based on
average delay per vehicle, vehicle density, or volume-to-capacity ratios. Levels of service range from LOS
A, which indicates free-flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates
congested or overloaded conditions with extremely long delays.

Liquefaction — A phenomenon in which saturated granular sediments temporarily lose their shear
strength during periods of earthquake-induced, strong groundshaking. The susceptibility of a site to
liquefaction is a function of the depth, density, and water content of the granular sediments and the
magnitude of earthquakes likely to affect the site.

Mafic rocks — Igneous rocks containing a group of dark-colored minerals, composed chiefly of
magnesium and iron.

Mineral Resource Zones — Areas mapped using the California Mineral Land Classification System to
define areas where economically significant mineral deposits are either present or likely to occur based
on the best available scientific data.

Mitigation — One or all of the following: (1) Avoiding an impact altogether by not taking a certain action
or parts of an action; (2) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action and its
implementation; (3) rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment; (4) reducing or eliminating an impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of an action; and (5) compensating for an impact by replacing or providing
substitute resources or environments.

Moieties — In reference to Costanoan (Ohlone) ethnohistory, either of two kinship groups based on
unilateral descent that together make up a tribe or society.

Non-inert waste materials — Cardboard and paper, wood, metals, green waste, new gypsum wallboard,
tile, porcelain fixtures, and other easily recycled materials.

Open-trench construction — A construction method for installing pipelines; open-trench construction
involves the following steps: vegetation removal and grading or pavement cutting depending on the
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location; trench excavation and shoring to stabilize the sides of the trench if necessary; pipeline
installation; trench backfilling and compacting; and surface restoration.

Overexcavation — A technique for the expedited corrective action of a limited release from an
underground storage tank. Specifically, if a release is identified during the removal of a tank, the soil
surrounding the tank pit area is often excavated to remove the contaminated materials.

Paleontological resource — The fossilized remains of plants and animals, including vertebrates (animals
with backbones), invertebrates (e.g., starfish, clams, ammonites, and marine coral), and the fossils of
microscopic plants and animals (microfossils).

Particulate Matter — Particulate matter is a class of air pollutants that consists of solid and liquid airborne
particles in an extremely small size range. Particulate matter is typically measured in two size ranges:
PMuio for particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and PM:s for particles less than 2.5 microns in
diameter.

Partner Agencies — Refers to the cities of Daly City and San Bruno and the California Water Service
Company (CalWater) in its South San Francisco service area that would receive the new dry-year water
supply from the Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project.

Peak particle velocity (PPV) — To assess the potential for structural damage associated with vibration, the
vibratory ground motion in the vicinity of the affected structure is measured in terms of peak particle
velocity (PPV) in the vertical and horizontal directions (vector sum), typically in units of inches per
second (in/sec).

Perched Water Bearing Zone — Water-bearing zone is an unconfined groundwater body supported or
underlain by impermeable or slowly permeable materials.

Permitted hazardous materials uses — Facilities that use hazardous materials or handle hazardous wastes
but comply with current hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations.

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) — Known carcinogens that are mixtures of synthetic organic chemicals
with physical properties ranging from oily liquids to waxy solids. Under the Toxic Substances Control
Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency began to impose bans on PCB manufacturing and sales on
most PCB uses in 1978.

Potentially active fault — A fault that shows geologic evidence of movement during the Quaternary
period (approximately the last 1.6 million years).

Predation — The act of preying on another animal or animals.

Prehistoric — Of, relating to or belonging to the era before recorded history, or 5,000 years before present.
Paleontological resources are prehistoric resources.

Program Environmental Impact Report — One type of environmental review document identified under
the California Environmental Quality Act that may be used to evaluate a plan or program that has
multiple components (projects and actions) or to address a series of actions that are related.

Project — For purposes of this EIR, the Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project.
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Propagation — To move or transmit something forward in space, especially as a light or sound wave.

Pump discharge rate — Flow rate of water delivered by pump from aquifer to surface.
Pumping lift - The distance water has to travel vertically from the pump to the surface.

Put Periods — Refers to the period of sufficient surface water supplies when the SFPUC directs the Partner
Agencies to store water through the mechanism of in-lieu recharge. During “put” periods, Regional
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project wells would be normally turned off (except for emergencies),
but regular exercising of wells would be conducted. Also referred to as “normal and wet (i.e., above
average) rainfall years.”

Rated capacity — Theoretical pump discharge rate established by the manufacturer for specified

conditions.

Rearing habitat — An area where juvenile fish find food and shelter, e.g., in nursery areas of rivers, lakes,
streams, and estuaries before migration.

Reference dose — The amount at which a daily exposure would likely not have deleterious non-cancer
effects over a lifetime.

Regional water system — The entire SFPUC water system starting at Hetch Hetchy Reservoir and ending
in San Francisco; the regional system includes all facilities serving the SFPUC wholesale and retail
customers, except for the facilities that serve only retail customers in San Francisco. The SFPUC regional
water system consists of a complex network of facilities covering a geographic range of about 160 miles,
from the Sierra Nevada on the east to San Francisco on the west. The regional water system crosses seven
counties—Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco. The
regional water system includes over 280 miles of pipelines, over 60 miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs, five
pump stations, and two water treatment plants.

Riparian — The land adjacent to a natural watercourse such as a river or stream. Riparian areas support
vegetation that provides important wildlife habitat, as well as important fish habitat when sufficient to
overhang the bank.

Saltwater wedge — A wedge-shaped intrusion of saltwater into freshwater.
Scarp — A cliff formed by faulting, erosion, or landslides.

Scenic Highway Program — The State Scenic Highway Program lists highways that are either eligible for
nomination as scenic highways or have been officially designated. Local governing bodies must
nominate and apply to Caltrans in order for an eligible highway to be officially designated a Scenic
Highway. Part of the application includes defining and identifying the scenic corridor of the highway,
and adopting ordinances, zoning, and/or planning policies to preserve the scenic quality of the corridor
or documenting that such regulations already exist. These ordinances and policies constitute the
Corridor Protection Plan.

Scenic resource — Includes, but is not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings that
contribute to a scenic public setting.
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Scenic roadways (local) — Local scenic routes are considered notable roadways with scenic values that
offer views of creeks, hillsides, open space features, water bodies, and unique visual resources.

Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) — The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Title
22 of the California Code of Regulations establish secondary MCLs to prevent drinking water that may
appear colored or taste or smell bad, causing people to stop using water from their public water system.
These contaminants are not considered to present a risk to human health at the Secondary MCL, but are
enforceable by the State nonetheless.

Sedimentation — The deposition of material suspended in a stream system, whether in suspension
(suspended load) or on the bottom (bedload).

Seiche - Earthquake-induced oscillating waves in an enclosed water body.

Sensitive receptors — Persons that are sensitive or more vulnerable to effects of (i.e., that “receive”
excessive noise and/or poor air quality than the general population, usually analyzed in terms of land use
types where such persons are typically located.

Serpentine — A naturally occurring group of minerals that can be formed when ultramafic rocks are
metamorphosed during uplift to the earth’s surface. Serpentinite is a rock consisting of one or more
serpentine minerals. This rock type is commonly associated with ultramafic rock along earthquake faults.
Small amounts of chrysotile asbestos, a fibrous form of serpentine minerals, are common in serpentinite.

Siltation — Sediment influx from either erosion or from sediment carried into a water body by inflowing
rivers and tributaries.

Sliplining — Installing a new, smaller diameter pipe into an existing pipe to provide structural integrity.

Soil Vapor Extraction — A remedial technology that reduces concentrations of volatile constituents in
petroleum products adsorbed to soils in the unsaturated (vadose) zone.

Spawning — Laying (and fertilizing) eggs in the process of reproduction.

Special-status biological resources — Includes special-status plants, animals, and natural communities,
plus wetlands and other waters of the United States and State as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Water Resources Control Board.

Special-status natural community — A natural habitat community that receives regulatory recognition
from municipal, county, state, and/or federal entities such as the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) because it is unique in its constituent components, restricted in distribution, supported by
distinctive soil conditions, and/or considered locally rare.

Special-status species — Several species known to occur within the general region of the program area are
accorded “special status” because of their recognized rarity or vulnerability to habitat loss or population
decline. Some of these species receive specific protection in federal and/or state endangered species
legislation. Others have been designated as “sensitive species” or “species of special concern” on the basis
of adopted policies of federal, state, or local resource agencies. These species are referred to collectively as
“special-status species.”
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Spill sites — Locations where a spill of hazardous materials has been reported to the State or federal
regulatory agencies.

Stratigraphy — Geological and archaeological layers that make up an archaeological deposit.

Submersible pump — A submersible pump is a device that has a hermetically sealed motor and is
designed to operate while submerged in a liquid (e.g., water) that is being pumped.

Subsidence — The gradual sinking of land surface (due to groundwater pumping, seismic activity,
subsurface excavation, etc.).

Substrate — The materials found in streambeds or riverbeds (i.e., large and small boulders, stone, rubble,
cobble, pebble, coarse and fine gravel, sand, silt, and clay). The surface upon which an organism grows or
is attached.

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) — A system using radio frequencies that allows the
gathering of data and sending of commands to equipment at remote facilities.

Surface water — All water that is naturally open to the atmosphere (i.e., rivers, lakes, reservoirs, ponds,
streams, impoundments, seas, estuaries, etc.).

Swales — Drainage areas where rain collects but does not stand as long, as in vernal pools.

Take Periods — Refers to the second year of a multi-year drought, following implementation of the
Shortage Allocation Plan, when the SFPUC pumps groundwater from new Project wells connected to the
SFPUC Regional Water System transmission lines, and directs the Partner Agencies to utilize stored
groundwater by pumping new Project wells that connect to their individual water distribution systems.
Also referred to as “dry (i.e., below average) rainfall years.”

Terrestrial species — Types of species of animals and plants that live on or grow from the land.

Threatened species — Legal status afforded to plant or animal species that are likely to become
endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of their range, as
determined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service., or the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Threshold vibration damage — The lowest vibration amplitude at which cosmetic or minor damage
occurs to buildings. This includes “threshold cracks” or “hair-sized” cracks in room walls.

Tiering (CEQA) — The coverage of general matters in broader EIRs with subsequent narrower EIRs or
ultimately site-specific EIRs incorporating by reference the general discussions and concentrating solely
on the issues specific to the EIR subsequently prepared.

Total maximum daily load - A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is a water quality attainment
strategy required by the Clean Water Act for pollutants and water bodies where water quality standards
are not currently met. The TMDL is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water
body can receive and still meet water quality standards, and an allocation of that load among the various
sources of that pollutant.
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Transverse ridges — Toe-like features found within a landslide mass that consist of thrusts of soil/debris
that appear as linear to concave upslope features.

Tributary — A stream that contributes its water to another stream or body of water.

Ultramafic rocks — These rock units are formed in high-temperature environments well below the surface
of the earth.

Vadose Zone - The unsaturated portion of the subsurface above the water table.

Vernal pools — Seasonal wetlands formed in gently undulating or rolling topography where the soil is
underlain by a slowly permeable claypan or hardpan.

Viewshed — An area of land, water, or other urban or environmental element that is visible to the human
eye from a fixed vantage point.

Visual character — The visual attributes of a particular land use setting. For urban areas, visual character
is typically described on the neighborhood level or in terms of areas with common land use; intensity of
development; socioeconomic conditions; and/or landscaping and urban design features. For natural and
open space settings, visual character is most commonly described in terms of areas with common
landscape attributes (such as landform, vegetation, water features, etc.).

Visual sensitivity — The overall measure of a site’s susceptibility to adverse visual changes. Visual
sensitivity is rated as high, moderate, or low and is determined based on the combined factors of visual
quality, viewer types and volumes, and visual exposure to the proposed Project as described above.

Visual quality — The overall visual impression or attractiveness of a site or locale as determined by its
aesthetic qualities (such as color, variety, vividness, coherence, uniqueness, harmony, and pattern).

Waste Discharge Requirements — A type of State discharge permit prepared and enforced by the local
Regional Water Quality Control Board to control point source discharges to surface waters.

Water quality objectives — Numeric and narrative limits or bans on substances, water characteristics, and
activities which impact water quality including discharges of waste materials, sediment, and pesticides;
procedures which alter concentrations of dissolved oxygen, temperature, and turbidity; and any actions
which generally increase in-stream toxicity and pollution.

Water quality standards — Water quality standards are legally binding norms that describe the desired
ambient condition (i.e., level of protection) for a water body and consist of the following three principle
elements: designated beneficial uses of the State’s waters, water quality objectives, and anti-degradation
policies.

Water rights — The legal right to the use of water. In the groundwater context, water rights are either
"overlying," meaning used on the land overlying the well such as for irrigation at a golf course, or
"appropriative," meaning that water from the well is exported for use elsewhere. Municipal water wells
typically operate based on an appropriative water right.

Water Shortage Allocation Plan — The water shortage allocation plan for the Regional Water System for
system wide shortages of up to 20 percent that was agreed to by the SFPUC and its wholesale customers
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as part of the 2009 Water Supply Agreement. The Water Shortage Allocation Plan allocates the available
water supply based on the total amount of water in storage as of April 15 of each year. Depending on the
level of the shortage, the available water supply is first allocated between SFPUC retail customers and the
wholesale customer. The wholesale customers then allocate the wholesale share of the available water
among themselves.

Waters of the State of California — Waters of the State of California are defined as “any surface water or
groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the State” California Water Code Section
13050(e). These include nearly every surface or groundwater in California, or tributaries thereto, and
include drainage features outside U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction (e.g., dry and
ephemeral/seasonal stream beds and channels, etc.), isolated wetlands (e.g., vernal pools, seeps, springs,
and other groundwater-supplied wetlands, etc.), and storm drains, and flood control channels.

Waters of the United States — A broad federal definition that describes U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
jurisdiction over deep-water habitats and special aquatic sites, including wetlands, as follows:

o  The territorial seas with respect to the discharge of fill material.

e Coastal and inland waters, lakes, rivers, and streams that are navigable waters of the United
States, including their adjacent wetlands.

¢ Tributaries to navigable waters of the United States, including wetlands.

¢ Interstate waters and their tributaries, including adjacent wetlands.

All other waters of the United States not identified above, such as isolated wetlands and lakes,
intermittent streams, prairie potholes, and other waters that are not a part of a tributary system to
interstate waters or navigable waters of the United States, the degradation or destruction of which could
affect interstate commerce.

Watershed — A region or area bounded peripherally by a water parting and draining ultimately to a
particular watercourse or body of water.

Well screen — A perforated section of the well casing which allows groundwater from the aquifer to be

pumped into the well casing and then to the ground surface.

