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“Recipes for Compliance”

Management Metrics for Green Infrastructure Capacity to Achieve 17.6% Reduction Target
al (Capacity expressed in units of acre-feet)
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South City: Scenario 1

Management Metrics Green Infrastructure Capacity to Achieve 17.6% Reduction Target
o for Gl Capacity expressed in units of acre-feet
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232519 = 24% 4.67 4.55 0.15 0.10 -- 0.08  0.00 -- 0.3
232619 - 0.29 0.07 - 0.01 - - 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.0
240119 = 24% @ 3.67  321.35 - 4.09 0.01 0.30 - - 24.2
240219 16% = 68.00 @ 2593 (.18 0.80 025 1.26 -- -- -- 2.5
240319 16% 165.61 28.27 = 74 1.07 061 1.38 -- -- -- 3.8
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Percent of Total Gl Cost to Achieve Reduction Objective
Load Reduction

Objective e : Total Savings
Jurisdictional LEUmEes (Jurisdictional vs. Countywide)
Cohesive Sediment Scenario 1: Scenario 2: 34
17.6% Reduction 100% 66% °
Scenario 3: Scenario 4:
Total PCBs. ! | 299,
17.6% Reduction 77% 48%
Total Savings 0 0 0
(Sediment vs. PCBs) 23% 18% 527
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Implementation Milestones: Countywide

Implementation Metrics Final 2040
2020-2030 | 2030-2040 | 2020 | 2030 | Jurisdictional | Countywide

~ % Load Reduction 5.4% 6.8% 6.3% 11.7% 18.5% 17.6%

§ Volume Managed (acre-ft/yr) 1,291.1 1,627.9 1,574.2 2,865.3 4,493.2 3,701.3

Treated Impervious (acres) 627.0 1,945.8 916.3 1,543.2 3,489.1 3,395.7
Existing Projects 0.0 0.0 72.1 72.1 72.1 72.1

—  Future New & Redevelopment 30.9 48.3 36.6 67.5 115.8 115.8
E Regional Projects (Identified) -- 64.6 -- 9.0 73.6 73.6
LE, Green Streets (High) -- 12.6 -- 20.0 32.6 24.0
;E Green Streets (Medium) -- 40.7 -- 32.9 73.6 57.1
% Green Streets (Low) -- 4.5 -- 1.4 5.9 12.8
“  Other Gl Projects (TBD) - 10.6 - 1.2 11.8 4.3
Total 30.9 181.3 108.7 204.0 385.3 359.7
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Web-Based Viewer
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http://web.paradigmh2o.com/sanmateo-sustain/

Next Steps

Agency review of revised RAA results
Planning a WebEx to discuss/answer questions

Incorporation into Gl Plans
e “Goals” for Gl implementation
* Adaptive Management Approach

Phase |l Modeling Report

Peer Review

Coordination with Sustainable Streets Master Plan

TMDL Implementation Plan (2020) A~
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