Wetland — A zone periodically or continuously submerged or having high soil moisture, which has
aquatic and/or riparian vegetation components, and is maintained by water supplies significantly in
excess of those otherwise available through local precipitation.
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°C degrees Celsius

°F degrees Fahrenheit

pg/ms3 microgram per cubic meter

pum micrometer

AAR Alternatives Analysis Report

AB California Assembly Bill

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments

ACM asbestos-containing materials

ADRR Archaeological Data Recovery Report

af acre-feet

Afm acre-feet per month

afy acre-feet per year

ALUC Airport Land Use Commission

AMR American Medical Response

APE Area of Potential Effects

APN Assessor’s Parcel Number

ASCA American Society of Consulting Arborists

ASCE American Society of Civil Engineers

AT&T American Telephone and Telegraph

ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure

BA Biological Assessment

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BACT Best Available Control Technology

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit

Basin Plan Water Quality Control Plan for a particular watershed
BAWSCA Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency
BCDC Bay Conservation and Development Commission
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bgs below ground surface

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP best management practice

BO Biological Opinion

B.P. before present

BSE Basic Safety Earthquake

BSSC Building and Seismic Safety Council

C-APE CEQA Area of Potential Effects

C/CAG City and County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
CAA federal Clean Air Act

CAAQS California ambient air quality standards

CAB construction area boundary

Cal calibrated

Cal EMA California Emergency Management Agency

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Cal Water California Water Service Company

Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency
Cal/OSHA California Division of Occupational Safety and Health
CalARP California Accidental Release Program

CalRecycle California Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery
Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CAP Bay Area Clean Air Plan

CARB California Air Resources Board

CBC California Building Code

CCAA California Clean Air Act

CCAR California Climate Action Registry

CCcC California Coastal Commission

CCR California Code of Regulations

CCSF City and County of San Francisco

CCTS Central California Taxonomic System

CDC California Department of Conservation
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CDFW
cbr
CDPH
CEC
CEQA
CER
CERCLA
CERCLIS

CESA
CFC
CFCW
CFR

cfs

CGS
CHas
CHP
CHRIS
CHSC
CIWMA
CIWMB
cm
CMA
CMP
CNDDB
CNEL
CNPS
CcO

CO2
COze
CPUC

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
census designated place

California Department of Public Health
California Energy Commission

California Environmental Quality Act

Conceptual Engineering Report

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability

Information System

California Endangered Species Act

California Fire Code

California Fish and Wildlife Code

Code of Federal Regulations

cubic feet per second

California Geological Survey

methane

California Highway Patrol

California Historical Resources Information System
California Health and Safety Code

California Integrated Waste Management Act
California Integrated Waste Management Board
centimeter

Congestion Management Agency

Congestion Management Program

California Natural Diversity Database
community noise equivalent level

California Native Plant Society

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

carbon dioxide equivalent

California Public Utilities Commission
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CRHR
CRLF
CRSMP
CUPA
CWA
cy
CZMA
dB

dBA
DBH
DDT
DEHP
DOD
DOE
DOF
DPM
DSOD
DTSC
DWR
DWSAP
E/C RMP
EAS
ECPs
EFZ
EIR
EMFAC
EMSA
EP

EPCRA
ERO
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California Register of Historical Resources
California red-legged frog

construction risk and soils management plan
Certified Unified Program Agency

1972 federal Clean Water Act

cubic yard(s)

Coastal Zone Management Act

decibel

A-weighted decibel

diameter at breast height
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Department of Defense

Department of Energy

Department of Finance

diesel particulate matter

California Division of Safety of Dams
Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Department of Water Resources
Drinking Water Source Assessment and Protection Program
Excavation/Construction Risk Management Plan
extended archaeological surveys

Erosion Control Plans

Earthquake Fault Zone

Environmental Impact Report

EMission FACtor model

California Emergency Medical Services Authority

Environmental Planning Division of the San Francisco Planning
Department

Emergency Preparedness and Community Right-to-Know Act

Environmental Review Officer of the San Francisco Planning Department
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ERT
ESL
ESZ
FAA
FAR
Fed/OSHA
FEMA
FERC
FESA
FIRM
FIS
FPPA
FR
FTA

GAMA
GGNC
GGNRA
GHG
GIS
gpm
GPR
GPS
GSR
GWh
GWMP
GWPC
H20
HASP
HCP
HEPA
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Emergency Response Team

Environmental screening levels

Ecological Sensitivity Zone

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Aviation Regulation

Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Federal Emergency Management Agency

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Federal Endangered Species Act

Flood Insurance Rate Map

Flood Insurance Study

Farmland Protection and Policy Act

Federal Register

Federal Transit Administration

acceleration of gravity

Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment Program
Golden Gate National Cemetery

Golden Gate National Recreation Area

greenhouse gas

Geographic Information System

gallons per minute

ground-penetrating radar

global positioning system

Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project
gigawatt hours

South Westside Basin Groundwater Management Plan
Great Western Power Company

water vapor

Health and Safety Plan

Habitat Conservation Plan

high-efficiency particulate air
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HFA hydrofluorosilicic acid

HHWP Hetch Hetchy Water & Power

HI Hazard Index

HMBP Hazardous Materials Business Plan
hp horsepower

HVAC heating/ventilation/air conditioning
Hz hertz

1-280 Interstate 280

1-380 Interstate 380

IBC International Building Code

INA information not available

ITP incidental take permit

kW kilowatt

kWh kilowatt-hours

Lan day-night sound level

LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Leq equivalent sound level

LIDAR Light Detection and Ranging

Limax maximum sound level

Lmin minimum sound level

LOS level of service

LOX liquid oxygen

LS Less than Significant

LSM Less than Significant with Mitigation
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank
L percentile-exceeded sound levels

m meter

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MCL maximum contaminant level

MEI maximally exposed individual

MG million gallon
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mg/kg
mg/L

MLD
MLT
MMT

MPS
MRZ
MSE
msl
MT
MTBE
MTC
MUNI
MVEB
MW
N20
NA
NAAQS
NAHC
NAVD
NCA
NCRS
NEPA
NHPA
NI
NMEFS
NO2
NOA
NOAA
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milligrams per kilogram

milligrams per liter

million gallons per day

most likely descendant

Middle/Late Transition

million metric tons

miles per hour

multiple property submission

Mineral Resource Zone

mechanically stabilized earth

mean sea level

metric tons

methyl tert-butyl ether

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
San Francisco Municipal Railway
motor vehicle emissions budget
megawatt

nitrus oxide

not applicable

national ambient air quality standards
Native American Heritage Commission
North American Vertical Datum
National Cemetery Administration
Natural Resources Conservation Service
National Environmental Policy Act
National Historic Preservation Act

No Impact

National Marine Fisheries Service
nitrogen dioxide

naturally occurring asbestos

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
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NOP
NOx
NPDES
NPPA
NPS
NRA
NRCS
NRHP
NSMCSD
NSR
NTU
NWIC
NWP

Os

OAP
OEHHA
OEM
OES
OHP
OPR
PCA
PCB
PEIR

PG
PG&E
Phase I ESA
PM:s
PMuio
ppb

ppm
PPV

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
oxides of nitrogen

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Native Plant Protection Act

National Park Service

National Recovery Act

National Resources Conservation Service
National Register of Historic Places

North San Mateo County Sanitation District
New Source Review

nephelometric turbidity unit

Northwest Information Center

nationwide permit

ozone

Ozone Attainment Plan

California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Office of Emergency Management

State Office of Emergency Services

California Office of Historic Preservation

Office of Planning and Research

Possible Contaminating Activity

polychlorinated biphenyl

Program EIR

professional geologist

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter
particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter
parts per billion

parts per million

peak particle velocity

Regional Grounduwater Storage and Recovery Project Draft EIR TOC xxx April 2013

Case No. 2008.1396E



PRC
PSD
psig
PSM

PV

PVC
PWMP
RACM
RCN
RCRA
REB
REL
RMP
ROG
ROW
RPG
RPS
RWQCB
SAAQS
SamTrans
SARA
SB
SCADA
SDC

sf
SFBAAB

SFBRWQCB
SFCC

SFDE
SFGW Project
SFO
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California Public Resources Code
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
pounds per square inch

Potentially Significant, Mitigable
photovoltaic

polyvinyl chloride

Peninsula Watershed Management Plan
reasonably available control measures
Regional Cable Network

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Resource Efficient Building

reference exposure level

risk management plan

reactive organic gas

right of way

registered professional geologist
California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard
Regional Water Quality Control Board
state ambient air quality standards

San Mateo County Transit District
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Senate Bill

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
Seismic Design Category

square feet

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Francisco City Charter
San Francisco Department of the Environment
San Francisco Groundwater Project

San Francisco International Airport
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SFPUC
SFWD
SHPO
SIL

SIP
SLIC
SMARA
SMCFCD
SMCWPPP
50:
SPCC
SR

SR 82
SSE/SB WQCP
SU
SUM
SVP
SWIS
SWPPP
SWRCB
TAC
TCM
TDS
TIN
TMDL
TOCs
TPHd
TPHg
TPZ
TSCA
TTLC
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San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

San Francisco Water Department

State Historic Preservation Officer

significant impact level

state implementation plan

Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanup
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975
San Mateo County Flood Control District

San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
sulfur dioxide

Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure
State Route

State Route 82

South San Francisco-San Bruno Water Quality Control Plant
Significant and Unavoidable

Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology

Solid Waste Information System

stormwater pollution prevention plan

State Water Resources Control Board

toxic air contaminants

transportation control measure

total dissolved solids

Triangular Irregular Network

total maximum daily load

total organic compounds

total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel
total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline
tree protection zone

Toxic Substances Control Act

total threshold limit concentration
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U.S. 101
U.S. EPA
ucMmr
UPs
USA North
USACE
USFS
USFWS
USGS
UST
UwMP
v/C
VA
VED
VOC
WDR
WMP
WSE
WSIP
WTP
WWTP

U.S. Highway 101

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

University of California, Berkeley, Museum of Paleontology

uninterruptible power supply
Underground Service Alert North
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey
underground storage tank

Urban Water Management Plan
volume-to-capacity ratio

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs
variable frequency drive

volatile organic compound

Waste Discharge Requirement
Watershed Management Plan
Water surface elevation

Water System Improvement Program
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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1.1 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) proposes the Regional Groundwater Storage and
Recovery (GSR) Project (proposed Project or Project) to increase water supply reliability during dry years
or in emergencies by increasing water storage in the Westside Groundwater Basin during wet and normal
years for subsequent recapture during dry years. The proposed Project is located in San Mateo County
and is sponsored by the SFPUC in coordination with its partner agencies, the cities of Daly City and San
Bruno and the California Water Service Company (Cal Water) in its South San Francisco service area
(collectively referred to as Partner Agencies). This new dry-year water supply would be blended with
water from the regional water system and made available to the Partner Agencies, other wholesale
customers overlying the southern portion of the Westside Groundwater Basin (defined in Section 1.4.1
[Project Location]) and SFPUC retail water customers. The proposed Project is part of the SFPUC’s Water
System Improvement Program (WSIP).

Under the San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31, the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Environmental Planning Division is responsible for conducting the environmental review of all City and
County of San Francisco (CCSF) projects pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Thus, the San Francisco Planning Department, through its Environmental Planning
Division, is the lead agency responsible for preparing this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in
compliance with CEQA; the SFPUC is the project sponsor. This EIR is being prepared for the public and
decision-makers to disclose the potential physical impacts of the Project so that an informed judgment

can be made about the Project’s environmental consequences.
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1.2 OVERVIEW OF REGIONAL WATER SYSTEM

This overview of the regional water system provides background information and context for the
proposed Project. The discussion includes a description of the existing water system and the SFPUC’s
WSIP.

1.2.1 Existing Regional Water System

The CCSF, through the SFPUC, owns and operates a regional water system that extends from the Sierra
Nevada to San Francisco and serves retail and wholesale customers in San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa
Clara, Alameda, and Tuolumne Counties. The regional water system consists of water conveyance,
treatment and distribution facilities. The regional system includes over 280 miles of pipelines, over 60
miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs, five pump stations and two water treatment plants. The source of the
water supply is a combination of local supplies from streamflow and runoff in the Alameda Creek
watershed and in the San Mateo Creek and Pilarcitos Creek watersheds (referred to together as the
Peninsula watersheds), along with imported supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed. Local
watersheds provide about 15 percent of total supplies, with the Tuolumne River providing the remaining
85 percent.

The SFPUC serves about one-third of its water supplies directly to retail customers, primarily in San
Francisco, and about two-thirds of its water supplies to wholesale customers by contractual agreement.
The wholesale customers are largely represented by the Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation
Agency (BAWSCA), which consists of 26 member agencies in Alameda, San Mateo, and Santa Clara
Counties!. Some of these wholesale customers have other sources of water in addition to what they
receive from the SFPUC, while others rely completely on the SFPUC for supply.

1.2.2 SFPUC Water System Improvement Program

On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC adopted a systemwide program, the WSIP (also known as the “Phased
WSIP Variant”) (SFPUC Resolution No. 08-200). The WSIP is a comprehensive program designed to
improve the regional system with respect to water quality, seismic response and water delivery based on
a planning horizon through the year 2030. The WSIP also aims to improve the regional system with
respect to water supply to meet water delivery needs in the service area through the year 2018. The
proposed program area spans seven counties — Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara,
San Mateo, and San Francisco. The GSR Project is one of the WSIP groundwater projects.

The overall goals of the WSIP are to: maintain high-quality water; reduce vulnerability to earthquakes;
increase delivery reliability and improve the ability to maintain the system; meet customer water supply
needs; enhance sustainability in all system activities; and achieve a cost effective, fully operational

! The Cordilleras Mutual Water Association is an additional wholesale customer that receives water from the SFPUC,
but is not a BAWSCA member. It is a small water association serving 18 single-family homes in San Mateo County.
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system. To further these program goals, the WSIP also includes objectives that address system
performance in the areas of water quality, seismic reliability, delivery reliability and water supply (San
Francisco Planning Department 2008a).

To address the potential environmental impacts of the WSIP in compliance with CEQA, the San Francisco
Planning Department prepared a Program EIR (PEIR) on the WSIP, which the San Francisco Planning
Commission certified in October 2008 (San Francisco Planning Department 2008a; San Francisco Planning
Department 2008b). The PEIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP water supply strategy
and system operations at a project level of detail, and evaluated the environmental impacts of the WSIP
facility improvement projects at a program level of detail. When the SFPUC approved the WSIP in 2008, it
made CEQA Findings on the program and adopted a statement of overriding considerations and a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program (SFPUC Resolution No. 08-200) on the program and

projects.

This project-level EIR on the GSR Project tiers from the WSIP PEIR and also incorporates by reference the
relevant analyses presented in the PEIR with respect to the WSIP’s impacts and mitigation measures that
apply to the GSR Project. The PEIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2005092026) is available for public review at
the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103, and is on the
Planning Department’s website at http://www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1829. The PEIR is also
available at the San Mateo Main Library, 55 West 3rd Avenue, San Mateo, CA 94402. CEQA permits
tiering from a program-level EIR in order to allow agencies to broadly consider the environmental effects

of a series of actions and/or policies, and then to provide a more detailed examination of a project’s
impacts in a subsequent project-level EIR. The GSR Project was defined as part of the WSIP and was
analyzed in the PEIR as a WSIP groundwater project. This project-level EIR provides more detailed
information about the GSR Project, its impacts and project-specific mitigation measures, as well as
alternatives to the Project. This EIR summarizes and incorporates by reference the PEIR evaluation of the
impacts associated with the WSIP water supply strategy and system operations, including the PEIR
analysis and conclusions regarding impacts on the SFPUC’s watersheds and the WSIP’s growth
inducement impacts. The PEIR analysis of WSIP water supply and growth-inducement impacts
accounted for the proposed Project in sufficient detail; therefore no further evaluation of these aspects of

the proposed Project is required.

1.2.2.1  Description of the WSIP

The WSIP involves improvements to the regional water system with respect to water quality, seismic
response and water delivery based on a planning horizon through the year 2030. The WSIP also includes
phased implementation of a water supply strategy to meet projected water demand through the year
2018. The WSIP includes full implementation of the proposed WSIP facility improvement projects to
ensure that the public health, seismic safety and delivery reliability goals are achieved as soon as
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possible.2 Under the WSIP, the SFPUC established the year 2018 as an interim mid-term planning horizon
for its water supply strategy. Thus, the SFPUC made a decision about a water supply strategy to serve its
customers through 2018, and is deferring a decision regarding long-term water supply after 2018 and
through 2030 until it undertakes further water supply planning and demand analysis.

The WSIP includes the following key program elements:

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

e  Water supply delivery of 265 million gallons per day (mgd) (average annual target delivery)
to regional water system customers through 2018, with water supplies originating from the
Tuolumne, Alameda, and Peninsula watersheds. This includes 184 mgd for the wholesale
customers (including nine mgd for the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara) and 81 mgd for the
retail customers.

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

e Dry-year transfer from the Modesto and/or Turlock Irrigation Districts of about two mgd
coupled with the GSR Project (previously listed as the Westside Groundwater Basin
conjunctive-use project) to meet the drought year goal of limiting rationing to no more than
20 percent on a systemwide basis.

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

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

Under the WSIP, the SFPUC will deliver to customers up to 265 mgd from the SFPUC watersheds on an
average annual basis. While average annual deliveries from the SFPUC watersheds would be limited to
265 mgd, such that there would be no increase in diversions from the Tuolumne River to serve additional
demand, there would be a small increase in average annual Tuolumne River diversions of about two mgd
over existing conditions in order to meet delivery and drought reliability goals through 2018.

The SFPUC must maintain water deliveries to all its customers for the protection of public health and
safety. Therefore, under the WSIP, the SFPUC will work with its customers to develop financial
incentives to limit water sales to an average annual amount of 265 mgd from the watersheds through
2018. With the projected 20 mgd of conservation, recycled water, and groundwater projects, the WSIP
water supply strategy would meet average daily demand of 285 mgd in 2018.

2 The size and design of the WSIP facility improvement projects are driven by the SFPUC’s system performance
objectives and would not change as a result of the water supply decision included as part of the WSIP (see SFPUC
Resolution No. 08-0200).
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As part of adoption of the WSIP, the SFPUC has committed to implementing the mitigation measures
identified for the WSIP in the PEIR, including measures addressing impacts that may result from
increases in deliveries from the SFPUC watersheds over the total annual average of 265 mgd in the event
that conservation, recycled water and groundwater projects are not completed prior to the increase in
customer demand (SFPUC Resolution No. 08-200).

1.2.2.2  WSIP Systemwide Operation Strategy

The WSIP also provides a future operating strategy for the regional water system, which addresses the
condition of the physical facilities and infrastructure while accounting for factors that affect the system
including fluctuating customer demand, meteorological and hydrological conditions, facility and
infrastructure capacity and maintenance requirements, and institutional parameters. The operating
strategy addresses four components of system operation: water supply and storage, water quality, water
delivery, and asset management.

Day-to-day operation of the regional water system under the WSIP would be similar to existing
operations, but would provide for additional facility maintenance activities and improved emergency
preparedness. This would allow the SFPUC to meet its WSIP objectives and provide for increased system
reliability and additional flexibility for scheduling repairs and maintenance. The proposed operations
strategy would also include a multistage drought response program. Under the WSIP, regional water
system operations would continue to comply with all applicable institutional and planning requirements
including complying with all water quality, environmental and public safety regulations; maximizing the
use of water from local watersheds; assigning a higher priority to water delivery over hydropower

generation; and meeting all downstream flow requirements.

1.2.2.3  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Associated with the WSIP
Water Supply and System Operations Strategy

The WSIP would result in changes in reservoir levels and associated changes in downstream flows in
rivers and creeks in the three affected watersheds, potentially affecting groundwater, water quality,
fisheries, and terrestrial biological resources. In the event that deliveries to customers exceed 265 mgd
(average annual), streamflow changes in the Tuolumne River watershed could affect fisheries and
terrestrial biological resources. In the Alameda Creek and Peninsula watersheds, the WSIP, which
includes restoring the historical storage capacities of Calaveras and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoirs,
could affect reservoir levels, downstream flows, fisheries, and terrestrial biological resources. In addition,
the WSIP proposes to develop groundwater supplies in the northern portion of the Westside
Groundwater Basin as well as a conjunctive-use program in the southern portion of the Westside
Groundwater Basin (the GSR Project).

The WSIP impacts identified in the PEIR that are potentially significant but mitigable, potentially
significant and unavoidable, and significant and unavoidable are listed below. As set forth in the PEIR,
the San Francisco Planning Department determined the environmental impacts on all resources not listed
below would be less than significant and no mitigation measures for these impacts would be required
(see WSIP PEIR Chapter 5, Environmental Setting and Impacts, for further discussion of the impact
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the WSIP’s water supply strategy; see PEIR Chapter 6, Mitigation Measures, for a list of the

mitigation measures associated with these impacts).

Potentially Significant but Mitigable WSIP Water Supply and System Operations Impacts

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

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

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

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operations Impacts

Fisheries: Upper and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir. Based on the best available
information at that time, the PEIR made the conservative determination that the WSIP would
result in potentially significant and unavoidable impact on fishery resources in Crystal
Springs Reservoir related to inundation of spawning habitat upstream of the reservoir (see
PEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.5.5, Impact 5.5.5-1). The project-level fisheries analysis in the EIR
on the Lower Crystal Springs Dam Improvements project modified certain PEIR impact
determinations based upon more detailed site-specific data and analysis (San Francisco
Planning Department 2010). Project-level conclusions supersede the contrary impact
conclusions in the PEIR and the project-level analysis determined that impacts on fishery

resources due to inundation effects would be less than significant.

Growth Inducement: SFPUC service area.

Significant and Unavoidable WSIP Water Supply and System Operations Impacts

Streamflow: Alameda Creek below Alameda Creek Diversion Dam. Based on the best
available information at that time, the PEIR made the conservative determination that the
WSIP would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to flow along Alameda
Creek below the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam (“Alameda Creek Hydrologic Impact”) (see
PEIR Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1, Impact 5.4.1-2). The project-level analysis in the Calaveras Dam
Replacement Project EIR modifies this PEIR impact determination to be less than significant
based upon more detailed site-specific data and analysis (San Francisco Planning Department
2011). Project-level conclusions supersede the contrary impact conclusions in the PEIR.
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1.2.2.4  Alternatives to the WSIP

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

1.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

1.3.1 Project Background

The proposed GSR Project, as one of the WSIP projects, would support the WSIP goals and system
performance objectives. The proposed Project would help achieve the WSIP goals because it would
provide dry-year supply to increase water delivery reliability and meet customer water supply needs. In
addition, the proposed Project would provide increased regional operational flexibility to restore water
service during unplanned outages and/or a loss of water source. Without the Project, the SFPUC has
determined that it could not meet its goals for dry-year delivery reliability (San Francisco Planning
2008a).

1.3.2 Project Goals and Objectives

The proposed Project would increase the volume of groundwater in storage by allowing the southern
portion of the Westside Groundwater Basin to recharge naturally during normal and wet years. The
increased volume of groundwater in storage would occur through a reduction in groundwater pumping
by the Partner Agencies; this reduction in groundwater pumping would be made possible by increased
surface water deliveries to the Partner Agencies from the regional water system in those years. This
“conjunctive” or cooperative use of the basin would allow recapture of the naturally stored water during

dry years.

The primary goal for the Project is to provide an additional dry-year water supply. Specific objectives of

the Project are to:

e Conjunctively manage the southern portion of the Westside Groundwater Basin through the

coordinated use of SFPUC surface water and groundwater pumped by the Partner Agencies;

e Provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies in normal and wet years,
with a corresponding reduction of groundwater pumping by these agencies to allow for in-

lieu recharge of the southern portion of the Westside Groundwater Basin;

e Increase the dry-year and emergency pumping capacity of the southern portion of the
Westside Groundwater Basin by 7.2 million gallons per day (mgd); and
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e DProvide a new dry-year groundwater supply for SFPUC customers and increase water
supply reliability during the 8.5-year design drought cycle?.

1.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.4.1 Project Location

The proposed Project would be located in northern San Mateo County, overlying the southern portion of
the Westside Groundwater Basin. 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 San
Francisco, Daly City, Colma, South San Francisco, San Bruno, Millbrae, and Burlingame. For purposes of
discussion in this EIR, the Westside Groundwater Basin has been administratively divided at the San
Francisco-San Mateo County line. Although this is a not a physical boundary, there are differences in
conditions between the northern and southern portions of the Westside Groundwater Basin. The chief
distinction is that in the northern portion of the Basin, groundwater levels remain above sea level and
groundwater currently discharges to the ocean, whereas decades of pumping by the Partner Agencies
and irrigators in the southern portion of the Basin have lowered groundwater levels to between 15 and
195 feet below sea level, effectively freeing up vacated aquifer storage space for the proposed conjunctive
use of the Basin (LSCE 2010). The northern portion of the Basin that lies within San Francisco County is
referred to in this EIR as the North Westside Groundwater Basin. Likewise, the southern portion of the
Basin that lies within San Mateo County is referred to herein as the South Westside Groundwater Basin.

The Project would be located within the water service areas for the cities of Daly City, San Bruno, and
Millbrae, as well as Cal Water, which includes portions of South San Francisco, Colma, and
unincorporated San Mateo County. Groundwater production well facilities would be constructed and
owned by the SFPUC in the cities of Daly City, Colma, South San Francisco, San Bruno, Millbrae, and
unincorporated San Mateo County. Well facilities would be connected to existing water distribution
pipelines owned by the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC.

1.4.2 Groundwater Storage and Recovery

The Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery (GSR) Project (proposed Project or Project) proposes to
increase water supply reliability during dry years or in emergencies, by increasing water storage in the
South Westside Groundwater Basin during wet and normal years for subsequent recapture during dry
years. The proposed Project consists of this groundwater storage and recovery, with construction and
operation of groundwater production wells and associated distribution and treatment facilities to recover

3 The SFPUC measures water supply reliability using an 8.5-year design drought. The proposed Operating
Agreement between the SFPUC and Partner Agencies contemplates use of the dry-year supplies made available by
the Project starting in the second year of the design drought. Therefore, the estimated 60,500 acre feet (af) of new
groundwater storage is assumed to be used over 7.5 years of the design drought, operating at a maximum capacity of
7.2 mgd.
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the stored groundwater. An Operating Agreement would guide overall groundwater management and
surface water deliveries associated with the proposed Project.

The SFPUC supplies surface water to the Partner Agencies from its regional water system. The Partner
Agencies currently supply potable water to their retail customers through a combination of groundwater
from the South Westside Groundwater Basin and purchase of SFPUC surface water. The proposed Project
would provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies during normal and wet years.
During normal and wet years, the Partner Agencies would reduce their groundwater pumping by a
comparable amount to increase the amount of groundwater in storage through natural, or in-lieu,
recharge during these periods. During normal and wet years, the volume of groundwater in the South
Westside Groundwater Basin would increase due to natural recharge and reduced groundwater
pumping by the Partner Agencies. During dry years, the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC would pump
the stored groundwater using 16 new well facilities. This new dry-year water supply would be blended
with water from the regional water system, and would thereby increase the available water supply to all
regional water system customers.

1.4.3 Project Construction

The proposed Project consists of the construction and operation of up to 16 new well facilities within the
South Westside Groundwater Basin and an upgrade to the existing Daly City Westlake Pump Station.
This EIR also includes the evaluation of three additional well facilities (19 in total), which the SFPUC also
proposes as alternates in case one of the 16 preferred well facilities cannot be constructed because either:
(1) the SFPUC is unable to secure access or necessary easements; (2) the well facility cannot be
successfully operated because groundwater quality or groundwater yield does not meet Project
requirements; or (3) the well facility is otherwise determined by the SFPUC to be infeasible. Under any of
these circumstances, the SFPUC would eliminate that well site from the Project (and properly
decommission the well if it had already been constructed) and construct and operate one of the three
other proposed alternate well facilities. Therefore, this EIR evaluates construction of 19 well facilities (16
preferred and three alternate sites) and operation of only 16 well facilities. The preferred well facilities
would be at Sites 1-16; the three alternate well facilities would be at Sites 17 (Alternate), 18 (Alternate),
and 19 (Alternate). Therefore, the 16 well facilities to be operated could be at any of the 19 well facility
locations.

For Sites 5, 6, and 7, two treatment scenarios are analyzed in this EIR. One scenario, referred to herein at
“on-site treatment”, involves the installation of treatment equipment at each of these well facility sites (as
described below).Water drawn from each well would be treated at that site and delivered to the
distribution system. The second scenario — preferred by the SFPUC — would involve wells at each of the
three sites, but a single consolidated treatment facility at Site 6. Referred to as “consolidated treatment at
Site 6,” in this preferred scenario water drawn from Sites 5 and 7 would be conveyed via pipeline to Site 6
for treatment there and delivery into the distribution system.

Each well facility would contain a well pump station, distribution piping, and utility connections. Most
well facilities would also provide disinfection designed to inactivate harmful pathogens using chlorine
and ammonia. At certain sites, additional treatment (i.e, pH adjustment, fluoridation and/or
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iron/manganese removal) has been incorporated into the design of the facility to meet both regulatory

and water quality targets in the finished water for all agencies.

The proposed well facilities have been designed and sited so that wells are in proximity to treatment
systems and existing distribution systems (the regional water system and the local distribution systems of
the Partner Agencies) to minimize energy use and the overall facility footprint. This EIR also analyzes the
environmental impacts associated with the installation of water pipelines, sanitary sewers, storm drains,
and electrical service from each well facility site to existing systems. In some cases, alternate pipeline
routes connecting a well facility to the existing water distribution system are also analyzed.

Of the 16 preferred well facility sites evaluated in this EIR, four well facilities would connect to Daly
City’s distribution system; three to San Bruno’s distribution system; two to Cal Water’s distribution
system; and seven to the regional water system. If, however, any of the 16 preferred wells cannot be
feasibly constructed or operated, then the alternate well facilities may need to be connected to alternate
distribution systems, so that the SFPUC and the Partner Agencies can receive the water allotted to each
under the proposed Operating Agreement. The alternate well facilities would connect to either to Cal
Water’s distribution system or the regional water system.

1.4.4 Project Operations

Under the Project, the SFPUC and Partner Agencies would operate the 16 new well facilities with an
annual average pumping capacity of 7.2 million gallons per day (equivalent to 8,100 acre-feet [af] per
year) to provide a supplemental dry-year water supply. During dry-year conditions, Partner Agencies
would also pump from their own existing wells up to annual average rates consistent with the pumping
limitations expressed in the proposed Operating Agreement between the SFPUC and the Partner

Agencies, as explained later in this section.

The SFPUC would supply the Partner Agencies with water from the regional water system during
normal and wet years to reduce their need to pump groundwater. This reduction in pumping would
allow the aquifer to recharge naturally. During dry years, the Partner Agencies would pump
groundwater from proposed Project wells in addition to their existing wells to meet demands. This water
would be distributed to San Francisco and other wholesale customers in northern San Mateo County
through existing SFPUC transmission lines and the three Partner Agency water distribution systems.
These existing distribution systems are located and sized appropriately to accommodate the additional
groundwater that would be produced as part of the proposed Project (MWH et al. 2008).

The SFPUC would maintain an accounting of the storage volumes in the SFPUC Storage Account. The
SFPUC would track the amount of water that has been stored during normal and wet years (Put Periods),
and the amount of water pumped from the SFPUC Storage Account (Take Periods). When the SFPUC
Storage Account is full, but there is no shortage of water that requires the SFPUC to pump groundwater
from Project wells, then neither storage nor recovery would take place (Hold Periods). Accruals in the
SFPUC Storage Account would be recorded based on metered, in-lieu surface water deliveries and
corresponding metered decreases in groundwater pumping. The Project would be operated so that the
SFPUC Storage Account would be increased up to 60,500 af (about 20 billion gallons).
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Operation of the Project by the SFPUC and the Partner Agencies would be governed by an Operating
Agreement. The proposed Operating Agreement describes the operation of Project wells; Put, Hold and
Take Periods; and the role of the Operating Committee established by the Operating Agreement for
purposes of groundwater basin management. The proposed Operating Agreement provides that the
Project wells may be operated under the following circumstances:

e Beginning in the second dry year of a multiple year drought;
¢ During emergencies;

e During system rehabilitation, scheduled maintenance or malfunctioning of the water system;

and

¢ Upon recommendation of the Operating Committee established by the Operating Agreement

for purposes of Basin management*.

1.5 SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES

Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of this EIR presents the
environmental impact analyses for all CEQA topic areas and provides mitigation measures that would
reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, where feasible. A summary of all impacts and
mitigation measures is provided in Table 1-1 (Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures). Text for
the more extensive and longer mitigation measures is not included in this table; however the table refers
the reader to the appropriate EIR analysis section for the full mitigation text and explanation. The

categories used to designate impact significance in Table 1-1 are:

e No Impact (NI). An impact is considered not applicable (no impact) if there is no potential
for impacts or if the environmental resource does not occur within the Project area or the area
of potential effect. For example, there would be no impact related to tree removal if no trees

would be removed at a facility site.

e Less than Significant Impact (LS). This determination applies if the potential exists for some
limited impact, but not for a substantial adverse effect that qualifies under the significance
criteria as a significant impact.

e Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation (LSM). This determination applies if the
Project would result in an adverse effect that meets the significance criteria, but feasible
mitigation is available that would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

e Significant Impact (S). A “significant effect” is defined by Section 15382 of the CEQA
Guidelines as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical

4 Over time, the Operating Committee may need to respond to issues to ensure appropriate management of the
groundwater basin. Depending on what actions, if any, are proposed in the future, additional CEQA review may be
required.
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conditions within the project area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of aesthetic significance. An economic or social
change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment ... [but] may

be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”

Significant and Unavoidable Impact with implementation of feasible Mitigation (SUM).
This determination applies if the Project would result in an adverse effect that meets the
significance criteria and mitigation is available to lessen the impact, but the residual effect
after implementation of the measure would remain significant. The impact would, therefore,
be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Significant and Unavoidable Impact for which feasible mitigation is not available (SU).
This determination applies if the Project would result in an adverse effect that meets the
significance criteria, but for which there appears to be no feasible mitigation available to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The impact would, therefore, be significant

and unavoidable.

level of significance shown in Table 1-1 (Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures)

represents the highest level of significance for that impact (i.e., out of all 19 sites). Sites numbers for all

significant and unavoidable impacts are listed in the table. Appendix C (Summary of Impacts Table)

provides significance levels for each impact, at each individual site. Mitigation measures listed in the

table include the site number for which the measure would be required to reduce significant impacts.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Other CEQA Issues, Section 6.1 (Growth Inducement), the proposed Project is

one of several capital improvement projects that make up the SFPUC’s WSIP. Implementation of the

WSIP would support growth in the SFPUC service area, thereby contributing indirectly to environmental

impacts caused by that growth. Because the proposed Project is part of the WSIP and would contribute to

the WSIP’s growth-inducement impact, the GSR Project would therefore contribute to the significant and

unavoidable program-level impacts associated with growth inducement.
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TABLE 1-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
Section 5.2 Land Use
Impact LU-1. Project construction would have a S M-LU-1: Maintain Internal Cemetery Access (Site 7 [Consolidated Treatment at Site 6] and Site 14).Prior to commencing construction at either Site 7 (where SUM
substantial impact on the existing character of the treatment for Site 7 is consolidated at Site 6) or at Site 14, the SFPUC or its construction contractor shall develop an access plan to be implemented during construction Sites 1, 3, 4,
vicinity and could substantially disrupt or displace to ensure that access is available for visitors to all portions of the Woodlawn Memorial Park and Golden Gate National Cemetery within a reasonable period of time | 5 (On-site Treatment)
existing land uses or land use activities. upon their arrival at the cemetery. The access plan shall include, for example, trench plating and alternative routing for visitors. The plan shall also address measures 9,12, 14, 16,
to maintain access for cemetery operations and maintenance. A copy of the access plan shall be submitted to the owner or operator of the Woodlawn Memorial Park 18 (Alternate) and
and the Golden Gate National Cemetery prior to commencing construction, and they also shall be provided with the name of, and contact information for, a person 19 (Alternate)
identified to act as a liaison during construction at these sites.
M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]).Refer to the discussion of Impact TR-1 in Section
5.6, Transportation and Circulation.
M-NO-1: Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-1 in
Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration5.
M-NO-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-3
in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.
M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact AQ-2 in Section 5.8, Air Quality.
M-AQ-3: Construction Health Risk Mitigation (Site 5 On-site Treatment). Refer to the discussion of Impact AQ-3 in Section 5.8, Air Quality.
Impact LU-2. Project operations would result in S M-NO-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 18 [Alternate], and the Westlake Pump Station). Refer LSM
substantial long-term or permanent impacts on the to the discussion of Impact NO-5 in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.
existing character or disrupt or displace land uses.
Impact C-LU-1. Construction and operation of the S M-NO-1: Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-1 in SUM
proposed Project could result in a cumulatively Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration. Sites 9, 12, and 19
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts . . )
related to land use M-NO-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-3
' in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.
M-NO-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 18 [Alternate], and the Westlake Pump Station). Refer
to the discussion of Impact NO-5 in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.
Section 5.3 Aesthetics
) . . . . ) . L SUM
Impact AE-1. Project construction would have a S M-AE-1a: Site Maintenance (Sites 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18 [Alternate]. The SFPUC shall require the contractor to ensure that construction-related activity is as clean Site 7

substantial adverse impact on a scenic vista, resource,
or on the visual character of a site or its surroundings.

and inconspicuous as practical by storing construction materials and equipment at areas of the construction site that are generally away from public view, and by
removing construction debris promptly at regular intervals.

Consolidated Treatment
at Site 6 and On-site
Treatment options

5 Impact NO-1 is not significant for Sites 5 and 15, but they are included in the title of the mitigation measure because Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 is required under Impact NO-3.
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TABLE 1-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance Prior
to Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

M-AE-1b% Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternate]) The SFPUC shall identify trees to be protected and retained during
construction and minimize potential impact to these trees by implementing the following measures:

e  Construction activities within the dripline of trees to be retained adjacent to construction area boundaries or adjacent to pipeline routes shall be avoided.
e A qualified arborist shall identify the location of exclusion fencing to be installed around trees to be retained.

e Prior to the start of construction, the SFPUC or its contractor shall install exclusion fencing around the dripline of trees to be retained and within 50 feet of any
grading or construction activity.

e Prior to construction, the SFPUC shall verify that the temporary construction fencing is installed and approved by a qualified arborist. Any encroachment
within these areas must first be approved by a qualified arborist and the SFPUC. Temporary fencing shall be continuously maintained by the contractor until
all construction activities near the trees are completed. No construction activities shall occur within the exclusion fencing.

e  For trees on slopes, exclusion fencing shall consist of a silt fence that will be installed at the upslope base of the tree to prevent soil from moving into the root
zone (defined as the extent of the tree dripline) if work is performed upslope of any protected trees.

e Pruning of trees to be retained shall be completed by either a certified arborist or by the contractor under supervision of either an International Society of
Arboriculture qualified arborist, American Society of Consulting Arborists consulting arborist, or a qualified horticulturalist.

M-AE-1c: Develop and Implement a Tree Replanting Plan (Site 12).The SFPUC shall develop and implement a tree replanting plan to address the removal of trees
along El Camino Real at Site 12. The tree replanting plan shall include planting locations (which may include non-SFPUC properties), native tree and shrub species
(consistent with those near the well facility site), planting ratios, and irrigation requirements. Tree replanting activities occurring on SFPUC properties or right-of-way
shall be consistent with the requirements of the SFPUC’s Integrated Vegetation Management Policy (SFPUC 2007). The planting ratio for replacement trees shall be a
minimum of 1:1, or in substantial compliance with the City of South San Francisco’s tree preservation ordinance (Chapter 13.30.080, Replacement of Protected Trees)..
Replanting shall occur the first year after completion of construction. The SFPUC shall monitor the replacement trees annually for five years after project completion to
ensure that the trees survive; if necessary, the SFPUC shall implement additional measures, such as replanting for trees that did not survive.

M-AE-1d: Construction Area Screening (Site 15).The SFPUC and its contractors shall screen the construction area at the facility site at Site 15. Screening shall be
designed to minimize view of construction equipment and construction activities from views from Sneath Lane and the surrounding areas. Vehicles and other
construction equipment shall be parked in the screened construction area at night and when equipment is not actively being used for pipeline construction along
Sneath Lane.

M-AE-1e: Tree Removal and Replacement (Site 7).Prior to the removal of any trees within the construction area boundary at Site 7, the SFPUC shall determine if any
trees within the Town-designated tree mass can be retained without causing conflicts with construction equipment and/or safety risks during construction at this site.
A qualified arborist shall conduct the tree retention survey. Any trees found not to conflict with construction activities or create a safety risks shall be protected during
construction.

For each tree to be removed, the SFPUC shall plant replacement trees on-site to the extent allowable by its Integrated Vegetation Management Policy (Section 13.006)
(SFPUC 2007). Each replacement tree shall be in a minimum 15-gallon container and shall be of species listed in the vegetation management policy. The on-site
plantings shall be located such that the visual continuity of the existing tree mass is restored to the extent feasible. To the extent tree replacement on-site is not feasible,
replacement trees shall be planted off-site in substantial compliance with the Town of Colma’s Tree Cutting and Removal ordinance.

In all cases, the planting ratio shall be a minimum of 1:1 (i.e., one tree planted for each tree removed). Replanting shall occur within the first year after completion of
construction. The SFPUC shall monitor plantings annually for five years after project completion to ensure that the replacement planting(s) has developed and that the

¢ Impact AE-1 is not significant for Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 13, 14, and 17 (Alternate), however the sites are listed here because tree protection measures are required to reduce impacts to trees protected by local tree preservation ordinances as described under Impact BR-4 as

discussed in the Biological Resources section.

Regional Grounduwater Storage and Recovery Project Draft EIR
Case No. 2008.1396E

April 2013




TABLE 1-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
trees survive. If necessary, the SFPUC shall implement additional measures (e.g., replanting, installation of irrigation) to address continued survival of the plantings,
and shall re-plant additional trees should a significant amount of the original plantings not survive during the monitoring period.
M-CR-1a: Minimize Construction-related Impacts on Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 14. Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-1 in Section 5.5, Cultural
and Paleontological Resources.
Impact AE-2. Project construction would not create a LS No mitigation required. LS
new source of substantial light that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area.
Impact AE-3. Project operation would have a S M-AE-3a: Implement Landscape Screening (Sites 4, 7, and 18 [Alternate]). The SFPUC shall develop and implement a landscape-screening plan to screen views of LSM
substantial adverse impact on a scenic vista, resource, the well facility. The landscape plan shall include native trees and shrubs common to the surrounding areas. The landscape plan shall include plant species, planting
or on the visual character of a site or its surroundings. specifications, and irrigation requirements necessary to screen the well facility. The SFPUC shall monitor landscape plantings annually for five years after project
completion to ensure that sufficient ground coverage has developed and that the shrubs survive. If necessary, the SFPUC shall implement additional measures (e.g.,
replanting, temporary irrigation) to address continued survival of the plantings, and shall replant additional shrubs should a significant amount of the plantings not
survive during the monitoring period.
M-CR-5a: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 14. Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-5 in Section 5.5, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources.
M-CR-5b: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 15. Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-5 in Section 5.5, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources.
Impact AE-4. Project operation would not create a new LS No mitigation required. LS
source of substantial light that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.
Impact C-AE-1. Construction and operation of the S M-AE-1a: Site Maintenance (Sites 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact AE-1 in Section 5.3, Aesthetics. LSM
proposed Project could result in a cumulatively . . ) ) ) . .
. s . . M-AE-1b: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact AE-1 in Section 5.3, Aesthetics.
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts
related to scenic resources and visual character. M-AE-1c: Develop and Implement a Tree Replanting Plan (Site 12).Refer to the discussion of Impact AE-1 in Section 5.3, Aesthetics.
Section 5.4 Population and Housing - None. No impacts would occur.
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TABLE 1-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance Prior
to Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Section 5.5 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact CR-1. Project construction could cause an
adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource.

M-CR-1a: Minimize Construction-related Impacts to Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 14. Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-1 in Section 5.5, Cultural
and Paleontological Resources.

M-NO-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of Pipelines (Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 18 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-2 in Section 5.7,
Noise and Vibration.

M-CR-1b: Minimize Construction-related Impacts on Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 15. Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-1 in Section 5.5, Cultural
and Paleontological Resources.

LSM

Impact CR-2. Project construction could cause an
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource.

M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources (All Sites except West Lake Pump Station).Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-2 in Section 5.5, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources.

LSM

Impact CR-3. Project construction could result in a
substantial adverse effect by destroying a unique
paleontological resource or site.

M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work If a Paleontological Resource Is Identified (All Sites except Site 9 and Westlake Pump Station). If a paleontological resource
(fossilized invertebrate, vertebrate, plant or micro-fossil) is discovered during construction at any of the proposed well facility sites, all ground disturbing activities
within 50 feet of the find shall be temporarily halted but may be diverted to areas beyond 50 feet from the discovery to continue working. An appointed representative
of the SFPUC shall notify a qualified paleontologist, who will document the discovery as needed, evaluate the potential resource, and assess the nature and
significance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of the find, the paleontologist may record the find and allow work to continue, or recommend
salvage and recovery of the material, if the SFPUC determines that the find cannot be avoided. The paleontologist shall make recommendations for any necessary
treatment that is consistent with the SVP Guidelines (SVP 2012) and currently accepted scientific practices. If required, treatment for fossil remains may include
preparation and recovery of fossil materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection and may also include preparation and
publication of a report describing the find. The paleontologist’s recommendations shall be subject to review and approval by the ERO or designee. The SFPUC shall be
responsible for ensuring that treatment is implemented and reported to the San Francisco Planning Department. If no report is required, the SFPUC shall nonetheless
ensure that information on the nature, location and depth of all finds is readily available to the scientific community through university curation or other appropriate
means.

LSM

Impact CR-4. Project construction could result in a
substantial adverse effect related to the disturbance of
human remains.

M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station). The treatment of any human remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects discovered during soil-disturbing activities shall comply with applicable State laws. Such treatment would include immediate notification of the San
Mateo County Coroner and, in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American, notification of the NAHC, which would appoint
a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). A qualified archaeologist, the SFPUC and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for
the treatment, with appropriate dignity, of any human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[d]). The agreement
would take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects. The PRC allows 48 hours to reach agreement on these matters. If the MLD and the other parties could not agree on the reburial method,
the SFPUC shall follow Section 5097.98(b) of the PRC, which states that “the landowner or his or her authorized representative shall reinter the human remains and
items associated with Native American burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.” All archaeological
work performed under this mitigation measure shall be subject to review by the ERO or designee.

LSM

Impact CR-5. Project facilities could cause an adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource.

M-CR-5a: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 14. Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-5 in Section 5.5, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources.

M-CR-5b: Minimize Facilities Siting Impacts on Elements of the Historical Resource at Site 15. Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-5 in Section 5.5, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources.

LSM
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TABLE 1-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
Impact C-CR-1. Construction of the proposed Project S M-CR-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station). Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-2 in Section 5.5, Cultural and LSM
could result in a cumulatively considerable Paleontological Resources.
contribution to cumulative impacts on historical, . . . . . . . .
. . M-CR-3: Suspend Construction Work If a Paleontological Resource Is Identified (All Sites except Site 9 and Westlake Pump Station). Refer to the discussion of
archaeological, or paleontological resources, or human i . )
. Impact CR-3 in Section 5.5, Cultural and Paleontological Resources.
remains.
M-CR-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station). Refer to the discussion of Impact CR-4 in Section 5.5, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources.
Section 5.6 Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-1. The Project would conflict with an S M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate])”.Refer to the discussion of Impact TR-1 in Section LSM
applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 5.6, Transportation and Circulation.
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system.
Impact TR-2. The Project would temporarily impair S M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact TR-1 in Section LSM
emergency access to adjacent roadways and land uses 5.6, Transportation and Circulation.
during construction.
Impact TR-3. The Project would temporarily decrease S M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact TR-1 in Section LSM
the performance and safety of public transit, bicycle, 5.6, Transportation and Circulation.
and pedestrian facilities during construction.
Impact TR-4. Project operations and maintenance LS No mitigation required. LS
activities would not conflict with an applicable plan or
policies regarding performance of the transportation
system or alternative modes of transportation.
Impact C-TR-1. Construction and operation of the S M-TR-1: Traffic Control Plan (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact TR-1 in Section LSM
proposed Project could result in a cumulatively 5.6, Transportation and Circulation.
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts . . . . . .
. . . M-C-TR-1: Coordinate Traffic Control Plan with other SFPUC Construction Projects (Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19
related to transportation and circulation. ) ) ) . ) : . . . ;
[Alternate]).Prior to construction, the SFPUC and its contractors shall coordinate with other SFPUC construction projects in the region and update traffic control plans
to avoid overlapping construction schedules or, if not practical, to minimize impacts to congestion, emergency access, and alternative modes of transportation.
7 Impact TR-1 is not significant for Site 2, but it is included here because a Traffic Control Plan is required under Impact TR-2.
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TABLE 1-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
Section 5.7 Noise and Vibration
Impact NO-1. Project construction would result in S M-NO-1: Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]).® Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-1 in SUM
noise levels in excess of local standards. Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.
Sites 1, 4,9, 12, 16, 18
(Alternate), and 19
(Alternate)
Impact NO-2. Project construction would result in S M-NO-2: Reduce Vibration Levels during Construction of Pipelines (Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 18 [Alternate]).The SFPUC shall require that the construction contractor LSM
excessive groundborne vibration. not use vibratory compaction equipment within 25 feet of structures adjacent to Sites 3, 4, 12, 15, and 18 (Alternate).Non-vibratory compaction or controlled low
strength materials (CLSM) backfill may be used in lieu of vibratory compaction equipment at these locations.
Impact NO-3. Project construction would result in a S M-NO-1: Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-1 in SUM
substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels. Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration. Sites 1.3 4
ites 1, 5, %,
M-NO-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]).Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-3 | 5 (On-site Treatment),
in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration. 9,12, 14, 16,
18 (Alternate), and
19 (Alternate)
Impact NO-4. Project construction would not result in LS No mitigation required. LS
a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels along construction haul routes.
Impact NO-5. Operation of the Project would result in S M-NO-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 18 [Alternate], and the Westlake Pump Station).Refer to LSM
exposure of people to noise levels in excess of local the discussion of Impact NO-5 in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.
noise standards or result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity.
Impact C-NO-1. Construction and operation of the S M-NO-1: Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-1 in SUM

proposed Project could result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts
related to noise.

Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.

M-NO-3: Expanded Noise Control Plan (1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 [Alternate], 18 [Alternate], and 19 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact NO-3
in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.

M-NO-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 18 [Alternate], and the Westlake Pump Station). Refer
to the discussion of Impact NO-5 in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.

Sites 12 and
19 (Alternate)

8 Impact NO-1 is not significant for Sites 5 and 15, but they are included here because a Noise Control Plan is required under Impact NO-3.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
Section 5.8 Air Quality
Impact AQ-1. Construction of the Project would not LS No mitigation required. LS
conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable
air quality plans.
Impact AQ-2. Emissions generated during S M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact AQ-2 in Section 5.8, Air Quality. LSM
construction activities would violate air quality . . ) . . .
. . M-AQ-2b: NOx Reduction during Construction of Alternate Sites. If one to three wells at Sites 1 through 16 are drilled but found to be unusable for any reason, and
standards and would contribute substantially to an . ) o . } 7
existing air quality violation one to three well facilities are therefore constructed at alternate sites, the SFPUC shall reduce NOx emissions by 20 percent during construction at the alternate site or
sites. To meet this performance standard, the SFPUC shall develop and implement a plan demonstrating that the off-road equipment (i.e., equipment rated at more
than 50 horsepower that is owned or leased by the contractor or subcontractors) to be used in constructing the wells and facilities at the alternate sites would achieve a
fleet-wide average 20-percent NOx reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late model
engines (i.e., meeting U.S. EPA Tier 3 standards or later), low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels that have lower NOx emissions, engine retrofit technology,
after-treatment products, add-on devices, and/or other options as such become available.
Impact AQ-3. Project construction would expose S M-AQ-3: Construction Health Risk Mitigation (Site 5 On-site Treatment). The SFPUC shall require the construction contractor to utilize, during the construction of LSM
sensitive  receptors to  substantial  pollutant Site 5 (On-site Treatment), off-road equipment (more than 50 horsepower) with late model engines meeting U.S. EPA Tier 4 (Interim), or utilize a combination of Tier 2
concentrations. or Tier 3 engines with add-on devices that consist of level 3 diesel particulate filters.
Impact AQ-4. Project construction activities would not LS No mitigation required. LS
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people.
Impact AQ-5. Project operations would not violate air LS No mitigation required. LS
quality standards or contribute substantially to an
existing air quality violation.
Impact AQ-6. Project operations would not expose LS No mitigation required. LS
sensitive  receptors to  substantial  pollutant
concentrations.
Impact AQ-7. Project operations would not create LS No mitigation required. LS
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people.
Impact C-AQ-1. Construction and operation of the S M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact AQ-2 in Section 5.8, Air Quality. LSM
proposed Project could result in a cumulatively . ) . ) . . . . . .
. o . . M-AQ-2b: NOx Reduction during Construction of Alternate Sites. Refer to the discussion of Impact AQ-2 in Section 5.8, Air Quality.
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts
related to air quality.
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Impact

Level of
Significance Prior
to Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Section 5.9 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact GG-1. Project construction would generate
GHG emissions, but not at levels that would have a
significant impact on the environment.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact GG-2. Project operations would generate GHG
emissions, but not at levels that would result in a
significant impact on the environment.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact C-GG. The proposed Project would not result
in a cumulatively considerable contribution to GHG
emissions.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Section 5.10 Wind and Shadow - None. No impacts would occur.

Section 5.11 Recreation

Impact RE-1. The Project would not remove or
damage existing recreational resources during
construction

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact RE-2. The Project would deteriorate the quality
of the recreational experience during construction.

M-AQ-2a: BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact AQ-2 in Section 5.8, Air Quality.

LSM

Impact RE-3. The Project would not impair access to
recreational resources during construction.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact RE-4. The Project would not damage
recreational resources during operation.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact RE-5. The Project would not deteriorate the
quality of the recreational experience during
operation.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact RE-6. Operation of the Project would not
remove or damage recreational resources, impair
access to, or deteriorate the quality of the recreational
experience at Lake Merced.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance Prior
to Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Impact C-RE-1. Construction and operation of the
proposed Project would not result in significant
cumulative impacts on recreational resources.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact C-RE-2. Operation of the Project would not
result in significant cumulative impacts on recreational
resources at Lake Merced.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Section 5.12 Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1. Project construction could result in
potential damage to or temporary disruption of
existing utilities during construction.

M-UT-1a: Confirm Utility Line Information (All Sites). Prior to excavation and/or other ground-disturbing construction activities, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall
locate overhead and underground utility lines, such as natural gas, electricity, sewer, telephone and waterlines, that may be encountered during excavation work.
Pursuant to State law, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall notify USA North. Information regarding the size and location of existing utilities shall be confirmed before
excavation and other ground-disturbing activities commence. These utilities shall be highlighted on all construction drawings. Utilities may be located by customary
techniques such as geophysical methods and hand excavation.

M-UT-1b: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground Utilities (All Sites). While any excavation is open, the SFPUC or its contractor(s)
shall protect, support, or remove underground utilities as necessary to safeguard employees. As part of contractor specifications, the contractor(s) shall be required to
provide updates on planned excavations for the upcoming week and to specify when construction will occur near any high-priority utility lines that are identified. At
the beginning of each week when this work will take place, the SFPUC construction managers shall conduct meetings with contractor staff, as required by the
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA), to record all protective and avoidance measures regarding such excavations.

M-UT-1c: Notify Local Fire Departments (All Sites). In the event that construction activities result in damage to high-priority utility lines, including leaks or
suspected leaks, the SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall immediately notify local fire departments to protect worker and public safety.

M-UT-1d: Emergency Response Plan (All Sites). Prior to commencing construction activities, the SFPUC shall develop an emergency response plan that outlines
procedures to follow in the event of a leak or explosion resulting from a utility rupture. The emergency response plan shall identify the names and phone numbers of
PG&E staff who would be available 24 hours per day in the event of damage or rupture of the high-pressure PG&E natural gas pipelines. The plan shall also detail
emergency response protocols including notification, inspection and evacuation procedures; any equipment and vendors necessary to respond to an emergency, such
as an alarm system; and routine inspection guidelines.

M-UT-1e: Advance Notification (All Sites). The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall notify all affected utility service providers in advance of Project excavation and/or
other ground-disturbing activities. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall make arrangements with these entities regarding the protection, relocation, or temporary
disconnection of services prior to the start of excavation and other ground-disturbing activities. The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate with the appropriate
utility service providers to ensure advance notification to residents, owners and businesses in the Project area of a potential utility service disruption two to four days
in advance of construction. The notification shall provide information about the timing and duration of the potential service disruption.

M-UT-1f: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction (All Sites). Detailed specifications shall be prepared as part of the design plans to include procedures for
the excavation, support and fill of areas around subsurface utilities, cables and pipes. If it is not feasible to avoid an overhead utility line during construction, the
SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate with the affected utility owner to either temporarily or permanently support the line, to de-energize the line while
temporarily supporting the overhead line, or to temporarily re-route the line.

M-UT-1g: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities (All Sites). The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall promptly notify utility providers to reconnect any disconnected
utility lines as soon as it is safe to do so.

LSM
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
M-UT-1h: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by Other SFPUC Projects (All Sites). The final construction drawings for the Project shall reflect any
changes in utility locations, as well as the locations of any new utilities installed during construction of other SFPUC projects in San Mateo County whose disturbance
areas overlap with the Project area.
M-UT-1i: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities (All Sites). The SFPUC or its contractor(s) shall coordinate final construction plans and
specifications with affected utility providers.
Impact UT-2. Project construction would not exceed LS No mitigation required. LS
the capacity of wastewater treatment facilities, exceed
wastewater treatment requirements, require or result
in the construction of new or expansion of existing
wastewater treatment facilities or stormwater drainage
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects.
Impact UT-3. Project construction would not result in LS No mitigation required. LS
adverse effects on solid waste landfill capacity.
Impact UT-4. Project construction could result in a S M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-4 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems. LSM
substantial adverse effect related to compliance with
federal, State, and local statutes and regulations
pertaining to solid waste.
Impact UT-5. Project operation would not exceed the LS No mitigation required. LS
capacity of wastewater treatment facilities, exceed
wastewater treatment requirements, or require or
result in the construction of new, or expansion of
existing, wastewater treatment facilities or stormwater
drainage facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects.
Impact C-UT-1. Construction and operation of the S M-UT-1a: Confirm Utility Line Information (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems. LSM
proposed Project could result in a cumulatively . . . . ) ) ) .
. a0 . . M-UT-1b: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground Utilities (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12,
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts L )
e . Utilities and Service Systems.
related to utilities and service systems.
M-UT-1c: Notify Local Fire Departments (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems.
M-UT-1d: Emergency Response Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems.
M-UT-1e: Advance Notification (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems.
M-UT-1f: Protection of Other Utilities during Construction (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems.
M-UT-1g: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems.
M-UT-1h: Avoidance of Utilities Constructed or Modified by Other SFPUC Projects (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12, Utilities and
Service Systems.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
M-UT-1i: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-1 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service
Systems.
M-UT-4: Waste Management Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact UT-4 in Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems.
Section 5.13 Public Services - None. No impacts would occur.
Section 5.14 Biological Resources
Impact BR-1. Project construction would adversely S M-BR-1a: Protection Measures during Construction for Special-status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact BR- LSM
affect candidate, sensitive, or special-status species. 1 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
M-BR-1b: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during Tree Removal or Trimming (Sites 1, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, and 16). Refer to the discussion of Impact
BR-1 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
M-BR-1c: Protection Measures during Structure Demolition for Special-status Bats (Site 1).Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-1 in Section 5.14, Biological
Resources.
M-BR-1d: Monarch Butterfly Protection Measures (Sites 1, 3, 7, 10, and 12).Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-1 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
Impact BR-2. Project construction could adversely S M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion LSM
affect riparian habitat or other sensitive natural of Impact HY-1 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
communities.
M-BR-2: Avoid Disturbance to Riparian Habitat (Site 1). Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-2 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
Impact BR-3. The Project would impact jurisdictional S M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion LSM
wetlands or waters of the United States. of Impact HY-1 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
Impact BR-4. Project construction would conflict with S M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternate]).Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-4 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources. LSM
local tree preservation ordinances. . . . L . . ) .
M-AE-1b: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion in Impact BR-4 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources
and in Impact AE-1 in Section 5.2, Aesthetics.
M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement (Sites 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, and 18 [Alternate]).Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-4 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
Impact BR-5. Project operations could adversely affect S M-NO-5: Operational Noise Control Measures (Sites 1, 5 [On-site Treatment], 7 [On-site Treatment], 9, 12, 18 [Alternate], and the Westlake Pump Station). Refer LSM
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species. to the discussion of Impact NO-5 in Section 5.7, Noise and Vibration.
Impact BR-6. Operation of the Project would not LS No mitigation required. LS
adversely affect species identified as candidate,
sensitive, or special-status wildlife species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
CDFW or USFWS.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
Impact BR-7. Operation of the Project could adversely S M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality. LSM
affect sensitive habitat types associated with Lake . . ) ) )
Merced M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-7 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
Impact BR-8. Operation of the Project could adversely S M-BR-8: Lake Level Management for No-Net-Loss of Wetlands for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-8 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources. LSM
affect wetland habitats and other waters of the United T Lake Level Monitori d Modeling for Lake M d. Ref he di . 1 HY.9 . 16, Hvdrol dW. y
States associated with Lake Merced. -HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring an odeling for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology an ater Quality.
M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
Impact BR-9. Operation of the Project could adversely S M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality. LSM
affect native wildlife nursery sites associated with . . . . .
Lake Merced M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-7 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
Impact C-BR-1. Construction and operation of the S M-BR-1a: Protection Measures during Construction for Special-status Birds and Migratory Passerines and Raptors (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact BR- LSM
proposed Project could result in significant cumulative 1 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
impacts related to biological resources. . . . . . . . .
M-BR-1b: Protection Measures for Special-status Bats during Tree Removal or Trimming (Sites 1, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, and 16). Refer to the discussion of Impact
BR-1 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
M-BR-1c: Protection Measures during Structure Demolition for Special-status Bats (Site 1). Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-1 in Section 5.14, Biological
Resources.
M-BR-1d: Monarch Butterfly Protection Measures (Sites 1, 3, 7, 10, and 12). Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-1 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
M-BR-2: Avoid Disturbance to Riparian Habitat (Site 1). Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-2 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
M-BR-4a: Identify Protected Trees (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 [Alternate]).Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-4 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
M-AE-1b: Tree Protection Measures (Sites 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,, 15, 17 [ Alternate])
M-BR-4b: Protected Tree Replacement (Sites 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, and 18 [Alternate]). Refer to the discussion of Impact BR-4 in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.
M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion
of Impact HY-1 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
Impact C-BR-2. The Project would result in cumulative S M-BR-7: Lake Level Management for Water Level Increases for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-7 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality. LSM
construction or operational impacts related to special- . . . . . . .
. L . . o M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
status species, riparian habitat, sensitive communities,
wetlands or waters of the United States, or compliance M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
with local policies and ordinances protecting biological
resources at Lake Merced.
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance Prior
to Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Section 5.15 Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1. The Project would not be located on a
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable during construction.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact GE-2. The Project would not substantially
change the topography or any unique geologic or
physical features of the site(s).

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact GE-3. The Project would expose people or
structures to substantial adverse effects related to the
risk of property loss, injury, or death due to fault
rupture, seismic groundshaking, or landslides.

M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and Implement Recommendations (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact GE-3 in Section 5.15,
Geology and Soils.

LSM

Impact GE-4. The Project would be located on a
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable.

M-GE-3: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and Implement Recommendations (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact GE-3 in Section 5.15,
Geology and Soils.

LSM

Impact GE-5. The Project would not be located on
corrosive or expansive soil, creating substantial risks to
life or property.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact C-GE-1. Construction and operation of the
proposed Project could result in significant impacts
related to soils and geology.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Section 5.16 Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1. Project construction activities would
degrade water quality as a result of erosion or siltation
caused by earthmoving activities or by the accidental
release of hazardous construction chemicals during
construction.

M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites).Refer to the discussion of
Impact HY-1 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

LSM

Impact HY-2. Discharge of groundwater could result
in minor localized flooding, violate water quality
standards and/or otherwise degrade water quality.

M-HY-2: Management of Well Development and Pump Testing Discharges (All Sites, Except Westlake Pump Station). Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-2 in
Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

LSM
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Impact

Level of
Significance Prior
to Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Impact HY-3. Project operation would not alter
drainage patterns in such a manner that could result in
degraded water quality or cause on- or off-site
flooding.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact HY-4. Project operation would not impede or
redirect flood flows.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact HY-5. Project operation would not result in a
violation of water quality standards or in the
degradation of water quality from the discharge of
groundwater during well maintenance.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact HY-6. Project operation would decrease the
production rate of existing nearby irrigation wells due
to localized groundwater drawdown within the
Westside Groundwater Basin such that existing or
planned land use(s) may not be fully supported.

M-HY-6: Ensure Existing Irrigators’ Wells Are Not Prevented from Supporting Existing or Planned Land Use Due to Project Operation. Refer to the discussion of
Impact HY-6 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

SUM

Impact HY-7. Project operation would not result in
substantial land subsidence due to decreased
groundwater levels in the Westside Groundwater
Basin where the historical low water levels are
exceeded.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact HY-8. Project operation would not result in
seawater intrusion due to decreased groundwater
levels in the Westside Groundwater Basin.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact HY-9. Project operation could have a
substantial, adverse effect on water quality that could
affect the beneficial uses of Lake Merced.

M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

LSM

Impact HY-10. Project operation would not have a
substantial adverse effect on water quality that could
affect the beneficial uses of Pine Lake.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact HY-11. Project operation would not have a
substantial adverse effect on water quality that could
affect the beneficial uses of Colma Creek, San Bruno
Creek, Lomita Channel, or Millbrae Creek.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS
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to Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Impact HY-12. Project operation would not cause a
violation  of quality
mobilization of contaminants in groundwater from
changing groundwater Westside
Groundwater Basin.

water standards due to

levels in the

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact HY-13. Project operation would not result in
degradation of drinking water quality or groundwater
quality relative to constituents for which standards do
not exist.

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact HY-14. Project operation may have a
substantial adverse effect on groundwater depletion in
the Westside Groundwater Basin over the very long
term.

M-HY-14: Prevent Groundwater Depletion. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-14 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

LSM

Impact C-HY-1. Project construction could result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative
impacts on surface water hydrology and water quality.

M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion
of Impact HY-1 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

M-HY-2: Management of Well Development and Pump Testing Discharges (All Sites except Westlake Pump Station). Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-2 in
Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

LSM

Impact C-HY-2. Operation of the proposed Project
would considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts related to well
interference.

result in a cumulatively

M-HY-6: Ensure Existing Irrigators’ Wells Are Not Prevented from Supporting Existing or Planned Land Use Due to Project Operation. Refer to the discussion of
Impact HY-7 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

SUM

Impact C-HY-3. Operation of the proposed Project
would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to impacts related to
subsidence.

cumulative

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact C-HY-4. Operation of the proposed Project
would not cumulatively
contribution to seawater intrusion.

have a considerable

LS

No mitigation required.

LS

Impact C-HY-5. Operation of the proposed Project
could have a cumulatively considerable contribution
to cumulative impacts on beneficial uses of surface
waters.

M-HY-9a: Lake Level Monitoring and Modeling for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

M-HY-9b: Lake Level Management for Lake Merced. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-9 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.

LSM
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Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation
Impact C-HY-6. Operation of the proposed Project LS No mitigation required. LS
would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts related to water
quality standards
Impact C-HY-7. Operation of the proposed Project LS No mitigation required. LS
would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts related to water
quality degradation.
Impact C-HY-8. Operation of the proposed Project S M-HY-14: Prevent Groundwater Depletion. Refer to the discussion of Impact HY-14 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality. LSM
would have a cumulatively considerable contribution
to a cumulative impact related to groundwater
depletion effect.
Section 5.17 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HZ-1. The Project would not create a LS No mitigation required. LS
significant hazard to the public or the environment
related to transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials during construction.
Impact HZ-2. The Project would result in a substantial S M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion LSM
adverse effect related to reasonably foreseeable upset of Impact HY-1 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
and accident conditions involving the release of X X X o ) ) ) . .
hazardous materials into the environment during HZ-Za:‘Preconstructlon Hazardous Materials Assessmen‘t (All Sltes).Wlthm‘ thref: months prior to Co.nstru.ctlon,‘th‘e SFPUC .shall retain a q}l:’:lllfle.d env1ronmer.1tal
construction. professional to conduct a regulatory agency database review to update and identify hazardous materials sites within 0.25 mile of a well facility site and to review
appropriate standard information sources to determine the potential for soil or groundwater contamination at the project sites. Should this review indicate a high
likelihood of encountering contamination at the proposed facility sites, follow-up sampling shall be conducted to characterize soil and groundwater quality prior to
construction to provide necessary data for the site health and safety plan (Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2b) and hazardous materials management plan (Mitigation
Measure M-HZ-2c¢). If needed, site investigations or remedial activities shall be performed at facility sites in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
M-HZ 2b: Health and Safety Plan (All Sites).The construction contractor shall, prior to construction, prepare a site-specific health and safety plan in accordance with
federal OSHA regulations (29 CFR 1910.120) and Cal-OSHA regulations (8 CCR Title 8, Section 5192) to address worker health and safety issues during construction.
The health and safety plan shall identify the potentially present chemicals, health and safety hazards associated with those chemicals, all required measures to protect
construction workers and the general public from exposure to harmful levels of any chemicals identified at the site (including engineering controls, monitoring, and
security measures to prevent unauthorized entry to the work area), appropriate personal protective equipment, and emergency response procedures. The health and
safety plan shall designate qualified individuals responsible for implementing the plan and for directing subsequent procedures in the event that unanticipated
contamination is encountered.
M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites).Refer to the discussion of Impact HZ-2 in Section 5.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Impact HZ-3. The Project would result in impacts from S M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion LSM
the emission or use of hazardous materials within 0.25 of Impact HY-1 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
mile of a school during construction.
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Impact Level of Mitigation Measure(s) Level of Significance
Significance Prior After Mitigation
to Mitigation

M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites).Refer to the discussion of Impact HZ-2 in Section 5.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Impact HZ-4. The Project would not create a hazard to LS No mitigation required. LS
the public or environment from the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials or accidental
release of hazardous materials during operation.
Impact HZ-5. The Project would not result in impacts LS No mitigation required. LS
from the emission or use of hazardous materials
within 0.25 mile of a school during operation.
Impact HZ-6. The Project would not result in a safety LS No mitigation required. LS
hazard for people residing or working in the vicinity
of a public use airport.
Impact HZ-7. The Project would not expose people or LS No mitigation required. LS
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving fires.
Impact C-HZ-1. Construction and operation of the S M-HY-1: Develop and Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (All Sites). Refer to discussion of LSM
proposed Project could result in a cumulatively Impact HY-1 in Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality.
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts . . . ) . ) . .

. M-HZ-2a: Preconstruction Hazardous Materials Assessment (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact HZ-2 in Section 5.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

related to hazards and hazardous materials.

M-HZ 2b: Health and Safety Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact HZ-2 in Section 5.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

M-HZ-2c: Hazardous Materials Management Plan (All Sites). Refer to the discussion of Impact HZ-2 in Section 5.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Section 5.18 Minerals and Energy Resources
Impact ME-1. The Project would not encourage LS No mitigation required. LS
activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel
and energy in a wasteful manner during construction.
Impact ME-2. The Project would not encourage LS No mitigation required. LS
activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel
and energy in a wasteful manner during operation.
Impact C-ME-1. Construction and operation of the LS No mitigation required. LS
proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts
related to mineral and energy resources.
Section 5.19 Agriculture and Forest Resources - None. No impacts would occur.
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1.6 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Chapter 7, Alternatives, of this EIR evaluates five alternatives to the proposed Project:

e Alternative 1: No Project Alternative. The SFPUC would not construct well facilities and the
conjunctive use of the South Westside Groundwater Basin would not occur. Under the No
Project Alternative, a GSR dry-year water supply would not be available to the SFPUC, its
wholesale customers, or the Partner Agencies, as planned for and approved in the Phased
WSIP.

e Alternative 2A: Reduce Lake Merced Impacts and Maintain Project Yield. Alternative 2A
was selected for analysis because it would reduce significant biological, and water quality
impacts associated with declining lake levels at Lake Merced due to Project pumping during
dry years. Under this alternative, the SFPUC would construct only 14 wells and well facilities
(instead of 16 wells under the proposed Project) to reduce impacts associated with declining
lake levels at Lake Merced due to Project pumping during dry years by approximately 54
percent. This alternative would not construct wells or well facilities at Sites 1 and 4, and
without wells as these sites, pumping near Lake Merced would be reduced. To maintain the
overall Project yield at 7.2 mgd, pumping would be redistributed to 11 wells at Sites 5
through 15. Pumping at each of Sites 5 through 15 would increase by approximately 20

percent compared to the proposed Project.

e Alternative 2B: Reduce Lake Merced Impacts and Reduce Project Yield. Alternative 2B was
selected for analysis because it would reduce significant biological, and water quality impacts
associated with declining lake levels at Lake Merced due to Project pumping during dry
years, but would not include any redistribution of pumping as Alternative 2A does. Under
this alternative, the SFPUC would construct only 14 wells and well facilities (instead of 16
wells under the proposed Project) to reduce impacts associated with declining lake levels at
Lake Merced due to Project pumping during dry years. This alternative would not construct
wells or well facilities at Sites 1 and 4, and without wells at Sites 1 and 4, Project pumping
would be reduced by 1.0 mgd and the overall Project yield would be 6.2 mgd. This

alternative would decrease pumping near Lake Merced by approximately 54 percent.

e Alternative 3A: Reduce Impacts on Colma-area Existing Irrigation Wells and Maintain
Project Yield: Alternative 3A was selected for analysis because it would reduce the
significant well interference impacts of the Project during dry years at existing irrigation
wells that are located at the Colma-area cemeteries. Under this alternative, the SFPUC would
construct only 14 wells and well facilities (instead of 16 wells under the proposed Project).
The 14 wells would be located at the same preferred sites as the Project; however, Alternative
3A would not include a well or well facility at Sites 7 or 8 in Colma. Without wells at Sites 7
and 8, Project pumping would be reduced by approximately 1.2 mgd. To maintain the overall
Project yield at 7.2 mgd, pumping would be redistributed to the nine wells at Sites 1 through
4 and Sites 11 through 15. Project pumping at each of these sites would increase by
approximately 31 percent compared to the proposed Project. Pumping at Sites 5, 6, 9, and 10
would be the same as the Project, because they are near Colma; pumping at Site 16 would be
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the same as the Project, because groundwater availability is restricted there as compared to
the other preferred sites. The alternative would decrease pumping in the Colma area by
approximately 32 percent.

e Alternative 3B: Reduce Impacts on Colma-area Existing Irrigation Wells and Reduce
Project Yield: Alternative 3B was selected for analysis because it would reduce the
significant well interference impacts of the Project at existing irrigation wells for cemeteries
in the Colma area due to Project pumping during dry years, but unlike Alternative 34, it
would not include any redistribution of pumping. Under Alternative 3B, the SFPUC would
construct only 14 wells and well facilities (instead of 16 wells under the proposed Project).
The 14 wells would be located at the same preferred sites as the Project; however, Alternative
3B would not include a well or well facility at Sites 7 or 8 in Colma. Without wells at Sites 7
and 8, pumping would be reduced by approximately 1.2 mgd, and the overall Project yield
would be 6.0 mgd. The alternative would decrease pumping near Colma by approximately
32 percent.

Although the No Project Alternative would avoid construction-related impacts of the proposed Project, it
would not achieve any of the Project objectives, and it would not fulfill the SFPUC’s basic mission of
providing a reliable water supply for its customers, because a new source of dry-year and/or emergency
pumping capacity would be unavailable for SFPUC customers.

The alternatives analysis determined that Alternative 2A (Reduce Lake Merced Impacts and Maintain
Project Yield) would eliminate construction impacts at two sites. Construction impacts at the other sites
would be the same as those of the proposed Project. During operations, Alternative 2A would reduce the
severity of well interference impacts on five existing irrigation wells near Lake Merced, but would
increase well interference impacts at 12 existing irrigation wells compared to the Project, due to
redistribution of pumping to GSR wells toward Colma-area existing irrigation wells. Impacts of
Alternative 2A would be less severe than those of the proposed Project, with the exception of increased
well interference impacts at some wells, and Alternative 2A would achieve the Project objectives and
would support the SFPUC’s goal of providing a reliable dry-year groundwater supply during the 8.5-year
design drought cycle.

The alternatives analysis determined that Alternative 2B (Reduce Lake Merced Impacts and Reduce
Project Yield) would also eliminate construction impacts at two sites. Construction impacts at the other
sites would be the same as those of the proposed Project. Alternative 2B would meet most of the Project
objectives, but it would not fully support the SFPUC’s goal to supply water reliably to customers in the
event of emergencies and drought because of the reduced yield associated with Alternative 2B.

The alternatives analysis determined that Alternative 3A (Reduce Impacts on Colma-area Existing
Irrigation Wells and Maintain Project Yield) would eliminate construction impacts at two sites.
Construction impacts at the other sites would be the same as those of the proposed Project. During
operations, Alternative 3A would reduce the severity of well interference impacts on 10 existing
irrigation wells at cemeteries in Colma, but would increase well interference impacts at seven existing
irrigation wells compared to the Project and increase impacts to Lake Merced, due to redistribution of
pumping to GSR wells away from the Colma area. The operational impacts of Alternative 3A would be
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less severe than the Project or Alternatives 2A or 2B, with the exception of increased impacts on Lake
Merced. Alternative 3A would fully achieve the Project objectives and support the SFPUC’s basic goal of
providing a reliable dry-year and emergency groundwater supply during the 8.5-year design drought
cycle.

The alternatives analysis determined that Alternative 3B (Reduce Impacts on Colma-area Existing
Irrigation Wells and Reduce Project Yield) would eliminate construction impacts at two sites.
Construction impacts at the other sites would be the same as those of the proposed Project. During
operations, Alternative 3B would reduce the severity of well interference impacts on five existing
irrigation wells at cemeteries in Colma as compared to the Project. As a result, two existing irrigation
wells in Colma would not experience significant impacts, as they would under the proposed Project. The
alternative would meet most of the Project objectives, but would not provide the full 7.2-mgd dry-year
and emergency pumping capacity needed during the 8.5-year design drought. The alternative would
result in an approximately 1.2-mgd shortfall during each year of a severe drought.

None of the alternatives would reduce all the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed
Project. Alternatives 2A, 2B, 3A, and 3B would cause significant and unavoidable impacts related to
construction at one or two fewer sites than the Project; however, significant and unavoidable
construction-period impacts would still occur at up to other facility sites, as they would under the
proposed Project. In addition, such impacts, although significant and unavoidable, would be temporary
and would only last through the 16-month construction period. Alternatives 3A and 3B would cause
significant and potentially unavoidable well interference impacts during operation at one or two fewer
existing irrigation wells than the Project; however, significant and unavoidable well interference impacts
would still occur at 11 or 12 existing irrigation wells, as they would under the proposed Project.
Alternative 3A would cause slightly greater impacts to Lake Merced. The No Project Alternative would
not cause significant and unavoidable construction impacts (since no construction would occur), but
water levels at Lake Merced would continue to fluctuate as they do now under varying hydrologic
conditions, and during a drought as severe as the design drought, lake levels would decline to a level that
could have adverse water quality effects at Lake Merced. Because permanent operational impacts are
considered more severe than temporary construction-period impacts, Alternative 3B (Reduce Impacts on
Colma-area Existing Irrigation Wells and Reduce Yield) is considered the environmentally superior
alternative, in that it would have significant and unavoidable well interference impacts at fewer sites than
the proposed Project or Alternatives 2A, 2B or 3A.

1.7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Several areas of potential controversy were identified during the scoping period. Environmental concerns
raised during scoping include construction-related impacts from traffic and access issues, potential
impacts of climate change, and an array of groundwater issues, which included potential impacts to
private wells and the long-term productivity of these wells, impacts to the water level at Lake Merced,
impacts to groundwater quality, and sustainability of the groundwater basin. During the scoping
meeting, held on July 9, 2009, attendees commented on the scope of the Draft EIR. Written comments
were also received during the scoping period (between June 24 and July 28, 2009). A scoping report was
prepared that summarizes the comments received on the project, including a transcript of oral testimony
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at the July 2009 scoping session (see Appendix B [Scoping Summary Memorandum]). Refer to Table 2-2
(Summary of Scoping Comments) in Chapter 2, Introduction and Background, for an overview of the
environmental concerns raised during the scoping period.
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2 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
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2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery (GSR) Project (proposed Project or Project) proposes to
increase water supply reliability during dry years or in emergencies, by increasing water storage in the
Westside Groundwater Basin during wet and normal years for subsequent recapture during dry years
and emergencies. The proposed Project would be located in San Mateo County and is sponsored by the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in coordination with its partner agencies, which
include the cities of Daly City and San Bruno, and the California Water Service Company (Cal Water) in
its South San Francisco service area (collectively referred to as Partner Agencies).

The SFPUC currently supplies surface water to the Partner Agencies from its regional water system. The
Partner Agencies supply potable water to their retail customers through a combination of groundwater
from the South Westside Groundwater Basin and purchase of SFPUC surface water. The proposed
Project would provide supplemental SFPUC surface water to the Partner Agencies during normal and
above-average rainfall years (referred to throughout this Environmental Impact Report [EIR] as “wet”
years). During these years, the Partner Agencies would reduce their groundwater pumping by a
comparable amount to increase the amount of groundwater in storage through natural (in-lieu) recharge.
During normal and wet years, the volume of groundwater in the South Westside Groundwater Basin
would increase due to the combination of natural recharge and reduced groundwater pumping by the
Partner Agencies. During dry years, the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC would pump the stored
groundwater using 16 new well facilities in addition to the Partner Agencies’ existing wells. This new
dry-year water supply would be blended with water from the regional water system and distributed to
San Francisco and other wholesale customers in northern San Mateo County through existing SFPUC
transmission lines or the three Partner Agency water distribution systems, thereby increasing the
available water supply to all regional water system customers. The existing distribution systems are
located and sized appropriately to accommodate the additional groundwater that would be produced as
part of the proposed Project. Figure 2-1 (Project Vicinity Map), shows the proposed Project location in
northern San Mateo County and the Westside Groundwater Basin.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The proposed Project is part of the SFPUC’s Water System Improvement Program (WSIP). The purpose of
the WSIP is to increase the reliability of the regional water system with respect to seismic response, water
delivery, and water quality through the year 2030, as well as water supply to meet water delivery needs
in the service area through the year 2018.

Under the San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 31, the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Environmental Planning (EP) Division is responsible for conducting environmental review of all City and
County of San Francisco (CCSF) projects pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The San Francisco Planning Department is, therefore, the lead agency responsible
for preparing this EIR; the Project sponsor is the SFPUC. This document constitutes the Draft EIR for the
proposed Project and was prepared to fulfill the requirements of CEQA.

2.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

2.2.1 Regional Water System Overview

The CCSF, through the SFPUC, owns and operates the regional water system that extends from the Sierra
Nevada to San Francisco and serves over 2.4 million people in San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara,
Alameda and Tuolumne counties. The regional water system consists of water conveyance, treatment,
and distribution facilities, and delivers water to retail and wholesale customers. The existing regional
water system includes over 280 miles of pipelines, over 60 miles of tunnels, 11 reservoirs, five pump
stations, and two water treatment plants. The SFPUC delivers up to an annual average of about 265
million gallons per day (mgd) of water to its customers. The source of the water supply is a combination
of local supplies from streamflow and runoff in the Alameda Creek watershed and in the San Mateo and
Pilarcitos creeks watersheds (referred to together as the Peninsula watersheds), augmented with
imported supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed. Local watersheds provide about 15 percent of
total supplies and the Tuolumne River provides the remaining 85 percent. Figure 2-2 (Overview of the
Regional Water System & Water Supply Watersheds), illustrates the general location of the regional water
system and water supply watersheds.

The SFPUC serves about one-third of its water supplies directly to retail customers, primarily in San
Francisco, and about two-thirds of its water supplies to wholesale customers by contractual agreement.
The wholesale customers are largely represented by the Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation
Agency (BAWSCA) shown in Figure 2-3 (SFPUC Water Service Area, San Francisco, and SFPUC
Wholesale Customers)!. Some of these wholesale customers have other sources of water in addition to

what they receive from the regional water system, while others rely completely on the SFPUC for supply.

! The Cordilleras Mutual Water Association is also a wholesale customer receiving water from the SFPUC, but it is
not a BAWSCA member and is not shown in Figure 2-3 (SFPUC Water Service Area, San Francisco, and SFPUC
Wholesale Customers). It is a small water association serving 18 single-family homes located in San Mateo County.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

2.2.2 SFPUC Water System Improvement Program

On October 30, 2008, the SFPUC adopted the WSIP (SFPUC 2008). The adopted WSIP aims to improve the
regional water system with respect to water quality, seismic response, and water delivery based on a
planning horizon through the year 2030. The WSIP also aims to improve the regional system with respect
to water supply to meet water delivery needs in the service area through the year 2018. The proposed
program area spans seven counties — Tuolumne, Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Alameda, Santa Clara, San
Mateo, and San Francisco.

The WSIP includes a water supply strategy, modifications to system operations, and construction of a
series of facility improvement projects. The proposed Project includes new groundwater facilities and
would implement the WSIP water supply strategy during drought years. The overall goals of the WSIP
are to maintain high-quality water; reduce vulnerability to earthquakes; increase delivery reliability and
improve the ability to maintain the system; meet customer purchase requests in nondrought and drought
periods; enhance sustainability in all system activities; and achieve a cost-effective, fully operational
system (see Table 2-1 [WSIP Goals and Objectives]).

To further these program goals, the WSIP also includes objectives that address system performance in the
areas of water quality, seismic reliability, delivery reliability, and water supply.

To address the potential environmental impacts of the WSIP, the San Francisco Planning Department
prepared a Program EIR (PEIR), which was certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on
October 30, 2008 (San Francisco Planning Department 2008). The PEIR evaluated the environmental
impacts of the WSIP’s water supply component at a project-level of detail, as well as evaluating the
environmental impacts of the WSIP’s facility improvement projects at a program-level of detail. This EIR
tiers from the PEIR; the analyses of the WSIP that are relevant to this Project are incorporated by
reference into this EIR, as noted throughout the EIR. All WSIP-related impacts to which this Project
contributes have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the PEIR, enabling those effects to be
mitigated or avoided through mitigation measures that are also imposed on this Project as part of the
SFPUC’s approval of the WSIP.

Regional Grounduwater Storage and Recovery Project Draft EIR 2-8 April 2013
Case No. 2008.1396E



TABLE 2-1

WSIP Goals and Objectives

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Program Goal

System Performance Objective

Water Quality - maintain high
quality water

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

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

Continue to implement watershed protection measures.

Seismic Reliability — reduce
vulnerability to earthquakes

Design improvements to meet current seismic standards.

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

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

Delivery Reliability — increase
delivery reliability and improve
the ability to maintain the
system

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

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

Provide operational flexibility and system capacity to replenish local
reservoirs as needed.

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

Water Supply — meet customer
water needs in non-drought and
drought periods

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

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

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

Improve use of new water sources and drought management, including
groundwater, recycled water, conservation, and transfers.
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TABLE 2-1
WSIP Goals and Objectives

Program Goal System Performance Objective

Sustainability — enhance ®  Manage natural resources and physical systems to protect watershed
sustainability in all system ecosystems.

activities

®  Meet, at a minimum, all current and anticipated legal requirements for
protection of fish and wildlife habitat.

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

Cost-effectiveness —achievea | @  Ensure cost-effective use of funds.

cost-effective, fully operational o . .
ff fully op ®  Maintain gravity-driven system.
system

® Implement regular inspection and maintenance program for all facilities.

Source: SFPUC 2008

2.2.3 Relation of the Project to Regional Water System Facilities and
Partner Agencies’ Water Supply and Distribution Facilities

The proposed Project would be located in northern San Mateo County. Under the Project, the SFPUC
would construct well facilities in the South Westside Groundwater Basin, together with water treatment
systems and connections to existing water distribution systems. These new well facilities would be in
addition to the existing well and water distribution facilities that are currently operated in northern San
Mateo County by the Partner Agencies. The Partner Agencies currently pump groundwater from their
facilities to meet a portion of their potable demand; the remainder of their potable supply comes through
existing local connections to the regional water system.

Under the Project, the SFPUC would supply the Partner Agencies with supplemental water from the
regional water system during normal and wet years to reduce the Partner Agencies’ need to pump
groundwater. This reduction in pumping would allow the aquifer to recharge naturally. During dry
years, the Partner Agencies would return to pumping groundwater from their existing wells. The SFPUC
and the Partner Agencies would operate and maintain Project facilities connected to their respective
water distribution systems. These existing distribution systems are located and sized appropriately to
accommodate the additional groundwater that would be produced as part of the proposed Project. This
new dry-year water supply would be made available to both the Partner Agencies and to certain SFPUC
retail customers and other wholesale customers, as well as to retail customers in San Francisco, thereby
increasing the available surface water supply to all regional water system customers.

Refer to Chapter 3, Project Description Section 3.3 (Existing Groundwater Use in the Westside
Groundwater Basin), for a summary of existing groundwater use by the Partner Agencies, cemeteries,
and golf clubs overlying the groundwater basin.
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2.2.4 Relation to Other WSIP Projects and Local Groundwater

Management Plan

In addition to the GSR Project, there are other projects that are part of the larger WSIP proposed in the
Westside Groundwater Basin: the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, the Harding Park Recycled
Water Project, the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project, and the Lake Merced Water Levels
Restoration Project.

The San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project would provide an average of 4 mgd of groundwater to
San Francisco’s municipal supply. The Draft EIR for the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project was
published for public review on March 13, 2013 (San Francisco Planning Department 2013). Groundwater
for that project would be pumped from the North Westside Groundwater Basin, whereas the GSR Project
wells would be located in the South Westside Groundwater Basin?. Also, the purpose of the GSR Project
is to provide a dry-year water supply, whereas the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project would
operate during normal and wet years, as well as dry years. More detail regarding the purpose of the
proposed GSR Project is provided in Chapter 3, Project Description, Section 3.2 (Project Goals and
Objectives).

The Harding Park Recycled Water Project currently provides 1.3 mgd of recycled water for irrigation
purposes and the San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project would provide 2.8 mgd of recycled
water for irrigation purposes, thus reducing demand on potable water supplies. Some of the properties
proposed for irrigation with recycled water are located on lands overlying the Westside Groundwater
Basin. The Harding Park Recycled Water Project EIR was certified by the City of Daly City in 2009 (Daly
City 2009); the project is operational. A Revised Notice of Preparation for the San Francisco Westside
Recycled Water Project was released in 2010 (San Francisco Planning Department 2010).

The Lake Merced Water Levels Restoration Project is located within the Westside Groundwater Basin.
The purpose of the project is to provide a supplemental source of water, such as treated stormwater, to
address raising the level of Lake Merced in San Francisco. Since approval of the WSIP, the City of Daly
City has studied the viability of a Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project, which is a separate
project intended to reduce or eliminate flooding in the Vista Grande watershed, reduce erosion along
Lake Merced, and provide other benefits such as habitat enhancement and lake level augmentation at
Lake Merced. Daly City identified several potential alternatives to manage stormwater flows in the Vista
Grande Stormwater Basin in order to reduce flooding from the Vista Grande Drainage Canal, as shown in
their Draft Vista Grande Drainage Basin Alternatives Analysis Report Executive Summary (Daly City 2011). The
Alternatives Analysis Report recommended the South Lake Merced Alternative, which proposes to divert
stormwater flow from the Vista Grande Drainage Canal to Lake Merced. Daly City is proceeding with

2 The Westside Groundwater Basin has been administratively divided at the San Francisco County-San Mateo County
line. 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 terms are not intended to imply physical boundary.
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CEQA environmental review of this alternative, along with the National Park Service as lead agency
under the National Environmental Policy Act. The Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Joint EIR/EIS for the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project was issued on February 28, 2013
(Daly City 2013). The Draft EIR/EIS is anticipated to be published in late 2013. The SFPUC is cooperating
with Daly City on the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project and is not pursuing the Lake
Merced Water Levels Restoration Project independently at this time, because the Vista Grande Drainage
Basin Improvement Project, if approved, would accomplish substantially similar goals for better
managing Lake Merced water levels, thereby achieving the purpose of the Lake Merced Water Levels
Restoration Project.

The City of San Bruno recently adopted the South Westside Basin Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP),
and the GWMP was accepted by Cal Water in July 2012 (San Bruno et al. 2012). The goal of the GWMP is
to ensure a sustainable, high quality, reliable water supply at a fair price for beneficial uses achieved
through local groundwater management. The GWMP defines the Basin management objectives, which
are intended to maintain or enhance long-term groundwater levels and quality, and minimize land
subsidence, along with actions to be taken to accomplish these management goals. The basic
management objectives are defined through management areas and sub-areas, public input, monitoring,
adaptive management and enforcement. The GSR Project seeks to support the GWMP by providing a
conjunctive use project that would increase the volume of groundwater in storage through a reduction in
groundwater pumping by the Partner Agencies made possible by increased surface water deliveries from
the regional water system in normal and wet years. The GSR Project would help meet a goal of the
GWMP to ensure a sustainable, high-quality, reliable water supply at a fair price for beneficial uses
achieved through local groundwater management.

The Groundwater Storage element of the GWMP includes measures that could be considered to mitigate
groundwater overdraft conditions, although the South Westside Groundwater Basin is not currently
considered to be in a state of overdraft. The GWMP includes identification of actions to be implemented
in the event that groundwater level monitoring indicates that the South Westside Groundwater Basin is
in overdraft conditions, and it includes a local conjunctive use project in the South Westside
Groundwater Basin as one of the management actions. Actions also include consideration of the
development, implementation, and maintenance of programs and projects to recharge aquifers and the
support of regional groundwater banking operations that would be beneficial to the South Westside
Basin and the region. As noted in the GWMP, conjunctive use would likely take the form of an in-lieu
recharge project where imported water or recycled water would replace groundwater use to offset future
groundwater pumping during times of reduced imported water supplies.

2.3 PURPOSE OF THIS EIR

The San Francisco Planning Department is the lead agency for implementation of CEQA for all projects
sponsored by the CCSF or conducted within San Francisco. The Environmental Planning Division (EP) of
the San Francisco Planning Department has prepared this EIR for the SFPUC’s proposed Project. The
purpose of the EIR is to provide information about any potentially significant adverse environmental
effects of the proposed Project, to identify reasonable and feasible methods to minimize any potentially
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significant adverse effects, and to describe and analyze feasible alternatives to the proposed Project. The
EIR has been prepared as a project EIR in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. The EIR tiers
from the PEIR for the WSIP, which was certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on October
30, 2008 (San Francisco Planning Department 2008). The analyses of the WSIP that are relevant to this
Project are incorporated by reference into this EIR.

2.3.1 Draft EIR

This Draft EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public. This
Draft EIR will be circulated for public review, with hearings held to solicit comments from the public and
governmental agencies on the environmental analysis and completeness of information presented in this
Draft EIR (refer to Section 2.4 [Public Review]).

2.3.2 Responses to Comments and Final EIR

Following the public review and comment period, EP will prepare responses to the written and verbal
comments received from the public and governmental agencies. The Draft EIR will be revised, as
appropriate and, together with the Response to Comments document, will constitute the Final EIR. The
Response to Comments document will be distributed to all commenters and individuals requesting a
copy. The San Francisco Planning Commission will then consider EIR certification (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15090) during a public hearing. Once certified, the EIR will serve as a source of information to
assist the SFPUC in determining whether to approve the proposed Project. CEQA also requires the
adoption of findings prior to approval of a Project where a certified EIR identifies significant
environmental effects that would be caused by the Project (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092).

2.4 PUBLIC REVIEW

2.4.1 Scoping Process

The process of determining the appropriate scope, focus, and content of an EIR is known as “scoping.”
As the first step in the scoping process, the San Francisco Planning Department published a Notice of
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (NOP) on June 24, 2009, announcing the anticipated
preparation of a Draft EIR for the GSR Project. The scoping period began on June 24, 2009, with the
issuance of the NOP and written comments on the NOP were accepted through July 28, 2009. The NOP
summarized the goals, objectives, and elements of the Project. It also presented the San Francisco
Planning Department’s determination that the Project may have significant effects on the environment
and that an EIR must be prepared. The NOP also described the EIR scoping process and provided
information on a public scoping meeting. The scoping process, notification procedures, and outcome of
the scoping meeting are described below. The NOP is included in Appendix A of this EIR.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15083, the San Francisco Planning Department held a
public scoping meeting on July 9, 2009, to solicit input from governmental agencies and the public to
assist the Department in determining the appropriate scope and focus of the Project’s environmental
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impact analysis and information to be contained in the EIR, including mitigation measures, and potential
alternatives to the Project. The meeting was held at the South San Francisco Municipal Services Building
in South San Francisco and was attended by approximately 33 individuals.

Notices of the public scoping meeting were placed in local newspapers to inform the general public of the
meeting. Additionally, the San Francisco Planning Department sent the NOP, including the scoping
meeting notice, to approximately 1,500 interested parties, including landowners and tenants within 300
feet of proposed Project facilities, and 32 public agencies. The meeting included a presentation on the
scope of the Project and the environmental review process, followed by public comment.

A Scoping Summary Memorandum (included in Appendix B) was prepared to summarize the scoping
process, notification procedures, outcome of the scoping meeting and comments received. A transcript of
the scoping meeting is included in the Scoping Summary Memorandum.

2.4.2 Public and Agency Comments on the NOP

Verbal comments were received from six individuals at the scoping meeting. During the 35-day scoping
period, comment letters were received from nine individuals and organizations and eight comment
letters were received from State, regional, and local agencies. One letter was received after the close of the
scoping period and also was considered in preparing this EIR. The Scoping Summary Memorandum
contains a record of the comments received.

The environmental concerns raised during the scoping period are summarized in Table 2-2 (Summary of
Scoping Comments), which also references the section in this Draft EIR where the concerns are
addressed.

TABLE 2-2
Summary of Scoping Comments

Environmental Concerns Raised during Scoping Section where Concern is Addressed in this EIR

. . Chapter 3, Project Description, Section 3.8 (Operations
Details of operation strategy d Maint )
and Maintenance

Construction-related traffic and site access during construction | Section 5.6, Transportation and Circulation

Impacts of climate change Section 5.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality

Describe groundwater use by irrigators, including future needs | Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality

Ground settlement or subsidence Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality
Aquifer recharge Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality
Damage to private wells and long-term productivity Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality
Mobilization of contaminants in the groundwater Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality
Impacts to the water level at Lake Merced Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality
Impacts to quality of potable water Section 5.16, Hydrology and Water Quality
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2.4.3 Draft EIR Public Review

2.4.3.1 Public Review

Publication of this Draft EIR marks the beginning of a 45-day public review period, from April 10, 2013 to
May 28, 2013. Written comments may be directed to the following address until close of business (5:00
p-m.) on May 28, 2013.

San Francisco Planning Department

Attn: Sarah Jones, AICP, Acting Environmental Review Officer
GSR Project Draft EIR

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

By facsimile to: (415) 558-6409
By email to: timothy.johnston@sfgov.org

This Draft EIR is available on the Planning Department website at
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1829.

Hard copies of the Draft EIR are also available for public review at the following locations:

San Francisco Planning Department South San Francisco Library
1650 Mission Street, 1%t Floor 840 West Orange Street
Planning Information Counter South San Francisco, CA 94080

San Francisco, CA 94103

San Francisco Public Library San Mateo Public Library
100 Larkin Street 55 West 31 Street

San Francisco, CA 94103 San Mateo, CA 94044
Daly City Public Library San Bruno Public Library
40 Wembley Drive 701 Angus Avenue West
Daly City, CA 94015 San Bruno, CA 94066
Westlake Library Millbrae Public Library
275 Southgate Avenue 1 Library Avenue

Daly City, CA 94015 Millbrae, CA 94030
Colma Town Hall

1198 El Camino Real

Colma, CA 94014
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Public Hearings

Public hearings on the Draft EIR to accept written or verbal comments are scheduled as follows.

Tuesday, May 14, 2013 at 6:30 p.m.
South San Francisco Municipal Services Building

Community Room

33 Arroyo Drive

South San Francisco, California

Thursday, May 16, 2013 at 12:00 p.m. or later

San Francisco Planning Commission

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place

Commission Chambers, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94102

(Call 415-558-6422 the week of the hearing for more specific hearing time.)

2.5 ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR

The Draft EIR consists of three volumes. Volume 1 contains Chapters 1 through Chapter 5, Section 5.5.

Volume 2 contains Chapter 5, Section 5.6 through Chapter 8, and Volume 3 contains the appendices. The

organization of the Draft EIR is as follows:

Chapter 1 provides an Executive Summary of the Draft EIR. The executive summary
includes a brief description of the Project and summarizes construction and operational
impacts that the Project would have on environmental resources, along with mitigation
measures to reduce those impacts, where feasible. Significant unavoidable impacts of the
Project are also identified. Alternatives that would reduce or avoid the significant
environmental impacts of the Project are briefly described and the impacts they would have
are compared to the significant impacts of the Project. Areas of controversy are identified.

Chapter 2, Introduction and Background, provides project background information and
describes the environmental review process and the organization of the EIR.

Chapter 3 provides the Project Description, including all Project components (both
construction and operational phases) and provides a list of permits and approvals that are
anticipated for the Project.

Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, describes the Project’s consistency with relevant land use
plans and policies.

Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, describes existing
resources in the Project area, describes the environmental regulations and policies applicable
to the Project, identifies impact significance criteria and identifies and analyzes potential
impacts of the Project. Mitigation Measures for significant impacts are also identified.
Chapter 5 is broken down into the following resource area sections:
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Land Use (Section 5.2)

Aesthetics (Section 5.3)

Population and Housing (Section 5.4)

Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Section 5.5)
Transportation and Circulation (Section 5.6)
Noise and Vibration (Section 5.7)

Air Quality (Section 5.8)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 5.9)

Wind and Shadow (Section 5.10)

Recreation (Section 5.11)

Utilities and Service Systems (Section 5.12)
Public Services (Section 5.13)

Biological Resources (Section 5.14)

Geology and Soils (Section 5.15)

Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.16)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.17)
Mineral and Energy Resources (Section 5.18)
Agriculture and Forest Resources (Section 5.19)

e Chapter 6, Other CEQA Issues, discusses areas of controversy, growth inducement,

cumulative impacts, significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the Project is

implemented, and describes the significant irreversible effects associated with the Project.

e Chapter 7, Alternatives, describes the alternatives to the Project and compares their impacts

to those of the proposed Project. This chapter also summarizes alternatives that were

considered but screened from further analysis.

e Chapter 8 lists the EIR Authors and Consultants.

e Appendices provide information in support of the above chapters and have been bound

separately in Volume 3. The appendices are:

AT S IZOTEON® >

Notice of Preparation

Scoping Summary Memorandum

Summary of Impacts Table

WSIP PEIR Water Supply Impact and Mitigation and Consistency
GSR Final Air Quality Technical Report

Special-status Species Tables

Geotechnical Reports

Groundwater Technical Reports

Calculations for GSR Energy Use Impacts

Lake Merced Vegetation Change Analysis Methodology
Lake Merced Water Quality Data and Graphs
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Sections Tables

3.1 Project Location 3-1 Estimated Existing Groundwater Use in the

3.2 Project Goals and Objectives Westside Groundwater Basin

33 Existing Groundwater Use in the Westside 3-2 Facility Site Names and Locations
Groundwater Basin 3-3 Site-specific Facility Characteristics

3.4 Proposed Project 3-4 Maximum Volume of Chemical Storage

3.5 Project Construction 3-5 Pipeline Lengths by Facility Site

3.6 SFPUC Standard Construction Measures 3-6 Electrical Energy Demand for Facility Sites

3.7 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Actions during Dry Years

38 Operations and Maintenance 3-7 Facility Construction Clusters and

3.9 Required Permits and Approvals Construction Sequencing

. L 3-8 Estimated Daily Worker and Construction
3.10 Property Rights Acquisition . i o
Equipment Trips for Wells and Well Facilities

3.11 References Construction
3-9 Construction Area Size and Characteristics
3-10 Construction Soil Material Haul Amounts and

Anticipated Haul Truck Trips
3-11 Regulatory/Permitting Agencies/Utility
3-12 Property Rights Proposed for Acquisition

3-13 Anticipated Property Rights Requirements

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Groundwater Storage and Recovery (GSR) Project (proposed Project or Project) would be
located in northern San Mateo County, overlying the southern portion of the Westside Groundwater
Basin, as shown in Figure 2-1 (Project Vicinity Map), in Chapter 2, Introduction and Background.

The Project would be located within the water service areas for the cities of Daly City and San Bruno, as
well as the California Water Service Company (Cal Water), which includes portions of South San
Francisco, Colma, and unincorporated San Mateo County. These water providers are referred to herein as
“Partner Agencies” for this Project. Groundwater production well facilities would be constructed and
owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in the cities of Daly City, Colma, South
San Francisco, San Bruno, Millbrae, and unincorporated San Mateo County. Well facilities would be
connected to existing water distribution pipelines owned by the Partner Agencies and the SFPUC. The
SFPUC and the Partner Agencies would operate and maintain proposed well facilities connected to their
respective water systems. Existing Partner Agency wells all are located within San Mateo County.
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3.2 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

As described in Chapter 2, Introduction and Background, the proposed Project is part of the SFPUC’s
Water System Improvement Program (WSIP). The overall WSIP goals (refer to Table 2-1 [WSIP Goals and
Objectives]) for the regional water system include:

e Maintain high-quality water;

¢ Reduce vulnerability to earthquakes;
e Increase water delivery reliability;

e Meet customer water supply needs;
e Enhance sustainability; and

e Achieve a cost-effective, fully operational system.

The proposed Project would help achieve the WSIP goals because it would provide dry-year supply to
increase water delivery reliability and meet customer water supply needs. In addition, the Project would
provide increased regional operational flexibility to respond and restore water service during unplanned
outages and/or a loss of a water source. Without the Project, the SFPUC could not meet its goals for dry-
year delivery reliability (incorporated by reference from the WSIP Program Environmental Impact Report
[PEIR]) (San Francisco Planning Department 2008; SFPUC 2008).

The proposed Project would increase the volume of groundwater in storage by allowing the South
Westside Groundwater Basin to recharge naturally during normal and wet years. The increased volume
of groundwater in storage would occur through a reduction in groundwater pumping by the Partner
Agencies; this reduction in groundwater pumping would be made possible by increased surface water
deliveries to the Partner Agencies from the regional water system in those years. This “conjunctive” or
cooperative use of the basin would allow the SFPUC and Partner Agencies to pump the naturally
accumulated and stored water during dry years.

The SFPUC measures water supply reliability using an 8.5-year “design drought.” A design drought is a
planning and operations to